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PREFACE

The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy
was originally planned in connexion with W. K. C. Guthrie’s History
of Greek Philosophy, but has developed on rather different lines, and is
not exactly a continuation of that work. It is an independent survey
designed to show how Greek philosophy took the form in which it was
known to and influenced the Jews, the Christians of East and West and
the Moslems, and what these inheritors of Greek thought did with their
heritage during, approximately, the first millennium A.p. The length of
the period and the extreme variety and complexity of the subject-
matter made it impossible for any one man to deal adequately with the
whole, so it was decided to return to the older Cambridge pattern of a
composite history by several hands, and I was asked by the Syndics to
undertake the planning and editing of the whole work, and to write the
Part on Plotinus.

The period covered extends from the fourth century B.c. to the
beginning of the twelfth century A.p., from the Old Academy to
St Anselm. All divisions of the history of philosophy into periods are
somewhat arbitrary, but the points chosen for ending the later Parts of
this volume appeared to us good stops in themselves, and the thought
covered in the volume as a whole does seem to have a certain degree of
unity, as is more fully explained in the introductory chapter. Itis hoped
that the philosophy of the thirteenth century and the later Middle Ages
in the West, with later Jewish, Moslem, and Byzantine developments,
will some day be dealt with in another Cambridge volume. As for the
beginning, there is a good deal of chronological overlapping with
Professor Guthrie’s work, but little real overlapping of subject-matter.
In order to explain the genesis of the Neoplatonism of Plotinus, the
central and dominant form of Greek philosophy in our period, it was
necessary to go back to Plato. But a reading of Professor Merlan’s
chapters will soon show that in dealing with Plato, the Old Academy,
Aristotle and the Stoics, he has confined his attention to their influence
on the thought of Plotinus, and has considered other questions about
their philosophies only in this context. It was agreed that Merlan

Xiv
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should only deal with the Greek background of the thought of Plotinus,
excluding Philo the Jew and the Gnostics, whose influence on Neo-
platonism has sometimes been thought to be considerable. Philo and
the Gnosticsare treated in what seemed to meamore appropriate context
in Professor Chadwick’s Part, and the question of the relationship
between Gnosticism and the philosophy of Plotinus is touched upon
incidentally in my own Part. The decision to deal with it in this way
is perhaps the most controversial of the many decisions whichI have had
to take about what to include and what to exclude and where particular
subjects are to be treated, and I must take full editorial responsibility
forit (T arrived atit, of course, because I do not consider that the influence
of the Gnostics, or of Philo, on Plotinus was of great importance).
In a composite work of this kind, everything depends on the degree
of co-operation and understanding which can be established between
those taking part in the work. No editor could have had more willing
and intelligent collaboration than I have had from the other contri-
butors to the volume. Its virtues are mostly due to them; for its defects,
which I am sure are many, I am responsible. T am most grateful to all
concerned at the Cambridge University Press, and especially to Mr A. L.
Kingsford, for their continual help at every stage in the preparation of
this volume ; they have made the task of an inexperienced and naturally
inefficient editor easier than I ever expected. Iam also very grateful to
the Abbot and community of Downside Abbey, who allowed me to do
much of my editorial work in their excellent theological library. And
I most sincerely thank the successive secretaries of the School of Classics
in the University of Liverpool for all their help with typing and

correspondence. A H.A.

Liverpool
1965
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ABBREVIATIONS

The following abbreviations are used in the notes throughout the
volume:

cc Corpus Christianorum

CSEL Corpus Scriptorum Ecclestasticorum Latinorum

PG Migne, Patrologia Graeca

PL Migne, Patrologia Latina

RE Realencyclopidie der klassischen Altertumswissenschaft
sC Sources Chrétiennes

SVFE  Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta

The abbreviations used in the notes of each Part will be found at the
beginning of each Part.

References to Plotinus throughout the volume are in the following
form: Ennead and treatise number [number in Porphyry’s chronologi-
cal order] chapter number and, where appropriate, Bréhier—Henry—
Schwyzer line number, e.g. 11 9 [33] 9, 35—9. References to PG, PL
and RE are by volume and column number.

ADDITIONAL NOTES

The additional notes in the 1970 reprint are collected on pages 692-693,
and are referred to in the original text by asterisks.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTORY

What we are trying to do in this volume is to provide a wide-ranging
and fairly detailed survey of the philosophy of the period when thought
in the Mediterranean lands, and later in Europe north of the Alps, took
forms which deeply influenced our literature, art, social behaviour and
institutions at least down to the seventeenth century and, to some
extent and in some quarters, to the present day. We set out to show how
Greek philosophy reached its latest, and perhaps most influential, phase,
that which modern historians of ancient philosophy call Neoplatonism;
and how this was taken over and adapted in various ways to suit their
own purposes by Jews, Christians and Moslems. Whatever the relation-
ship of this late Platonism to the real thought of Plato may have been
(here Merlan has some interesting suggestions in the first chapter of his
section), it is certain that it is this, rather than the Platonism of the
dialogues as understood by modern scholars, which we encounter
whenever there is a question of Platonic influence on art, literature,
theology or philosophy before the nineteenth century, and sometimes
even later. It, and its various theological transformations, therefore
seem worth studying, and in recent years they have been vigorously
studied. There is a great deal going on, in particular, in the fields of
Neoplatonic and patristic studies: so much, in fact, that inevitably a
good deal in this volume will be out of date by the time it is published.
But it still seems worth while attempting a comprehensive survey,
because much of the scholarly material is rather inaccessible except to
specialists in the various fields, and also because the study of this period,
lying as it does across the frontiers of so many disciplines, has suffered
rather more than most from academic compartmentalization.

One object of this volume is to make generalization about the
thought of the period more difficult. This is particularly necessary,
because there is no period about which sweeping and ill-founded
generalizations have been more common. So we have tried to show its
philosophies and theologies in all their complexities and variations, and

I
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in particular to give some idea of how many different things Platon-
ism’, or ¢ Christian Platonism’ can mean. There has, of course, been no
attempt to impose any uniformity of outlook on the contributors, or a
rigid pattern of treatment on the very varied subject-matter of the several
contributions. Inevitably, the same or closely related topics have oc-
casionally been treated in different Parts in different ways and from
different points of view. Where this has happened, or where it seemed to
me that for any reason it would be interesting and useful for the reader to
compare passages from different Parts, I have inserted editorial cross-
references in the notes. This deliberate refusal to over-simplify or
impose a superficial tidiness has made the task of writing an introduc-
tory chapter a good deal harder. AllIshall try to do in the rest of it is to
provide a kind of rough sketch-map of the contents of the volume and
to try to indicate the dominant preoccupations and attitudes of the
philosophers and theologians of the period, and the more interesting
convergences and divergences in their ways of thinking. If in doing
this I slip back into just the kind of generalization which the volume
was designed to make more difficult, at least the corrective will be ready
to hand: a reading of the relevant chapters will soon supply the qualifi-
cations which my general statements need.

The first Part, by P. Merlan, tells the complex story of the develop-
ments in Greek philosophy which led up to Plotinus, from Plato and
Aristotle onwards. Here there is a full account of Middle Platonism and
late Pythagoreanism, philosophies whose influence, direct and indirect,
was perhaps wider than that of Plotinus himself. Something of this
influence can already be seen in the next Part, by H. Chadwick, on
Philo and the beginning of Christian thought, where we find Jews and
Christians taking over Greek ideas and adapting them to their own pur-
poses and ways of thinking long before Plotinus: the section ends with
an account of the great pagan philosopher’s older contemporary, the
Christian Origen, probably a pupil of the same master, Ammonius
Saccas, whose thought has points of contact with that of Plotinus in
some ways, but is utterly different in many others. Part 111, of which
I am the author, deals with Plotinus himself, the central and domin-
ant figure and greatest philosopher of the whole period; though this
does not mean that all its later philosophies can simply be classified

2
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as forms of Plotinian Neoplatonism. Merlan in his section has suffi-
ciently shown the degree of his dependence on earlier Greek philosophy
(the assumption underlying the whole treatment of Plotinus in this
volume is that he was a genuine Greek philosopher, not an Orientalizer
or a Gnostic). So in my section I have tried to give a self-contained
outline of his philosophy with little reference to earlier or later thought,
prefaced by some account of the man himself, and his way of living and
teaching: for Plotinus was a complete and consistent character in whom
life and thought were so closely related that it is not easy to understand
the one without knowing something about the other. With Plotinus we
have reached the third century a.p. The next Part, by A. C. Lloyd,
carries on the story of pagan Neoplatonism to its end in the sixth century.
It is, perhaps, of all the contributions in the volume the one which will
be most interesting to those professionally concerned with philosophy
(in the modern sense) rather than theology; and it shows good reasons
for revising some earlier judgements on those, till recently, rather
neglected and despised philosophers, Tamblichus and his successors.
The later Neoplatonic schools were pagan enclaves in a world which
was becoming wholly Christian, at least officially. They survived into
the age in which the first great Byzantine churches were built at
Ravenna and Constantinople. The next three Parts are concerned
exclusively with Christian thought. The first of them (v), by R. A.
Markus, deals with Marius Victorinus and Augustine. It may surprise
some readers to find that the former, who generally appears as a minor
figure in biographies of Augustine, is given a chapter to himself. Till
recently he was neglected, because very few people indeed had taken the
very considerable trouble necessary to understand him. But the great
edition of Henry and Hadot® has revealed him as one of the most
original and interesting of the philosophical theologians who adapted
Neoplatonic speculations to serve Christian purposes. The important
place given to Augustine in the volume, of course, needs no explanation
or defence. In the chapters devoted to him, though no artificial and
anachronistic attempt has been made to separate his ‘philosophy” from
his ‘theology’ attention has been concentrated on those parts of his

* Marius Victorinus, Traizés Théologigues sur la Trinité. Texte établi par P. Henry. Introduc-
tion, traduction et notes par P. Hadot (Sources Chrétiennes, 68—9) (2 vols. Paris, 1960).

3
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wide-ranging and many-sided thought which are likely to be of interest
to philosophers. Augustine’s influence was immense, but did not
extend to the Christian East, with which he had little contact, and which
from the fourth century onwards followed paths of speculative theology
increasingly divergent from those of the West. The next Part, by
I. P. Sheldon-Williams, tells the story of Greek Christian Platonism
from the fourth to the ninth century. It contains much that will be new
to all but a handful of specialists, particularly about the developments
after the Pseudo-Dionysian writings came into circulation. In the last
chapter of this section that isolated and mysterious figure of the Caro-
lingian age, Johannes Scottus Eriugena, is shown in his most appro-
priate context, that of post-Dionysian Greek Christian theology, which
makes him a good deal less mysterious. The Latin background of
Eriugena, and his contribution to distinctively Western controversies,
is dealt with in the last of these three sections on Christian thought, by
H. Liebeschiitz, which traces the history of Western Christian philo-
sophy from Boethius to Anselm. The ground traversed here will, in
part at least, be more familiar to many readers than that covered in the
section before, but there are few so well informed that they will not find
their understanding, especially of the Carolingian and immediately post-
Carolingian periods, increased by these chapters. Finally Part vir, by
R. Walzer, gives a sketch of early Islamic philosophy: for reasons which
he makes clear, no more than a preliminary survey can be attempted.
He has concentrated his attention on the great, and rather neglected,
tenth-century philosopher al-Farabi, whom he shows to be a thinker of
exceptional importance and interest, not least because he developed and
adapted to the conditions of the Islamic world of his time an otherwise
unknown late Greek tradition of political philosophy based on the
Republic and Laws of Plato. Plotinus and the other Neoplatonists
whom we know at first hand show very little interest in Plato’s political
and social thought: so here, as at other points, a study of Islamic philo-
sophy not only is worth while for its own sake and in view of its later
influence, but can enlarge our understanding of the Greek thought from
which it derives.

Perhaps a good starting-point for considering what, if any, common
characteristics the thought of these many and diverse philosophers and

4
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theologians had is to observe what they meant by philosophy. It was
something very different from what modern philosophers understand
to be their professional activity : though perhaps even today the ordinary
man sometimes, in a vague sort of way, expects them to provide him
with philosophical guidance of the older sort, and is annoyed and dis-
concerted when they tell him, very properly on their own presupposi-
tions, that this is none of their business, and goes to look for what he
wants where he can find it, in East or West, sometimes in very odd and
unacademic quarters indeed. Philosophy for most of the ancients, after
Plato at any rate, and certainly for the men of our period, was as
Markus puts it, speaking of Augustine, ‘an all-embracing activity con-
cerned with everything relevant to the ultimate purpose of human life’.*
This accounts for the strong ethical emphasis and, to the modern mind,
disconcertingly close connexion between philosophy and religion which
we find in nearly all the thinkers of the period, in the Greek pagans just
as much as in the adherents of revealed religions. This was of course
compatible with a great variety of attitudes towards religious revela-
tions and religious practices, and generalization here is particularly
risky. Even the later Neoplatonists, Tamblichus and his successors,
cannot just be dismissed, as is still often done, with a few general
observations about superstitition and the decline of rationalism.
Lloyd’s observations on the relationship of their philosophy to their
religion, which are among the most enlightening pages in the volume
on this whole question, make this clear.* But the strong moral and
religious concern of most of the philosophers of the period makes it
easier to understand, for instance, why the Christians saw what we
should call theology as a superior form of philosophy, and why in con-
sequence it was quite impossible in planning this volume to make a tidy
separation of the two and leave theology out of it. Only at one place
and one time, in the towns of the Lombard plain in the earlier Middle
Ages, do we find, for reasons which Liebeschiitz makes clear,3 logicians
whose attitude to their studies was entirely secular and in whose writ-
ings, as he says, ‘questions of religion and theology appear to be re-
moved to an isolated corner of the discussion’. This local attitude, the

* Part v. ch. 21, p. 344. * See Part 1v, chs. 17 and 18 C.
3 Part vi1, ch. 37 B, p. 596.
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importance of which for the later direction of Western medieval thought
Liebeschiitz shows, is rather different from the way in which many
earlier philosophers and theologians, pagan and Christian, regarded
Aristotelian logic as a kind of neutral preliminary study to religious
speculation, though it ultimately derives from it.

The close connexion of philosophy and religion in our period leads
us naturally to consider another aspect of its thought which is often
misunderstood, the attitude to authority. At first sight it seems a
period of servile authority-mindedness, among pagans as well as
Christians. Whatever their attitude to religious revelations, the pagan
philosophers regarded the great men of the past, above all Plato, with
unbounded veneration. They disapproved of originality and devoted
their lives to expounding what they thought to be the authentic teach-
ing of the ancient masters, and commenting on their works. And the
Jews and Christians were of course dominated by the authority of the
religious revelation they accepted: though here again we find an
exception to our generalization in the early medieval West, the cham-
pioning of the claims of reason against authority by Berengar of Tours.*
The Christian West saw, much more clearly than the Christian East
seems to have done, that there was a problem about the relationship of
reason to religious authority, as early as Augustine,? and at the end of
our period Anselm is still very much concerned with it.3 In the
Moslem world the problem was still more clearly seen, and the
philosophers offered an interesting variety of solutions. Al-Kindi’s$
subordination of philosophy to revelation follows a familiar pattern, and
Avicenna’s® identification of the two is, perhaps, not so very far from
the position of Philo. But it would be difficult to find parallels among
Jews or Christians in our period for ar-Razi’s? resolute dismissal of
revealed religion as superstition, or for the most interesting solution of
all, that of al-Farabi,® who carried on into his own very different world
the attitude of the Greek philosophers to their traditional cults and
myths by interpreting the various religions of his time, including Islam, as
more or less imperfect symbolic representations of philosophical truth.

* See Part vii, ch. 37 C. * See Part v, ch. 21.
3 See Part v, ch. 38. * See Part v, ch. 39.
5 Ibid. ch. 39 B. & Ibid. ch. 40 B.
7 Ihid. ch. 39 B. 8 Ibid. ch. 40 B.
6
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But when we look at the thinkers of our period more closely, we find
that in fact they managed to combine great freedom of speculation with
their respect for authority. There is surprisingly little ‘textbook
scholasticism’, parrot-like repetition of consecrated formulae without
further thinking, even among the later Neoplatonists. One reason for
this, rather disconcerting at first to the modern scholar, was their
thoroughly unscholarly and unhistorical approach to the documents
which they regarded as authoritative. The way in which Plotinus used
Plato, and Philo’s exegesis of the Jewish Scriptures, are good examples
of this." Another was the bafflingly unsystematic character of the
authoritative documents themselves, the dialogues of Plato and the
Jewish and Christian Scriptures—to say nothing of the Chaldaean
Oracles, which are, to put it more mildly than they deserve, decidedly
oracular. Within our period as a whole one kind of philosophy, later
Platonism, dominates (Merlan’s chapters show the interrelationship of
‘Middle’ Platonism and later Pythagoreanism, and the continuity of
Neoplatonism with both). But at few points do we find mere conform-
ism, disciples simply reproducing the thought of their master. The later
pagan Neoplatonists were perhaps the most conformist. They were
certainly more dependent on Plotinus than some scholars have thought,
as Lloyd shows.* But Plotinus was not for them an ‘authority’—less
so than Tamblichus. This volume makes clear his central importance
and wide-ranging influence on the thought of the whole period. But
his prestige and reputation in later centuries (when and where he was
remembered at all) were comparatively moderate. Nor was his influence
due simply to doctrinal innovation; he can hardly be said to have taken
a completely new line in philosophy. Merlan’s chapters show the con-
tinuity of his thought with that of his predecessors. Certainly the
superior clarity and coherence of his philosophy counted for a great
deal. But perhaps his influence was still more due to the colour and
passion which he brought into Platonism by thinking it through in the
light of his own experience—not only the experience of union with the
One, but the equally intense experience which transforms his account
of the intelligible world, his experience of the transcendent self in

' See Part 111, ch. 13, pp. 213—14 and Part 11, ch. 8, pp. 137-9.
* See Part 1v, ch. 17,
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union with the archetypal reality of all things. It is this double experi-
ence which makes him a unique force in European thought, and, though
there is no good evidence for any Indian influence on his philosophy,
seems to bring him close at some points to the thought of India.

When we turn to the Jews and Christians within our period we find
another help to originality, the tension between Platonic philosophy and
revealed religion. Some good examples of the varied ways in which this
worked can be seen in the chapters of Chadwick on Philo, of Markus
on Marius Victorinus, and of Sheldon-Williams on Greek Christian
Platonism." This tension accounts, to a great extent, for the extra-
ordinary range and variety of what is loosely called ¢ Christian Platon-
ism’, a variety which is amply displayed in our volume. There are
continual divergences and reactions, often of great importance. One
which is particularly interesting, and not very well known, is the
reaction against the influence of Proclus in the Christian East described
by Sheldon-Williams.? Greek Christian Platonism is more varied than
Latin. There is no one great dominating figure. But even in the West,
though Augustine towered over all the others and had an influence
deeper and wider than that of any single Greek Christian thinker, he did
not totally dominate the thought of Latin Christendom. Liebeschiitz’s
account of Boethius3 shows us another, quite different and very
influential, form of Latin Christian Platonism.

There is one particularly interesting kind of divergence within
Christian Platonism, leading to a good deal of original speculation and
springing from tensions which go deep and far back in both the
Platonic and Christian traditions, which deserves special mention. This
is the divergence, apparent at several points in our volume, between the
tendency to make a very sharp division between spirit’ and ‘matter’ or
‘soul’ and ‘body’ and the concern to give a real religious and moral
value to body, the material world, time, change and history. Generaliza-
tion here is particularly difficult and dangerous. Augustine can be
quoted on both sides, and does not fit tidily into this or any other
general scheme of classification, though his influence in the West
worked, on the whole, on the dualist side. Among the Greeks the

* See Part 11, ch. 8; Part v, ch. z0; Part vi, ch. 28.
* Part v1, ch. 31. 3 Part viy, ch. 35.
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Cappadocians generally made the opposition between spiritual and
material very sharp. But the post-Dionysian Greeks, and above all
St Maximus, made the most sustained effort which is apparent any-
where in our period to find a place for body, physical motion and time
in the movement of return to God and to show them as sacred. This
seems to be closely bound up with their concern to show clearly what
they regarded as an implication of the doctrine of creation, that things
have no completely separate reality apart from God, that their whole
existence is a participation in his being, so that Eriugena, the inheritor of
this tradition, can even say that he creates himself in creating them.” In
Liebeschiitz’s account of the Libri Carolini* we can see theologians
influenced by the two tendencies clashing in a most interesting way,
with a political and social background and implications to the con-
troversy which will repay study but defy generalization. On one side,
the Byzantine, we have the idea of the sacred cosmos of images and the
intimate presence of God in human acts and works. On the other, the
Carolingian, we have an over-simplified Augustinianism sharply
separating body and soul and leading to a curiously modern conception
of a non-sacred material world which, as Liebeschiitz says, is ‘a stage for
human action only’.

The post-Dionysian Greeks made much use of Aristotle in construct-
ing their more positive view of the material world. And this leads us to
one last point about the thought of our period which it is important to
make if we are to avoid a kind of particularly superficial and misleading
generalization which used to be very fashionable in certain circles, that
which opposes the ‘ Christian Aristotelianism” of the thirteenth century
to the ‘Platonism’ of earlier Christian thinkers. Merlan’s chapters show
how close, if sometimes uneasy, the interrelationship of Platonism and
Aristotelianism was from the beginning. There is a strong Aristotelian
element in Neoplatonism, though Plotinus often criticizes Aristotle
severely. And throughout the sections dealing with Christian and
Islamic thought we find the direct or indirect influence of Aristotle at
work again and again. In fact the interaction of Platonism and
Aristotelianism is one of the main themes of this history.

! See Part vi, chs. 32 and 34.
* Partvm, ch. 36 A. Sheldon-Williams’s chapter on ‘ The Philosophy of Icons’ (Part vi, ch. 33)
should be compared.
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ARISTOTLE

Anal. post.

De an.

Eth. Nic.

De gen. anim.
De gen. et corr.
Hist. anim.

De div. per somn.
Met.

Meteor.

De partibus anim.

Phys.
De resp.
Top.

PLATO

Polit.
Rep.
Soph.
Theaet.

PLUTARCH

De Is. et Os.
De Ei

De Pythiae or.
De def. or.

De sera

De genio Socr.
Cons. ad ux.
Qu. conv.

Ad princ. iner.
De facie

Plaz. qu.

De an. pr.
Ady. Col.
Quomodo

De lib. et aegr.

THEOPHRASTUS

Met.

ABBREVIATIONS

Analytica posteriora

De anima

Ethica Nicomachea

De generatione animalium
De generatione et corruptione
Historia animalium

De divinatione per somnium
Metaphysica

Meteorologica

De partibus animalium
Physica

De respiratione

Topica

Politicus

De republica
Sophistes
Theaetetus

De Iside et Osiride

De E apud Delphos

De Pythiae oraculis

De defectu oraculorum

De sera numinis vindicta

De genio Socratis

Consolatio ad uxorem

Quaestionum convivalium libri 1X
Ad principem ineruditum

De facie quae in orbe lunae apparet
Platonicae quaestiones

De animae procreatione in Timaeo
Adversus Colotern

Quomodo adolescens poetas audire debeat
De libidine et aegritudine

Metaphysica
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CHAPTER 2

THE OLD ACADEMY

A. Introduction

Neoplatonism is a term usually designating Plato’s philosophy as re-
interpreted by Plotinus and post-Plotinian Platonists. The term is
slightly misleading,” in that to some it may suggest a more radical dif-
ference between the philosophies of Plato and Plotinus than is war-
ranted, in that it tends to obscure the debt of Plotinus to Platonists
before him, particularly the Old Academy and the Platonism of the
period between the first century B.c. and his time (today often designa-
ted as pre-Neoplatonism or Middle Platonism), and finally in that it
suggests that all post-Plotinian Platonism bears the stamp of Plotinus’
philosophy, whereas in many cases his influence on other Platonists
was only limited.?

However, in what follows we shall, in the main, limit ourselves to
indicating those Platonic and post-Platonic philosophic doctrines which
were probably of major importance for Plotinus, and the knowledge of
which helps us to place his philosophy in historic perspective. No
attempt will be made to ascertain the primary sources of these doctrines
or to reconstruct systems of which only fragments have survived, nor do
we plan to compete with an appararus fontium. We shall simply present
those major philosophic doctrines which we, in explicit form, still
possess and which Plotinus knew, or in all likelihood knew.3 The
framework of our presentation is provided by four passages in
Porphyry’s Vita Plotini. In the first, Porphyry says that Plotinus’
writings contain Stoic and Peripatetic doctrines, and that all of Aris-
totle’s Metaphysics is present there in condensed form.4 Secondly,
Porphyry tells us that in the school of Plotinus these writers were read:

* Itis a modern term anyway. Plotinus claimed to be an orthodox Platonist (Enn. v 1 [10] 8;
vI 2 [43] 1; vI 3 [44] 5), and for centuries this claim went uncontested.

* Cf. Ueberweg—Praechter, Grundriss (1926), p. 6or.

3 Cf. H.-R. Schwyzer, ‘Plotinos’, RE, xx1/1 (1951), esp. col. 547-54, 572-81; W. Theiler,
‘Plotin und die antike Philosophie’, Museum Helveticum, 1 (1944), pp. 209-25.

4 Life, 14.
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Severus, Cronius, Numenius—whom we should call either Platonists or
Pythagoreans; Gaius and Atticus—whom we should designate as
Platonists; and, of the Peripatetics, Aspasius, Alexander—obviously
Alexander of Aphrodisias—and Adrastus.” Thirdly, Porphyry quotes
Longinus’ opinion of Plotinus, according to which Plotinus was
superior to other expounders of Pythagorean and Platonic doctrines,
such as Numenius, Cronius, Moderatus, and Thrasyllus.? Fourthly,
Porphyry tells us that Plotinus often used to refute gnosticism.3

B. Aristotle’s presentation of Plato’s philosophy

The main aspects of Platonism leading to the system of Plotinus can
best be seen if we start from what Aristotle presents as the main features
of Plato’s philosophy.4 According to this presentation, instead of the
dichotomy sensibles—intelligibles (ideas), to which dichotomy the
dichotomy of two modes of cognition—one, sensation, resulting in
mere opinion, the other, noein, resulting in truth—belongs, a dichotomy
fully accepted by Plotinus,5 which seems to underlie most of the
Platonic dialogues, Plato divides all reality into three spheres: ideas
(intelligibles), mathematicals, and physicals (sensibles). This ‘hori-
zontal’ trichotomy is accompanied by a “vertical’ dualism of supreme
principles, the One and the Indefinite Dyad. The interaction of these
principles ‘produces’ the ideas (themselves in some way designated
as numbers), and, as the ideas are the causes of everything else, the
two principles become universal causes.® They are likened by Aristotle
to the formal and the material cause of his own system:7 and in some
way they are also identified with the principles of good and evil.?

T Life, 14.

2 Lz{'e: 140. Unfortunately we know next to nothing of the philosophic opinions of Gaius,
Aspasius, and Thrasyllus (on the life of the latter, see F. H. Cramer, Astrology in Roman Law and
Politics [1954), pp. 92—108).

3 Life, 16. [For Plotinus and gnosticism see Part 111, ch. 12, pp. 2056 ; ch. 15, pp. 243-5.]

4 Most passages are now collected in K. Gaiser, Platons ungeschriebene (1963). Together
with H. J. Krdmer, Arete bei Platon und Aristoteles (1967), Gaiser centres his interpretation on
Aristotle’s presentation of Plato. Very instructive and somewhat neglected is the discussion in R.
Heinze, Xenokrates (1892), pp. 10-47.

5 Enn. 11 {53] 7; 111 6 {26] 6; 1v 8 [6] 4; v 3 [44] 3. On sensation as constrasted with thinking
see IV 4 [28] 12.

& Met. A 6, 987b14—29; Z 2, 1028b18—32.

7 Parallel passages are listed in W. D. Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics (1924), ad 987b14.

8 Met. A6, 988a7-15; A 10, 1075235—6; N 4, 1091 b 32; cf. below, p. 26.

I5
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No longer as a mere report, but rather as his criticism, Aristotle
explains that the assumption of these two principles seemed to Plato
and Platonists necessary to account for plurality. Specifically, without
the assumption of the Indefinite Dyad as one of the supreme prin-
ciples, all being, they thought, would be frozen in the Parmenidean
One." Plotinus explicitly recognizes the derivation of plurality as an old
and fundamental problem.?

The order ideas—mathematicals—sensibles is by no means arbitrary.
Mathematicals mediate between ideas and sensibles in that they share
changelessness with the former, multiplicity with the latter. Thus, if
ideas are themselves designated as numbers, these numbers must differ
from the numbers belonging to intermediate mathematicals. Perhaps
the term idea-numbers or ideal numbers would indicate this difference.3
One of the characteristic qualities of ideal numbers would be that each is
unique and does not consist of unities, so that ideal numbers would be
qualitative rather than quantitative and therefore inaddible.

Whatever the sources of Aristotle’s presentation of Plato’s philo-
sophy, nobody in pre-Plotinian antiquity doubted its correctness. Nor
was it ever doubted that he (and Theophrastus) correctly attributed
these doctrines not only to Plato but also to Speusippus, Xenocrates,
Hestiaeus, and other Platonists left unnamed. Finally, it was assumed
that the main source of Aristotle’s presentation was an akroasis,* a
synousia,5 agraphoi synousiai,® i.e. a lecture or a course of lectures de-
livered by Plato under the title 7%e Good (or: On Goodness), the text of
which was edited by Aristotle himself, Speusippus, Xenocrates,
Hestiaeus, Heraclides, and other Platonists.? Not that all these Platon-
ists held entirely identical doctrines. They differed, for example, in the
explanation of the relation between the realm of ideas and mathe-

t Met. N 2, 1088b35-1089a6 ; here the Indefinite Dyad is called non-being.

2 Enn. v1 3 [44] 3-

3 Met. M g, 1086as5 ; N 2, 1088b34; 3, 1090b35; M 7, 1081221 ; 8, 1083b3 ; N 3, 1090b33;
A 8, 990a3o; M 6, 1080b22; 8, 1083a31; N 4.

4 Aristoxenus, Harmonics, p. 39 Da Rios ; Simplicius, /n Phys. 151, 10 Diels.

s Simplicius, /n Phys. 454, 18 Diels ; De anima 28,7 Hayduck.

6 Simplicius, /n Phys. 542, 11 1. ; 545, 23 f. Diels ; Philop. In Phys. 521, 10. 14 Vitelli ; De an.
75, 34 ff. Hayduck.

7 Alexander Aphrodisias, 7/n Met. 56, 33 Hayduck ; Simplicius, /n Phys. 151, 6 ; 453, 28 ; 454,
19 ; 247, 30—248, 15 Diels; cf. Speusippus, fr. 33A. 51 Lang; Theophrastus, Met. 11. The
lecture is perhaps referred to in &nn. v 1 [10] 5 and v 4 [7] 2.
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maticals; also their terminology relating to the two supreme principles
varied almost from author to author. But what they had in common
was the assumption of a realm of being mediating between whatever
they assumed the supreme sphere of being to be (ideas or mathematicals,
and the latter either ideal mathematicals or mathematicals in the usual
sense of the word, or finally, ideas identified with mathematicals) and
sensibles. An interesting variant of this tripartition is provided by
Aristotle himself when he divided all reality into the realm of the
unchangeable, astronomicals, and sensibles.” What these Platonists had
further in common was the assumption of the One and the Indefinite
Dyad (in Aristotle’s terms, matter; by others called by other names) as
supreme principles, though among them disagreement started early as
to whether the two should have absolutely equal status.> For quite a
while even Aristotle himself must have shared the derivation of all
reality from two opposite principles, sometimes referred to by him as
Being and Non-being.3

The introduction of the mathematical as an intermediate realm be-
tween ideas and sensibles will perhaps appear a little less striking if we
remember that the artificer in Plato’s Timaeus, when imposing order
(kosmos) on chaos (the receptacle agitated by irregular change), while
using an ideal cosmos for his archetype, ‘creates’ the universal soul—
this creation described by Plato in such a way that it is not easy to
decide whether Plato speaks of what ordinarily would be called soul, or
rather of some mathematical entity (or at least of an entity having a
strictly arithmetico-geometrical structure). Indeed, Crantor, roughly a
contemporary of Polemo, who succeeded Xenocrates as the head of the
Academy, interpreted the ‘ psychogony’ of the Timaeus as being simply
‘arithmogony’, i.e. the ‘derivation’ of numbers as the first sphere of
reality from some superior principles obviously related to the One and

¥ Met. A 1, 1069a30-6. Cf. P. Merlan, ‘ Aristotle’s Unmoved Movers’, Traditio, 1v (1946),
PP- 1-30, esp. pp. 4 f. Essentially, this is also the tripartition of Xenocrates (fr. 4 Heinze),
who accordingly replaced Plato’s epistemic dualism alofneis—vénais by a tripartition: adognens,
888a, vénois (fr. 5 Heinze).

2 Hermodorus being probably the first witness to it (Simplicius, Jn Phys. 247, 31 — 248, 15
Diels) ; cf. A. J. Festugiére, La Révélation d’ Hermés Trismégiste, 1v (?1954), pp. 307—14. It is
important to realize that a monistic interpretation of the Two-opposite-principles doctrine is
rendered next to impossible if the Indefinite Dyad is identified with evil. Cf. P.Merlan, ‘Monismus
und Dualismus bei einigen Platonikern’, Parusia (1965), pp. 143—54-

3 Cf. P. Merlan, From Platonism to Neoplatonism (31960), pp. 204 ff.
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the Indefinite Dyad.® In other words, a peculiar approximation of the
mathematical and the (universal) soul appears within the orbit of
Platonism; and both Speusippus and Xenocrates defined or described
the soul in terms suggesting that it was a kind of mathematical entity.
Thus, Speusippus spoke of the soul as a form of that which extends in
all directions, this form being constituted according to mathematical
ratios;* Xenocrates defined the soul as a self-changing number.3 In
short, the Timaeus and the doctrines of Speusippus and Xenocrates
seem to point to some kind of equation between mathematicals and the
soul, whether we take soul to mean cosmic or individual soul.4 Either
of the two could be assumed to mediate between ideas (the intelligible)
and the physicals (the sensible).

What is the relation of the several realms of being? Aristotle seems
to assume that the lower ones were in some sense of the word derived
from or generated by the higher. This is particularly striking with
regard to sensibles. As most moderns see it, ideas, mathematicals, the
supreme principles themselves—if they exist at all—have only an ideal
existence and can therefore not cause anything to come into spatio-
temporal existence (most moderns are Aristotelians in this respect that,
in addition to, or instead of, these ideal principles and causes, they
would demand a moving cause, without which by no stretch of imagina-
tion something ‘real’, i.e. existing in time and space, could evolve from
them). But it is impossible to escape the impression that the Academic
system of ‘derivation’ in some way was meant to explain the coming-
into-being of everything, including the spatio-temporal, without inter-
vention of an efficient moving cause.5 Theophrastus® blames Platonists
who failed to show this derivation in detail while praising Plato and
Hestiaeus for having attempted it.

It seems obvious that this Academic system of derivation is in many
respects similar to the Plotinian system of emanation.” The most
important differences are two. Though obviously, in the Academic
system, the One is @ supreme principle, it does not seem to be zke

* Plutarch, De an. pr. 2, 1012 D. * Fr. 40 Lang.

3 Fr. 6o Heinze. 4 Zeller, Phil. 1[1 (51922), pp. 780—4.

5 P. Merlan, From Platonism to Neoplatonism (31960), pp. 197—201. See, for example, Met. Z 2,
1028b18-27; De caelo 111 1, 299a2—300a19; Theophrastus, Mez. 12-13.

& Met. 11.

7 L. Robin, La théorie platonicienne des Idées et des Nombres d’aprés Aristote (1908), p. 6oo.
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supreme principle, as it is always spoken of in connexion with the
Indefinite Dyad, whether the latter is fully coordinated to the former or
not. Secondly, whereas the supreme sphere of being, ideas (ideal
numbers, intelligibles), roughly corresponds to Plotinus’ second hypo-
stasis, i.e. intelligence, and the sphere of the sensible to the correspond-
ing hypostasis in his system, the Plotinian hypostasis between these
two is that of the soul, never that of mathematicals.*

C. Some aspects of the theory of ideas in Plato’s dialogues:
the One and the Good

It is not easy to recognize the ideas as presented in Plato’s dialogues
(eternal paradigms, which the soul has seen before her incarnation) in
the ideas presented by Aristotle as derived from the two supreme
principles, thus containing the Indefinite Dyad (matter), etc. Neither
do the former have any principle superior to them, nor do they exhibit
any kind of structure or order. But there is an exception to this: in the
Republic,” the idea of the Good is elevated above other ideas. And one
aspect of this superiority is expressed in the formula that this supreme
idea is ‘beyond’ (or ‘above’) the realm of being (ousia). This expres-
sion is striking, because, on the whole, all ideas are presented in the
Platonic dialogues as truly being—in opposition to things belonging to
the realm of the sensible. However, it remains an isolated passage in
Plato. Needless to say, it is of prime importance for Plotinus. He
equates his One with the Good and elevates it above being.

Foreign to Plato also seems to be the derivation of the sensible from
the intelligible. Again there is one exception to this. In the Nomoi,3
we read a peculiar description of the process of becoming (genesis).
Genesis of all existents takes place whenever ‘the principle’ starts
increasing, so that it steps into the second dimension, from there on into
the next, and, after having reached three dimensions, becomes a sensible
to those capable of sensation. This is the kind of change and alteration
constituting all genesis. Here, it seems, Plato indeed derives the
sensible from the mathematical and does so, strangely enough, as a
matter of course. But the passage also remains isolated in Plato’s

t This is the way in which the word voUs will be translated here. Accordingly, veeiv will be
translated by ‘to intelligize’.
* vi s09cC. 3 x 894aA.
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written work, and it does not seem that it was ever mentioned by
Plotinus.*

When Plato says that the ideas are truly being, he always implies that
they are changeless (unmoved). But there is again an exception to this,
viz. in the Sophist. Here the main speaker suddenly turns against those
who assume ideas to lack intelligence (nows), change (movement), and
life.? Again, the passage remains isolated in Plato’s writings (and many
contemporary scholars try to deprive it of its startling character by
assuming that the passage really means that change [movement] must
be included within the realm of existence, this realm comprising both
ideas and sensible reality).3 For Plotinus (and, indeed, for most of his
successors) the passage is of prime importance. The three fundamental
qualities of the second hypostasis become being (ideas), intelligizing
(noein, i.e. non-discursive or intuitive thinking), and living4—a triad
which one could, incidentally, also derive from Aristotle’s ‘intelligence
at work is life’s when we remember that for Aristotle intelligence in its
activity is identical with intelligibles, and that for Plotinus intelligibles
would equal ideas, thus that which is.®

Having attributed movement, intelligence, and life to that which
truly is, Plato proceeds to enumerate the five fundamental qualities
constitutive of ideas, viz. being, movement, rest, identity, and diversity.?
These five ‘categories’ Plotinus suggests instead of Aristotle’s ten as
fundamental for the realm of the intelligible sensu laziori.?

One more passage of the Sophist is of some importance for Plotinus.
To introduce life, intelligence, and movement into the realm of the
truly being, Plato asks the rhetorical question: Is it possible to assume
that the truly being is lifeless, does not intelligize, is solemnly im-

' The passage is discussed, for example, in F. M. Cornford, Plato and Parmenides (1939),
pp. 14 f. and 198. Perhaps philosophers sympathetic towards Bergsonism will also be in sym-
pathy with the principle of derivation; matter (material, spatio-temporal reality) is the result of
spirit’s loss of its élan.

* 248E-249B.

3 See, for example, F. M. Cornford, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge (1935), pp. 244—7. Contra:
C. J. de Vogel, ‘ Platon a-t-il ou n’a-t-il pas introduit le mouvement dans son monde intelligible?’,
Actes du XI¢ Congrés International de Philosophie, x11 (1953), pp. 61-7.

* E.g. Enn.16 [1] 7; 111 6 [26] 6; v 4 [7] 25 v 6 [24] 6.

5 Met. A 7, 1072b27.

¢ Cf. P. Hadot, ‘Etre, Vie, Pensée, chez Plotin et avant Plotin’, Les Sources de Plotin, Entre-
tiens, Vv (1960), pp. 107-57.

7 2§4B-255E. 8 Enn. v1 2 [43] 7-8.
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mobile (semnon kai hagion)?* Surprisingly, Plotinus interprets this
passage as meaning that the qualities which, Plato says, cannot be
attributed to the truly being are by him meant to describe the nature of
that which is above being.?

We have said above that it is difficult to recognize the ideas as
presented in Plato’s dialogues in ideas as derived from the One and
the Indefinite Dyad. There is, however, one dialogue which could
conceivably serve as a bridge between the two. In the Philebus3 ideas
seem to be first introduced as henads or monads (this is at least one
possible interpretation, while another would be that the terms monad
and henad refer to all existents). This reminds us that, indeed, Plato has
always represented ideas as one over many sensibles and one is inclined
to interpret the terms monad and henad as applied to ideas in this sense
of the word. But Plato then also introduces the terms ‘limit’ and ‘the
unlimited’ and speaks of them in a way permitting an interpretation of
the passage as implying that these two are the supreme principles of
everything and thus even of ideas themselves. If we now identify
‘limit’ and ‘the unlimited’ with the One and the Indefinite Dyad, the
Philebus would, indeed, make it possible to show some similarity
between the two aspects of the idea theory.4

Plotinus is, of course, as intimately familiar with Aristotle’s presenta-
tion of Plato5 as he is with Plato’s Philebus (see Bréhier’s index). There
is no sign that he rejects the former outright, though its apparent
dualism must, as we said, have been unacceptable to him. We shall see
this better on the occasion of a discussion of Plotinus’ concept of
matter (below, p. 27). But there is no doubt that he tried to incorporate
it in some way into his system. He does it, for example, by assigning
the role of the Indefinite Dyad to the whole second hypostasis, leaving
the role of Plato’s One to his own One.® Thus, he reinterprets in some

T 248E—249A.
* Enn.v17[38] 39. This interpretation by Plotinus is discussed by K.-H. Volkmann-Schluck,
Plotin als Interpret der Ontologie Platos (*1957), pp. 130—5. 3 15a-c; 230G,

4 See, for example, Plato, Philebus and Epinomis, tr....by A. E. Taylor (1956), pp. 48 f. It
seems that Porphyry, in his Philebus commentary, indeed tried this very thing (Simpl. /n Phys.
453, 22 — 454, 16 Diels).

5 Just as is Alexander Aphrodisias (/n Mez. 52, 10 — 56, 35 Hayduck; cf., for example, Simpli-
cius, /n Phys. 454, 19 — 455, 11 Diels).

¢ Enn.v 4{7) 2. And he also derives numbers and ideas from the One and the Indefinite Dyad
(ebid.).
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way Plato’s dualism. We shall also see (and we have already hinted at it;
cf. above, p. 17) that he was not the first to do it.

Furthermore, the concept of the One appears in both the Nomo:" and
the Epinomis (the problem whether the latter is genuine is of no
interest in the present context, as it was considered such by many in the
period between the time of Plato and Plotinus; others saw in it a work
by Philip of Opus and thus sufficiently authoritative). It is not quite
clear whether it refers to the unity of the idea as opposed to the
plurality of sensibles or whether it means some kind of unity (a One)
superior to ideas. Thus, when the Epinomis enjoins us to look, in what-
ever we study, for the Oneand promises us that when we ourselves shall
have become one we shall be able to see the One, which is the supreme
task of man,? we have the impression that the concept of the One plays,
in Plato’s philosophy, a major role not limited to being a quality of
ideas as opposed to sensibles.

In the Parmenides,3 the concept of the One plays certainly the main
role.4 In this dialogue it is proved that whatever we assert the One to
be (or not to be), we shall find ourselves entangled in contradictions and
paradoxes. One of the latter turns out to be that the One, if it exists,
can in no wise be named or known; and that to assume this is impos-
sible. However, the discussion of the One is conducted in the Par-
menides in such a baffling way that the whole could be considered just
an exercise in eristics, dealing with empty concepts rather than any
realities. Plotinus is the first (or among the first; see below, p. 93) to
interpret the Parmenides as containing a serious presentation of the One
as the highest reality.5 Thus, the above statement regarding the un-
knowability of the One would express genuine agnosticism com-
mensurate with the nature of the One.

1 XI11 962E—9GSE.

2 986D ; 991E—992B. The passage is quoted by Plotinus : Enn. v1 9 [9] 3. Another quotation
from the Epinomis : v1 7 [38], 11 (pace H.-R. Schwyzer, ‘Plotinos’, RE, xx1/1 [1951], p. 551).

3 Esp. 137D-1424.

4 Full light was thrown on the Parmenides as the source of Plotinus’ notion of the One by
E. R. Dodds, * The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplatonic “One”"*, Classical
Quarterly, xxu (1928), pp. 120—42. His key passages are: 137D-E; 1384; 139B; I39E; 140B;
140D; 141A; I41E; 142A; 144B; 145A; 1458; 145E; 146A. Cf. also Bréhier ad Enn. v 3 [49];
v 5 [32]5 v1 45 [22-3]; v 7 [38].

5 Albinus is still treating this dialogue as preliminary to philosophic study proper (Jsag. ch. 3;
Didasc. ch. 4).

¢ See e.g. Enn. v1 7 [38] 32.
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In summa we could say: the One appears in Plato’s dialogues, but it
is a somewhat ghostlike appearance.® Plotinus breathes life into the
ghost. And it does not seem possible to reject this as entirely ille-
gitimate.

The Parmenides is of prime importance for Plotinus in one more
respect, viz. in that it introduces the concept (and the problem) of
the undivided presence of the idea in that which is multiple.?

Plato’s akroasis on goodness has already been mentioned (above,
p. 16). There is one particular passage, the culminating or the con-
cluding one, which must be mentioned; it is not easy to say how it was
connected with the Two-opposite-principles doctrine. Towards the
end of the akroasis (or, to top it all: see below, p. 102), so we hear,
Plato declared that the good (goodness) is the One.3 Here again the
concept of the One appears in a significant way. We shall speak of this
passage later.

D. Plato’s cosmogony and psychology

Let us now turn to some other doctrines of the Platonic dialogues. Of
these, only the Timaeus is fully devoted to one of the central topics of
pre-Socratic philosophers, viz. cosmogony. According to the Timaeus,
world order (or, our orderly world) is the work of a god, whom Plato
calls artificer. He is called good, and it is said of him that when he
decides to create an orderly world, he looks at an ideal model, called live
or animated being, containing in itself ideas (and in this act of looking he
is referred to as intelligence), and now proceeds to make an image of it
out of a pre-existing chaos, called by him space, nurse, or receptacle.4
As the image is also to be animated and intelligent and as intelligence
cannot exist except in a soul, the artificer fashions a cosmic soul out of a
stuff, the ingredients of which are called ‘the indivisible’ and ‘that
which is divisible about bodies’, ‘the identical’, and ‘the different’.
He now creates the elements by imposing geometrical forms on their
rudiments already present in the chaos, builds of them the body of the
world, and wraps the cosmic soul around it, creating an orderly world
which is an animated being.5

* But cf. H. J. Krimer, Arete bei Platon und Aristoteles (21967), pp. 487—505.
2 Parm. 1318 ; cf. Plotinus, Enn. vI 4 and 5.

3 Aristoxenus, Harmonics, pp. 39 f. Da Rios.

4 28C—30D ; 39E. 5 34B—35A.
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As he proceeds to create all kinds of beings which shall inhabit the
cosmos, he particularly also fashions individual souls; and he fashions
them out of the same kind of stuff of which he had fashioned the cosmic
soul, though the mixture constituting the stuff of the individual souls is
less perfect than that of the cosmic soul.” In due time he enjoins his
sub-gods to add to these individual souls which (as created by him) are
immortal, other parts which, however, will be mortal.? After their first
incarnation, all human souls will be subject to transmigration into
bodies of other men or of beasts.3

All these doctrines (a world soul and individual souls, all incorporeal ;
their immortality, i.e. pre- and post-existence of individual souls; re-
incarnation, including transmigration of human souls into bodies of
beasts—Plotinus adds plants) appear with some modifications in the
system of Plotinus.# One of these modifications is the stress on the
doctrine that all souls, though differént, are only one soul, though Plato
to some extent anticipated this doctrine when he, in the Timaeus,5 has
the world soul and the individual souls consist of the same basic ‘stuff’
or when he says that our souls are derived from the cosmic soul,’ or
when he, to Plotinus, seems to deny the existence of individual souls
leaving only one cosmic soul.? Only, Plotinus rejects any interpreta-
tion of these Platonic passages which would make our souls parzs of the
world-soul; all the souls—the cosmicand the individual ones—are one.?
And this doctrine of the unicity of the souls plays a very important role
in Plotinus.? It guarantees the unity of the cosmos; it explains that all
its parts are in sympathy with each other, which, in turn, explains what
we today should call occult phenomena, such as action at a distance,
magic, efficacy of prayers (the latter in spite of the fact that the gods do
not ‘listen’ to man, or exercise any kind of voluntary action).

Highly puzzling is the description of the stuff of which the soul is
fashioned.™ It is a mixture which obviously is meant to ensure an inter-

! 31D-E. ? 41C-D. 3 41E-42E.

* Enn.1v 7 [2]; m 6 [26] 6—here against the doctrine of bodily resurrection; 1v 3 [27]} 13; 11
2 [47] 135111 4 [15] 25 vi 7 [38] 6, etc. (main passages in Plato: Phaedo 824; Tim. 91D; Rep. x
617D-621 A3 Nomor 1X 872E).

5 41D, ¢ Philebus 30A.

7 Phaedrus 2468 ; cf. Plotinus, Enn. 1v 3 [27] 1. 7.

8 Enn. 1v [27] 1-8 ; 1v 9 [8].

9 Enn. 11§ [50] 45117 {45} 1351v 3 [27] 4. 5. 7. 10 Tim. 35A.
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mediate position to the soul, mediating between the realm of the im-
mutable and the realm of the changing. But the meaning of the terms
describing the factors of the ‘stuff” (the key terms being ‘indivisible’,
“divisible’, ‘the same’, ‘the other’) is not clear, though the idea of the
soul’s intermediacy is. Ever since Crantor wrote the first commentary
on the Timaeus,' the identification of the terms mentioned above has
been attempted time and again.? Plotinus offers several interpretations
of the whole Timaeus passage.3 However, there is a perceptible change
in perspective. Though in his philosophy soul can be said to be inter-
mediate between the realm of intelligence and the sensible, it is much
closer to the former than the latter.

In addition to being intermediate, the soul in Plato’s philosophy has
to perform another all-important function: by being self-moved (or, as
it would perhaps be better to say, by being self-motion),* the soul is the
source of all motion (change) in the universe. And this theory of the
soul is connected with another important problem—that of the origin
of evil.

According to the testimony of Aristotle, the Indefinite Dyad is at the
same time the principle of evil.5 Is there in the Platonic dialogues any
kind of entity which could be compared to the Indefinite Dyad on the
one hand, and considered to be the principle of evil on the other?

More than once Plato recognizes in his dialogues that the orderly
motions of the universe are counteracted by disorderly ones. But
whence the source of disorder? The question becomes complicated by
Plato’s doctrine, mentioned above, that the soul is the only source of
motion. This seems to leave no other possibility except to assume the
existence of an “evil’ soul or ‘evil’ souls responsible for disorder, and,
indeed, this is the doctrine of the Nomoi® and the Epinomis.” On the
other hand, as Plato speaks of the disorderly motion of the ‘receptacle’
in the Timaeus, it is possible to argue that this ‘receptacle’ is essentially
identical with what, in Aristotle’s philosophy, is called matter, and that

t Procl. /n Tim. vol. 1, p. 277, 8 Diehl.

2 A survey of the main solutions can be found in Plutarch’s De an. proc.

3 Enn.mx 4[35] 6;1v 1 21]51v 2 {4) 25 1v 3 [27] 195 1v 9 [8] 3.

* Nomoi X 896 A.

5 Met. A 6, 988a14-15; A 10, 1075232~6; M 8, 10842353 N 4, 1091 b13-109223; cf. Eudemus,
Jfr. 49 Wehrli.

6 x 896C; 898C; 9o4A. 7 988D—E.
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(irregular) motion is its inherent quality, in other words, that matter is
the origin of evil.! Thus, the Indefinite Dyad, an evil soul, and the dis-
orderly self-agitated receptacle can claim to have been considered by
Plato the source of evil.*

For Plotinus the concept of an evil cosmic soul is entirely unaccept-
able. For this, the soul, as we have said before, is much too close to the
realm of intelligence. But as Plotinus, no less than Plato, admits the
existence of evil, he is left with only two claimants: the Indefinite Dyad
and the receptacle.

Now, Aristotle undoubtedly identified these two with what, in his
own system, is called matter, though his matter differs from either in
very important respects. From the former, it differs in that it has no
opposite, but rather is that which underlies opposites: from the latter, in
that it is that of which, not that into which, the sensible world is
fashioned. Besides, it is as a rule treated as an entirely relative concept,
i.e. always being only potentially this or that, but being always actually
something else, so that there would exist something like proximate
matter, whereas prime or ultimate3 matter would be a very dubious
concept—a border concept at best. And, above all, Aristotle’s matter is
on the whole neutral, thus not the source of evil (the existence of which
Aristotle minimizes anyway, tending to replace it by the concept of
imperfection).4

Plotinus, as did virtually all Platonists and Stoics, took over the
term ‘matter’ from Aristotle. He in some way also identified it with

' See Arist. Mer. A 6, 988a14; Phys. 1 9, 192a14; cf. above, p. 15.

* In addition, in one dialogue, the Polizicus (269 c~270 ), there is an alternation of periods of
cosmos and chaos, due to something like an inborn inertia of the universe, under the effect of
which, when not ‘steered’ by the originator of order, the universe lapses into disorder—and this
doctrine (myth) will be used by Plutarch and Severus to teach the periodical destruction and
recurrence of the cosmos, a doctrine accepted also by Pythagoreans, Stoics (Zeller, Phzil. 111fx
[51909), p. 157 n. 2), and Plotinus (Enn. v 7 [38] 1-3; 1v 3 [27] 12); see below, p. 79. Other
passages indicative of an element of resistance to order: Tim. 484; 56¢ (cf. Theophr. Mez. 33).
And the amount of evil in the universe is greater than that of good: Rep. 11 379¢; Polit. 273D;
Theaer. 176A. Cf. Zeller, Phil. 11/1 (51922), p. 765 n. 5.

3 See, for example, Zeller, Phil. 112 (s1921), p. 320 n. 2; W. Wieland, Die aristotelische Physik
(1962), pp. 209~11; L. Cencillo, Hyle (1958), p. 39. Plotinus speaks of &mAds UAn: Enn. 1t 4{12]
11, 24. Cf. H. R. King, ‘Aristotle without Prima Materia’, Journal of the History of ldeas, xvi
(1956), pp- 370-89 ; F. Solmsen, ‘Aristotle and Prime Matter’, iid. X1x (1958), pp. 243~52 ;
P. Merlan, ‘Zwei Bemerkungen zum Aristotelischen Plato’ Rheinisches Museumn, cx1 (1968),
pp- 1-15. Cf. below, p. 27 n. 5.

4 But Aristotle himself speaks of the kakomotéy of matter (Phys. 19, 192ax5). Cf. Zeller, Phil.
11/2 (41921), Pp. 331; 427-36.
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both the Indefinite Dyad and Plato’s receptacle.” But he could not
accept from Aristotle the concept of a neutral matter, or he would have
been left without the possibility of explaining evil. For him, therefore,
matter became the principle of evil.?

However, this assumption involved him in a great difficulty. Aristotle
had identified his matter with the Indefinite Dyad. But the Indefinite
Dyad was one of the factors present in ideas (intelligibles).3 Therefore,
evil would be present in ideas themselves, or, in the system of Plotinus,
in the realm of the intellect. Plotinus tried to get out of this difficulty
by assuming a double matter,4 one corresponding to the Indefinite
Dyad and thus present in ideas,’ the other present only in sensibles.
Only the latter was supposed to be the source of evil. But by so doing,
he created for himself another difficulty. How were the two matters to
be related to each other? Plotinus presented the first as the ideal para-
digm of the other,” but this made it all the more incomprehensible why
the lower matter could be the source of evil. Furthermore, the assump-
tion of a double matter involved him in the assumption of a double
origin of matter. Lower matter appeared only at the end of the
emanative process® either as a product of the soul or as the realm where
the realm of the soul stops—ijust as darkness begins where a cone of
light ends; but higher matter seemed to emerge directly from the One.
In Plotinus and in many later Platonists (e.g. in Syrianus and in
Proclus),’ the problem of the (single or double) origin of matter ap-
pears time and again; it does not seem that it has ever been satisfactorily
solved.™®

* Enn. 11 4 [12]) 75 11 111 6 [26] 16-18.

2 Enn. 16 [1]5;18({51]3,35—40; 14, 10—14; I 4 [12] 16.

3 Itis a well-known problem for interpreters of Plato: was Aristotle correct in presenting Plato
as assumning that zhe same matter which is present in sensibles is (under the designation of Indefi-
nite Dyad) present also in ideas (Phys. 111 4, 203a9~10; IV 2, 209b33; Mer. A 6, 988a7-14; cf.
Zeller, Phil. 11/1 [51922}, pp. 750-60)?

* Enn. 11 4 [12].

5 In so doing he was greatly helped by Aristotle’s term of an intelligible matter. However,
Aristotle used the concept, designated by it, for purposes entirely different from those of Plotinus.

6 Enn. 18 [51] 3. 8. 7 Enn. 11 4 [12] 3.

8 Enn. 18 [51]7,20;1v3[27]9,25;v8[13] 7, 22.

? See K. Praechter, ‘Syrianos’, RE, 1v[2 (1932), esp. col. 1754 f.; R. Beutler, ‘Proklos’, RE,
xxmi/1 (1957), esp. col. 242 f. Cf. C. J. de Vogel, ‘La théorie de I’ &meipov chez Platon et dans
la tradition platonicienne’, Revue philosophigue, cxL1x (1959), pp. 21-39.

'* On other difficulties inherent in Plotinus’ notion of matter, see J. M. Rist, ‘Plotinus on
Matter and Evil’, Phronesis, vi (1961), pp. 154—66.
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The psychology of the Zimaeus connects it with a number of other
Platonic dialogues which teach the doctrines of immortality and re-
incarnation. But, as Plato’s statements concerning the nature of the soul
are inconsistent (why modern interpreters devote so much effort to
proving the opposite, is incomprehensible), it is not easy to say what is
actually immortal, according to Plato. In the Phaedo® the soul is sup-
posed to have no parts; therefore, all of it must be immortal. In the
Phaedrus® even the discarnate souls have parts roughly corresponding
to the same three parts which the Republic attributes to incarnate souls,
i.e. a reasonable, an indignant (irascible), and a concupiscent part,? and
thus the whole soul including these parts would be immortal. In the
Timaeus the two lower parts of the soul are explicitly declared as mortal
(see above, p. 24); thus only the reasonable part of the soul would
survive. Itis by no means sure that Plato wants to teach one consistent
doctrine concerning the nature of the soul and its immortality. And the
same is true concerning the problem of reincarnation. Sometimes*
Plato speaks of reincarnation as the result of some universal law which
orders a never-ending cycle of reincarnations. Sometimes only some
souls are supposed to become incarnate due to some failing during their
discarnate existence when they contemplated ideas, resulting in a ‘fall’.
This fall starts a cycle of reincarnations from which, however, perma-
nent escape is possible.® And finally, sometimes the first incarnation is
ordered by a divinity and is not the result of any fault or fall.7 Though
Plato often refers to the body as soul’s impediment or grave,® this
obviously cannot be applied to the incarnation of the type just des-
cribed. The same lack of consistency we find in Plato with regard to
the condition of the soul after death. On the whole, some intermediate
condition between one incarnation and the next is assumed (reward,
punishment, resumption of discarnate existence),? but at least once Plato
assumes that the souls which were not ‘clean’ when they left their body
are immediately attracted to another.™

On the whole we could say that incarnation and reincarnation in

1 78¢C. 2 246A—B.

3 1V 438E—441B. 4 Rep. X 617D,

5 Phaedrus 248c¢. 6 Phaedrus 248c—2494 ; cf. Timaeus 42c.
7 Timaeus 41E. 8 Phaedo G6B—67B 5 79C ; Gorgias 493A.

9 Rep. X GI13E—G6218 ; Phaedo 113D-114C ; Gorgias 524A—526C ; Phaedrus 248A—249D.
10 Phaedo 81B-E.
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Plato’s work exhibit a ‘neutral’, an ‘optimistic’, and a ‘pessimistic’
aspect. Most certainly the incarnation of the cosmic soul is conceived by
Plato as something good.

However, consistent or not, generally Plato’s theories of immortality
and incarnation, and the attendant doctrine of anamnesis, are considered
central to his doctrine. One notable exception is De anima mundi by Ps.
Timaeus Locrus in which one passage,” not quite consistent with the
rest, states flatly that the whole doctrine is a pia fraus for those who
without it could not be persuaded to live a life given to pursuit of
perfection (arezé). For Plotinus, however, it most certainly is a central
doctrine. But, because of Plato’s inconsistencies, he feels left in the
lurch by him when it comes to explaining the reason for incarnation of
individual souls (that of the cosmic soul needs none in him, just as it
does not need any in Plato), precisely because he tries to make it a con-
sistent doctrine.? In the context of his cosmology he is inclined to
accept an optimistic point of view: incarnation is a ‘natural” event and,
therefore, one not to be blamed. However, in the context of his ethical
theories he is a pessimist and sees the condition of incarnation as one of
misery for the soul. In the end, he devises a theory which, as he himself
says, is original with him: the soul is not actually fallen but, even when
in us, continues its life on a higher plane, that of intelligence—only we
are not conscious of it.3 Furthermore, immortality for him means even
immortality of the soul of plants,* whereas Xenocrates and Speusippus
limited immortality to souls of beasts.

We can now return to Plato’s cosmogony.

The description of the cosmogonic process is preceded by a question:
has this cosmos existed always or has it come to be? And the answer
is: it has come to be.°

Of this aspect of Plato’s doctrines we shall speak later (p. 47).

I 104D~E, see below, p. 106. 2 Enn. 1v 8 [6] 1.

31v 8 [6] 8. On this question, whether the soul has actually fallen or not, his followers are
divided (see, for example, Tamblichus in Simpl. De an. 5, 38-6, 17 Hayduck).

* Enn.1v 7 [2] 14.

5 Olympiodorus, Phaedo, p. 124, 16 Norvin, i.e. section p.

¢ Tim. 28D.
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E. Plato’s Letters

So far we have discussed, as the three main sources of our knowledge of
Platonism, the presentation by Aristotle, the dialogues, the reports on
the akroasis on the good (goodness). One remains, viz. Plato’s Letters,
particularly the 2nd, 6t4, and 7th.* The 2nd contains a kind of secret
formula obviously meant to convey some very important aspect of
Plato’s thought, saying that everything is related to the king, on
behalf of whom all exists and who is the reason of beauty, second things
to the second, third things to the third.? The 6t% contains a reference toa
god who is the ruler of the universe, and to another, his father, ob-
viously above him.3 The ¢4 teaches that what is obviously the core of
Plato’s thought cannot be taught in the same manner in which all other
branches of knowledge can, but, as a result of long endeavours, some-
thing like a spark is kindled in the soul and the flame thus engendered
goes on burning by itself.4 In other words, the 724 Lerter suggests that
the access to Plato’s philosophy can be obtained only in some kind of
satori, a supra-rational experience.5

None of these three utterances fits easily into the context of Plato’s
doctrines as we know them from the other three sources.® At the same
time all three passages are sufficiently unclear to permit a number of
interpretations. But obviously all could easily be adopted by Plotinus:
the 2nd, to find his three hypostases in Plato; the 64, to elevate a god
above the artificer; the 7¢4, to teach an ineffable union with the One.

F. The Two-opposite-principles doctrine in Speusippus
We noticed that the Two-opposite-principles doctrine was professed
by pupils of Plato. Particularly remarkable is the case of Speusippus.

At the time of Plotinus, nobody doubted their authenticity. Plotinus quotes the 2nd (1 8 [§1]
2; 11 5 [50] 8; v 1 [10] 85 v 3 [44] 17; v1 7 [38] 42), the 624 (v1 1 [42] 8) and the 72k (v 3 [44] 17;
v1 9 [9] 4; 11 6 [17], 1—pace H.-R. Schwyzer, ‘Plotinos’, RE, xx1/1 {1951], col. 551).

* 312E. 3 323D. % 341c-D.

5 It should be stressed, the sooner the better, that whatever Plato is describing here is obviously
not what we could call a mystical ecstasy. For the hallmark of the latter is that it is a passing ex-
perience, whereas Plato describes a permanent change—an insight acquired and from then on
possessed. However, Plotinus uses the passage when he explains mystical ecstasy (v 3 [44] 28-9).

& The Phaedrus actually seems to express similar doubts as to the possibility of communica-
tion of philosophical truths in writing (275¢c—2774) ; the 7tk Lezzer, however, does not dis-
tinguish between the spoken and the written word. Cf. P. Merlan, ‘Form and Content in Plato’s
Philosophy’, Journal of the History of Ideas, viti (1947), pp. 40630, esp. pp. 426 f.
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As Aristotle seems to present it, Speusippus spoke of the One as not
even being, as a kind of seed out of which that which is more perfect—
in this case, being—comes into existence.” But such an interpretation
leaves us with the difficulty of interpreting the opposite of the One, the
Indefinite Dyad (or, as Speusippus used to call it, multitude). Shall
we say that it is not even non-being? Furthermore, according to
Aristotle, from the supreme principles Speusippus derived a number of
entities, the first being mathematicals, with the soul coming next.?
Mathematicals thus replaced Plato’s ideas.3 Now, it is obvious that the
entities which came after the mathematicals were of a lower order—
down to sensibles. It is difficult to imagine that Speusippus conceived
the transition from the One to mathematicals as an ascent, but the tran-
sition from mathematicals to the rest of existents as a descent. It there-
fore rather seems that Aristotle expressed himself ambiguously and
that the One in Speusippus was meant to be non-being in the sense of
better (higher) than being. Once we have encountered in Plato the
phrase ‘beyond (above) being’, it is not difficult to assume that
the concept was incorporated by Speusippus in his own variant of the
Two-opposite-principles doctrine. This assumption can particularly be
defended in the light of a quotation from Speusippus recently found in
the lost part of Proclus’ commentary on Plato’s Parmenides.* Accord-
ing to this quotation, Speusippus explicitly placed the One above being
and saw it as a kind of super-principle, thus stressing its absolute
transcendence. Moreover, it seems that one of the chapters of Tambli-
chus’ General Mathematics is a kind of excerpt from Speusippus, and in
this chapter the doctrine of the One as above being is clearly enunci-
ated.5 Thus, in all likelihood this is the way in which we should interpret
Speusippus’ doctrine of the One. It is obvious how closely such a
doctrine is related to that of Plotinus.® Moreover, it seems obvious
that Plotinus, who found his One in Plato, and his doctrine that

T Fr. 344, E, F Lang.

2 Fr. 33E; 42G Lang.

3 The existence of which Speusippus came to deny: fr. 424, ¢, D, E Lang.

4 R. Klibansky, C. Labowsky, . . . Procli Commentariumin Platonis Parmenidem (1953), pp. 38,
33 — 41, 10,

5 See P. Merlan, From Platonism to Neoplatonism (*1960), pp. 96—140.

¢ Cf. E. R. Dodds, ,* The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplatonic “ One””’,
Classical Quarterly, xx11 (1928), pp. 129—42, esp. p. 140, with n. 5.
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intelligibles are within intelligence in Parmenides,’ must have inter-
preted Aristotle’s report on Speusippus’ One in this sense.?

This One Speusippus distinguished both from the good3 and from
intelligence.# The latter is precisely what Plotinus did; as to the former,
he, on the whole, follows Plato in calling his supreme principle good or
the good (goodness), but sometimes he warns us that this rather means
that the One is the source of all goodness than that it is good
itself. On the other hand, while Speusippus refused to identify his
second principle with evil>—thus making it easier to interpret the Two-
opposite-principles doctrine monistically (see below, p. 36), Plotinus
did identify it so—but only if it was equated with the matter of sensibles
(see below, p. 129).

Speusippus was among the first to distinguish a double One, a
higher and a lower, the latter constitutive of number.® This, in another

way, prepares us for Plotinus’ notion of an absolutely transcendental
One.

G. Theology and Demonology: Plato and Xenocrates
We said that it is difficult to find a bridge linking the Two-opposite-
principles doctrine with the doctrine of ideas as it appears in Plato’s
dialogues. But the juxtaposition of these two doctrines reveals another,
even more radical, difficulty. It can safely be said that, from the begin-
ning to the end of Plato’s literary activity, the world of gods plays a
prominent role in very many of his dialogues. These gods are presented
as persons. But where do gods (or a god, or God) find a place in a
system in which the One and the Indefinite Dyad are supposed to be
the supreme principles from which everything is derived? Three possi-
bilities present themselves. Either Plato’s gods, as they appear in the
dialogues, are sheer myth (and who would not be inclined to see in the
Zeus of the Politicus, or in the procession of the gods in the Phaedrus, a

* Fr. 5 Diels; Enn. v 1 [10] 8; v 9 [5] 5; etc.

* But the point of view could be defended that Plotinus accepted Aristotle’s interpretation
according to which Speusippus conceived of his One as a mere seed or sperma, by pointing out
that Plotinus himself, who usually accepts the Aristotelian point of view that actuality (perfection)
precedes potentiality (imperfection), sometimes speaks of his One as a seed (Enn. 111 3 [48] 7;
v 8 [6] 5. 6; v 9 [5] 6). Cf. A. H. Armstrong, The Architecture of the Intelligible Universe in the
Philosophy of Plotinus (1940), pp. 61—4.

3 Fr. 354, B, D, E Lang. 4 Fr. 38 Lang,
5 Fr. 35D Lang. 6 Fr. 420 Lang.
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myth only? or to side with many scholars who see in the artificer in the
Timaeus nothing but a literary device, really identical with ideas?);" or
they themselves are indeed in some way ‘derived’ from these two
principles; or these principles and what is derived from them (notably
numbers) must be ‘theologized’, i.e. changed from abstract principles
into persons. It seems that in all Neoplatonists we find something like a
combination of the second and the third alternatives. In Plotinus,
indeed, we find the strange structure of the second hypostasis: it con-
tains ideas, intellects, and gods—in other words, abstract principles,
semi-persons, and persons.

There is, however, one strong obstacle to either of the alternatives.
If the gods (or god) are not persons, what becomes of provi-
dence?

Plato devoted a considerable section of the Nomoi? to the problem of
theology and particularly of providence. In the light of the foregoing,
this section can be read either as a popular presentation of the philo-
sophic point of view that providence is simply identical with the reason-
able structure of the universe, or that, indeed, the gods exercise some
kind of personal providence. In Plotinus, hisinsistence on emanationas
an involuntary and non-premeditated process excludes personal provi-
dence3 and his providence, indeed, coincides with the natural order of
things (which includes the inevitability of imperfection and moral evil,
while suffering is no true evil for the truly wise man). However, this
still does not definitely answer the question whether Plato’s and
Plotinus’ gods are persons, myths, or abstract principles. For an
answer we must turn from the topic of gods to that of demons.

Demonology is the doctrine teaching the existence of some entities
(demons, spirits, angels, devils, jinns, etc.) in some way superior to
men but not gods either. We should call them supernatural, but for a
Platonist, as for many other Greeks, the concept of nature was much
wider than for usand simply included such entities. We must not forget
that in the philosophy of Democritus and Epicurus even gods become
‘natural’ entities and are simply nature’s products. In Plato and in the

* For example, Zeller, Phil. 11/1 (51922), pp. 926-34 and 710,
* x 899D—905D.
3 Enn.1v 4[28] 6;1v 4, 39; Vi 7 [38] 1, 31; 111 2 [47] 15 v1 8 [39] 17.
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Academy, including Aristotle,® interest in demons had always existed.
It is well known that Plato’s 4pology is in great part based on the
assumption that Socrates had some special rappor: with an entity (or
quality) to which he referred as ‘the demonic’.* And when Plato
represented Diotima as the teacher of Socrates, he attributed to her a
full-fledged demonology.3 The Zpinomis, whoever its author,* presents
another elaborate system of demonology.5

Now, the same Plato who, as it seems, as a matter of course assumed
the existence of demons (spirits, angels), was violently critical of false
opinions concerning the nature of the gods. He considered it particu-
larly impious to attribute to them any kind of changeability (i.e.
appearance in a form other than their own) and, quite particularly, to
see in them originators of evil. It is obvious that in so doing he was
denying the truth of generally accepted religious convictions. But were
these convictions entirely baseless? Xenocrates utilized his belief in the
existence of spirits (demons) to explain the origin of these convictions
and, at the same time, to accept fully Plato’s doctrines concerning the
true nature of the gods. He did so by distinguishing good spirits from
evil spirits. To the latter he attributed everything ‘immoral’ believed to
have been done by the gods. And everything which was wrong in

' In fact, in De gen. anim. Aristotle provides us with an excellent example of what could be
called ‘natural’ demonology. After having assigned plants, fish, and ‘footed’ animals, i.e. birds
and land animals, to the elements of earth, water, and air respectively, he states that there must be a
fourth kind of living beings, living in fire. However, it must not be terrestrial fire (which does not
exist in pure condition here on earth and appears only in disguise—something is burning, not fire
itself; the same problem in Theophrastus, fr. 111 1 Wimmer), but pure fire as it exists on the
moon (i1 11, 761b8—23). What else would Aristotle call these living beings, if not demons (cf.
Plotinus, Enn. 11 2 [14] 6)? It should be obvious how greatly Aristotle is straining his classifica-
tion of animals, precisely to be able to find a ‘natural’ place for demons—he assigns not only
birds but a// ‘ footed” animals to the air, so as not to run out of elements (the fifth element, ether, is
of course the habitat of heavenly bodies, i.e. divinities). And in De div. per somn. (463b12-15),
while he denies that dreams are god-sent, he asserts that they are sent by demons, and it does not
seem that we have the right to tone down the words  though not divine, nature is demonic’, as if
this would not mean ‘full of demons’. On all this see W. Lameere, ‘Au temps ot F. Cumont
s’interrogeait sur Aristote’, Antiguité Classigue, XVIII (1949), pp. 279—324 ; M. Detienne, La
notion de Daimén dans le Pythagorisme ancien (1963), esp. pp. 140-68. Cf. below, p. 39;
Zeller, Phil. 11/2 (41921), p. 553. The distinction between two kinds of fire appears also in the Stoa
and in Plotinus (Enn. 11 1 [40] 7) ; cf. Zeller, Phil. 11/1 (51923), pp. 188 {. ; below, p. 72.

2 One of the reasons for the continued interest in Socrates exhibited by Platonists, was pre-
cisely the fact that he seemed to have had a guardian angel (demon). Plutarch (De genio Socr.)
and Maximus of Tyre, Or. XV 7, remind us of this. For Socrates the aporeticist Platonism, after
its return to dogmatism, had little use.

3 Symp. 202E—203A. 4 Plotinus quoted it as Platonic : vi 7 [38] 11.
5 984E—985C. P. Moraux, ‘quinta essentia’, RE, xx1v/r (1963), col. 1188 f.
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human ideas concerning gods and the manner in which they should be
worshipped was simply the effect of the nature and activities of these
evil spirits. Thus all religious cults, rites, convictions, etc., of the Greek
religion could, with this one modification, continue to be maintained.
The belief in Plato’s ‘moral’ gods could be harmonized with the belief
in ‘immoral’ spirits.”

From the time of Xenocrates on, the belief in good and evil spirits
became universal among Platonists.? Plotinus is no exception. Only,
for him the existence of evil demons is hardly acceptable. But how
should we interpret his belief in demons?

For everybody who denies that for Plato the gods of the Greeks
were anything but myths it follows that he will also deny that Plato
actually believed in demons (although remembering what we said
about Greek beliefs in demons as ‘natural’ beings, we should admit the
possibility of not believing in gods while believing in demons, just as a
spiritist might be an atheist). Now the same could be said of Plotinus.

Xenocrates distinguished three kinds of demons. Some had simply
always existed as demons. A second class consisted of souls of men
which, after death had separated them from their bodies, became
demons. And finally, Xenocrates also recognized demons in us identi-
cal with our soul. In so doing, he followed Plato, who, in the Timaeus,3
explicitly equated the intelligence in us with a demon, whereas in other
works he recognized the existence of demons outside us. Now, in
Plotinus we find the same three classes of demons.4 But we cannot take
this to mean that he actually believed in demons only in the third of the
meanings enumerated above, while otherwise speaking of demons in a
purely mythical sense. What we know of his life should incline us
to assume that he believed in the existence of demons in a quite literal
sense of the word.5

Xenocrates’ religious interests were not limited to demonology. He

1 Fr. 23—5 Heinze.

2 See T. Hopfner, Griechisch-dgyptischer Offenbarungsyauber, 2 vois. (1921-4), esp. vol. 1,
pp- 10-26 ; 43 f. ; also K. Svoboda, La Démonologie de Michel Psellos (1927). P. Boyancé, ‘Les
dieux de noms personnels dans P'antiquité gréco-latine’, Revue de Philologie, LX1(1935), pp. 189~

202, interprets Menander, fr. 214 Kérte (kaxov ydp Saipov’ ol vopioTéov eival. ..) as
protest of a pupil of Theophrastus against Xenocrates. 3 9OA.

s 4 [15]5 101 5 [50) 65 1v 3 [27] 185 1v 4 {28] 43; v 8 [31] 105 V1 7 [38] 6.
5 Cf. Enn. 11 1 [40] 6. Cf. P. Merlan, ‘Plotinus and Magic’, /sis, XLIV (1953), pp. 341-8.
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identified a number of what we should consider abstract concepts (or
merely conceptual entities) with divinities, and, accepting the Two-
opposite-principles doctrine,® especially the One with Zeus, equal
intelligence; the Dyad? with the mother of gods, equal cosmic soul.3 It
is not easy to see whether by so doing he tried to ‘theologize” concepts
or to ‘conceptualize’ gods. It is also striking that he in some way
associated parts and elements of the universe with the Olympic
divinities.* But, above all, the identification of the Indefinite Dyad with
the cosmic soul is particularly interesting. It seems that at times
Xenocrates, in his way, tried to mitigate the dualism of the two opposite
principles by identifying one of them with intelligence, the other—
subordinated to it—with the cosmic soul. In so doing he perhaps
characterized the Indefinite Dyad as sheer receptivity (the female
principle) rather than the principle of evil. Strangely enough, in
Plutarch’s Zsis and OsirisS we find an Egyptian myth which, as he tells
us, has also been interpreted by Eudoxus. According to this myth, the
three fundamental principles are Osiris, Isis (sheer receptivity), and
Typhon as the representative of evil. One wonders whether Eudoxus
did not contribute to the intramural discussions concerning the relation
of the two supreme principles to each other and to the problem of the
omnipresence of evil if the Indefinite Dyad is identified with evil. As
Eudoxus was most likely, in the Academy, the main source of the
knowledge of both Egyptian religion and Zoroastrianism, it is reason-
able to assume that he compared Plato’s dualism of supreme prin-
ciples with the religious dualism of Persia,’ just as he compared it with
Egyptian religion. In any case, by identifying (sometimes only?) the
One with intelligence, and the Dyad with the soul,” Xenocrates, per-
haps influenced by Eudoxus, belongs to those who prepared the sub-
ordination of the latter to the former. We shall see later that Plutarch
also in his way, but perhaps under the influence of Xenocrates, separa-
ted the two rather sharply.

* Fr. 15; 28; 34 Heinze. * Fr. 15 Heinze.

3 We assume that this Dyad is actually identical with what Xenocrates otherwise called the
Indefinite Dyad. For the opposite point of view see R. Heinze, Xenokrates (1892), p. 3§ n. 1
and now particularly H. J. Krimer, Der Ursprung der Geistmetaphysik (21967), pp. 39—41.

4 Fr. 15 Heinze. 5 45~60, 369 A—375D.
& Aristotle did it as a matter of course: Met. N 4, 1091b10. Cf. Diog. Laert. Pr. 8 (fr. 6
Rose) and Eudemus, fr. 150 Wehrli. 7 Fr. 15 Heinze.
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In any case, the way in which Xenocrates equated divinities with
abstract principles reminds us that this was done by Neoplatonists in
general. It is virtually impossible to decide whether, as in the case of
Xenocrates, we should speak of their ‘detheologizing’ the gods or
‘theologizing’ concepts.

H. The problem of dialectic and of categories

Almost from the very beginning of his literary activity,* Plato attached
great importance to a particular kind of logic and discussion, viz.
dialectic.? It seems that it is best described as a kind of non-formal
logic, i.e. a logic which reveals the structure of reality. The relation
between dialectic and rhetoric on the one hand, and particularly between
dialectic and logic, as it was created by Aristotle, on the other, has been
explicitly and implicitly stated by different authors in different ways.
Very often dialectic and logic have been equated. Plotinus is still
aware of the difference between the two and considers dialectic to be
by far superior to formal logic. But he firmly connects dialectic with
the Platonic theory of love.3

Another field related to logic in which the Academy seems to have
become interested early was a system of categories which would permit
a classification of everything that exists. One of such attempts is con-
nected with the names of Xenocratest and Hermodorus.5 They divided
existents into absolutely and relatively existing (a division already
found in Plato but used by him only incidentally). Another we find in
the so-called Divisiones Aristoteleae. In each case the next step is the
subdivision of the category of the relatively existent. Speusippus ap-
proached the problem of categories in a different way—Dby a division of
concepts rather than their objects, making use of the terms ‘homo-
nyms’ and ‘synonyms’.® Aristotle’s Cazegories (again the genuineness
of their first part was not questioned in the period here under considera-
tion) apply both approaches. Though the category of the relative (pros
ti) appears along with nine other categories, it is obvious that all nine

' At least if the usual chronology is correct, and the Euthydemus is early: 290c.
* Rep. vii; Phaedrus 265c-266D.

3 Rep. vi1 403¢; Enn. 1 3 [20). 4 Fr. 12 Heinze.
5 In Simpl. In phys. 247, 33 — 248, 20 Diels; cf. A. ]. Festugiére, La Révélation d’Hermés
Trismégiste, 1V (3195 4), pp. 307—14. ¢ Fr. 324 Lang.
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are opposed to his first category, that of substance (entity, ousiz),” in
that only this entity, whether it means a first or a second substance
(ousia), has a non-relative existence, while all the other nine are ‘in’,
‘between’ substances, ‘conditions’, or ‘affections’ of substances. In
other words, these nine could be subsumed under a higher kind of
relative being, of which the relative being within the nine categories
would only be a special case. On the other hand, Aristotle uses pre-
cisely the terms used by Speusippus, viz. homonymy and synonymy
(whether with precisely the same meaning does not concern us here).?
Thus, from the point of view of content, the doctrine of categories is on
the confines of the Academy and the Peripatos. But whatever the
reason, it seems that Aristotle’s little treatise very soon displaced all
other Academic presentations and was considered almost the only one
of its kind. Plotinus refused to accept any doctrine of categories which
would apply the same concepts to the world of the intelligence and that
of the sensible. When he developed his own doctrine of categories, he
applied Aristotelian categories only to the realm of the sensible. As
categories of the world of the intellect, he applied the five genera of the
Sophist. Porphyry did not follow Plotinus; nor did other Platonists.
And we shall see later to what extent Aristotle’s categories were con-
troversial among predecessors of Plotinus.45

Y Anal. post. 1 22, 83b11; Phys. 17, 190a34.

* On this problem see P.Merlan, ‘Beitrige zur Geschichte des antiken Platonismus. 1.,
Phrilologus, LXXX1X (1934), PP- 35-53-

3 Enn. vi 1—3 [42~4).

* In Enn. v1 7 [38)] 4 we find objections to other aspects of Aristotle’s logic (definition).

5 Itis worth mentioning that Plato’s philosophy of &poos (as a strictly personal passion rooted in
sex) is entirely neglected by Plotinus despite a passage like Enn. v1 7 [38] 33, 20-30 or Enn.
11 § [50] (on Eros). Cf. W. Theiler, ‘Plotin zwischen Plato und Stoa’, Les Sources de Plotin,

Entretiens, v (1960), pp. 63—86 and R. Harder’s contribution to the discussion, pp. 90 ; 92. Of
the ascent imagery in Plato’s Symposium Plotinus makes frequent use (Enn. 16 [1]; 1 3 [20]).
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CHAPTER 3

ARISTOTLE

A. Cosmology, Noetic and Psychology
From the consideration of a writing which might have been Aristotelian
but could equally well have been Academic, we now pass to doctrines
undoubtedly belonging to Aristotle. We concentrate mainly on those
which seem to have been particularly controversial between pre-
Plotinian Platonists and Aristotelians and single out six concerning:
psychology, cosmology, noetic, cosmogony, ideas, and matter, and
add a few words on his ethics and some special points.

Though probably not from the beginning, Aristotle denied the sub-
stantial character of the soul and, therefore, any pre- or post-existence
of it, any kind of incarnation or reincarnation (transmigration). He also
objected to any kind of astral psychology, i.e. to any doctrine teaching
either the existence of a cosmic soul” or the animation of celestial
bodies. To those who did the latter he mockingly replied that the fate of
a soul causing the rotatory motion of a celestial body by being present
in it reminded him of the fate of Ixion.* How, then, did he explain these
motions? We find three answers in his writings;3 whether they are
consistent will be left undecided. First, we find the notion that the
circular movement of the celestial bodies is caused by their attraction to
a being (or, if there were several independent motions, to beings) de-
scribed by him as a changeless changer (or changeless changers), this
circular movement being the way in which they could satisfy their
attraction.* Secondly, he attributed the circular motion to the nature of

* Dean. 13, 406b25; Met. A 6, 1071b37.

* De caelo 11 1, 284a35.

3 Cf. P.Merlan, ‘Ein Simplikios-Zitat bei Pseudo-Alexander und ein Plotinos-Zitat bei
Simplikios’, Rheinisches Museum, LXXX1v (1935), pp. 154—60; Idem, Philologische Wochenschrift,
Lvi (1938), pp. 65—9, esp. 68 £.; W. K. C. Guthrie, Aristotle’s * De Caelo® (Loeb, 1939), pp. xxxi—
xxxvi; H. Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato (1944), vol. 1, pp. §40—5; H. A. Wolfson, ‘The
Problem of the Souls of the Spheres from the Byzantine Commentaries on Aristotle through the
Arabs and St Thomas to Kepler’, Dumbarton QOaks Papers, xv1 (1962), pp. 64-93; P. Moraux,
‘quinta essentia’, RE, xx1v/1, col. 1198-1204; 1208 f.

* Met. A 7, 1072a30.
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the body of which they consist, viz. ether,” whose natural (physical)
motion is circular, just as the natural motion of other elements is up-
wards and downwards.?> His third explanation, that the celestial bodies3
should be considered as animated,# seems strangely out of tune with his
criticism of Plato on this very score.

For Aristotle’s cosmology, the ether theory is of prime importance.5
Ether constitutes the supra-lunar sphere of the divinely changeless.®
But we must not forget that it might also have played an important part
in his psychology and noetics. It is reported that he made astra
mentesque consist of ether.” Not so very different is the identification of
the uppermost heavens with god.® It seems now very likely that at some
time he referred to the soul as endelecheia rather than entelecheia, and if
soul consisted of ether, this would immediately explain why it is per-
manently moving. In other words, the ether theory would represent
something like a materialistic (or, considering the very special character
of Aristotle’s ether, a semi-materialistic) tendency present in Aristotle.9

* Though the word appears in the Epinomis (981C ; 9848), here ether is located between fire
and air and has none of the other qualities which Aristotle attributes to it. But Xenocrates (fr. §3
Heinze) enumerates the five elements in an order (ether first, fire second) which seems to indicate
that he thinks of ether in Aristotelian terms. Cf. P. Moraux, ‘quinta essentia’, RE, xx1v/1,
col. 1187 £, 1191 f.

* De caelo 1 2, 269b18.

3 Be it the stars themselves, or their respective spheres; cf. Zeller, PAil. 11/2 (41921), p. 456
n. 1; but cf. p. 466.

* Cicero, De nat. d. 11 44; Arist. De caelo 11 1, 285a29; 12, 292318,

5 P. Moraux, ‘quinta essentia’, RE, xx1v[1 (1963), col. 1196-1231.

¢ De caelo1 3, 269b 18-270a35; Meteor. 1 3, 339b 16-30.

7 Cicero, Academ. 1 26 5 39 ; Tusc. 1 22, 41. 65—7 ; De nat. d. 1 33 ; cf. De fin. 1v 12.

8 Cicero, Somnium v1 17.

9 Itis usual to assume that Aristotle’s maximum of concessions to materialism in psychology is
his doctrine of the TrveUua, and it is usual to assume that TrveUua means only something like a
peculiar kind of body (analogous to ether) in which the soul permanently resides or which is its
organ (De gen. anim. 11 3, 736b29~737a12; 111 11, 762a18; cf. Zeller, Phil. 11/2 [41921), p. 483 n. 4;
P. 569 n. 3; A. L. Peck, Aristotle, De gen. anim. [Loeb, 1943), Appendix B; P. Moraux, ‘quinta
essentia’, RE, xx1v/1,col. 1205). But the possibility cannot be discounted that at some phase of his
philosophic career Aristotle identified the soul with ether, thus explaining why it is permanently
moved (évBeAéxeix). It was particularly H. v. Arnim, Entstehung der aristotelischen Gotteslehre
(1931), who asserted (p. 12) that there must have been a materialistic phase in Aristotle’s psycho-
logy, as in a way was asserted before him by F. F. Kampe, Die Erkenntnistheorie des Aristoteles
(1878), pp. 1249 (identification of pneuma, ether, soul). E. Bignone, L’dristotele perduto e la

Jormazione filosofica di Epicuro, 2 vols. (1936), vol. 1, pp. 195—7; 227—72 is inclined to accept this
theory; so was W. K. C. Guthrie, to change his mind as indicated in his edition of 4ristorle, De
caelo (Loeb, 1939), p. xxxii. But others reject it entirely (see, e.g., A. Mansion in F. Nuyens,
L’Evolution de la Psychologie &’ Aristote [1948], pp. xii-xiv; E. Berti, La filosofia di primo Aristotele
(1962), pp. 392—401; H. J. Easterling, ‘Quinta Natura’, Museum Helveticum, xx1 (1964), pp-
73-85; P. Moraux, op. cit. col. 1195, 1213-31). Much in the history of the Peripatos can better
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Undoubtedly, ether was meant to replace the astral soul and be elevated
to be the only cause of the circular movements of the celestial bodies;
and it is reasonable to assume that at times, at least, it was also meant
to replace (or to explain) the human soul.” Thus, acceptance or rejec-
tion of the ether theory had far-reaching consequences. Plotinus him-
self did not accept it; we shall see, later on, that in this he was preceded
by some Platonistsand Aristotelians, while others accepted it. But this, of
course, imposed on him the duty of explaining how the celestial beings,
composed as they are of soul and body, could remain eternal.? In any
case, the problem of ether remained a live issue and not only in physics.3

The materialism or semi-materialism of Aristotle is less surprising if
we remember that Heraclides (sometimes referred to as Aristotle’s
student, but in any case with him among the ‘eligibles’ to succeed
Speusippus) also seems to have at least toyed with the idea of a cor-
poreal soul: he defined it as possessing the nature of light and as an
ethereal body.# He even spoke of the soul as a mere quality of the body.5

be understood if we side with Kampe and Arnim and take into account that the materialistic
interpretation of Aristotle was in antiquity very frequent and started very early. Cf. W. Jaeger,
‘Das Pneuma im Lykeion®, Scripta minora, 2 vols. (1960), vol. 1, pp. 83 f.; P. Moraux, op. cit.
col. 1206; 1213-26; 1233 £.; 1245 f.; 1248 f. However, the evidence in favour of their interpre-
tation cannot be presented here. Cf. G. Luck, Der dkademiker Antiochos (1953), pp. 37—40-

¥ We cannot overlook the psychological materialism of the Pythagoreans of Alexander Poly-
histor (Diog. Laert. viit 28; see below, p. 88).

Very instructive is the discussion of anothér aspect of Aristotle’s ‘materialism’ (blood as
determining man’s intelligence, sensitivity and character according to De parsibus anim. 1 2,
648a3~13) in F. Solmsen, ‘Tissues and the Soul’, The Philosophical Review, Lx1x (1950), pp.
43568, esp. pp. 466-8. Solmsen contrasts Aristotle with Plato—but does he not forget Tim. 868—
878 with its strangely materialistic interpretation of the ‘nobody fails on purpose’? It is worth-
while to read the discussion of this passage in A. E. Taylor, 4 Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus
(1928), with his attempt to exonerate Plato by asserting that he only presents Pythagorean
doctrine. I am not quite sure that F. M. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology (1937), succeeded in dis-
proving the materialistic character of the passage. In summa therefore one could say: materialism
emerges as a possibility within the orbit of both Platonism and Aristotelianism. But on the whole
the Timaeus passage remains entirely isolated in the corpus Platonicum and also in later Platon-
ism. On the other hand, Solmsen pays no attention to the discussion in Zeller, PAil. 11/2 (41921),
p- 489 n. 2, with its references to other ‘materialistic’ passages in Aristotle (De gen. anim. 11 6,
744a30; De partibus anim.11 4, 651a12; 1V 10,686b22; De resp. 13, 477a16; De an. 11 9, 421a22).
Zeller tries to transcend the alternative materialistic-immaterialistic. Cf. P. Moraux, ‘quinta
essentia’, RE, XX1v/1 (1963), col. 1212 f. 2 Enn. 11 2 [14] 2. 3.

3 Well aware of its paradoxical character Plotinus defends his own interpretation of quasi-
matter (intelligible matter), present in the realm of intelligibles, by comparing it with Aristotle’s
concept of ether as o&uca &uAov (Enn. 11 5 [25] 3, 18). + Fr. 98a—100 Wehrli.

5 Fr. 72 Wehrli. We see the same problem emerging here, as emerges with regard to the
relation between Trvelpe, or ether, and soul in Aristotle. That Heraclides should have been a
materialist seemed so incredible that many asserted that the work in which it was expounded
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This, of course, Plotinus would have rejected, though perhaps he might
have accepted it as a description of the soul’s astral body.*

Be it as it may, in addition to or instead of ether, Aristotle introduced
the concept of the changeless changer as ultimate source of all move-
ment, and this changer he called intelligence. The motions caused by
him were primarily celestial motions; and as he assumed the existence of
several independent celestial motions, he attributed them to a number
of changeless changers.? Though Aristotle himself does not do it, it
seems permissible to call all these changers intelligences.

Now, the concept of intelligence plays an all-important role in
Aristotle’s philosophy.3 It appears mainly in two complexes, which we
shall call the psychological and the theologico-astronomical.

It is somewhat surprising that after having denied the transcendence
of ideas and the substantial character of the soul, introducing instead the
concept of soul as immanent form of a living body (entelechy),
Aristotle in his psychology introduces intelligence in terms clearly
indicative of its transcendental nature with regard to the soul and, there-
fore, to man.# It is equally surprising that after having established the
mortality of the soul, Aristotle proceeds to assert the immortality of the
intelligence.5 Unfortunately, his description of the nature and activity
of intelligence is brief to the point of obscurity. He expects us to apply
to it his ubiquitous terms of potentiality and actuality® and thus dis-
tinguish an intelligence which becomes everything from another which
acts or activates everything (we shall refer to them as passive and
active intelligence). Of this latter intelligence, he says that it is active
permanently.? And its activity needs no bodily organ; it is, therefore,

(mepl Tév &v "AiBov) was not his; U. von Wilamowitz (Der Glaube der Hellenen [*1956], vol. 11,
p- 525 n. 1) thinks of the possibility that it was a dialogue in which the materialistic point of view
of one of the characters was, in the long run, refuted by Heraclides. Cf. Wehrli’s commentary
ad loc.; P. Moraux, ‘quinta essentia’, RE, xx1v/1, col. 1194.

' Enn. 1v 3 [27] 15.

2 The difficulties following from the assumption of either a single changer or a plurality of
them have been discussed by Theophrastus in his Mer. 4-7 (see below, p. 108). Changeless
changer(s)—usually Unmoved mover(s).

3 W. Kranz, ‘Platonica’, Philologus, c11 (1958), pp. 74-83, reminds us of a poem of the Antho-
logia Palatina (Appendix Planudea) xv1 330 reading: NoUs xal *ApioToTéhovs yuy, TUTros dugoTé-
pawv els.

# First introduced in De an. 1 4, 408b25—30; next in 11 2, 413b24-6; cf. Plotinus 1v 7 [2] 8, 15.

5 De an. 111 §, 430a23. ¢ Zeller, Phil. 1]z (41921), pp. 324F.

7 De an. 111 §, 430a22,
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not bound to the body and is immortal. It enters man from
without.”

Great as the role of intelligence is in the context of Aristotle’s
psychology, it is even greater within the context of his astronomy-
theology. For the changeless changer of whom we spoke above is the
supreme principle of the universe, or, in plainer language, god. The
only object of his activity (intelligizing) is he himself; he is intelligence
intelligizing itself.

The idea of an intelligence which is its own object is not foreign to
other aspects of Aristotle’s epistemology. More than once he enunci-
ates the principle that, as far as immaterial objects are concerned, the act
of their cognition is not different from them.?

As already indicated, some aspects of Aristotle’s noetic are, as far as
psychology is concerned, difficult to reconcile with some other of its
aspects. The same is true in the context of Aristotle’s ontology (or
metaphysics). On the whole, the pair of concepts which is of funda-
mental importance to Aristotle is the pair ‘form-matter’. And, as
Aristotle usually presents it, these two are entirely correlative: no matter
without form, no form without matter. Two things are, therefore,
striking. First, when speaking of his supreme deity (changeless
changer), Aristotle refers to him as pure (immaterial) form. But
what is a form which is not a form of something? Secondly, when
speaking of the intelligence which is ‘separable’ from the rest of the
soul and from man and his body, Aristotle again leaves us with
an entity for which the framework of his concepts otherwise does
not provide: an immaterial entity. Did it pay to deny the existence
of ‘separate’ ideas only to introduce a ‘separate’ (or ‘separable”)
intellect?

In other words, in almost all its aspects Aristotle’s noetic stands out
against the rest of his philosophy and so poses a prima facie problem
whether the two can be reconciled. Just for this reason—no matter
whether and how we can solve the problem—it must attract the atten-

' De gen. anim. 11 3, 736b28. I cannothere discuss the recentattemptsto dissociate this passage
from the doctrines in De anima. Cf. the commentaries on De anima by A. Trendelenburg (1877),
R. D. Hicks (1907), G. Rodier (1900), and W.D. Ross (1961). Alexander Aphrodisias, as is
well known, identified the vols 8Upafev with active intelligence and god.

* De an. 111 4, 430a3—5; Met. A 7, 1075a2-5.
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tion of every reader of Aristotle.” And many a Platonist will be
attracted to Aristotle’s noetic precisely because of its Platonic flavour.?

But this noetic leaves us with one more problem. Is the intellect
dealt with in his psychology identical with the intellect as which
Aristotle describes the supreme deity? Or is the intellect, which in some
way is present in man and survives him, only related to the god-intel-
lect? These questions, for which even today no generally accepted
answer has been found, were discussed already in pre-Plotinian times.
We shall see this later in our discussion of Aristocles and Alexander
Aphrodisias.

Aristotle’s psychology, into which these two disparate entities, viz.
the soul as mere entelechy of the body, and intelligence entering it from
without and separable from it, were included, encounters difficult
problems. After having rejected the notion that the soul is cause of
motion by being self-moved,3 Aristotle asserts that the soul, being form,
is unmoved.4 But if the soul is unmoved, i.e. changeless, how can
sensation which seems clearly to imply the soul’s passibility be
explained?s

The difliculties increase as Aristotle tries to explain in what way
intelligence participates in man’s mental life. For, most certainly,
intelligence is supposed to be impassible, and its activity is not bound
up with the body as the soul’s is.° How, then, can intelligizing (or
whatever we call its activity, e.g. intuitive thinking) be explained? As far
as activities like love and hatred, memory, and discursive thinking are
concerned, Aristotle asserts that these activities are not activities of the
intelligence but of man, the composite of intelligence, soul, and body.?
It is especially impossible to attribute desire to intelligence, for desire is
caused by fantasies—and fantasy is an activity presupposing a body. To

* The simplest explanation would, of course, be that, in Aristotle’s writings as we read them
today, Platonic and anti-Platonic passages occur side by side—either as a residue of his original
adherence to Plato or as a revival of it. Cf. Zeller, Phil. 11/2 (41921), pp. 175 f. For a different
explanation see, e.g., E. v. Ivinka, ‘Zur Problematik der aristotelischen Seelenlehre’, Aurour
d’ Aristote (1955), pp. 245-53.

* Cf. Zeller, Phil. 11/2 (41921), p. 196.

3 De an. 13, 404a21; 4, 408a130; §, 409b19; 3, 406b15; 2, 403b28.

4 And, as is well known, according to him all movement is ultimately caused by that which is
unmoved: Met. A 6, 1071b4.

s Zeller, op. cir. pp. 596 f. 6 De an. 111 4, 429218—29.

7 De an. 1 4, 408a30—b24 ; Phys. VII 3, 247b1 ; 248a28.
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a certain extent the difficulty is lessened by the assumption of a double
intelligence, of which the lower part, the ‘passible’ (‘passive’) intel-
ligence, is indeed considered to be changeable, to possess memory, etc.*
But wherein, then, does its similarity to the higher ‘acting’ intelligence
consist?

Furthermore, Aristotle’s ‘active’ intelligence is quite obviously not
individualized. But, on the other hand, Aristotle says that intelligence
is man’s true self.* And a particular problem emerges in connexion with
memory. Does intelligence remember? Aristotle denies this explicitly;3
but, if so, it is obvious that the survival of the intelligence implies no
survival of the former life.

Now, it can safely be said: no other part of Aristotle’s system attrac-
ted Plotinus more than its noetic in all its aspects.# With some over-
simplification we can say: to his second hypostasis Plotinus applied a
number of concepts taken over from Aristotle. Particularly-important
was the doctrine that immaterial entities (Aristotle’s intelligibles, identi-
fied by Plotinus with ideas, though in addition to these there were still
other intelligibles in Plotinus’ system) are identical with the acts by
which they are cognized.5 In Plotinus this doctrine developed into the
thesis that ideas do not subsist outside the intelligence.® At the same
time, Plotinus identified Aristotle’s god, a self-centred intelligence,
with the second of his own hypostases? and very often with Plato’s
artificer.® These two identifications permitted him to keep the number
of hypostases to three and so to do full justice to the ‘trinity’ in Plato’s
2nd Letter. But as, for Plotinus, undoubtedly the same intelligence
which forms the second hypostasis is also man’s intelligence,9 the

* De an. 11 §, 430a23.

* Eth. Nic. 1X 4, 1166a16—22; X 7, 1178a7; 8, 1178b28; cf. Plotinus, Enn. v 3 [49] 3.

3 De an. m1 5, 430a23.

+ To which also the epistemological belongs (see Anal. post. 11 19, 100b8) which, however,
interested Plotinus less than the others.

5 Arist. De an. 111 4, 430a3; §, 430a19; 7, 431a1; Mer. A 7, 1072b21; 9, 107522,

$ Enn.v3 {49] 5; v 5 [32] 1. He quotes the Aristotelian doctrine: 11 § [25] 3, 25-6; v 9 [5] 2,
22; V1 6 [34] 6, 20; v1 7 [38] 37, 3—5; VI 9 [9] 7-8. Cf. H.-R. Schwyzer, ‘Plotinos’, RE, xx1f1
(x951), col. 555; P. Merlan, Monopsychism, Mysticism, Metaconsciousness (1963), pp. 7-16; A. H.
Armstrong, The Architecture of the Intelligible Universe in the Philosophy of Plotinus (1940), pp.
39 f.; idem, *The Background of the Doctrine that the Intelligibles are not outside the Intel-
lect’, Les Sources de Plotin, Entretiens, v (1960), pp. 391-413, esp. pp. 406—end.

7 Enn.uz(14] 33190331 1;vo 5] 5.

8 Enn.v 9 [5] 3. 9 Enn. v 7 [2] 85, 15.
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psychological and theological aspects of Aristotle’s noetics blend in
Plotinus.* However, having now to reconcile Aristotle’s statement that
active (divine) intelligence acts unintermittently (a statement which
Plotinus quite obviously accepts) with the fact that this is not true of
human intelligence, Plotinus introduces the concept of unconscious-
ness: even when in us, intelligence continues its uninterrupted activity,
only we are not conscious of it.* For the second time, then, the concept
of the unconscious appears (see above, p. 29), this time to meet an
Aristotelian difficulty.

But there were some more difficulties inherent in Aristotle’s psycho-
logy which Plotinus had to face. He treats them, however, from an
angle different from that of Aristotle. This is the result of two facts.
First, Plotinus entirely rejects the idea of the soul being entelechy, and
at the same time, with much greater vehemence than Aristotle, he rejects
the idea that the soul is passible,3 because for Plotinus, as noted before,
the soul, much more so than even for Plato, belongs to the realm of the
intelligence, which is the realm of the changeless.# He tries to extricate
himself from the difficulty sometimes by assuming a higher and a lower
soul, only the latter being changeable;5 sometimes by asserting that
what is really present in the body is not the soul itself but only its image
or trace.’ Secondly, whereas in Aristotle, as already noticed, it is not
entirely clear whether the intelligence of which he speaks in De anima is
the same as the intelligence of which he speaks in Meraphysics, it is
obvious for Plotinus that the intelligence operative in us is identical
with the intelligence forming the second hypostasis.”? But of course, in
such a case, it is simply impossible to assume that intelligence in us
should be changeable. How then does intelligence participate in man’s
mental life? One of the answers given by Plotiv's is that all the
changes taking place in such activities as sensing, desiring, etc., are

* While he denies of the One that it is intelligence or intelligizes (e.g. Enn. v 6 [24] 2. 4. 5) or
that it is voU évépyeia (ibid. 6), he applies to it Aristotle’s categories elg & évTa cviipTnTCAn
and oU évta tpieTon (Enn. 17 [54] 1); 18 [51] 2; v 7 [38] 34; vI 5 [23] 10

2 Enn. v 1 [10] 11. Cf. P. Merlan, Monopsychism, Mysticism, Metaconsciousness (1963), pp. 4—
84 ; H. R. Schwyzer, ¢ ,, Bewusst” und ,, unbewusst’”” bei Plotin’, Sources de Plotin, Entretiens,
v (1960), pp. 341—78 with discussion (Armstrong, Harder, Theiler, Dérrie, Dodds, Hadot,
Henry, Cilento). 3 Enn. 111 6 [26] 1-5.

4 But even in Aristotle these difficulties are present : see Zeller, PAil 11/2 (41921), p. Goo.

5 Enn. 11 (53] 35 1v 3 {27] 26-32. 6 Enn. 11 {53] 7-8; VI 2 [43] 22 ; VI 4 [22] 15.

7 Enn.12{19) 45V 3 [49] 3 v1 2 {43] 20. 225 v1 7 [38] 13.
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actually changes in the body, which intelligence simply ‘notices’.* And
even this ‘noticing” is not something like a change in the intelligence; it
is rather something like a changeless change.? We shall see later that a
similar idea was suggested by Theophrastus.3 It is ultimately rooted in
the well-known distinction made by Aristotle between perfective and
destructive change.

And just as did Aristotle, Plotinus asks the question whether memory
is the function of the composite of soul and body, to decide to attribute
memory to the soul.5 Therefore, to a certain extent at least, survival is
personal.b

So much about Aristotle’s cosmology, noetic, and psychology. Let
us now turn to his cosmogony (cf. p. 29). Central to it is the assertion
that the cosmes has no origin in time and is imperishable.” As he
interprets Plato’s Timaeus, Plato taught the opposite (though the cos-
mos will not actually perish due to the will of its creator). In other
words, Aristotle takes the words ‘it has come to be’ literally. This
doctrine of Plato Aristotle rejected most vehemently; not only did he
consider it false, but, inasmuch as the temporal origin implies the possi-
bility of an end, even impious.? Now, it seems that all first-generation
pupils of Plato became convinced by Aristotle that the cosmos is eter-
nal. But many, instead of admitting that Plato was wrong, preferred
to disagree with Aristotle’s interpretation of the text. ‘It has come
to be’, they said, was not to be taken in any temporal sense; Plato only
used temporal language for pedagogic purposes, translating into the
language of a story what is timeless. Aristotle, however, remained un-
convinced and insisted that only a literal interpretation was possible.

As we shall see, very many Platonists™ accepted this or a similar kind

T Enn.11 (53] 6.7; 1016 [26] 1. 251V 4 [28] 18. 19. 23. Cf. Zeller, Phil. 1m1/2 (51923), pp. 636—
40; 11 6 [26] 25 cf. 11 [53] 13. 3 Cf. below, pp. 109 f.
4 De an. 11 §, 417b2 ; 111 5, 420b22 ; 7, 431a5.
5 Enn. 1v 3 [27] 26-32; 1V 4 [28] 5 ; 1v 6 [41] 3.
6 Aristotle seems to deny personal survival in De an. 111 5, 430a23. However, the interpreta-
tion of this passage is not certain : cf. Zeller, Phil. 1/2 (51921), p. §74 n. 3 and p. 604 n. 4. Much
clearer is another passage (De an. 1 4, 408b25-30), where the vois is explicitly exempt from
SiavoeioBen, QIAciv, poeiv, and pvnuovedeiv—all these activities belonging to man-as a com-
posite being, after whose death the voUs therefore is no longer involved with any of them.

7 De caelo 1 10, 280a28; 1V 2, 300b16; Phys. vl 1, 251b17; Met. A 3, 1071b31-7.

8 Fr. 18 Rose. 9 De caelo 1 10, 279b 22.
'* Among them Plotinus: Enn. 11 1 [40] 1~4; 11 9 {33] 35 11 2 [47] 1; 1v 3 [27) 9; vi 7 [38].

47

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Aristotle

of interpretation of Plato, or professed the eternity of the cosmos as
their own doctrine.* By so doing, they established the concept of a
non-temporal ‘process’. It was easy for Plotinus to adapt this concept
to his interpretation of the emanative process constituting the hypo-
stases—ultimately even the hypostasis of the sensible world. We shall
see laterthat a number of other interpretations were suggested, all having
in common the denial that gegone was used by Plato literally.

It is striking that Aristotle refused even to recognize that, when
Pythagoreans and Platonists spoke of derivation of numbers (mathe-
maticals) from supreme principles, they did so only didaskalias
charin (or thedrésai heneken). He insisted that they could not have
meant anything but genesis in the temporal sense of the word—
because they, after all, spoke of the origin of the cosmos and qua
physicists.?

Just as he did in matters of cosmogony, so Aristotle convinced many
Platonists as to the theory of ideas. Whereas Plato seems to have con-
tinued professing it,3 Speusippus* abandoned it.5 They, however,
replaced ideas by mathematicals (or identified the two), while Aristotle
replaced them by immanent forms. In any case, the theory of ideas
after the death of Plato seems to have played no major role in Platonism
before the time of Antiochus (see below, p. 54). When it re-emerged,
it often concentrated on the problem of defining ideas and determining
of what Plato assumed ideas. In both respects a sentence of Xeno-

r Xenocrates, fr. 54. 68 Heinze (cf. p. 71 n. 2 of his Introduction) ; Crantor and Eudorus
in Plutarch, De an. pr. 3, p. 10134-8; Taurus in Philop. De aer. m. v1 8. 21. 27, pp. 145-7,
186~9, 223 Rabe. Theophrastus discussed such an interpretation of Plato, but rejected it {fr.
28. 29 Wimmer) ; he himself professed the eternity of the cosmos. This was also the position of
Alexander Aphrodisias in Philop. De aet. m. v1 277, pp. 213—16 Rabe. Plutarch, De an. pr. ch. 3~10
10134—1022E (see below, p. §9) and Atticus in Eus. PE xv 6 insisted on the literal interpreta-
tion; they, at the same time, professed the doctrine of the temporal origin of the cosmos as their
own. With them sided Galenus (Compendium Timaei Platonis, ed. P. Kraus and R. Walzer
[1951]). Cf. C. Bacumker, ‘Die Ewigkeit der Welt bei Plato’, Philosophische Monatshefte, xx111
(1887), pp- 513—29; A.-]. Festugiére, ‘Le Compendium Timaei de Galien’, Revue des Etudes
grecques, LXV (1952), pp. 97—116, esp. pp. 101—3. For a survey of modern interpretations, see W.
Spoerri, ‘Encore Platon et I’Orient’, Revue de Philologie, xxx1 (1957), pp. 209~33, €sp. p. 22§ n.

44.
* Met. M 3, 1091a12; De caelo 1 10, 279b32; cf. P. Lang, De Speusippi Academici scriptis
(1911), pp. 30-2.

3 Cf. P. Merlan, * Form and Content in Plato’s Philosophy’, Journal of the History of Ideas, vii1
(1947), PP. 406-30, €sp. p. 412 n. 24.

4 Fr. 42E Lang.

5 Why they did so need not be discussed here.
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crates’ provided an answer: ideas, he said, are eternal paradigms
(probably meaning: paradigmatic causes) of everything that is natural.
Such a definition seemed to exclude any interpretation of ideas as mere
concepts, and also implied that there were no ideas of what is un-
natural (disease, etc.) or of artefacts. It was easily reconcilable with the
doctrines of the Timaeus and could lead to a presentation of Plato ac-
cording to which he taught a triad of supreme principles, viz. God,
ideas, and matter. This, of course, would amount to presenting a
philosophic system very much different from the Two-opposite-
principles doctrine.
And now, some other points.

B. ‘Dynamis—Energeia’, etc.

For Aristotle the couple dynamis~energeia is of fundamental importance,
particularly to replace the Two-opposite-principles doctrine. Oppo-
sites, he insists, cannot act on opposites. Therefore the concept of
the Indefinite Dyad,? which itself is one of the opposites, must be
replaced by the concept of matter as something underlying the oppo-
sites.3 Matter, in other words, is potentially that which it can actually
become, for example A or non-A. Thus it is never sheer negation or
sheer indefiniteness; it is always determined negation or indefiniteness.4

Plotinus does not have much use for either of the two concepts of
actuality and potentiality. Matter, as he sees it, is not a relative concept
as it is in Aristotle (whose concept of prime matter is only a Grenz-
begriff );5 only in a very special sense can it be called dynamei because in
truth matter can never become anything and remains unaffected.® This
is about the opposite of what Aristotle attributes to matter and much
closer to Plato’s concept of space (comparable to a mirror or a screen).

In addition, Plotinus is more careful than Aristotle to distinguish
between potency as power (dynamis) and potency as weakness, viz.

' Fr. 30 Heinze, probably from the period when he still professed that theory.

* Taken by Aristotle to have been introduced by Plato to perform the same function as his
(Aristotle’s) concept of matter, viz. to explain becoming: De caelo 111 8, 306b17.

3 Met. A 10, 10752323 N 4, 1091b30; Phys. 1 9, 192a6.

% Phys. 1, 6-10;5 Mer. A\ 2, 1069b9—34; 4, 1070b11, 185 5, 107128,

5 Phys. 111 5, 204b32; De gen. et corr. 11 1, 32928, 2431 5, 320b12; cf. Zeller, Phil. 112 (41921),
p- 320n. 2. Cf. the discussion in C. Baeumker, Das Problem der Materie in der griechischen
Philosophie (1890), pp. 247~61. ¢ Enn. 1t 5 [25] and 111 6 [26].
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something not yet realized, whereas Aristotle often does not distinguish
between these two meanings; and Plotinus, furthermore, prefers to
refer to something actual as an energeia rather than energeiai (with an
iota adscriptum) on.*

Ultimately, Plotinus’ relative lack of interest in the above-mentioned
pair stems from the fact that Aristotle introduced it to account for the
problem of becoming in the sphere of the physical, to which problem
Plotinus devotes hardly any attention. Still, Plotinus on the whole (but
cf. p. 32 n. 2) accepts Aristotle’s assertion® that energy always precedes
potency (potentiality). And he uses the concept of energeia in a highly
significant manner to describe the nature of the One.3

However, we know that Aristotle himself was ready to treat
the concept of matter in an analogical way: the genus is matter for the
species, the ‘lower’ of the five elements matter for the ‘higher’, the
female is matter for the male.* With this use of the concept of matter
Plotinus obviously agrees, when he, for example, speaks of the soul as
matter of intelligence.’

Potentiality and actuality in Aristotle’s philosophy are often identical
with form and matter. And this latter pair of concepts Plotinus uses
constantly and unhesitatingly.®

Of other metaphysical concepts of Aristotle, the principle that there
are beings in whom essence and being coincide? is of considerable
importance for Plotinus, when he tries to describe the nature of the
One.®

C. Ethics
Aristotle’s ethics exhibits three main aspects. It distinguishes perfec-
tions of character (ethical perfections), which consist in subordinating
the unreasonable part of the soul (passion) to the rule of reason, from

' Cf.vg[s] 4 12 and 1v 8 [6] 3 on the one hand; 1v 4 [28] 18-27 and 111 6 [26] 15 on
the other. Zeller, Phil. 11/1 (41921), p. 320 n. 15 p. 321 n. 1. Cf. above, p. 46, n. 1.

2 Met. © 8, 1049bs 5 Enn. 1v 7 [2] 85115 [25] 35V o [5] 4; v 1 [42] 26.

3 Enn. v1.8 [39] 20.

+ Met. \ 4, 1070b17 ; 5, 107133, 25 ; De caelo 1v 3, 310b15 ; 4, 312a12 ; De gen. et corr. i 3,
318b32; 118, 335a16; De gen. anim. 12, 716a7; 11 1, 732a5; 4, 738b 20, etc.; Met. A 6, 988a5; A
28, 1024a35.

5 E.g. Enn. 11 5 [25] 3, 105 111 9 [13] 5.

® On the whole section, cf. C. Rutten, ‘La doctrine de deux actes dans la philosophie de
Plotin’, Revue Philosophique, LXXXI1 (1956), pp. 160—6.

7 Mer. Z 6, 1031a32. CL 1t 1 [53] 2, 12. 8 Enn. v1 8 [39] 14.
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perfections of the intelligence,! the higher activity of which consists in
contemplationz—either of truth or of God.3 This contemplation is
accompanied by pleasure (joy), as is every unimpeded exercise of a
natural faculty (in this case, of intelligence). And though happiness
essentially depends on perfection, external goods are to a certain extent
indispensable.4

For Plotinus, perfections are above all means of purification (i.e. the
soul turning away from the body), this purification leading ultimately
to man becoming godlike, or as Plotinus says, god.5 Happiness for
him consists in living the life of reason, which is the perfect life, and this
life is accompanied by pleasure (joy) sui generis (hédy, hileén). This life
of reason is actually the very essence of man, for the true (“higher”)
man is his intelligence.® To this extent Plotinus agrees with Aristotle.
But he rejects the assertion that happiness should depend on external
goods.” He also criticizes his concept of perfection, as it always includes
passion (subdued by reason) and prefers to identify perfection with
intelligence alone.® Only lower (social) perfections moderate passions.?
In other words, in some respects he sides with the Stoa rather than with
Aristotle (see below, p. 130); in certain ways even with the Kepos, in
that he denies that supreme pleasure (joy) is becoming,*® or that happi-
ness increases with temporal duration.” He even agrees with the famous
Epicurean assertion that the sage will be happy even when undergoing
tortures; he only denies that Epicurus has a right to assert this, as he
does not distinguish between the ‘higher’ man for whom the assertion
holds and the ‘lower’ for whom it does not.*

D. Being qua being
One more aspect of Aristotle’s doctrines must be presented. In defin-
ing what he calls first philosophy, Aristotle seems to determine its
subject-matter in at least two different ways. Sometimes he says that it
is the divine, sometimes that it is being qua being. Among modern

1 Dianoetic pertections (&peT&1) ; £th. Nic. 11 1, 1103a14-b 2.

2 Eth. Nic. X 7, 1177a12—1178a8. 3 The divine : v1 7, 1141218-b3.

4 Eth. Nic. X 8, 117a23—4. 5 Enn.11{53]2.3.6.7;16[1] 6.
6 Enn. 1 4 [46] 4. 9. 7 Enn. 1 4 [46] 6.

8 Enn. vi 8 39] 6. 9 Enn. 12 [19] 2.

0 Enn. 1 4 [46] 12. 1 Enn. 15 [36).

12 Enn. 1 4 [46] 13.
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interpreters of Aristotle there is much dissension as to whether these
two designations can be reconciled, and, if so, in what way.” But it does
not seem that this was ever a problem for the ancient readers of Aristotle
up to the time of Plotinus. In some way, all seem to assume that being
qua being does not designate something that is common to everything
that exists in the sense of ‘common’ in which we usually take it. To be
is not, in this case, something which can be said of the divine as well
as of anything else that is not nothing. To translate this into modern
terms: the ancient readers of Aristotle do not seem to distinguish
between being gua being and the divine by assuming that the former
refers to something that later was called mezaphysica generalis, while the
latter would refer to a metaphysica specialis (dealing with God, but not
with everything that is). Thus, when Aristotle speaks of being gua
being, ancient readers up to the time of Plotinus seem to take this to
mean: only of God can it be said that he is, whereas everything else is
not only being but also becoming. Right or wrong, they seem to take
the phrase ‘being as being’ as a kind of definition of the divinity.?
Therefore, they do not see any essential difference between Plato and
Aristotle in this respect.

Thus, on the whole, Plotinus took over from Aristotle some very
important doctrines. But he remained critical of him.3

' See, e.g., P. Merlan, From Platonism to Neoplatonism (21960), pp. 160—220; V. Décarie,
L’Objet de la Métaphysique selon Aristote (1961); ]. Owens, The Doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian
Metaphysics (21963) ; P. Aubenque, Le probléme de V'Etre chez Aristote (1962).

2 This can particularly be seen in Syrianus : /n Met. 5, 9-27 ; 54, 24-55, 33 Kroll ; Asclepius,
In Met. 361, 28—32 Hayduck. See K. Kremer, Der Metaphysikbegriff in den Aristoteles-Kommen-
taren der Ammonius-Schule (1961), pp. 211 f.

3 Cf. K. A. H. Steinhart, Meletemata Plotiniana (1840), esp. pp. 24—35 (Plotinus Aristotelis et
interpres et adversarius). Steinhart especially investigates: Enn. vI 1 [42] 3 (against the doctrine of
categories); 1v § [29] (on Aristotle’s theory of vision); 1v 6 [41] (on Aristotle’s doctrine of
memory); 11 7 {45] (on Aristotle’s ‘subjectivistic’ theory of time) and 1 4 [46] (on happiness).
According to Bréhier’s index, Plotinus quotes Categories, De anima, Physics, Metaphysics,
Nicomachean Ethics, De gen. et corr., Meteorologica, De partibus animalium; H.-R. Schwyzer,
‘Plotinos’, RE, xx1/1 (1951), col. §72, adds De caelo.
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CHAPTER 4

THE LATER ACADEMY AND PLATONISM

A. Antiochus and other Platonists of the first century B.c.
Speusippus, Xenocrates, Polemo, and Crates were the successive heads
of the Academy. It seems that the successor of Crates, Arcesilaus
(fourth/third century), completely changed its character, teaching a
kind of non-dogmatic, Socratic, in some sense of the word, sceptical
Platonism.” This sceptical phase (it continued under Carneades and
Philo of Larissa, first century B.C.) seems to have exercised very little
influence on later Platonists. A return to dogmatism, from which
Platonists from then on never deviated,* was initiated by Philo’s suc-
cessor, Antiochus of Ascalon (b. c. 130-120, d. c. 68 B.C.), one of
Cicero’s teachers.3 Convinced that the Stoic philosophy was essentially
derived from the Old Academy, that Aristotle, in at least one phase of
his activity, was a Platonist, and that the Peripatos (which, according to
him, originated only after the death of Speusippus), though it modified
particularly Plato’s ethics, was essentially identical with the Academy,*
Antiochus incorporated many of their teachings in his own system; and
this eclecticism, according to many scholars, paved the way for the
Neoplatonic one. But it does not seem that he had any use for the
Platonic Two-opposite-principles doctrine. In other words, his return
to the Academy did not mean that he returned to all of its teachings.

Where did he stand on the theory of ideas? Speusippus, in some way

* There are some traces (e.g. Cicero, Lucullus 6o) that scepticism was not the last word of
Arcesilaus (see, e.g., O. Gigon, ‘Zur Geschichte der sogenannten Neuen Akademie’, Museum
Helveticum, 1 [1944], pp. 47—-64). But the traces (the strangest: the classification of gods, attribu-~
ted to him and compared with that of Xenocrates, by Tertullian, 4d nat. 11 2, p. 97 Wiss.; cf. R.
Heinze, Xenokrates [1892], pp. 155 £.) are too faint to make it certain that his scepticism was ulti-
mately in the service of dogmatism.

* Though a semi-Platonist like Philo of Alexandria makes occasional use of sceptic arguments
(Ebr. chs. 41-9. 166~205), to recommend émwoy.

3 On him in general, see A. Lueder, Die philosophische Personlichkeit des Antiochos von Askalon
(1940) ; G. Luck, Der dkademiker Antiochos (1953), with collection of fragments ; K. Reinhardt,
‘Posidonios’, RE, xx11/1 (1953), col. 618-20, esp. col. 820 f. ; M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (21959, 1955),
1, pp. 208—38 ; 11, pp. 104—22. On him specifically as a precursor of Neoplatonism : W. Theiler,
Die Vorbereirung des Neuplatonismus (1930), pp. 34~55 ; Pohlenz, op. cit. 1, pp. 391 f. ; 11, p. 190.

+ Cicero, Acad. 1 17. 22 5 Lucullus 15. 136 ; De finibus V 7. 14. 213 1V § ; De legibus 1 38 f.
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Xenocrates, and Aristotle had at a certain moment of their careers
abandoned it. But Antiochus blames Aristotle for having ‘weakened’
it,* and indeed seems to have adopted it.> But he did so with consider-
able modifications. First of all, as he denied any radical difference
between intelligence and the senses (despite 30—1 with its assertion that
only mens is rerum index, because only mens can perceive ideas; see
Lucullus 30: mens ipsa sensus), obviously ideas could not retain their
paramount importance3 nor their transcendent status despite the fact
that their knowledge was still considered the prerogative of intelligence.
Perhaps he identified them with the common notions of the Stoics,*
helped by a certain ambiguity of the latter term. Common notions’
may mean either inborn notions (and in this sense the phrase was used
by Cicero, according to whom, in matters of theology and moral
standards, all men are born with the same notions) or notions which all
men cannot help forming on the basis of their sense-experiences. Prob-
ably Antiochus’ ideas had something of both of these qualities. This, of
course, would considerably weaken the importance of anamnesis;
either everybody would, by and by, acquire the knowledge of ideas or
he would have to remember them in the sense of ordinary recollection of
what he knew at his birth but has now forgotten.5

To this modification he may have added another. It is possible that
Antiochus tried to reconcile Aristotle’s concept of immanent forms with
Plato’s concept of transcendent ideas. Surprisingly, in a singular
passage, even Aristotle himself, in enumerating his four causes, adds a
fifth, the paradigmatic cause, as if he had never criticized Plato’s theory
of ideas.® Thus, the formal cause which quite obviously was meant to
replace Plato’s idea was juxtaposed with it. Later Platonists (e.g.
Albinus; see below, p. 65) operate with a five-causes series without
any hesitation, thus reconciling Plato with Aristotle even as far as idea
theory is concerned. Whatever the basis of this interpretation, it is

* Cicero, Acad. 1 33.

2 Cicero, 4cad. 1 30. So Luck, p. 28 ; Theiler, pp. 40 f. For the opposite point of view see
C. J. de Vogel, Greek Philosophy 111 (21964), 1200 Wwith notes.

3 Cicero, De finibus 1v 42.

4 H. Strache, Der Eklektizismus des Antiochos von Askalon (1921), pp. 12 fl. ; W. Theiler, Die
Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus (1930), p. 41. Ideas=thoughts : SFF 1 65.

s Cf. Lucullus 21 f. as opposed to Tusc. Disp. 1 57.
6 Phys. 11 3, 194b23.
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possible that this reconciliation was started by Antiochus.® Its clearest
expression can be found in Seneca. To explain the term idea (which he
defines in terms of Xenocrates, fr. 30 Heinze), Seneca says that the form
of the statue exists first in the mind of the artificer, secondly in the
matter of the statue,? and he suggests the use of idea for the former,
eidos for the latter.

At the same time, this way of explaining what is meant by an idea
turns our attention to the fact that we have here a third modification of
the idea theory. Ideas are thought of as existing in the mind of the
artificer. According to Seneca’s example, the artificer is human. But
the same Seneca says that ideas are paradigms of everything, and that
they subsist in God’s mind.3 Thus, Antiochus might have initiated the
doctrine of ideas as God’s thoughts.

A stronger proof that the reduction of ideas to (divine) thoughts was
begun by Antiochus is provided by Cicero’s interpretation of the dif-
ference between ideal and actual rhetoric, in the course of which the
statement occurs that in the mens of the artifex is present the species
pulckritudinis, which is only imperfectly expressed in the actual work
of art.# Tt is difficult to give Cicero credit for this un-Platonic theory of
art, and it is not impossible, though by no means certain, that it was
originated by Antiochus.5

In Plotinus the doctrine of ideas plays a much less prominent role
than in Plato. He deals with it ex professo mainly from two points of
view: to deny that they exist outside intelligence,® and to assert that
there are ideas of singulars.” For the first point of view Antiochus

* On its roots in Plato, see W. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus (1930), p. 11.

* Ep. 58, 21; cf. Ep. 65, 7.

3 Ep. 65, 7. On these two letters see E. Bickel, ‘Seneca’s Briefe §8 und 65°, RAeinisches
Museum, citt (1960), pp. 1-20. He, however, asserts that the source of Seneca is Posidonius, via
Annaeus Amicus (Ep. §8, 8—here read Amicus, not amicus; 77, 6), who used to work with
Posidonius. He thus contradicts W. Theiler, Die Porbereitung des Neuplatonismus (1930),
Pp- 15-55, esp. p. 36. Cf. also E. Norden, Agnostos Theos (1913), p. 348.

4 Orator 7; cf. 101. Cf. Elsa Birmelin, ‘Die kunsttheoretischen Gedanken in Philostrats
Apollonios’, Philologus, Lxxxviil (N.F. XLI), 1933, Pp. 149—80, 392414, €sp. pp. 4026 ; W.
Theiler, Die Porbereitung des Neuplatonismus (1930), p. 17 ; E. Panofsky, /dea (21960), pp. 10 f.

5 Varro seems to have interpreted the origin of Athena = insight out of the head of Zeus in
this sense (. XV 4, p. 188 Agahd = August. De Civ. dei v11 28); cf. Theiler, p. 19, but also M.
Pohlenz, Die Stoa (1959, 195%), 11, p. 132. Cf. J. M. Rist, Eros and Psyche (1964), pp-
61-6; J. H. Waszink, ‘Bemerkungen zum Einfluss des Platonismus im frithen Christentum’,
Vigiliae Christianae, x1% (1965), pp. 129-62, €sp. p. 139 n. 21.

¢ Enn.v 5 [32]. ? Enn. v 7 [18] despite Enn. v 9 {5] 12, 3.
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seems to provide us with an appropriate background. The second seems
to be entirely original with Plotinus (but see below on Albinus). It is
characteristic that in this context he adopts the Stoic doctrine of
periodic destructions of the cosmos. As to anamnesis, Plotinus in
favour of the doctrine of the unconscious virtually denies it.*

Did Antiochus believe in the existence of ether? Did he believe that
it is the stuff of which not only stars butalso souls (intelligences) consist?
No clear answer can be found in our texts. He notices, without criti-
cism, that Aristotle professed such a doctrine,* and that the Stoics re-
jected ether,3 and he refers to it as a much debated question.# Itis obvious
that any theory making the soul (or intelligence) a material or even
semi-material entity must have been anathema for Plotinus. He rejected
the ether theory even in physics; but by now we know that, by so
doing, he rejected it a fortiori in psychology.

Other aspects of Antiochus’ philosophy could hardly have been of
interest to Plotinus. Antiochus based his ethics on the concept of self-
preservation.5 This imposed the duty on him of explaining what he
meant by the self. And Antiochus answered by pointing out that man
consists of both soul and body, so that no matter which of the two is
superior, self-preservation meant preservation of both.® This kind of
anthropology could not have been attractive to the man who gave the
impression that he was ashamed of having a body, and taught that only
intelligence is man’s true self.7 Furthermore, Antiochus insisted that
from the very beginning man’s self was a social self;® his system of
ethics was, therefore, a system of individual and social ethics. Aboveall,
he derived the moral standard from nature.9 These aspects of the doc-
trines of Antiochus could hardly attract Plotinus either. The sameis true
of Arius Didymus, who, though a Stoic, professed doctrines essentially
identical with those of Antiochus.™

* Enn. 12 [19] 4, 18-27; IV 3 [27] 25, 30~45 ; despite v 9 [9] §.

2 Cicero, Acad. 1 26. 3 Jbid. 39.
4 De finibus 1v 12. 5 Jbid. v 3~18 3V 24-33.
6 Ibid. 34~75.

7 Porphyry, Life 1; Enn. Vv 3 [49] 1—-5. Cf. P. Merlan, Monopsychism, Mysticism, Meta-
consciousness (1963), pp. 77-81.

8 De finibus v 65~7 ; Acad. 1 21 ; cf. Zeller, Phil. 1m1/2 (51923), p. 629 n. 1.

9 De finibus v 26. Cf. Enn. 1, 4 [46] 14. 16, with its insistence that man is not a cuvaugdtrepov
of body and soul. This could be directed against Antiochus ; against all attempts to derive
standards from nature, see i6id. 1. 1o Zeller, Phil. 111/2 (51923), pp. 636~9.
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However, there was one aspect of the doctrine of self-preservation
which could have appealed to Plotinus. Antiochus granted a self not
only to man and beast, but even to plants. In so doing he was obviously
influenced by Stoic monism and pantheism. Plotinus explicitly included
plants in his schema of pananimism,* though he was not sure whether to
derive plant life from the animated earth rather than from their own
soul.* It could be that Antiochus (rather than Posidonius; see p. 128)
inspired him with this idea.

But we should not overlook the possibility that in the first century
B.C. there might have been Platonists who represented a point of view
different from either that of the New Academy or that of Antiochus. Such
Platonism seems to have found its expression in the source of Cicero’s
Tusculan Disputations, Book 1.3 On the whole, this Platonism is strictly
dualistic (51), and knowledge through senses is thoroughly depreciated
(46). Philosophy is preparing for death (74f.); death is not to be
feared, if or because the soul is immortal (41; §1; 21; 25). Belief in
immortality, i.e. immortality of the intelligence (mens) alone (20; 80),
first thought of by Pherecydes and his pupil, Pythagoras (38), is one of
the hall-marks of Plato’s philosophy (in comparison with which all
other systems are of no consequence: §5; 79). The Platonist is at the
same time a great admirer of Aristotle (22)—obviously the Aristotle
exotericus (94; 114), and thus he remains indifferent to the problems of
whether the soul consists of ether or pneuma or is immaterial (6o; 65;
70), whether the cosmos had an origin in time or not, whether God isan
effector or only a moderator of it.# In this kind of Platonism there is
much that would have had a strong appeal to Plotinus. If it represents

Y Enn.wv 7 [2] 85 * Enn.1v 4 |28] 22.

3 Whether this source was Posidonius or Antiochus is one of the major controversies in con-
temporary scholarship. From my review of its contents in the text, it will be seen, I trust, why I
can accept neither of these two hypotheses. For the former, it is too contemptuous of the Stoa
(55. 79 {.) ; for the latter, too dualistic and ascetic. This leaves it possible that some ideas are
derived from Antiochus (e.g. the exceptional praise of memory [57] ; see above, p. 54), others
from Posidonius (e.g. the history of civilization [62]). Also Crantor, whose On Grief was the
model for Cicero’s Consolation, might have contributed much. Cf. O. Gigon, ‘Die Erneuerung
der Philosophie in der Zeit Ciceros’, Recherches sur la tradition Platonicienne, Entretiens Hardt,
11 (1955), pp. 23-59; esp. pp- 51 L.

4+ He equates intelligence with ether and once more uses the term &vBeAéxeict (conzinuata moiio
et perennis) ; once more souls and gods consist of ether (41. 56) ; a particular problem is posed by
the formula sensus communis (46) as applied to intelligence (mens). Could this refer to Aristotle’s
doctrine of the unicity of intelligence rather than to the xowév alo®nTfipiov of De anima ?
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a Platonist unknown to us rather than Cicero’s free composition, it
would be a reminder that much in the history of Platonism may have
been lost, and that we cannot hope to draw a full picture of its pre-
Plotinian aspects.*

One more work by Cicero deserves special mention: the Somnium
Scipionis. A strong case was made out for Antiochus as its source.? Itis
particularly the elevation of the life of action, i.e. of statesmanship, to a
status guaranteeing the statesman the same immortality which a life of
contemplation promises, which makes us think of Antiochus. Other
passages, particularly the formula ‘our life is actually death’, the
depreciation of glory, the stress on the puniness of the earth, etc., seem
to many scholars to betray the influence of Posidonius. It seems most
likely that we have before us a rather personal combination of Antio-
chus, Posidonius, Crantor, and Cicero, to much of which Plotinus
would have remained indifferent.

B.  Plutarch and Taurus

Of Antiochus’ successors to the scholarchate (Aristus and Theo-
mnestus) we know next to nothing. But the name of the scholarch (?) at
the time of Nero and Vespasian, that of the Egyptian (1) Ammoniusot
Alexandria, has been immortalized by his student, Plutarch of Chaeronea
(from c. 50 to c. 120 or later). He was obviously in sympathy with the
‘orientalizing” and particularly ‘Egyptianizing’ tendencies of the Old
Academy ; under his influence Plutarch devoted his On Isis and Osiris to
an interpretation of Egyptian myths and cults to find in them much
philosophic wisdom, in fact, the main features of Plato’s philosophy,
and made Pythagoras, Plato, and Eudoxus students of ‘barbaric’
wisdom.3

If we now assume that Plutarch’s writings, at least partly, not only
express his own views but also reflect the interests of the Academy,
some points deserve our attentjon.

! In this context it is appropriate to note that Cicero is the first author who mentions the
Platonic Lezters, and that he is still familiar with the Aristotle exotericus—much more so than with
the esotericus (in fact, it is virtually certain that his Hortensius was patterned on Aristotle’s
Protrepticus).

* G. Luck, ‘Studia divina in vita humana. On Cicero’s Dream of Scipio and its Place in
Graeco-Roman Philosophy’, Harvard Theological Review, x1.1x (1956), pp. 207—18.

3 De Is. et Os. 10, 354E—F. One is reminded of Plotinus’ recognition of the wisdom of the
hieroglyphic script: Enn. v 8 [31] 6.
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Plutarch is familiar with both the Aristotle esorericus and exotericus.
He seems to have written on his Categories and on the Topics." He ob-
jects to De caelo when it teaches the uniqueness of the cosmos®*and, onthe
other hand, at times at least, accepts the existence of ether as a fifih ele-
ment, not simply identical with fire,3 on which he even wrote a special es-
say.+Healso refersand objects to Aristotle’s self-centred god of Mez. A.5
Heisalso familiar with the fact that Aristotle, inanumber of his writings,
criticized the idea theory,® but he also seems to know that he originally
adhered to it, to change his mind later.” And when it comes to the
description of the ultimate goal of philosophy,? he quotes both Plato
and Aristotle as having proposed that this goal is reached in a kind of
sudden illumination or a ‘touching’ of the divinity, comparable to that
received by initiates of mystery religions,? thus obviously deriving his
information concerning Aristotle from some of his exoteric writings.
In the controversy regarding the interpretation of Plato’s cosmogony,*
he interprets Plato as teaching that the cosmos had a temporal origin,
thus siding with Aristotle; but he is quite obviously not at all inclined to
consider such a doctrine as false.™ The receptacle he describes in terms of
matter agitated by an evil soul;™ matter itself he—with Aristotle’3—
describes as neutral™ and, at the same time, desiring the good,’S some-
times as evil,’® for which he could also have referred to Aristotle.”7 On
the whole, Aristotle is treated with sympathy and used freely; but no
systematic attempt is made to reconcile him with Plato. This, in general,

1 The former he found in Plato, Tim. 374 ; (De an. pr. 23. - E) ; for the latter see Lamprias
Cat. no. 192, 156.

* De def. or. 2430, 423C~426E.

3 De def. or. 31—4, 426F~428C; 37, 430C-D; De Ei 11, 389F—390A.

¢ Lamprias Cat. no. 44. 5 De def. or. 30, 426C.

® Adv. Col. 14, 1115 A.

7 De virtute morali 7, 4484; 3, 4428B; cf. G. Verbeke, ‘Plutarch and the Development of
Aristotle’, Aristotle and Plato in the Mid-Fourth Century (1960), pp. 236—47.

® Which he takes to be theology: De def: or. 2, 4108.

9 De Is. et Os. 77, 382D-E.

¥ De animae procreatione in Timaeo.

' De an. pr. 4~10, 1013 D~1023D; Plat. qu. 1V, 1003 A.

* De Is. et Os. 469, 369E-371E; De an. pr. 7, 1015D-E; cf. §, 1014B; 6, 1014D; 9, 1016C,
1017A-B. It is this evil soul which Plutarch identifies with one of the ingredients of the cosmic
soul, viz. the divisible (5, 1014D). Plotinus (Enn. 1v 2 [4]) identifies the indivisible with the intel-
ligible, the divisible with the sensible.

13 Met. A 10, 1075234. * De an. pr. 6, 1014F.

5 De Is. et Os. §3, 372E; 57, 374D S De def. or. 9, 414D.

7 Phys. 19, 1r92a15; Met. A 9, 1051220; cf. Zeller, PAil. 11/2 (41921), p. 338 n. I.
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is also the attitude of Plotinus, though by and large he finds more that is
objectionable in Aristotle than does Plutarch.”

The way in which Plutarch tries to elevate God above everything else
is to say of him that only he truly is and is truly one, whereas everything
else becomes rather than is and is many rather than one. God is simple,
free of all otherness.? But Plutarch’s God3 exercises providence# (which
is why Plutarch’ finds Aristotle’s self-centred god unacceptable) and is,
therefore, a far cry from the first or second divinity of Plotinus. In fact,
in some passages Plutarch speaks like a Stoic of the cosmos and the
cosmic soul as parts of God,® though in others? he objects to Stoic
pantheism.

Between gods and men are demons; and in his demonology Plutarch,
by and large, follows Plato and Xenocrates, with his three classes of
them (see also below, p. 72). Of his demons, some have always been
demons; some are souls of deceased men. And sometimes he speaks as
if ‘demon’ would equal our intelligence; only, whereas Plato® seems, by
such an equation, to deny the existence of demons as independent
beings, Plutarch speaks as if he believed that intelligence really does not
belong to man but is a demon.9 And some of these demons are good,
some are evil. Except the last point, all this—including the wavering
between the ‘internal” and ‘external’ interpretation of demons—we
find in Plotinus (cf. above, p. 35).%°

Of other aspects of Plato’s philosophy, Plutarch is familiar with the
Two-opposite-principles theory. But strangely enough, he quotes it in
the Pythagorean rather than the Platonic form, in that he derives from
these principles numbers rather than ideas.”* He obviously prefers to

! In De virtute morali, Plutarch follows Aristotle to the extent that he accepted the Platonic
division of the soul into a reasonable and an unreasonable part (he therefore rejects Stoic intel~
lectualism). But it is precisely this writing in which Plutarch indicates that Aristotle changed his
opinions (see above, p. 59). The problem whether the source of Plutarch was Posidonius,
Andronicus, or Xenocrates cannot be discussed here; on it, see K. Ziegler, ‘Plutarchos’,
RE, xx1/1 (1951), col. 769 f.: M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (31959, 1955), I, pp. 255—358; 11, pp. 132,
175.

* De Ei 17, 391E; 19, 392E; De Is. et Os. 77, 382¢.

3 Orgods: in De def. or. 24, 423 c-D he even proves the necessity of there being more than one.

4 De Is. et Os. 67, 377F. 5 De def. or. 30, 426C.
® Plat. qu. 11 1. 2, 1001 A~C. 7 De def. or. 29, 426B; Ad princ. iner. §, 781F.
Tim. goA. 9 De genio Socr. 22, §91E.

® One other passage on demons deserves mention: the assertion that some demons are homo-
nymous with some gods: De def. or. 21, 421e. Cf. Enn. vi 7 [38] 6.
¥ De def. or. 35, 428E.
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interpret Plato in terms of the triad ‘artificer-ideas—matter’.* And he is
willing to apply to matter not only the Aristotelian term Ay/é, and the
Platonic Aypodoché, tithéné, etc., but also the Pythagorean dyad.?
Significant is his attitude towards Socrates. He is aware of the ten-
sion between ‘Socratics’ and ‘Pythagoreans’3 and introduces, in De
genio Socr. 9, a character who objects to the fantastic rantings of
Pythagoreans, extolling, instead, Socrates’ sobriety.# But the Pytha-
goreans Lummias and Theanor carry the day; Socrates remains a
Socrates after their heart. It can safely be said: only a Pythagorean
Socrates could have been of interest to Plotinus (but see below, p. 97).
It hasalready been indicated that Plutarch tends to separatesharplyin-
telligence from the soul.’ He even toys with the idea that intelligence
always remains outside the body.® With this Plotinus would be in sym-
pathy;just as with Plutarch’s body—soul dualism, according to which the
soulis sullied by its prolonged contacts with the body.7 Reincarnation®is
adopted by Plutarch as a matter of course; but we find in him some of
the same contradictions concerning the fate of the soul after death and
the reasons of incarnation as we found in Plato. In at least one of the
passages incarnation (with subsequent reincarnation) seems assumed to
be the result of a universal law, which would be tantamount to an
‘optimistic’ view of it.9 But, as we have seen, when occasion demands,
he presents incarnation as an evil for the soul. The body-soul dualism
would, of course, contradict Antiochus (and agree with the source of
Cicero’s Tusc. Disp. 1; see above, p.§7), thus proving the limited
range of the former’s influence on Platonists. In fact, Plutarch even has
kind words for the scepticism of the New Academy,* though, for him-
self, scepticism means simply cautiousness in committing oneself to a
definite solution of a difficult matter.”® Furthermore, Plutarch is of the

' Qu. conv. VIII 2. 4, 720B.

* De Is. et Os. 48, 370E; De an. pr. §, 1014D; 6, I1014E; 7, 1015D; 24, 1024C, etc.

3 Of which Aeschines of Sphettus seems to be the first spokesman. Cf. H. Dittmar, Aeschines
von Sphettos (1912), p. 213.

4 579F. 5 De facie 28, 942E.

¢ Strangely enough, in one place in him we find the series: Monad, Intelligence, Physis (De
genio Socr. 22, 591B). Cf. H. Dérrie, ‘Zum Ursprung der neuplatonischen Hypostasenlehre’,
Hermes, Lxxx11 (1954), pp. 331—42, €sp. p. 332.

7 Cons. ad ux. 10, 611E~F; cf. Tlepl yuxfis 6, vol. vi1, 21~7 Bernard.

¥ Also into beasts: De sera 32, 567E. 9 De facie 27—30, 942C—945 C.

' Adv. Col. 26, 1121 E~11224; 29, 1124B. ** De sera 4, 549D.
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opinion that there has always been one Academy only® and that the
Academy differed from Pyrrhonianism.> For Plotinus the New
Academy simply does not exist.

We have already quoted the passage3 in which Plutarch says that
theology is the goal of philosophy, and that this goal can be reached
only in a moment of sudden ‘enlightenment’. A number of other
passages* agree with this one; in them Plutarch describes how god can
take possession of man’s soul (the classic examples are, of course, the
Pythia) which has made itself entirely receptive of him. As Zeller5 says,
we here see some roots of the Neoplatonic doctrine of ecstasy; but we
should say that they are very feeble. In many respects here Plutarch
again agrees with the Stoic theory of natural mantic.®

We have said that Plutarch is familiar with the Two-opposite-
principles doctrine.” But it does not seem that he ever was interested
in the “horizontal’ tripartition of reality into ideas, mathematicals, and
sensibles. Yet he preserved for us an interpretation of the Timaeus done
by Posidonius in which this tripartition is presented in a highly
significant way. The role of Posidonius in paving the way for Plotinus
is very problematic. Of one thing we can be sure: this interpretation of
the horizontal tripartition provides Plotinus with a scaffolding of
prime importance to his system. According to Posidonius, the passage
in the Timaeus in which Plato assigns to the soul an intermediate posi-
tion between the realm of the intelligible and that of the sensible is
essentially identical with Aristotle’s presentation of the philosophy of
Plato as teaching the tripartition into ideas, mathematicals, and
sensibles. For, so Posidonius asserts, essentially, soul equals mathe-
maticals.® It is easy to see that the tripartition now emerging (ideas,
soul, sensibles) is very similar to the well-known series of Plotinus.?

' Lamprias Cat. no. 63. * Ibid. no. 64.

3 De Is. et Os. 77, 382D-E. 4 De Pythiae or. 21~3, 403E~405E; Amatorius 16, 758E.

5 Phil. m/2 (51923), p. 210.

6 Cic. De div. 1 64 (Posidonius). 110. 113, 115. 129 ; II 26. 34. 3§.

7 Cf. De an. pr. 2, 1012E; De def. or. 35, 428 E—from these, we said, numbers are derived, not
ideas.

8 An equation to which Plutarch, who preserved this interpretation of Posidonius, objects:
De an. pr. 23, 1023 D.
9 Cf. P. Merlan, From Platonism to Neoplatonism (*1960), pp- 34-9.
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A number of Plutarch’s works are dominated by religious interest.
How can the delay of divine punishment be justified? Why are oracles no
longer given in metric form? What did Socrates mean when he spoke of
his daimonion? Why the decline of oracles? The answer to all these
questions implies activities of spirits (demons). One can say: with
Plutarch demonology continues playing its conspicuous role in
Platonism.

In a number of writings Plutarch criticized not only the Epicureans’
but also the Stoics. In other words, he certainly did nothing to promote
syncretism (eclecticism) consciously.> And we have already mentioned
the fact that he was fully aware of Aristotle’s opposition to Plato (not
only as far as the idea theory was concerned, but also as to the problem
of a plurality of kosmoi, the possibility of which, as we know, Aristotle
denied and Plato admitted). A similarly anti-eclectic attitude is found in
Calvisius Taurus, Plutarch’s pupil or younger friend,3 teacher of
Herodes Atticus and of Aulus Gellius, most likely scholarch of the
Athenian Academy. He also criticized Epicureans and the Stoa and
seems to have opposed those who tried to harmonize Plato and
Aristotle.4 On the other hand, his teacher obviously did not convince
him that Plato taught a temporal origin of the cosmos,5 and he also
rejected Aristotle’s theory of ether.® Once more we see that Antiochus’
influence on the Academy was limited.

Disagreement between Plutarch and Taurus exists also on the prob-
lem of the soul’s incarnation. Plutarch was sometimes inclined to take

* Itis worth remembering that Antiochus (De fin. v 45) was not ready to commit himself to an
anti-Epicurean position with regard to the question whether pleasure (A8ov}) belongs to the
goods nature wants us to appropriate (olkeiolioBan). On the whole, however, his syncretism
does not include Epicureanism. We meet a different situation in Seneca, many of whose writings
have a strongly Epicurean flavour. Within the orbit of Platonism, Porphyry’s Lerter to Marcella
includes a number of ethical doctrines of Epicurus.

As to Plotinus, whereas nothing in the theoretical philosophy of Epicureanism is acceptable to
him, there is one particular doctrine of its practical philosophy that is, viz. the doctrine that
happiness does not increase with the length of time. Of course Plotiniis has to qualify this state-
ment because of the Epicurean hedonism ; but if perfection instead of 18ov1) isaccepted as man’s
goal in life, Plotinus would agree with it (£nn. 1 5 [36]). However, in the very same essay
Plotinus also denies the Epicurean doctrine that memory contributes to happiness. The communis
opinio that Epicureanism is not included in late Greek syncretism needs some qualification.

2 On his opposition—but also indebtedness—to Stoic ethics cf. Zeller, Phil. 111/2 (51923),
pp. 201—4 ; cf. R. M. Jones, The Platonism of Plutarch (1916), pp. 9; 21.

3 A. Gellius, NV.A4. 1 26. 4. On him see K. Praechter, ‘Taurus’, RE, v/1 (1934).

4 Gellius, N.4. 1x §, 8 ; x11 §, § ; Suda s. v. Tauros.

5 Philop. De aet. m. vi 21, p. 186, 17 Rabe. 6 Jbid. x111 15, p. 520, 4 Rabe.
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the pessimistic point of view that incarnation is an evil for the soul (see
above, pp. 28—9); Taurus opted for the optimistic interpretation.”

We shall speak later of Atticus, whom some scholars consider to have
succeeded Taurus as scholarch of the Academy. Anticipating what will
be presented in detail, we can say that Atticus sides partly with Taurus
in denying the harmony of Plato with Aristotle, partly with Plutarch in
asserting the temporal origin of the world and the existence of an evil
world soul.

C. Albinus and Apuleius
But in the same second century and outside of the Academy we also
find a Platonism different from that of Plutarch, or Calvisius Taurus.
It so happens that we are particularly well informed on the Platonism of
Albinus.?

Albinus represents an entirely syncretistic Platonism. Free and full
use is made of Aristotelian and some Stoic doctrines—obviously
Aristotle is seen simply as a Platonist, the Stoa as a branch of Platon-
ism.3 Albinus divides philosophy into physics, ethics, and logic,?
which is the division usually traced to Xenocrates but familiar also to
Aristotle,5 and adopted by the Stoa—though the order of these three
parts is stated in different ways by different authors, and though some-
times the term logic is replaced by that of dialectic. Physics, in this
case, includes theology. But occasionally Albinus speaks as if he dis-
tinguished physics on the one hand, ethics, politics, and economics on
the other,® which would correspond to the Aristotelian division of

! Jambl. in Stob. Ecl. 1 39, vol. 1, p. 378, 25 Wachsmuth.

* In 151/2 he taught Galenus in Smyrna. On his doctrines, in addition to older literature listed
in Ueberweg—Praechter, Grundriss (1926), see particularly: W. Theiler, Die Forbereitung des
Neuplatonismus (1930), passim; R. E. Witt, Albinus and the History of Middle Platonism (1937)3
J. H. Loenen, ‘Albinus’ Metaphysics’, Mnemosyne ser. 4, vol. 1x (1956), pp. 296-319; vol. X
(1957), pp. 35-56; P. Merlan, Monopsychism, Mysticism, Metaconsciousness (1963), pp. 62—76.
As to his identity, see below, p. 70 n. 3. The subsequent quotations without title refer to his
Didaskalikos, while those from the /sagoge are indicated by the title. The text of both: in the sixth
volume of the Plato edition by K. F. Hermann or in the third volume of Didot’s Plato (English
tr. by G. Burges in the sixth volume of the Bohn Library translation of Plato’s works). The
text of the lsagoge can also be found in J. Freudenthal, Der Platoniker Albinos und der falsche
Alkinoos (1879); French translation by R. le Corré, Revue Philosophique, Lxxx1 (1956), pp. 28—
38. The standard edition of the Didaskalikos (with French tr.) is by P. Louis, Albinos, Epitome
(1945).

3 Didaskalikos, ch. 12 is essentially identical with Arius Didymus in Euseb. P x1 23 and Stob.
Ecl. 112, vol. 1, p. 135, 20 Wachsmuth; cf. H. Diels, Dox. (21929), pp. 76 f., 447.

4 Isag. ch. 3. 5 Top. 1 14, 105b19. ¢ Isag. ch. 6.
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philosophy into a theoretical and a practical part (whereas Albinus
omits the third Aristotelian division, viz. poetic).” Again, when
Albinus subdivides the theoretical part (ch. 7), he enumerates, as its
first part, theology, defined as the study of that which is unmoved, of
first principles, and of the divine (#id.). This is, of course, entirely
Aristotelian. The second part, physics, he describes as dealing with the
motions of heavenly bodies (see below, p. 69) and the constitution of
the visible world, with mathematics as the third part (ibid.)—thus
combining two Platonico-Aristotelian tripartitions, viz. into theology,
astronomy, and physics and into theology, mathematics, and
physics.?

So much for the divisions of philosophy. A similar picture of a com-
plete blend of Aristotle and Plato is found in a number of specific
doctrines. Let us begin with the doctrine of ideas.

By designating them as intelligibles, Albinus combines Plato’s
doctrine of ideas with Aristotle’s noetic. He assumes the existence of
disembodied intelligibles which he equates with Plato’s ideas and
intelligibles which are inseparable from matter (ch. 4). In other words,
whereas in Aristotle the forms-in-matter were meant to replace ideas,
Albinus treats ideas and forms-in-matter just as two kinds of ideas (cf.
above, p. 54; below, p. 117).

To the two kinds of intelligibles—ideas, two kinds of ‘intelligizing’
correspond—roughly speaking, the discursive and the intuitive. But
the intuitive itself is divided into two kinds: before our soul has become
embodied and afterwards. This latter intelligizing (or its objects:actand
object begin to blend) can be called physiké ennoia (ibid.). Thus, the
Stoa is included into Albinus’ syncretism—and, at the same time, it
becomes somewhat dubious whether the concept of anamnesis (though
he clings to it: ch. §) still has its full Platonic force. In any case,
Albinus firmly rejects any theory of abstraction. Ideas can be termed
‘common properties’. But we cannot abstract that which is common
from particulars. We cannot do so from all particulars, because there
are infinitely many of them. But we cannot abstract them from a few or

' However, in a different context, he treats rhetoric as allied to logic (ch. 6).
* On the problem of the two orders: theology—physics—mathemarics as against theology-
mathematics—physics, see P. Merlan, From Platonism to Neoplatonism (*1960), pp. 75 f., 84.
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we should constantly be making mistakes. Rather, a light touch
(aithygma) releases our anamnesis (ch. 25).?

The doctrine that ideas are God’s thoughts is enunciated without any
hesitation; it has obviously by now become accepted doctrine (ch. 9).
But stress is also laid on the paradigmatic character of ideas, and it is not
made entirely clear whether they are paradigms only in the sense that
God looks at them when fashioning the cosmos or whether they actually
have a causality of their own. In any case, the supreme principles of
Plato are assumed to be God, ideas, and matter.

Accepting Xenocrates’ definition of ideas,* Albinus rejects ideas of
artefacts, worthless things, and individuals (¢6d.). We must assume
that some discussion as to the existence of ideas of individuals must have
taken place in Platonism preceding Albinus, for he explicitly says that
in this rejection he sides with the majorizy of Platonists; in other words,
when Plotinus decides to prove that there are ideas of individuals,3 he
takes a stand within an already existing frame of reference (ch. 9; cf.
ch. 12).

From Aristotle’s noetics Albinus takes over not only the concept of
intelligibles, but also some of the most characteristic doctrines concern-
ing the nature of the intelligence. First of all, he distinguishes between
potential and actual intelligence and characterizes the latter by saying
that it intelligizes incessantly and simultaneously (ch. 10). The actual
intelligence he identifies sometimes with the supreme god, but some-
times he distinguishes a god who is the cause of intelligence and,
instead of, or along with, the triad god-ideas—matter establishes
another: first god, intelligence, soul. This, of course, would com-
pletely anticipate the Plotinian triad. But hardly has Albinus said of his
first god that he is the cause of the active intelligence (or, of the inces-
sant activity of the intelligence [ch. 10]) when he again calls him intelli-
gence (ibid.; cf. ch. 277). In other words, Albinus is on the way to
elevating the supreme god above intelligence—but stops before reach-
ing this goal. Again, in describing his supreme god as ineffable
(arréros; aléptos; has no predicates, is neither poios nor apoios: ch. 4. 10),

Y Cf. Enn. vi 5 [23] 1.
* As paradigmatic cause of natural genera: fr. 30 Heinze; Seneca, Ep. §8, 19.
3 Enn. v 7 [18].
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he is closer to Plotinus’ One than to Aristotle’s intelligence. Certainly
Plotinus (rather than Plato) would subscribe to his thesis that the
supreme god should not even be called good, as this would imply that
he participates in goodness (ch. 10). But, with complete ease, Albinus
describes this ineffable god as intelligizing himself and his intelligibles,
which intelligizing is idea. Plotinus’ ‘the intelligibles are not external to
intelligence’ is here all but anticipated.

When it comes to the problem of incarnation and reincarnation
(including transmigration into bodies of beasts), we find no trace of
Aristotle’s entelechy doctrine. Souls become incarnate uniting them-
selves with the pliable nature of the embryo (ch. 25). But why incarna-
tion at all? Albinus offers us a choice among several reasons. Some are
particularly remarkable. The incarnation is the result either of divine
will, or of licentiousness, or of love of body (#4id.).> We cannot blame a
Platonist for not being willing to make up his mind which of these
kinds of reasons to accept. For, as we have seen, it is Plato himself who
offers us this choice. And, as to the range of incarnation, Albinus sides
with Platonists who assume that reincarnation includes beasts.

Two more points should be mentioned. Not only does Albinus take
over the whole Aristotelian syllogistic, but he explicitly credits Plato
with the doctrine of the ten categories (see below, p. 68). This, of
course, means that he has no objections to Aristotle in this respect.

Furthermore, he fully accepts the formula which we shall find in
Eudorus (see below, p. 82), according to which it is the goal of the
philosopher to become assimilated to God (in this context, too, he dis-
tinguishes a celestial from a hypercelestial god, the latter being above
perfection [ch. 28; Zsag. ch. 6]).

Plutarch, as we have seen, insisted that the cosmogonic processes
presented in Plato’s Zimaeus should be understood in temporal terms:
the cosmos originated in time. And, furthermore, he saw the source of
evil in an evil soul, whereas matter, with regard to good and evil, is

* Enn.v 5 [32].

* One more possibility mentioned by Albinus: the souls become incarnate &pifiovs pevovoas.
Neither Freudenthal’s (op. cit.) emendation (&p1Bpous ioopiBuous pevouoas) nor Dérrie’s
(H. Dérrie, ‘Kontroversen um die Seelenwanderung im kaiserzeitlichen Platonismus’, Hermes,
Lxxxv [1957], pp. 414-35, esp. pp. 418 f., 422) interpretation (‘souls remain as numbers’) is
satisfactory. Perhaps &pibuoUs utv olioas—they survive because they are numbers.
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neutral—or even, to a certain extent, on the side of the good in that it
longs to be ‘informed’. Entirely different is the attitude of Albinus.
He joins the first-generation students (Xenocrates, Crantor) of Plato in
asserting that Plato’s meaning is that the cosmos has no temporal origin,
and he gives two formulas to explain Plato’s ‘it has come to be’. It
means either ‘it has always been in the process of becoming’ or ‘it
depends on some higher principle for its cause’ (ch. 14). This pattern
(dependence on a cause) is applied by Plotinus to explain in what sense
matter is eternal and yet genéton.

As to the ‘ethical’ character of matter, Albinus expresses no opinion.
But he stresses that matter is entirely without qualities, being neither
corporeal nor incorporeal (ch. 8). With this Plotinus agrees.*

We said that Albinus freely incorporates all of Aristotle’s logic into
Plato’s system (chs. 4—6). He feels justified in doing so, by pointing
out that in several dialogues Plato actually uses all figures of the
syllogism, and that in the Parmenides we find the ten categories (ch. 6).
And Albinus treats all of these topics under the designation of dialectic
(ch. 3). Dialectic itself is a kind of discipline preliminary to the three
other disciplines which are the subdivisions of theoretical philosophy
(theology, physics, mathematics—in this characteristic order). In
other words, Albinus testifies to this situation: what we should call
logic is treated as an organon preceding philosophical disciplines
proper; and this logic is, despite its name of dialectic, what we today
should call formal logic. Albinus is not aware that Platonic dialectic
could be interpreted as ‘contentual’ logic, i.e. a logic in some way
mirroring the structure of reality rather than being a summary of rules
of the art of thinking. However, there are distinct traces of the difference
between dialectic and formal logic preserved in Albinus. Dialectic, he
says in a different context, is concerned with the divine and changeless
(bebaion) and is therefore superior to mathematics (ch. 7). By implica-
tion, it is, of course, also superior to syllogistic and to formal logic in
general. This distinction will be recognized by Plotinus—dialectic will
be elevated above (formal) logic.3

We mentioned that Albinus enumerates the three parts of theoretical
philosophy in the characteristic order of theology, physics, and mathe-

* Enn. 1 4 {12] 4. * E.g. Enn. 11 4[12] 5. 3 Enn. 13 [20).
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matics (ch. 7). But when it comes to a somewhat more detailed
description of these three, Albinus changes the order to that of theology,
mathematics, and physics. Mathematics becomes intermediate (76id.).
We are immediately reminded both of the Aristotelian presentation of
Plato’s philosophy and of the Posidonian equation of souls and mathe-
maticals. But if Albinus in any way stands in the tradition of this
equation, then he must in some way connect mathematicals with what in
Plato’s philosophy is considered the most outstanding quality of the
soul—that of motion (whether in the sense of self-motion or in that of
being the source of all motion). And this is, indeed, what we find
(ch. 7). It is the task of mathematics, says Albinus, to investigate
motion and locomotion. As Aristotle, on the whole, asserts that mathe-
maticals are characterized precisely by their changelessness, we of
course have a reinterpretation of mathematicals, making possible their
being equated with the soul. In other words, the transition from
Aristotle’s tripartition (ideas, mathematicals, physicals) to that of
Plotinus (intelligibles, soul, physicals) has become even easier. Not
only has the soul become mathematicized ; mathematicals have become
‘psychicized’.

An additional point of interest to establish the relation between
Albinus and Plotinus is as follows.

Having introduced the difference between ‘the father’, ‘celestial
intelligence’, and the cosmic soul Albinus says that the father implants
intelligence in the soul, and then (the ‘then’ taken in a non-temporal
sense) turns the soul towards himself, so that the soul now can con-
template the intelligibles and fill itself with ideas and forms (ch. 10).
One feels reminded of the principle of epistrophé in Plotinus—the (non-
temporal) event which constitutes every hypostasis.”

A special section of the practical part of philosophy is the doctrine
concerning perfections (virtues). Albinus clings to the Platonic perfec-
tions (replacing sophia by phronésis [ch. 29] and also otherwise using
concepts of ethics of the Stoa); but he introduces the concept of a scale
of perfections. Perfections can be ‘natural’ (euphyiai) or higher; and
one of the differences between these two kinds is that the former do not

' Enn. v 2 [11] 1, 10, with Harder’s commentary ad /oc.
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necessarily follow each other, whereas the latter do (chs. 29—30)." We
find a similar doctrine in Plotinus.?

Similar in some respects to Albinus’ presentation of Plato is that of
Apuleius in his De dogmate Platonis.3 While there are traces in Albinus
preparing us for the triad soul-intellect-god, there is more than a trace
of this in Apuleius. After having introduced the triad god—ideas—matter
(1 5), he discusses another, viz. deus primus, mens formaeque, anima
(1 6). Here we seem to have the Plotinian triad. For as the middle
member of his triad Apuleius designates mens formaegue ; and this sounds
as if the forms, i.e. ideas or intelligibles, were strictly coordinated with

' Albinus rejects any intellectualistic interpretation of wéfn, some of which he defends as
fiuepax and natural, whereas he condemns others as unnatural. Thus, he disagrees with the Old
Stoa on important points (he disagrees with the Peripatos in insisting that inner perfection suffices
for happiness: ch. 27). But &vraxohouia Té&v &petdv is a Stoic term, though prepared by
Plato’s Protagoras 348C—360E. * Enn. 12 [19] 7.

3 Since T. Sinko, De Apulet et Albini doctrinae Platonicae adumbratione (1905), the writings of
these two are supposed to reflect the doctrines of Gaius, who, as we heard, was read in the school
of Plotinus. On the other hand, though, the conclusion of Freudenthal (op. ciz.) that the author of
the Didaskalikos is Albinus rather than some Alcinous to whom our manuscripts attribute it, is
accepted by most, but not all, scholars. The most recent attempt to return it to Alcinous (who is
supposed to be the Stoic mentioned by Philostratus), we find in M. Giusta, *’AABivou *Emitouty o
*Akivéou AiBaokahikés?’, Arei della Accademia delle Scienze di Torino, Classe di Scienge morali. . .,
xcv (1960/1), pp- 167-94. Giusta is unfamiliar with E. Orth, ‘Les ceuvres d’Albinos le Platoni-
cien’, L’Antiguité Classique, xV1 (1947), pp- 113 f. Orth, on the basis of a passage in Ephraem
the Syrian in which Albinus is credited with having written a work "Om ai TodtnTes doductol
and the fact that Didaskalikos, ch. 11 is precisely devoted to proving this, inferred that the Dida-
skaltkos is indeed the work of Albinus and even that the work preserved under this title as a
writing by Galen (vol. 19 Kiihn) is his. However, as long as nobody denies that the Dida-
skaltkos and the De dogmate Platonis are pre-Plotinian, we need not take sides in this controversy,
nor commit ourselves unconditionally to the thesis of Sinko. In particular, no attempt will be
made to reconstruct the doctrine of Gaius. Only one detail will be mentioned. K. Praechter
tried to prove that Gaius, in this respect reminding us of the author of the anonymous com-
mentary to the Theaetetus (H. Diels and W. Schubart, 4nonymer Kommentar zu Platons Theaetet
[1905], pp. xxiv—-xxxvii; §, 24 -7, 20, pp. §—7), denied the Stoic assertion that oixelwois and
self-preservation can be made the basis of both individual and social ethics and tried to prove that
only the ‘becoming godlike’ can serve as such. If he or apy other Platonists asserted this, we
should have before us a complete repudiation of Antiochus. However, we should also notice that
there seems to be a flaw in Praechter’s use of Apuleius® De dogm. 11 2, when he takes it to express
the concept of olkeiwois and its grades, not realizing that we have before us a translation of
Plato’s 9zh Letter, 3584 (K. Praechter, ‘Zum Platoniker Gaios’, Hermes, L 1(1916), pp. §10-29).
...et illum quidem qui natura imbutus est ad
sequendum bonum, non modo [sibi intimatum] GAAK kékeivo Bei ge dvBupeicBar, 871 ExaoTos
{sibimet ipsi natum) putat sed omnibus etiam
hominibus, nec pari aut simili modo verum
[etiam unumquemque acceptum] {civitati unum-
quemque assertum) esse, dehinc proximis et mox B¢ T ol yewwfioavtes, 1O 8¢ of Aormrol gfAot.
ceteris qui familiari usu vel notitia iunguntur.

The genuineness of Apuleius’ De dogm. is not above suspicion, but this is immaterial in the
present context, as long as there is no reason to suspect that the writing is pre-Plotinian.
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the second principle rather than the first. Indeed, the formula sounds as
if Apuleius had anticipated the formula of Plotinus that ideas (forms) do
not exist outside the intellect. And in that Apuleius designates the first
of the three principles as the first god, he suggests the term second god
for the intellect.

Moreover, Apuleius designates these three principles as being sub-
divisions of the realm of the intelligible. This is the standard pattern of
Plotinus, who starts from the Platonic dualism inzelligibilia—sensibilia
but divides the former into his three supreme principles.”

As far as the problem of the interpretation of the ‘it has come to be’
is concerned, Apuleius somewhat unexpectedly asserts that we can find
in Plato both doctrines, viz. that the cosmos is eternal, and that it has
come to be. But, says Apuleius, the latter doctrine means only that the
cosmos consists of non-eternal elements (1 8). In contradiction of this,
Apuleius goes on to assert that the cosmos is imperishable because God
will not permit it to perish, which, of course, would imply that the
cosmos had a temporal origin. The whole passage once more shows
that there was very much disagreement among Platonists with regard to
this problem.* But what interests us mainly is that here we find another
device to explain the phrase ‘has come into being’ in such a way that
the cosmogonic process appears as atemporal.

De dogmate Platonis (chs. 6—20) contains Apuleius’ demonology. To
explain the nature of demons Apuleius quotes from the exoteric Aris-
totle (fr. 19 Rose), to whom he attributes the doctrine that demons live
in the air—not in the air as we know it and in which birds live, but in
the pure air. This is a doctrine strangely similar to, and at the same
time differing from, that propounded in De gen. anim.3 In Apuleius and
in De gen. we find the same argument: if three elements are inhabited
by living beings, viz. plants, fish, ‘footed’ animals (including birds),
it is impossible to assume that the fourth should be void of any. But
De gen. assigns fire, not air, to this fourth kind of living beings, the
other three elements having already been taken. However, as we have
seen, it is ‘pure’ lunar fire, different from the one we know. Apuleius

' Cf. P. Merlan, Monopsychism, Mysticism, Metaconsciousness (1963), pp. 69 f.

* On Albinus’ own hesitations see Zeller, PAil. mifx (51923), p. 844. On his student Galen
see above, p. 48 n. 1.

3 111 11, 761b14-23 (see p. 34 n. 1 above).
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distributes the living beings in a different way—obviously water to
fish, earth to ‘footed’ animals, fire to fireflies and similar animals;® he,
therefore, is left with air only—and now he distinguishes two kinds of air
almost in the same way in which Aristotle distinguished two kinds of fire.
But what about ether? According to Aristotle, it is the habitat of
stars.? Now, it is true that Aristotle never says of his lunar animals that
they are demons (cf. p. 34 n. 1 above); but it is difficult to escape
the conclusion that that is what he meant, and Apuleius probably inter-
preted him in this sense.

Otherwise, the demonology of Apuleius is similar to that of Xeno-
crates. There are three classes of demons: permanently discarnates,
souls of deceased, the soul in us. And the demon of Socrates belonged
to the first kind. In this context, Aristotle is once more quoted with the
assertion that everybody can ‘see’ his demon (guardian spirit).3
Apuleius obviously refuses to recognize as evil demons the first kind of
demons who accompany man, after he has died, to his place of judge-
ment, to participate in the trial. In all these respects he is very close
to the demonology of Plotinus.

The theology of Apuleius makes demons indispensable. For accord-
ing to him the supreme god and all the other gods are absolutely
transcendental, and there is no possibility of any contact between them
and man. Thus, our prayers actually go to the demons. It deserves
mention that, in describing the supreme and ineffable god, Apuleius
says of him that he is free not only from nexus patiendi (which would
simply be Platonic doctrine) but also from nexus gerendi.# This is almost
Numenius’ first inactive god who, therefore, must be distinguished from
the artificer. It does not seem that in this respect the god of De dogm.
Platonis bears any similitude to the supreme god of the De deo Socr.
On the other hand, this supreme inactive god has nothing to do with
Aristotle’s changeless changer, for Apuleius very strongly stresses that

* It should not be forgotten that Aristotle, in the same De gen. anim. 11 3, 737a1~—<f. De gen. er
corr. 11 3, 330b29—and in Meteor. 1v 4, 382a7, denied that any animal could live in fire, whereas
in Hist. anim. v 19, §52b1o—15 he says the opposite.

* In Apuleius, of the visible gods (fr. 23 Rose); see De deo Socratis, ch. 2.

3 It should not be forgotten that Apuleius asserts that he was the first one who translated
8adpwv into Latin by rendering it genius, when it signifies the soul of man, and by Lar, Lemur,
Larva, and Manes, when it signifies the souls of the deceased ones (De deo Socr. ch. 15).

4 De deo Socr. ch. 3.
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all gods are exempt from both pain and pleasure, whether they are the
supreme god, the invisible gods, or the visible ones, viz. the stars, where-
as Aristotle’s god enjoys uninterrupted hédoné. With this doctrine of
Apuleius, Plotinus agrees.”

D. Arttcus

Albinus and Apuleius represent an almost complete synthesis of Plato
with Aristotle. Atticus (see above, p. G64) represents the other
extreme. He vigorously objects to Platonists who find Aristotelian
doctrines helpful in teaching Platonism. Thus, Atticus is opposed not
only to any kind of eclecticism or syncretism. He objects even to what
in later Platonism will become standard, viz. treating Aristotle’s philo-
sophy as a kind of introduction to Plato. For, as Atticus sees it,
Aristotle’s doctrines are both opposed to those of Plato and false.

Drawing from Eusebius, we are going to present some aspects of
Atticus’ doctrines.? Central to the philosophy of Plato, according to
him, is Plato’s ‘ psychology’. On Plato’s doctrine concerning the nature
and particularly the immortality of the soul hinge his ethics and his
epistemology (doctrine of anamnesis). As far as the world soul is con-
cerned, it ‘presides’ over the universe.

To none of these doctrines does Aristotle’s philosophy have any-
thing to contribute. First of all, his doctrine of the soul (obviously
Atticus alludes to the doctrine of entelechy)3 deprives the soul of its
substantial and incorporeal character. As a result, Aristotle even denies
that thinking, willing, remembering, are soul’s ‘movements’. Accord-
ing to him, they are the activities of man, whereas the soul remains
unmoved. Dicaearchus only drew the correct conclusions from this
when he did away with the soul as an independent entity.*

* Enn. v 6 [24] 6. If the so-called Third Book of De dogmate Platonis (Tlepi tpunveias) is by
Apuleius, it would prove that he, no less than Albinus, felt entitled to present Aristotle’s logic as
Platonic.

2 As the collection of Atticus’ fragments by ]. Baudry (1931) seems hard to obtain, they will be
quoted directly from the sources : Eusebius, Pragparatio Evangelica, X1 1~2 (PG 21 845-7) ; xv
4-9; 11-13 (PG 21, 1303—32 ; 1335—42) and Proclus, /n Tim. (see index s.v.).

3 Eusebius interrupts his excerpts from Atticus to insert (XV 10) an excerpt from Plotinus (more
will presently be said on this), and (xv 11) from Porphyry’s writing, Against Boethos. I assume
that the excerpt from Porphyry is limited to the first three sections of xv 11, and that the words
T& pév odv &AAa resume the excerpts from Atticus. It is not in the style of Porphyry to say that it
is shameful to define the soul as entelechy, whereas it is entirely in the style of Atticus.

4+ PExvo.
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Of course, as Aristotle virtually denies the existence of the soul,
it would be vain to see in him an ally of Plato’s doctrine of im-
mortality.

And, with the doctrine of immortality gone, one of the mainstays of
ethics is gone.

As far as the world soul is concerned, Plato teaches that it ‘rules’
everything. In other words, he identifies physis and psyché, so that in
him the expressions kata physin and kata pronoian mean one and the
same thing. Entirely different is the doctrine of Aristotle. According
to him, the realm of celestial bodies is ruled by Aeimarmené, the sub-
lunar realm by physis, the human realm by phronésis, pronoia, and
psyché. But if these three are ruled by three different principles, what
becomes of the unity of the universe?

True, Aristotle derives all kinésis from one principle. But he denies
that this principle is the soul, precisely the opposite of what Plato
asserted. What right has Aristotle to say that nature does nothing in
vain, if he denies that nature is simply soul?

Some may assert that, though Aristotle denies that the soul is im-
mortal, he grants immortality to the nous, and in this respect he proves
himself an ally to the Platonists. But, counters Atticus, Aristotle leaves
the nature of the nous entirely unexplained. Nor does he explain whence
the nous, or whither. In any case, he disagrees with Plato, who denied
that nous can exist independently from the soul.

In the same manner Atticus criticizes Aristotle’s ‘theology’. Itis,asa
matter of fact, worse than the theology of Epicurus. Epicurus realized
that, if the gods shared the world with men, they could not help
exercising providence over their affairs. Therefore, Epicurus exiled the
gods to the intermundia. But what kind of god are the gods of Aristotle
who, though connected in some way with the cosmos, pay no attention
whatsoever to it? His doctrine is what many find those of Epicurus to
be—atheism in disguise.

No immortality of the soul, an absentee god, no universal pronoia—
small wonder that the ethical doctrines of Aristotle are entirely errone-
ous. He does not recognize, as does Plato (!), that perfection suffices
for happiness, but says that luck must add its indispensable share.
Whereas Plato’s ‘he who is most just is also the happiest” lifts the soul
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to the divine, no such effect can be expected from Aristotle’s moral
doctrines. His three ethics have something puny and vulgar in their
thoughts about perfection.

For a moment let us interrupt our report from Eusebius on Atticus.
It is remarkable that, after having presented Atticus’ objection to
Aristotle’s psychology, Eusebius continues by excerpting Plotinus.”
It is obvious that Eusebius correctly assessed the similarity of the
attitudes of Atticus and Plotinus. A further similarity consists in
Atticus’ insistence that it is not man who thinks, wills, etc., but the soul
itself. The problem is of great importance in connexion with the prob-
lem of immortality. For if it is not the soul that thinks, etc., what
happens to all these activities after the soul has become separated from
the body? Plotinus is particularly interested in the problem of memory.?
And he decides that memory must be an activity of the soul; that,
therefore, in some way the soul remembers even after death. Quite
obviously there is no place for memory in Aristotle’s theory of the
nous. We have already mentioned this problem (above, p. 45). It is
plainly a live issue in the second century.

And, of course, Plotinus agrees with Atticus as regards the autarky of
inner perfection for happiness.3

The disagreement of Atticus with the Aristotelian ethics and theology
continues in the field of physics. He rejects Aristotle’s notion of ether
(the way Aristotle describes its properties one would expect him to say
that it is a bodyless body).# To it Aristotle transferred qualities which
Plato had attributed to the incorporeal (eternity, divinity), but this is,
of course, impossible.5

In this respect also, Plotinus agrees with Atticus.

Furthermore, whereas Plato attributes to the celestial bodies generic

6

Y Enn. v 7 [2] 8, 1—50. * Enn. v 3—4 [27-8].

3 Enn. 1 4 [46] 4, 23. 1 Cf. p.41n. 3.

s A writing now generally considered to be by Ps.-Justin, despite Photius, Bibl. cod. 125,
"AvaTpoTrhy SoypdTwv TIvEY *AploToTeAikGy, contains a sober and scholarly criticism of
Aristotle’s doctrine of the ether. As this writing was under the title Justinus, Eversio falsorum
dogmatum . . . (1552) translated by a person no less than William Postel, it must have exercised
considerable influence. We see to what extent the concept was controversial (PG 6, 1489—1564,
esp. 1539). See below, p. 111-13. A survey of authors dealing with the concept of ether can
be found in E. Sachs, Die fiinf platonischen Kérper (1917), pp. 15—22, 60—9 ; cf. also G. Luck, Der
Akademiker Antiochos (1953), p. 40 ; P. Moraux, ‘quinta essentia’, RE, XX1V/1 (1963).

6 Enn. 11 2 [14].
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immutability only (they ‘emit’ exhalations and ‘receive’ an equal
amount instead), Aristotle attributes individual immutability to them.*
Finally, whereas Plato distinguishes between involuntary and voluntary
movements of the stars and particularly attributes to them their circular
movement as caused by their souls, Aristotle tries to explain circular
movement by qualities of the ether.?

Probably the best known of Atticus’ philosophical opinions is his
insistence that, for everybody who knows Greek, it should be obvious
that Plato attributed a temporal origin to the universe. Atticus blames
his co-Platonists for having been unduly impressed by Aristotle’s
criticism, as the result of which they tried to prove that Plato did not, as
Aristotle had asserted, believe in a temporal origin of the cosmos, but
only presented a timeless relation under the guise of a story, didaskalias
charin. Of course, Aristotle’s criticism presupposed that if the cosmos
originated in time, it would also dissolve—and this was, he felt, impious
nonsense. Atticus, therefore, denies the premise: not everything that
has come into being in time will also perish. And it is entirely appro-
priate to say that the cosmos will not perish because such is the artificer’s
will.

Thus much for Eusebius. The other source of our knowledge of the
doctrines of Atticus is Proclus’ commentary on the Zimaeus. Proclus
not only confirms what Eusebius tells of Atticus’ interpretation, he also
adds many interesting details.

How does Atticus explain the origin of the cosmos?

As he sees it, the artificer faces a pre-existing matter, kept in a con-
dition of permanent chaotic motion due to the activity of an ‘irregular’,
i.e. evil, soul. In other words, an atheos hylé and an anylos theos face
each other. But the artificer succeeds in imposing forms (ideas) on
matter and intelligence (nous) on the evil soul. The latter thus becomes
psyché logiké. As the pre-cosmic matter was in motion, this means that
time existed before the creation of the cosmos.

This doctrine of the coevality is also used by Atticus to explain the
famous phrase, interpreted by Plotinus so many times and in so many
ways, that the artificer formed the soul out of the ‘divisible’ and the
‘indivisible’. The latter is the divine intelligence, the former the evil soul.

1 Cf. Enn. 11 1 [40] 1-2. 2 PExvV 7.8;cf. Enn. 11 1 [40] 3.
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The artificer himself Atticus identifies with the good (goodness).
And, as he presents it, the artificer is permanently contemplating the
ideas, in accordance with which he created the cosmos. He specifically
states (contradicting Antiochus?) that he is outside the realm of the
intelligibles.”

One detail deserves special mention. According to Atticus, there are
two mixing bowls used by the artificer when he fashions the soul.
Proclus is surprised by this interpretation. Otherwise, he says, Atticus
remains close to the text. But where did he get the second mixing bowl??

Now obviously, much of Atticus’ interpretation is unacceptable to
Plotinus. The cosmos did not originate in time. Aristotle misinterpre-
ted Plato. But it is all the more remarkable that we find traces of the
two-bowls interpretation in Plotinus.? It is difficult to escape the con-
clusion that in his early writing Plotinus was influenced by an inter-
pretation peculiar to Atticus.

Now, if there are two mixing bowls, what is mixed in each of them?
We probably should expect the world soul and the individual souls.
But this is not what Atticus says. What is mixed in the first bowl is
the auto psyché. Tt seems that Atticus distinguished what we call the
psychical from the world soul and individual souls, considering the
world soul, in comparison with the psychical, to be an individual soul.
And, indeed, there are frequent traces of such a doctrine in Plotinus:4
all souls stem from the same soul from which the world soul stems.

Different as is Albinus’ and Apuleius’ Plato from that of Atticus,
there is one thing which they have in common: their Plato is not the
Plato as Aristotle presented him. With the exception of the insertion of
mathematics between theology and physics which, albeit hesitatingly,
Albinus professes, and the attendant identification of mathematicals
with the soul, we find no trace, in any of the three, of the Two-
opposite-principles doctrine, nor of the derivation of successive spheres
of being from them. And even these exceptions are expressed very
weakly. If we were right in assuming that Antiochus had not much use
for these doctrines of Aristotle’s Plato, we could say that in this respect

t Ideas : Proclus, /n Tim. 1 305, 6; 366, 9 ; 391, 7; 394, 6 ; 431, 14 Diehl.
3 In Tim. 111, 246—7 Diehl.

2 See Enn. 1v 8 [6] 4, 35—9, whereas there is only one mixing bowl in 1v 3 [27] 7, 10,
+ E.g. Enn.1v 3 [27] 8, 2—3.
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Albinus and Apuleius are closer to his Plato than was perhaps Eudorus.
As for Plotinus, one could say that he is much more aware of the Two-
opposite-principles doctrine, and, as we said, tries to incorporate it into
his system. The importance of the horizontal tripartition for him is
obvious, particularly after Posidonius’ explicit equation soul =
mathematicals. Indeed, Plotinus, against Aristotle, defends the exis-
tence of idea-numbers,’ thus, to a certain extent, anticipating the attitude
of a Syrianus, or Proclus.

Where is the place of Plotinus in the controversy regarding the com-
patibility of Aristotle with Plato? With some simplification, we could
say: Plotinus sees Aristotle as belonging to the same chain to which he
himself belongs—Pherecydes, Pythagoras, Empedocles, Heraclitus,
Plato.* But essentially what he mainly takes over from Aristotle is his
noetics. This is not little. The structure of the second hypostasis is built
on it. But still it is a limited debt. Even as far as noetics is concerned,
he blames Aristotle for seeing in intelligence the highest principle, for
introducing a plurality of changeless changers into the realm of the
intelligibles, etc.3 In very many respects he either rejects Aristotle’s
doctrines entirely (so his enzelechy concept) or assigns to them a rather
subordinate place (so his logic which he considers much inferior to
Plato’s dialectic; so his doctrine of categories which he considers to be
valid only for the sensible world).

E. Other Platonists of the second century 4.D. Summary
To the second century A.D., in all likelihood, belongs Severus,* who is
in our context of interest because he is another representative of the
tendency to identify the soul with a mathematical.5 He interprets the
indivisible and the divisible of the Zimaeus as geometrical point and
extension,® thus replacing Xenocrates’ ‘arithmetical’ definition of the
soul by a ‘geometrical’. In the latter he was preceded by Speusippus

' Enn. v1 6 [34]. * Enn.v 1 {10] 8. 3 Enn.v 1 [10] 9.

* On him, see K. Praechter, ‘Severos’, RE, 11 o[z (1923).

5 As is the source of Diog. Laert. 111 67: according to Plato, the soul has an arithmetrical
principle, the body a geometrical. But Diogenes continues by defining the soul as 18éx ToU wévry
BieaTésTos Tvebpatos. The last word is clearly a gloss—and the whole definition an excerpt from
a source different from that of the preceding sentence.

6 JTambl. in Stob. Ecl. 1, vol. 1, p. 364, 2 Wachsmuth ; Procl. /n Tim. 11 152, 27 ; 153, 21
Diehl.
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(see above, p. 18), and either followed or preceded by one of the
sources of Diogenes Laertius 111 67 (see p. 78 n. 5). Remarkable is
his doctrine that, though the cosmos had no temporal origin, it still is
periodically destroyed and renewed”—in other words, Severus tried to
mediate between the Aristotelian and the early Platonist interpretation
of the Timaeus by utilizing the Politicus (see above, p. 26).> Plotinus
accepts the idea of periodical destruction in his discussion of ideas of
individuals.3

In some other context Severus objected to the doctrine according to
which the human soul consists of a perishable and an imperishable part.
This, he said, would deprive it of immortality.4 We cannot be sure how
he reconciled his objection with the explicit statement in the Timaeus;
but we know that Plotinus also found it difficult to explain what
actually of the soul survives.5

Finally, it seems that Severus tried to establish his own version of
categories by assuming that there was only one supreme category, that
of ‘something’, under which are the catégories of ‘being” and ‘becom-
ing’.% Stoic influence is obvious, but also the intention to overcome the
Two-opposite-principles doctrine and to connect the doctrine of
categories with ontology rather than treat it as a purely formal
discipline.

This attempt to reformulate Aristotle’s doctrine of categories reminds
us to what extent it was a centre of controversies. We shall later speak of
critics of Aristotle like Andronicus and Eudorus; Nicostratus? belongs
among them also. He denied precisely what Severus assumed, viz. that
the realms of the intelligible and the sensible could be subsumed under
one genre. Plotinus continues with this anti-Aristotelian attitude, but,
led by Porphyry, most Platonists decided to accept Aristotle’s doctrine
of categories and make it ancillary to the study of Plato. For Plotinus
the Severus version of monism is, of course, unacceptable;® his own
position agrees with that of Nicostratus.

* Procl. In Tim. 1 289, 7; 11 95, 27 Diehl.
2 Also otherwise he accepted Aristotle’s interpretation of Plato : Syrian. /n Mez. 84, 23 Kroll.
3 Enn.v 7[18) 4 Euseb. PE xu1 17.
5 Enn. 11 [53] 12; but cf. 1v 7 [2] 13-14. ¢ Procl. In Tim. 1 227, 15 Diehl.
7 Simpl. In Cat. 1, 19; 73, 15; 76, 14 Kalbfleisch; K. Praechter, ‘Nikostratos der Platoniker’,
Hermes, Lvi1 (1922), pp. 481—517.
Enn. vi 1 {42] 1—-2; cf. 11 6 [17].
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Other Platonists of the first two centuries A.D. represent somewhat
special cases. Theo of Smyrna (first century A.D.) is known to us mainly
as a mathematician.” But we find in him the distinction of a higher
from a lower One and learn also that to distinguish the two, the terms
one and monad were used, by each of which some designated the higher
One, others the lower.? In this context Theo quotes the Philebus
(15 A) and identifies the higher One with the determined and the limit,
whereas the lower Ones are supposed to be innumerably many.3 Tt
seems that for this distinction he was indebted to Moderatus (see below).4

The Platonism of Celsus (second century A.D.) is entirely in the
service of his anti-Jewish and anti-Christian polemics. His concept of
God is, on the whole, very similar to that of Albinus. But much more
clearly than Albinus, he elevates the supreme god above intelligence,
plainly anticipating Plotinus.5 He differs from Albinus in describing
matter as the source of evil;® and he operates with the concept of national
demons. He is the first Platonist to turn sharply against Christianity;
and at least one wing of Platonists, to which Plotinus also belongs, will
follow him. His argument for polytheism (true piety worships the
divine in its fulness of plurality: Contra Celsum vinx 66) recurs in
Plotinus.?

' Theo compared the successive five steps in the study of Plato (mathematical disciplines;
logic, politics [i.e. obviously ethics], physics; study of ideas; ability to instruct others; becoming
godlike) to five steps of initiation into a mystery religion (purification; TeAetfis mTap&doais [
twonrTeia | Téhos Tiis Erorrrelas [ eUSanpovia). There is a faint resemblance between these five
steps and an equal number suggested for the study of Plato in Albinus’ /sagoge (ch. 6). One
wonders whether these divisions are not ultimately rooted in the desire to bring some kind of order
into the works of Plato superior to the biographical one of Dercyllides and Thrasyllus (see
Albinus, Isagoge, ch. 4), matching the systematic order of Andronicus’ edition of Aristotle. We
know that Andronicus grouped the several rporyporteicn according to topics (Porphyry, Life
24). On the comparison of philosophy with mysteries see P. Boyancé, ‘Sur les mystéres d’Eleusis’
Revue des Etudes grecques, LXXV (1962), pp. 460-73.

2 Expos. pp. 19, 12—-21, 19 Hiller. 3 Ibid. pp. 21 f,, 18 {. Hiller.

* On Theo’s use of Peripatetic and Pythagorean doctrines, see Zeller, PAil. 11fx (51923),
pp- 840 £.; 1112 (51923), p. 228.

5 His adversary Origen agrees. He says: NoGv tolwuv, fi #mékeva vol kal ovoias, Aéyovtes elvat
&mAoly, kal &bdpaTov, Kal doduaTov Tév T&OV SAwy 8edv. .. (Contra Celsum vii 38), while Celsus
has said: 8mep &v Tois dSparois fAlos. . . ToUTO év Tols vonTols Ekeivos, damep oUTe vols, olUre vdnats,
oUT’ Ema TN, SAAX v Te ToU voeTv &iT105. . . Kl T oUoic ToU elvan: Tévtwy émékeva dv, &ppfiTe
Tl Suvduer vontds (VII 45); and ot ovcias uetéxer & 8eds (vi 64). It should have become obvious
by now that the elevation of the supreme god over intelligence and the attendant doctrine that
he is accessible only through some suprarational act has become rather generally accepted by
the time of Plotinus. On Celsus see P. Metlan, ‘ Celsus’, RAC (1954); C. Andresen, ‘Celsus’,
RGG (1957). ¢ Origen, Contra Celsum. 1v 65. 7 Enn. 119 [33]) 9.
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Another special case is that of Maximus of Tyre (c. A.D. 180), cer-
tainly much more of a rhetor than a philosopher, and, therefore, a good
standard to measure which philosophic ideas have become common
knowledge. One of his orations bears the title ‘God according to
Plato’, but to a surprising extent in describing this God (he is so
elevated that secondary gods and demons are indispensable) he makes
full use of Aristotle’s noetics, including even such technical terms as
active and potential intelligence and not forgetting to mention that the
former acts unintermittently.® In justifying evil (the cause of which is
matter, but also psychés exousia), he stresses, among other things, that it
was necessary if good was to be produced,? an argument we also find in
the Stoa3 and in Plotinus.4

We said that the Two-opposite-principles doctrine seems to have
been abandoned by Platonists later than the Old Academy. But the
Platonists did not abandon it forever. It does not seem that Antiochus
was interested in it, but Eudorus of Alexandria (c. 25 B.c.) was.5 Dis-
cussing Aristotle’s sentence attributing to Plato the doctrine that the
One ‘causes’ ideas, these ideas ‘causing’ everything else, Eudorus
corrects (or, as seems more likely, perverts) the texts so that it becomes:
The One is the ‘cause’ of everything, including even matter, as the
initiated ones (those in the know) know.7 And he distinguishes a first
from a second One.® Both, the derivation of matter from the One and
the distinction of a double One, pave the way for Plotinus’ monism.
Thus, in Eudorus Platonism once more begins to merge with Pythago-
reanism.? Itis, furthermore, characteristic that he not only commented
upon the Timaeus (perhaps even wrote a commentary on it),’ but
also wrote on Aristotelian writings.” This does not mean that he
followed Aristotle, for he criticized his doctrine of the categories.’?

t Or. xvII 8. 2 Or. XLI 4.

3 SVF 1 1169, ¢ Enn. 111 3 [48] 7, 2.

5 On him, see H. Dorrie, ‘Der Platoniker Eudorus von Alexandria’, Hermes, LxXI1X (1944),
pp. 25—39. However, we cannot be sure that he was a student of Antiochus.

6 Mez. A 6, 988a10-11. 7 Alex, In Met. 59, 1 Hayduck.

8 Simpl. In Phys. 181, 10 Diels.

9 On the influence of the Stoa on him see M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (21959, 1955), I, p. 357.

to Plutarch, De an. pr. 3, 1013B ; 16, 10I19E ; 1020C. In it he tried to reconcile the literal and the
‘didactic’ interpretation of the ‘has become’ : Zeller, PAil. m/1 (51923), p. 612 n. 1.

11 Alex. In Met. 59, 7 Hayduck ; Simpl. /n Caz. 159, 32 Kalbfleisch.

12 Simpl. /n Phys. 187, 10 Diels ; cf. K. Praechter, ‘Nikostratos der Platoniker’, Hermes, Lvi1
(1922), pp. 481—517, esp. p. §10.
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The influence of Andronicus (see below, p. 114) seems to have
begun early.

In one more way Eudorus is of importance in a history of Neo-
platonism. In his survey of ethical systems,” he attributed to Plato the
doctrine that the goal of philosophy is to become godlike?* and this
formula was adopted by virtually all Platonists, including Plotinus.3

Other Platonists representing ideas similar to those of Albinus are:
the anonymous author of a commentary on the ZTAeaeterus* (he objects
to the doctrine of the Stoa according to which individual and social
ethics can be derived from the principle of oikeidsis and defends instead
the homoidsis thesi formula), and Diogenes Laertius 111 41 (no trace of
the Two-opposite-principles doctrine, while in 111 74 we find the
division of beings into relatives and irrelatives).

Thus, by the end of the second century A.D. we have a variety of
Platonisms. Outstanding among them are:

(1) The Platonism of Aristotle and the Old Academy (stress on
Two opposite principles and the horizontal tripartition of being
[ideas; mathematicals = soul; physicals]; attempts to overcome the
dualism, particularly by elevating a higher One which has no opposite
above a lower which has; identification of the middle of the three parts
with either the soul or mathematicals). After its disappearance from the
Academy, it was perhaps represented only by Eudorus.

(2) The syncretistic system of Antiochus which combines the
doctrines of Plato, as they appear in his dialogues and which have little
to do with the first variety of Platonism, with the doctrines of the Stoa
and, perhaps, some doctrines of Aristotle.

(3) The syncretistic system represented by Albinus and Apuleius,
based on the doctrines of Plato’s dialogues combined with the doctrines
of Aristoteles esotericus, mainly his logic and noetics.

' Stob. Ecl. 117, vol. 11, pp. 42, 7-57, 12 Wachsmuth; cf. Zeller, Phil. m/x (51923), p. 634 1. 3.

* Cf. Theaetetus 1768.

3 Enn.12[19]. Cf. Harder ad loc. According to Theiler (op. cit. p. §3), the formula originated
with Antiochus. But this is hard to accept, as Antiochus derived ethics from the principle of
living according to nature.

¢ Ed. by H. Diels and W. Schubart, Anonymer Kommentar yu Platons Thedter (1905).

5 On Stoic influence on Plutarch, Albinus, Apuleius, and Atticus see M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa
(1959, 1955), 1, pp. 358 £, 362.
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(4) The non-syncretistic system of Plato, derived mainly from his
dialogues, of which Atticus and, to a certain extent, Plutarch are the
representatives. ‘ Non-syncretistic’ in this case means that neither wants
to reconcile Platonism either with Aristotle or with the Stoa.”

If we now, with regard to (3) and (4), ask which of the works of
Plato or which parts of them form the basis of their image of him, we
can answer that the political and the aporematic aspects of these
dialogues have largely been relegated to the background. We shall,
therefore, not be surprised to see that according to the index of Bréhier,
Plotinus quotes only these works by Plato: Timaeus, Parmenides,
Phaedrus, Symposium, Republic (and mainly X), Sophist, Philebus,
Phaedo, Alcibiades 1, Letrers, Nomoi, Hippias ma., Theaetetus, Gorgias,
Politicus, Epinomis (roughly in order of decreased frequency of
quotations),z while Schwyzer adds Crazylus and Crizias.

As to (1), it can, in general, be said that whereas the horizontal tri-
partition is of prime importance for Plotinus, his attempts to retain the
identification of the soul with a mathematical or to approximate
mathematicals and intelligence, or, within his system, to find an appro-
priate place for the Indefinite Dyad lead to ambiguous and unsatis-
factory statements. The soul is sometimes designated as a number;3
so is intelligence;# the whole sphere of intelligence as Indefinite Dyad,
or containing indefiniteness;5 and also to matter, be it intelligible or
the lower, the same concept is applied.®

1 Cf. Ueberweg-Praechter, Grundriss (1926), §70; R. R. Witt, Albinus and the History of

Middle Platonism (1937), esp. ch. 1x.
z Cf. also H.-R. Schwyzer, ‘Plotinos’, RE, xx1/1 (1951), col. §51.
2v 1 [10] 53 V15 [23] 9.
+v1[19] 5.

5V 4[7] 2
6 11 4 [12] 11, 34 under the designation ‘the great-and-small’, which is only another expression

for the Indefinite Dyad.
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CHAPTER §

THE PYTHAGOREANS®

A. Pseudepigrapha

We know no Platonist later than the Old Academy and earlier than
Eudorus who would have been interested in the Two-opposite-
principles doctrineand the attendant horizontal stratification as attributed
to Plato by Aristotle. Plutarch, who quotes Eudorus in a different
context, knows the doctrine but makes very little of it. However,
this does not mean that the doctrine was, before Eudorus, forgotten
altogether. It rather seems that, while it lost its home in the Academy
(or was relegated to some corner there), it was fully appropriated by the
authors of post-Platonic Pythagorean writings.* However, they often
equate the two principles with Aristotle’s form and matter, or with the
active and passive principles of the Stoa.3 Syncretism makes its full
appearance.

For our purpose it is best to distinguish three classes of these writ-
ings.# The first consists of pseudepigrapha. Two names are of particular
interest in this group: that of Ps.-Archytas and that of Ps.-Brontinus
(assuming the passage by the latter as quoted first by Syrianus, and the

' Asa motto to this section could serve the words: On ne relégue pas indiiment les pythagoriciens
sans enrichir indiment Platon (P. Boyancé, ‘Le dieu cosmique’, Revue des Etudes grecques, LXIV
{1951), pp. 300-13, esp. p. 303). For Plato we could substitute Plotinus. But, of course, the
question of how much in later Pythagoreanism is Platonic, or how much in Plato and the Old
Academy is genuinely Pythagorean, is irrelevant for the problem at hand. For a survey of the
various answers, see W. Burkert, Weisheit und Wissenschaft (1962), pp. 1-9 ; cf. p. 73.

* Tspeak of Pythagorean writings rather than of Pythagoreans in order to evade the problem
whether these writings were forgeries (perhaps simply literary fiction not pretending to be more
than that) or actually written by Pythagoreans and dona fide attributed by them to famous
members of the school. Of the former opinion is W. Burkert,  Hellenistische Pseudopythagorica’,
Philologus, cv (1961), pp. 16-43, 226—46; of the latter H. Thesleff, 4n Introduction to the Pytha-
gorean W'ritings of the Hellenistic Period (1961). For our purpose this problem is irrelevant as long
as we can be reasonably sure that these writings originated in the time before Plotinus and were
taken to be genuine.

3 On Peripatetic and Stoic doctrines in Pythagorean writings see M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (*1959,
1955), 11, p. 188.

4 Paralleled by Aetius1 3, 8 and 17, 18 (Diels, Dox. {21929] pp. 280, 302). In the latter passage
the Indefinite Dyad is identified with evil, as it is in Ps.-Galen, Hist. phil. 35 (Diels, Dox. p.
618) ; in Ps.-Plutarch, De vita Homeri 145, vol. Vi, p. 416 Bernardakis ; in Plutarch, De Is.
et Os. 48, 570F, etc. Cf. C. Baeumker, Das Problem der Materie in der griechischen Philosophie
(1890), p. 401, notes 3 and 5.
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passage by the former as quoted by Joh. Stobaeus to belong to the pre-
Plotinian period).”

Speaking of Brontinus, Syrianus assures us that the Pythagoreans
were familiar with the doctrine that there is a principle higher than the
two opposite principles. To prove it he quotes Philolaus as having said
that God brought forth limit and the limitless; and he says that
Archaenetus (there is hardly any reason to change this to Archytas)
spoke of a cause prior to a cause and that Brontinus said of this cause
that it is above intelligence and being (owsia), surpassing it in power
and dignity.?

And somewhat later: The One and that which is good (goodness)
are, according to Plato, above being (ousia); and the same is asserted by
Brontinus and all members of the Pythagorean school.3

On the same Brontinus we read in Ps.-Alexander that he taught the
essence of that which is good to be the One.# This is hardly anything
but a repetition of the famous clause in which, according to Aristoxenus,
Plato’s akroasis on that which is good culminated (see above, p. 23).

And Stobaeus preserved for us a Ps.-Archytean passage of interest in
our context. First Ps.-Archytas introduces as two opposite principles
matter, which he also calls ousia, and form (morphé). He proceeds to
state that there must be, then, a third principle which is self-moved and
will bring the two together, so that we have three principles. This third
principle must be not merely intelligence, but something superior to
intelligence—and it is obvious that that which is superior to intelli-
gence is precisely what we call God.5

It is difficult to imagine a more syncretistic passage in so small a
compass. The two principles of form and matter are Aristotelian; to call
the latter ousia is Stoic; to teach that form and matter must be brought
together by another principle is Aristotelian again; to call this third
principle self-moved is Platonic; to call it above intelligence is Platonic
(and proto-Plotinian)—unless we say that it is also Aristotelian,

' T assume that all doctrines here attributed to Philolaus, Archytas, Archaenetus, Brontinus,
and Callicratidas (see below) appeared in pseudepigrapha. But it would make no difference for
our purpose if some had been expressed in genuine Pythagorean writings.

* In Mez. 165, 33 — 166, 6 Kroll.

3 In Mer. 183, 1-3 Kroll. On these and related passages, see Zeller, Phil. 1/1 (®1919),
pp- 467—74 ; Zeller-Mondolfo 1 2 (21950), pp. 460-7.

+ In Mer. 821, 39 Hayduck. s Ecl. 1 41, vol. 1, 278, 18—281, 3 Wachsmuth.
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because in On Prayer Aristotle says that God is either intelligence or
something above intelligence,” and because, in the Eudemian Ethics, he
says that there is only one thing which is superior to knowledge and
intelligence, viz. God.?

Assuming that Syrianus, Ps.-Alexander (or his source, and it cannot
be ruled out that it was the genuine Alexander), and Stobaeus quoted
pseudepigrapha which existed before Plotinus, we can, therefore, say
that in a number of these pseudepigrapha the Two-opposite-principles
doctrine was stated as being Pythagorean;3 furthermore, that in a
number of such writings the attempt was made to overcome the dualism
of this doctrine; finally, that in a number of these writings the principle
transcending the opposites was described in terms somewhat similar to
those used by Plotinus to describe his One, including the assertion that
it transcends even intelligence. It can also be said that what Aristotle
explicitly attributed to pre-Platonic Pythagoreans, viz. the principles of
limit and the unlimited, were in these writings simply equated with
Plato’s One, and the Indefinite Dyad, despite the fact that, according to
Aristotle, the latter was the innovation of Plato.4 Once Aristotle said
that Plato took over some of his fundamental doctrines from the
Pythagoreans, this obviously was used as an excuse to attribute any-
thing said by Plato to them. And as Plato decided to present the most
famous of his dialogues as a work by Timaeus—whom everybody took
to mean the Pythagorean Timaeus of Locri, though Plato never calls
his spokesman a Pythagorean—it is possible, even bona fide, simply to
equate Plato with Pythagoreanism, particularly with regard to the
Two-opposite-principles doctrine.

One more pseudepigraphon deserves attention: Ps.-Callicratidas.
Again, in a passage preserved by Stobaeus, we find the doctrine of the
Two opposite principles restated with this interesting variant that they
are related by Ps.-Callicratidas to the categories of the irrelative and the

relative.5 We are familiar with this combination from Hermodorus.®
1 Fr. 49 Rose. 2 VII 2, 1248327—9.
3 Also Speusippus’ ‘pythagorizing’ played its role here. 4 Met. 1 6, 987b25—7.

5 Flor. 70, 101, vol. 1v, 534, 10 — §36, 5 Hense.

¢ The Aristotelian doctrine of ten categories has also been claimed for Ps.-Archytas (cf. Zeller,
Phil. 112 [51923], pp. 119 n. 1, 144 n. 2), but in him there is nothing of the combination of
ontology with categories, nor any reduction to only two (see above, p. 37).
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B. Anonymi Photii, Alexandri, Sexti, etc.
So much for the pseudepigrapha. A second group of Pythagorean
writings is represented to us by three complexes: the anonymus
Photii, the anonymus (or anonymi) of Alexander Polyhistor, and the
anonymus (or anonymi) of Sextus Empiricus. All three present
Pythagorean doctrines; but whether they base their presentation on
pseudepigrapha or some other source remains unknown to us.

We begin with the anonymus Photii.” In him not only do we find
the doctrine of the Two opposite principles—not only their monistic
interpretation, elevating the monad to the rank of a supreme principle.
We also find in him the principle of derivation, including the derivation
of the sensible (séma) from the intelligible. It is a peculiar variant of
the derivation theory in two respects. First, it derives geometricals, i.e.
neither numbers nor simply mathematicals, from the monad; secondly,
it neither includes the soul among the products of derivation nor
identifies it with the geometrical (or the mathematical or numbers). But
clearly, it distinguishes the geometrical three-dimensionality from the
three-dimensionality of what it calls a body.?

With regard to the pseudepigrapha we could be reasonably sure that
they are pre-Plotinian. But how about the anonymus Photii?

The problem is highly controversial. Immisch identified the anony-
mus with Agatharchides, the ‘reader’ of Heraclides Lembus. That
would place him in the second century B.c. This, plus the fact that
Heraclides Lembus was already familiar with pseudo-Pythagorica,
would prove that what is usually called Neopythagoreanism started

* Bibl. cod. 249.

* Loc. cit. PG. 103, 1579-88, esp. 1580f. The anonymus equates Aristotle’s changeless
changers with Plato’s ideas. He furthermore credits both with the doctrine of the immortality of
the soul, admitting, however, that some deny that Aristotle believed in it. Why, then, does the
anonymus attribute it to him? The text gives no answer; but there are obviously two possibilities.
Either the anonymus simply attributed to the soul what Aristotle attributed to intelligence alone;
or he was referring to some writing of the Aristoteles exotericus. And, indeed, it is somewhat difh-
cult to assume that he had no knowledge of this other Aristotle. For the anonymus not only
counts Plato as ninth in the succession of Pythagoras but also Aristotle as the tenth, Now, if the
anonymus had been thinking of Aristotle’s theory of the immortality of the intelligence, he must
have known his De anima. But in the De anima Aristotle so clearly is anti-Pythagorean, so
greatly ridicules the Pythagorean doctrine of the soul (and transmigration), that to make him a
Pythagorean the anonymus must have known writings by Aristotle in which he professed
doctrines of the soul compatible with the doctrine of its immortality (and perhaps even of trans-
migration) and incompatible with De anima.

87

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The Pythagoreans

much earlier than is usually assumed. However, Immisch was con-
tradicted by Praechter, who seems to be inclined to place him in the
post-Plotinian age.”

Now, whether the anonymus is identical with Agatharchides does not
concern us here. What is of importance is only to decide whether we
should place him after Plotinus (if Praechter meant to say this). And it
seems that in thisrespect Praechter’sargumentsarenotover-strong. But
if the anonymus Photii is pre-Plotinian, it is certainly remarkable to
what extent pre-Plotinian Pythagoreanism simply annexed Plato and
Aristotle.

From the anonymus Photii we pass to the anonymus of Alexander
Polyhistor.? Again we are not interested in the problem of how much
of his report on the Pythagoreans can be traced to a pre-Stoic source—
what is incontestable is that it belongs to the pre-Plotinian era, as
Alexander Polyhistor lived in the first century s.c.

He interprets the Two-opposite-principles doctrine monistically and
also assumes, as a matter of course, the derivation of sensibles from
mathematicals. Remarkable is his admixture of Stoic materialism (e.g.
the principles are equated with power and matter; furthermore, the soul
is a particle of ether and as immortal as ether). How this can be recon-
ciled with the doctrine that only the reasonable part of the soul (phrenes)
survives remains unclear.

Much of what we could find in the anonymus Alexandri we can also
find in the anonymi of Sextus Empiricus.3 Sextus presents Pythagorean
doctrines in three places.4 The first of these is but a shorter version of
the third; the second contains little pertinent to our present investiga-

* O. Immisch, Agatharchidea (SB der Heidelberger Ak. d. Wiss., philos.-hist. Kl., Jahrgang
1919, 7. Abh., 1919) ; Ueberweg—Praechter, Grundriss (1936), pp. 518* and 157*. On additional
evidence in favour of Immisch, see W. Burkert, Weisheit und Wissenschaft (1962), p. 49.

* Diog. Laert. viur 1. Cf. Zeller, Phil. 111/2 (51923), pp. 103—8. There is a considerable amount
of literature on him, but, as it deals mainly with the problem how much of it can be considered
pre-Platonic (genuinely Pythagorean), it does not concern us here.

3 On the Sextus passages see Zeller, PAil. 1/1 (61919), pp. 465, 471 ; 111/2 (51923), pp. 148 f. ; P.
Merlan, ‘Beitrige zur Geschichte des antiken Platonismus 1.", Philologus, LXxxXIX (1934), pp- 35—
53, esp. pp. 37—44; P. Wilpert, Zwei platonische Friihschriften iiber die Ideenlehre (1949), pp. 125—
48 and 168—94 (with review by W. Jaeger, Gnomon, xx111 [1951), pp. 246- 52, esp. pp. 250 ., repr.
in Scripta minora [1960], 11, pp. 419—28, esp. pp. 424—6); W. Burkert, Weisheit und Wissenschaft
(1962), p. 48; G. Vlastos, Gromon, xxxv (1963), pp. 644~8.

4 PHut 152~7; Adv. math. vi1 94-109, and x 249—84. Whether and to what extent their source
is Posidonius need not be discussed here. Cf. W. Burkert, Weisheit und Wissenschaft (1962),

PP. 48—50.
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tion; thus, we concentrate on the third. Here we learn that there are
two schools of Pythagoreans, one reducing everything to two opposite
principles, the One and the Indefinite Dyad, the other asserting
that everything is reducible to the One, whose ‘flow’ engenders every-
thing else (obviously including the Indefinite Dyad). But what the two
schools have in common is their conviction that the sensible must be
derived from the intelligible (incorporeal) and that within the intelli-
gible (incorporeal) ideas do not represent the highest kind because each
idea is a unit and can be combined with other ideas. Therefore, we must
assume that above ideas are numbers, and it is through participation in
these numbers that ideas are one or two, etc. We feel reminded of
Plotinus’ proof that numbers must precede that which can be numbered.”

Now, though Sextus clearly opposes one school as dualistic to the
other as monistic, still the dualistic school is not so far removed from
monism either. For it credits Pythagoras with having said that the
monad is a principle which in some way by reduplicating itself (in
modern terms we could probably say: by self-reflection) creates the
Indefinite Dyad (it can be seen how reduplication engenders the Dyad,
but it remains unclear why this Dyad should be Indefinite). Despite
this, however, the school remains dualistic in that it proves the presence
of the Two opposite principles in everything by its doctrines of
categories in a manner strictly paralleling Hermodorus, the Divisiones
Aristoteleae, and Ps.-Callicratidas. All existents are divided into irrela-
tives, existents having an opposite, and relatives. The genus of opposites
is the equal and the unequal; the genus of the relatives is excess and
defect; the unequal, excess, and defect belong under the Indefinite
Dyad. The irrelatives and the equals belong under the One.

Again, sensibles are, as a matter of course, derived from geometricals.
As we already know, this idea can be traced to the Old Academy and
even to Plato himself (see above, p. 19).

It is worth noting that in the Pythagorean pseudepigrapha and
anonyma we find a wide variety of doctrines concerning the soul, which
prima facie seem incompatible. The soul is designated as number (or
another mathematical entity), as consisting of ether and immortal, as
having three parts, one of which is immortal (either Plato’s immortal

' Enn. V16 [34] 0.
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part or Aristotle’s intelligence), as being some kind of harmony, as con-
sisting of pneuma. Sometimes we find the doctrine of reincarnation (not
too frequently® and, as we have seen, Ps.-Timaeus Locrus denied any
kind of immortality to the soul), sometimes simply the doctrine of im-
mortality, and sometimes we find the soul equated with a demon. We
find it necessary to explain the contradictions, e.g. by assuming that the
term ‘soul’ has several different meanings,? but it does not seem that in
antiquity the problem of Pythagorean consistency was ever raised.3
Plato#* seems to be one of very few who are certain that the doctrine of
the soul as harmony is incompatible with any belief in its immortality.
Plotinus rejects any theory which would make the soul material (either
ethereal or pneumatic), but he tentatively suggests that after death the
soul inhabits its spherical body, so that it is never entirely disembodied.5

C. Moderatus and Nicomachus
The third class of Pythagorean writings (neither pseudepigrapha nor
anonymous) consists of works by Moderatus of Gades;® Nicomachus of
Gerasa (active c. A.D. 140—-50); and Numenius of Apamea (second
century A.D.). Their Pythagoreanism differs from that represented by
the two other classes.”
Moderatus poses a particularly difficult problem.
First of all, he represents a new type of Pythagoreanism which we
could call aggressive. He is not satisfied, as the anonymus Photii was, to
see in Plato and Aristotle simply Pythagoreans. He asserts that these two

' The doctrine is attributed to Pythagoras, e.g. by Ps.-Plutarch (Placita 1v 7, 1 {Diels, Dox.
p. 392], and De Fita Homeri 125, vol. vi1, p. 309 Bernardakis). Cf. W. Burkert, Weisheit und
Wissenschaft (1962), p. 101.

* See W. K. C. Guthrie, 4 History of Greek Philosophy, 1 (1962), pp. 306-19.

3 Ecphantus is credited with having been the first to identify numbers with bodies, and
Ps.-Theano seems to protest against this materialism by insisting that Pythagoras did not say
that everything consists of numbers but only that everything is constituted according to number.
Cf. Zeller, Phil. 111f2 (51923), pp. 1525 ; Stob. Ecl. 1 10, vol. 1, p. 127, 16-18; pp. 125, 19 — 126, §
Wachsmuth. * Phaedo 8638.

5 Enn. 1v 4 [28] 5. One of the most remarkable passages concerning the journey of the soul
through the celestial spheres, and its elongation resulting therefrom, we find in Aristides Quin-
tilianus, De musica 11 17, pp. 63, 8 — 64, 5 Jahn, p. 86, 24— 88, 6 Winnington-Ingram. On the
controversial question whether this writing is pre- or post-Plotinian, cf. A. ]. Festugiére,
‘L’Ame et la Musique d’aprés Aristide Quintilien’, Transactions and Proceedings of the American
Philological Association, LXXXV (1954), pp. 55-78. Cf. p. 122 n. 2.

6 First century A.D. ; he is mentioned by Plutarch, Qu. conv. vii1 7, 7278.

7 On this difference and the reason for it, see esp. W. Burkert, ‘Hellenistische Pseudo-
pythagorica’, Philologus, cv (1961), pp. 1643, 226—46, esp. p. 235.
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(along with Speusippus, Xenocrates, and Aristoxenus) stole all impor-
tant doctrines from the Pythagoreans and gave them out as theirs. They
quoted some Pythagorean doctrines (thus hiding their theft), but what
they quoted as Pythagorean were only things which were superficial
and easily comprehended. By so doing, they exposed Pythagoreans
to ridicule. This is one explanation of the fact that Pythagoreanism
became extinct; among additional reasons is the one that the authors
of allegedly Pythagorean writings were not Pythagoreans themselves.*

Moderatus thus feels entitled to claim everything said by Plato,
Aristotle, Speusippus, etc. for Pythagoras and his ‘genuine’ pupils.?

Much more important, however, is another passage containing
doctrines of Moderatus. It is quoted by Simplicius, who, however, in
turn has it only from Porphyry. As a result, he quotes Moderatus in
such a way that we cannot be quite sure where the quotation from him
stops and words of Porphyry begin. It is, therefore, imperative to
present the whole passage.

It seems the first among the Greeks who had such an opinion concerning
matter were the Pythagoreans and after them Plato, as indeed Moderatus tells
us. For he, in accordance with the Pythagoreans, declares of the first One that
it is above being and any entity; of the second One (that which truly is and is
an intelligible) he says that it is the ideas; and of the third One (that which is
psychical) that it participates in the One and the ideas; of the last nature
(which is that of the sensibles) derived from it that it does not even partici-
pate but rather receives its order as a reflection of the others, matter in them
being a shadow cast by the primary non-being existing in quantity and hav-
ing descended still further and being derived from it.

And in the second book of Matter Porphyry, citing from Moderatus, has
also written that the Unitary Logos—as Plato somewhere says——intending to
produce from himself the origin of beings, by self-privation left room to
quantity, depriving it of all his ratios and ideas. He called this quantity,
shapeless, undifferentiated, and formless, but receptible of shape, form,
differentiation, quality, etc. It is this quantity, he says, to which Plato

' Porphyry, Vita Pyth. §3, p. 46 Nauck?.

* It seems that lamblichus took this quite literally. Of his work in ten parts devoted to an
exposition of Pythagoreanism only four have survived. Of these we single out his Protrepticus
and De communi mathematica scientia (omitting the Life of Pythagoras and the Arithmetical
Theology). Now, it is highly remarkable that in these two works which profess to present Pytha-
gorean doctrines we find passages taken without further ado from Plato and Aristotle (and from

other authors of whom we never think as being Pythagoreans). If lamblichus accepted the theory
of Moderatus, he could do so bona fide.
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apparently applies various predicates, speaking of the ‘all-receiver’, of that
which is bare of species, “the invisible’ and *the least capable of participating
in the intelligible’ and ‘barely seizable by pseudo-reasoning’ and every-
thing similar to such predicates. This quantity, he says, and this species,
viz. thought of in the sense of being privation of the Unitary Logos which
contains in himself all ratios of beings, are paradigms of the matter of bodies,
which itself| he says, was called quantity by Pythagoreans and Plato, not in
the sense of quantity as an idea, but in the sense of privation, paralysis, dis-
persion, and severance and because of its deviating from that which is—for
which reason matter seems to be evil, as it flees that which is good.

And this matter is caught by it and is not permitted to overstep its boun-
daries, as dispersion receives the ratio of ideal magnitude and is bounded by
it, and as severance is by numerical distinction rendered eidetic.

Thus, according to this exposition matter is nothing else but deviation of
sensible species from intelligible ones, as the former turn away from there
and are borne down towards non-being.*

* Simplicius, /n Phys. 230, 34 — 231, 27 Diels:
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O’ & xal kakov Sokel ) UAn s TO &yafdv &ropelyovoa. xal kaTa-
AcpPdveTon Uttt adirol kol E§eABeiv TGV Spov ol auyXwpelTar, THS piv
txtdoews TOV ToU elBnTiKOU peyéBous Adyov EmBexopéng kal ToUuTw dpizo-
uévns, ToU Bt Siaoraopol TH &mBunTiki Bioxpioe elfomolouptvou. EoTiv

25 oUv 4 UAn xar& ToUTov Tov Adyov oUbiv &Ado f 1) Tév alonTdv elddv
wpos T vonTd wapdAAatls TapaTpativrwv dkeifev kal Tpds TS pfy v Urro-
pepopévaov.

[
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Let us, first of all, interpret the passage,” assuming that it, as a whole,
is from Moderatus. Moderatus would then attribute to Plato, the
Pythagorean, these doctrines: There is a first, a second, and a third One.
The first One is beyond all being and ousia. The second, i.e. that which
is actually being and intelligible, equals ideas. The third One, viz. the
psychical, participates in the first One and in the ideas. These three are
followed by that which is serisible. And this realm of the sensible does
not participate in the One or the ideas, but comes to exist as cosmos in
that the One and the ideas are reflected in the matter of the sensibles.
But whence this matter of the sensibles? It is something like a shadow of
the first non-being which appears in quantity.

It is obvious what it would mean if this passage belonged in its
totality to Moderatus. What we have before us is what has always been
considered the very backbone of the Plotinian system. Three intelligible
hypostases, the One above being, the intelligible (ideas) sensu strictior:
or the realm of being, and the soul ; matter which catches the reflection of
the intelligible sensu latiori, as a result of which the realm of the
sensible comes into existence; a double matter, viz. a lower which is a
shadow of the higher—what remains for Plotinus?

It is, therefore, not surprising that Zeller should have objected and
originally asserted (later to change his mind—but only in part) that the
whole passage is by Porphyry and that Porphyry simply read Plotinian
doctrines into Moderatus—more precisely, into Moderatus’ presenta-
tion of Plato. Porphyry did it, says Zeller, basing his own interpreta-
tion of Plato on the 2nd Letrer and on Nomoi V1 509 B.%

But the case for Moderatus was taken up by Dodds.> The most
interesting of his arguments is connected with his assertion that the
whole passage is an interpretation of Plato’s Parmenides, which finds
what will later be called five hypostases in five hypotheses of its second
part (hen in 137D—142 A; to hen hen kai polla in 145 A; to hen oute hen oute
polla in 15743 ta alla in 1578; mé esti to hen in 160B), with the One,
intelligence (or the intelligible), soul, the sensible, matter.

This would make the debt of Plotinus to Moderatus even greater.

* Translated with commentary in A. ]J. Festugiére, La Révélation d’ Hermés Trismégiste 1v
(1954), pp- 22 f. and 38 f. 2 Zeller, Phil. m1/2 (31923), pp. 130 f.

3 E. R. Dodds, ‘ The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplatonic “One”’, Classical
Quarterly, xx11 (1928), pp. 129—42, esp. pp. 136-9.
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For it is generally assumed that Plotinus was the first to interpret
the Parmenides ontologically. And it would make the debt of other
post-Plotinian Platonists to Moderatus considerable, for the explicit co-
ordination of the five hypotheses of the Parmenides with the five hypo-
stases of Plotinus in explicit form is found only in Plutarch of Athens.”
At the same time it cannot be asserted that the doctrines of Moderatus
are identical with those of Plotinus. The obvious difference is in what
can be called the derivation of * higher’ matter from the One. Moderatus
has a very peculiar theory: by contracting, the One releases, if we may
say so, sheer quantity, and it is this sheer quantity which is the Indeter-
minate Dyad.
Is Dodds right? Is all this Moderatus? Or is it rather Porphyry?
One argument seems decisive. The concept of a self-contracting
deity is known to Numenius;?* he attributes it to Pythagoreans who, he
asserts, misunderstood the Two-opposite-principles doctrine (Numenius
speaks of the [unica] singularitas recedens a natura sua et in duiratis habi-
tum migrans).3 It cannot, therefore, be the property of Porphyry. And,
instead of assuming that Porphyry read into Moderatus partly doctrines
of Plotinus, partly doctrines of Numenius, it seems simpler to assume
that, indeed, the whole passage as quoted above belongs to Moderatus.4
Tamblichus preserved another doctrine of Moderatus. He counts
him among those who identify the psychical with the mathematical.
Specifically, his doctrine is that the soul is a number (or an entity: the
text permits both interpretations) containing proportions. This seems
to mean that the soul ‘is” in some way the number four which contains
the basic ratios constitutive of the octave (2:1), the fifth (3:2), and the
fourth (4:3). Such an interpretation would explain why Iamblichus
counts Moderatus also among those who apply to the soul the concept
of harmony.5 We have seen how important the identification of the soul
with mathematicals is (see above, p. 62).

1 R. Beutler, ‘Plutarchos von Athen’, RE, xx1/1 (1951), col. 970—5.

2 In Calcidius, 295 ; test. 30 Leemans,

3 See, e.g., the apparatus in : Timaeus a Calcidio translatus . . ., ed. J. H. Waszink (1962), p. 297
and p. ciii, note ; A. J. Festugiére, La Révélation d’ Hermés Trismégiste 1v (1954), pp. 37 f.

* 'W. Capelle, ‘Moderatus’, in RE, xv/2 (1932), seems to have had no knowledge of the paper
by Dodds.

5 Tambl. in Stob. Ecl. 1 3243, vol. 1, 362, 24 — 385, 10 Wachsmuth. On this passage, see P.
Merlan, ¢ Uberfliissige Textinderungen’®, Philologische Wochenschrift, 1v1 (1936), p. 912; Idem,
‘Die Hermetische Pyramide und Sextus’, Museum Helvericum, vii1 (1951), pp. 100-5. It is trans-
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Two more aspects of the doctrines of Moderatus will be mentioned.
As we have noticed, he, with many others,* distinguishes a first from a
second One;? and he refers to the supreme One as the reason why the
universe is animated by one spirit (breath), why all its parts are in
‘sympathy’ with each other, and why in the universe stability is pre-
served.3 Here we have the doctrine of the One combined with Stoicism
and its concept of the One. The importance of this combination for
Plotinus will be discussed later (see p. 127).

Nicomachus is known to us primarily as the author of an Inzroducrion
to Arithmetic and of the Arithmetical Theology. The lattert is an extra-
ordinary example of ‘theologizing’ concepts—in this case, numbers.
Each number is identifled with a number of deities, Greek and non-
Greek; it is a strange kind of reconciling polytheism with mathe-
matics. It is hardly possible to decide in which direction to read the
equations: does Nicomachus intend to say that what is actually meant
when people speak of divinities is numbers, or does he, on the con-
trary, teach the mathematician that he, whether he knows it or not,
speaks of deities when speaking of numbers? In any case—we sud-
denly have before us a peculiar approach to polytheism. In Plotinus
the divinization of numbers plays no conspicuous role; but it will be
particularly Proclus (he thought of himself as Nicomachus’ avatar), who
will fully adopt the principle of Nicomachus.

Having identified numbers with gods, Nicomachus explains that
they, i.e. the number-gods, are the causes of the being of beings. We
feel reminded of Plotinus, who places the (ideal) numbers between
being and beings,5 and also of Proclus, who repeatedly stresses that the
ideal numbers are universal causes.
lated with a commentary in A. ]. Festugiére, La Révélation d’Hermés Trismégiste 111 (1953),
pp- 177—248. The fact that the soul ‘contains’ all the ratios fundamental to music would explain
the therapeutic effects of the music on the soul : it helps to re-establish harmonies which have
become disturbed.

* Cf. A. ]. Festugiére, La Révélation d’ Hermés Tristmégiste 1v (1954), pp. 23 f.

2 Stob. Ecl. 1, 8, vol. 1, p. 21, 8-16 Wachsmuth. 3 Porphyry, Vita Pyth. 49, p. 44 Nauck:.

4 Excerpts in Photius, Bibl. cod. 187. 5 Enn. V1 6 [34].

6 It is perhaps worth mentioning that the nature of the number-gods, as Nicomachus describes
them, becomes entirely ambjguous. The One is male-female, thus, in some way, matter ; the
Dyad is ‘daring’ (TéApa), but, in some way, also good. It does not seem that this aspect of

Nicomachus’ doctrines was of any importance to Plotinus. [On TéApa in Plotinus see Part 111,
ch. 15, pp. 242-3.]
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Secondly, in his Introduction to Arithmetic, Nicomachus speaks of
numbers as pre-existing in the mind of God—in other words, he
appropriates a doctrine which obviously originated in the Academy
(ideas as God’s thoughts). He can do it dona fide inasmuch as Plato
himself and some of his pupils identified ideas and numbers. However,
regardless of this ambiguity, he suggests a monistic interpretation of the
Two-opposite-principles theory.”

D. Numenius
Plotinus was accused (obviously by Athenian Platonists) of plagiarizing
Numenius; and Trypho, a Stoic and Platonist, notified Amelius of this.
Thereupon Amelius wrote a little book (which he dedicated to Por-
phyry) on the difference between the doctrines of the two. This story
told by Porphyry? cannot fail to arouse our curiosity. What were the
doctrines of Numenius which we can still ascertain?3

We know something about his work on the difference between Plato
and his disciples down to the time of Antiochus.# Numenius accuses
them of having become untrue to their master, though Speusippus,
Xenocrates, and Polemo, not being sceptics, preserved some of the
Platonic heritage. As Numenius does not exclude Antiochus from this
accusation (his philosophy, he says, contains a number of doctrines
entirely foreign to Plato), he by implication warns us against attaching
too much importance to Antiochus as a fountainhead of Neoplatonism.
On the other hand, he obviously shares Antiochus’ opinion that Zeno
derived his philosophy from Xenocrates and Polemo. But he denies
that Aristotle’s philosophy has anything to do with Plato.

Numenius’ own Plato is simply a Pythagorean—Socrates, by the
way, another. Plato, he says, is, of course, not greater than Pythagoras
but he is his equal. And Plato represents the medium between the lofti-
ness of Pythagoras and the homeliness of Socrates.

11 4, 6. Cf. Zeller, Phil. 111/2 (41903), pp. 135—41 ; M. L. D’Ooge, F. E. Robbins, L. C.
Karpinski, Nicomachus of Gerasa. Introduction to Mathematics (Ann Arbor, 1938), esp. pp- 95f.
on the Stoic elements in Nicomachus® philosophy (cf. p. 98, 110) ; R. Henry, Photius, Biblio-
théque, vol. 111 (1962).

2 Life 17.

3 The subsequent quotations are from E. A. Leeman’s Studie over den wijsgeer Numenius van
Apamea (1937). On Numenius, see R. Beutler, RE, Suppl. vi1 (1940); the introduction (pp.
xxxviii-Ixxxii) and the apparatus to Calcidius’ Timaeus in the edition by J. H. Waszink (1962).

4 Fr.1-8L.
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So much for the general trend of his history of the Academy. Now,
some details.

Plato was not the first philosopher whose doctrines students inter-
preted in many different ways, thus starting different schools. The
same happened to Socrates; Aristippus, Antisthenes, the Megarians, the
Eretrians—they all understood him in their own way. Why? Because
Socrates assumed the existence of three gods and spoke of each in
terms appropriate to each. But his students did not see this and thought
that his doctrines were inconsistent.

Where did Numenius find Socrates teaching that there were three
gods? It is usual to see in such a doctrine one of the most characteristic
doctrines of Numenius himself. We shall see a little later that this, in all
likelihood, is an erroneous opinion; but even if it were not, we should
try to ascertain the basis on which Numenius attributed it to him. Now,
Plato’s 2nd Letter contains two most striking passages. One already
mentioned (above, p. 30) indeed teaches something which very easily
could be called the doctrine of three gods. The other contains Plato’s
declaration that on certain things (and there can hardly be any doubt: he
considers them to be of central importance) he has never written any-
thing. And now the text: za de nyn legomena belong to Socrates.

Nobody who reads the text will doubt that these words should be
translated ‘what now are said to be (or: pass for) Plato’s writings are
in fact writings by Socrates’. But quite obviously, Numenius took
these words to be the beginning of a new paragraph and to refer to the
whole preceding part of the letter. Thus, according to Plato as Numenius
read him, the doctrine of the three gods belonged to Socrates.”

Let us stop our exposition of Numenius here and try to relate what
we, by now, know of him, to Plotinus.

Undoubtedly Plotinus must have been in sympathy with interpret-
ing Plato as a dogmatist. For Plato, the aporematic, he has no use what-
soever, and so he has no use for Socrates as he appears in the aporematic
dialogues. He celebrated the birthdays of both Socrates and Plato, but,
in all likelihood, he indeed either became convinced by Numenius or
came to conclusions similar to his that Socrates was a Pythagorean. In

' See P. Merlan, ‘Drei Anmerkungen zu Numenios’, Philologus, cvi (1962), pp. 13745, esp.
p- 138.
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any case, he quoted the trinitarian passage of the 2nd Lezter to prove
that his own doctrine of the three hypostases was already taught by
Plato (see above, p. 97). In other words, he used the 2nd Lerter
very much like Numenius. Eusebius, who preserved for us the
Numenius passage concerning Socrates, quoted it in connexion with the
passage in which Plotinus refers to it. He obviously noticed the similar
use of it by the two. Furthermore, Plotinus quotes Pythagoras as one
of those who preceded him with the theory of three hypostases, thus
plainly accepting his own filiation from him.

One detail of Numenius” history of the Academy deserves particular
mention. He refers to Cephisodorus’ criticism of Aristotle and
ridicules it, because it treats Aristotle as professing the theory of ideas.
Cephisodorus, Numenius says, simply did not know Aristotle.

We here have almost a duplicate of Plutarch’s criticism of Colotes.
What kind of ignoramus, Plutarch wonders,” was Colotes, who treated
Aristotle as an adherent of the idea theory? Did he not know that in a
number of his writings Aristotle objected to it?

In all likelihood, Jaeger and Bignone are right when they say that
Plutarch and Numenius were mistaken in considering Colotes and
Cephisodorus as entirely misinformed, and see in the passages in
question a clear proof that in some of his writings Aristotle did profess
the idea theory.* But, on the other hand, the passages also prove that
even for Plutarch, who knew Aristotelian writings which we no longer
possess, with regard to the idea theory the true Aristotle was the
Aristotle of the esoterica, rather than of the exoterica. And Numenius
seems to be completely unaware of any but the esoteric Aristotle. For
Plotinus the same seems to hold; solely the Eudemus3 seems once or
twice to be quoted.# Only Tamblichus will again use the other Aristotle.

Another work by Numenius from which we have substantial excerpts
is entitled On the Good.5 In its first book Numenius declared that he is
going to use for his topic Plato and Pythagoras, but that he will also

bring in doctrines of famous nations which agree with Plato, especially
Y Ady. Col. 14, 1115A—C.
* W. Jaeger, Aristoteles (*1955), pp. 436 f.; E. Bignone, L’ Aristorele perduto e la formagione
Jflosofica di Epicuro (1936), 1, pp. §8-65; 11, pp. 107 f. (see above, p. §9).
3 Fr. 9 Ross.
* Enn. 111 6 [26] 45 1v 7 [2] 84. 5 Fr.o—29L.

98

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Numenius

those of Brahmans, Jews, Magi, and Egyptians.® This is the classic
passage quoted by scholars who see in Numenius a representative of
‘orientalism’. And Numenius’ ‘orientalism’ is often taken to be a pre-
cursor of that of Plotinus. Therefore, we must discuss the passage at
some length.

Why did Numenius have such a favourable opinion of these
‘nations’? From a passage preserved by Origen? it would appear
that it was because they believed in an incorporeal god. In addition,
when he comes to speak of Moses,? he refers to him as a prophet and
presents him as a magician greater than his rivals Iannes* and Iambres
(though they succeeded in matching some of his minor miracles),
because his prayers were more powerful than theirs (probably we here
have the magic interpretation of prayers, as we find it in Plotinus).5

Does this prove much of an orientalizing or Judaizing tendency, if
by this we mean recognition of superiority or derivation from the
Orient? Hardly. There is not the slightest hint that he considered
‘barbaric’, particularly Jewish, wisdom as superior to that of Platc or as
Plato’s source. His attitude towards the Orient can best be compared
with that of Plutarch, who liked to refer to Persian and Egyptian
religions,’ or of Diogenes Laertius. The latter, as is known, insisted on
the autochthonous character of Greek philosophy, but he did not deny
the existence of ‘barbaric’ wisdom.? Numenius might have been just a
shade more favourable to the Orient. But after all, Aristotle already
paid high tribute to the Egyptian priests who gave us the first example
of contemplative life,® and unhesitatingly quoted Magi along with
Empedocles and Anaxagoras (see above, p. 36 n. 6). It does not seem that
Numenius’ ‘ orientalism”’ went much further than that of Aristotle (or of
Eudoxus; see above, p. 36).

But there is, of course, the famous phrase of Numenius saying that
Plato was just a Moses talking Greek.? When we remember that Celsus,
roughly a contemporary of Numenius, considered Moses nothing but a

rebellious deceiver, and that Porphyry was entirely hostile to him, this
*Fr.9al. 2 Fr.ob L. 3 Fr.18. 19 L.
4+ As such he is known also to Apuleius, De magia 9o.
5 Enn. 11 9 [33] 14 1v 4 [28] 26. 38.
6 De def. or. 10, 4154 ; 36, 429F ; De Is. et Os. 46—7, 369E—370C.
7 Prooemium 1-3. 8 Mer A 1, 981b23-5. 9 Fr. joL.
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is high praise indeed. When we now ask which aspect of Plato’s philo-
sophy Numenius had in mind when he compared him to Moses, it is
perhaps a fair guess that it was only the way in which Plato, in con-
nexion with introducing the artificer, used the terms 70 on aei on one side
and the phrase reading in the Septuagint ‘I am he who is’ on the other.
This still would be high praise for Moses—but limited to one detail.
The other passage praised by Numenius is Gen. i. 2 (‘And the Spirit of
God moved upon the face of the waters”) which he takes to mean that
water contains divine spirit. And it is entirely possible that he referred
to other Old Testament passages in a complimentary manner; but we
do not find any proof that he recognized their doctrines as superior to
Greek philosophy. If he, in one passage, referred to Jesus with
sympathy, this would not constitute such a proof either.

When we now pass to the core of the work, we shall find few addi-
tional traces of orientalism.

The main doctrines are these: There is a supreme god who can also
be called goodness (tagathon), first intelligence, incorporeality, that
One?* which is, or being (on or ousia). He lives in the aidn which can
also be characterized as a nunc stans. This first god is the idea (in the
Platonic sense of the word) of the second god who can also be referred
to as second intelligence or as artificer, and is good by participating in
goodness. Instead of speaking of a third god, we should rather say that
the second god is a double one.3 He is partly engaged in contemplating
the first, or the intelligibles, partly he is creating and, looking to ideas to
guide him, administering the visible cosmos. In the latter capacity he is
in danger of devoting too much attention to the matter out of which he
fashions the cosmos, and to its affairs. The main difference between the
first and the second god is that the former is entirely at leisure; in other
words, the cosmos is not his work; it is that of the second god, the
artificer. The two gods preside over the realms of being and becoming,
respectively. Therefore, it can be said of the first god that he has
mounted being, or that he is the principle of being.

The similarities and the differences between Numenius and Plotinus
are immediately visible. We see why some would say that Plotinus

* Fr. 1oL * Cale. 294-7.
3 But he might also have said that if we consider the world, product of the second deity,
another god, then we have three gods.
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plagiarized Numenius, whereas others with good reason would deny
this. The distinction of a first god from the artificer who is called
intelligence is the point of greatest similarity. Sometimes Numenius
approaches the notion that this first god is above being, and again we
feel close to Plotinus. But when Numenius describes his first god as
intelligence, Plotinus must have considered it the same error which
Aristotle had committed. Furthermore, what Numenius presents as a
danger for the second god, viz. becoming too much involved with the
administration of the cosmos, would, according to Plotinus, be a
danger only to the third hypostasis (and even here only for those souls
who administer mortal bodies.” On the other hand, Numenius often
speaks of the second god as if he, in the capacity of an artificer, were the
world soul (or at least closely associated with it). To this Plotinus
would consent; and it is possible that those who accused Plotinus of
plagiarism would simply say that while Plotinus distinguished neatly
between intelligence and soul, Numenius saw intelligence and soul
simply as two aspects of the second god. Moreover, we must not over-
look the fact that Plotinus is not quite consistent when he speaks of the
artificer: mostly he identifies him with the second hypostasis,* but
sometimes with part of the third.3 As is well known, Porphyry adopted
this latter point of view.* Thus, similarities and differences between
Numenius and Plotinus are almost in balance.

In the same work Numenius also described how the first god can be
known.5 To achieve this one must do what one does to espy, from a
watch-tower, a little boat between waves. One exerts one’s eyes—and
then all at once one sees it. This is the way: to detach oneself from
everything sensible and try to associate oneself ‘alone with the alone’.
Then one will see the first god in his gracious immobility. It is not an
easy way. The best preparation is vigorously to pursue mathematics
and so to excogitate what that which is, is.

The passage strongly reminds us of Plotinus’ description of the
flight of the ‘alone to the alone’.® However, one wonders whether
Numenius has in mind anything like a mystical ecstasy. The study of

11v 8 (6] 4;cf 18 [51] 14 2 Enn. 1V 4 [28] 10.

3 Enn. 111 9 [13] 1;1v 3 [27] 6. + Procl. /n Tim. 1, 306 ; 322, 1 ; 431, 1 Diehl.

s Fr. 1xL. 6 Enn.vigfo] 1rscf16[1])7,9;09, 24
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mathematics as preparation for the vision of goodness—this is not
Plotinus’ way.

The greatest dissimilarity, however, can be seen when we compare
the ideas of the two on the relation between matter (referred to by
Numenius as Dyad just as he refers to God as Monad [singularitas]) and
what each of the two considers to be above matter, i.e. intelligence,
according to Numenius; the soul, according to Plotinus. Numenius
assumes some kind of influence of matter on intelligence (it splits intelli-
gence into two because of the dyadic nature of matter). But it is out of
the question for Plotinus that the lower could influence the higher.
And with this difference is connected another: according to Numenius,
the higher acts utilizing the lower, e.g. intelligence utilizes sensation.
This again would be unacceptable to Plotinus.

Equally unacceptable for him would be Numenius’ assumption of an
evil cosmic soul associated with matter or the interpretation of matter as
coeval with God (except in the sense that all hypostases are coeval).
According to Plotinus, matter, and not the soul, is the source (or the
element) of evil.

Another doctrine which we find in Numenius is the doctrine of un-
diminished giving.! This is a doctrine of central importance in the
system of Plotinus.? It establishes what can be called dynamic panthe-
ism (see below, p. 131): the higher is present in the lower only by its
effects, not by its substance. And by exercising these effects the
higher suffers no diminution. Numenius’ illustrations are classic:
the torch lighting another does not lose anything of its own light
nor is the teacher’s learning diminished when he imparts it to his
pupil.3

In speaking of God, Numenius, among others, refers to him as zo
agathon hoti estin hen.* For this doctrine Numenius quotes Plato.
Which passage does he have in mind? Quite obviously the same which
Aristoxenus reported, viz. the concluding (or culminating) passage
from Plato’s akroasis On the Good (cf. p. 23).5 If Plotinus was not

familiar with this Platonic passage from any other source, he could have
' Fr.23L. * See, e, v [10] 35 VI 9[9]9;vi344]3.
3 Cf. Plotinus, vI 5 [23] 32;1v 9 [8]. + lr. 28L.
5 On the different interpretations of this passage, see e.g. K. Gaiser, Platons ungeschriebene
Lehre (1963), pp. 452 f.
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read it in Numenius and thus become confirmed in his opinion that
Plato spoke of his supreme god as One.*

We tried to minimize Numenius’ orientalism.? But there seems to be
one doctrine which some scholars consider conclusively to prove it.
Numenius spoke not only of two cosmic souls (the good virtually
identical with the second god) but of two souls in man.3 This, many
scholars feel, is definitely non-Greek.4 The only Greek author before
the time of Numenius to suggest such a doctrine is Xenophon—and he
has a Persian to profess it. Let us admit the possibility that here an
argument can be made in favour of ‘orientalists’. In Plotinus an evil
soul is an impossibility; but he comes as close as possible to splitting
man’s soul into a higher and a lower soul.5 Sometimes he even seems to
assume that the lower soul is acquired by the higher on its downward
journey,® much as he otherwise objects to any ‘spatializing” of the soul.
In Numenius this doctrine appears as acquisition of pneuma from the
planets at the time of the soul’s descent,” and this could be another
‘oriental” doctrine.

To sum up: if by orientalism we mean knowledge of or sympathy
for oriental wisdom, Numenius was an ‘orientalist’. If, however, we
mean by it being influenced by oriental doctrines to such an extent as to
try to incorporate them into Greek philosophy or interpret Greek
philosophy in the light of these oriental doctrines, then there are only a
few traces of orientalism in either Numenius or Plotinus.

Numenius professes the doctrine of incarnation and reincarnation.
He considers incarnation an evil and the result of some guilt. We are
already familiar with the controversy between ‘optimists’ and ‘pessim-
ists’ in this respect and know how Plotinus tried to solve the difh-

' On this, see P. Merlan, ‘ Drei Anmerkungen zu Numenios’, Philologus, cvi (1962), pp. 137~
45, €sp. Pp- 1435

* By so doing we contradicted, e.g., H. C. Puech, ‘Numénius d’Apamée et les théologies
orientales au second siécle’, Mélanges Bidez, 11 (1934), pp- 746-78. 3 Fr.36L.

4 This is particulatly the opinion of E. R. Dodds, ‘Numenius and Ammonius’, Les Sources de
Plotin, Entretiens, v (1960), pp. 332, with discussion on pp. 33-61. In this he differs especially
from P. Boyancé, ‘Les deux démons personnels dans 'antiquité gréco-latine’, Revue de Philologie,
Lx1 (1935), pp. 189202, who sees in the doctrine of two souls simply a variant of the undoubtedly
Greek doctrine of two guardian spirits, one good, one evil.

5 Enn.v17[38] 5, thus not simply assuming higher and lower parts of one soul. However, we
must not forget that this splitting of the soul is the result of a difficulty immanent in the system of
Plotinus—to reconcile the elevated status of the soul with its presence in, or influence on, matter.

6 Enn. 1v 3 [27] 25. 27. 31. 32; 111 § [§0] 3. 4. 7 Fr. 47L.
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culty. The soul has not really descended. When in us, it continues its
“higher” life, though we are not conscious of it. One could say: the
intransigently pessimistic interpretation of the descent of the soul by
Numenius was unacceptable to the optimistic strand in Plotinus and
thus might have been a challenge to him to devise a theory to refute the
former’s pessimism.

The soul (probably every soul) Numenius also called a number, the
factors of which were the One and the Indefinite Dyad—a doctrine
obviously accepted also by Plotinus.”

Finally, if we can rely on Iamblichus,> Numenius enunciated the
principle en pasin. . . panta, oikeids mentoi kata autdn ousian en hekastois
(omnia in omnibus sed secundum modum recipientis)—a principle which,
in a certain way, summarizes the whole emanative system of Plotinus
and his followers.

Thus, while there was no plagiarism, similarity is obvious and
influence possible.

What did Porphyry himself think of the plagiarism reproach? It
seems that he admits the similarity between Numenius and Plotinus and
only denies that this should be explained by plagiarism. Porphyry
paraphrases part of Longinus’ judgement thus: ‘As far as the doctrines
of Numenius are concerned, Longinus does not say that Plotinus passed
them off as his own and honoured them,3 but that he chose on his own
to expound Pythagorean doctrines. . .’#56

fvi 5 23] 9. * Fr.33L.

3 Tuse this word in the way it is used in the phrase ‘ to honour a cheque’. We could also translate:
‘and heralded them’.

4 .. .1& Nouunviou 8t ol 8Tt UroPéihesBon kal T& éxeivou TrpeoPevav (for mpeoBetew in this
sense, see Eus. PE X1 17, fr. 20L.) 8éypata, dAA& T& Tédv Mubayopeiwv abrol. . . Ehoutvoy
wemidvan 8Sypata (Life 21). In other words: the similarity between Numenius and Plotinus is
to be explained by the fact that both are Pythagoreans. Once Plotinus seems to be quoting
Numenius : 111 § [50] 6, 18.

5 Little remains to be said on Numenius’ pupil, Cronius. Harpocration, student of Atticus,
after agreeing with Cronius, followed Numenius® doctrine of the double god (Proclus, /n Tim.
1 304, 22 Diehl). Like Numenius, he interpreted incarnation ‘pessimistically’ (Iambl. in Stob.

Ecl. 1 49, vol. 1, pp. 375 ; 378 Wachsmuth) and extended it to beasts (Aen. Gaza, Theophrastus,
p. 16 Barth, 12, 6 Colonna).

§ A special problem is posed by the question whether Numenius was influenced by the
Chaldean Oracles (more or less the communis opinio until recently) or whether the contrary is the
case. Whichever it is, it is remarkable that we find in these Oracles a doctrine similar to that of
the identity of intelligence with intelligibles—no intelligence without an intelligible, no intelligible
without intelligence (fr. 11 Kroll) and the distinction between a First and a Second Intelligence.
But, as Plotinus seems never to have used the Oracles and the question of priority of Numenius
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Otheraspects of anonymous and pseudonymous Pythagoreanism have
been investigated by Bickel and Bémer.* Their theses amount to saying
that these Pythagoreans were the first to interpret ideas as thoughts
(instead of objects of thoughts), so that the realm of the immaterial
becomes the realm of intelligence. Furthermore, according to them,
already in Pythagoreanism we find a reception of Stoicideas preceding the
syncretism of Antiochus; thus, Stoic ideas in Plotinus could have come
to him from Pythagoreans rather than from Posidonius. The first thesis
is dubious; the second, in all likelihood, correct.

So far, we have dealt with Pythagoreanism asif it were strictly a philo-
sophic school.? But quite obviously—either at times, or always—it
was something in addition, a religious community and a way of life.3
However, it does not seem that this aspect of Pythagoreanism interested
or influenced Plotinus* (just as their arithmology or arithmo-theology
did not attract him, whereas it attracted, e.g., Speusippus, Philo of
Alexandria, and lamblichus); he treats it just as a school of
philosophy.5

Thus wecan say: on the whole post- Academic Pythagoreanism exhi-
bits two main aspects. It preservesthe Two-opposite-principles doctrine

has not been established beyond doubst, this brief notice must suffice. Cf. H. Lewy, Chaldean
Oracles and Theurgy (1956); E.R.Dodds, ‘New Light on the “Chaldean Oracles™’,
Harvard Theological Review, LIV (1961), pp. 263—73.

! See particularly: E. Bickel, ‘Neupythagoreische Kosmologie bei den Rémern’, Philologus,
LXXIX (1924), pp- 355~69; F. Bomer, Der lateinische Neuplatonismus und Neupythagoreismus und
Claudianus Mamertus in Sprache und Philosophie (1936), esp. p. 117.

* We omitted such doctrines as the atemporal origin of the cosmos, sometimes attributed to
Pythagoras himself, as were many other Platonic doctrines.

3 Zeller, Phil.if2 (51923), distinguished the two aspects of Pythagoreanism and while he was
ready to admit the uninterrupted survival of Pythagoreanism as a religion, he denied its continuity
as a school of philosophy.W. Burkert, Weisheit und Wissenschaft (1962), asserted the discontinuity
in both respects; J. Carcopino, La Basilique pythagoricienne dela Porte Majeure 31927), esp. p. 161
n. 1, and De Pythagore aux Apétres (1956), the continuity in both respects. H. Thesleff, An
Introduction to the Pythagorean Writings of the Hellenistic Period (1961), suggests philosophic dis~
continuity (on an overlooked passage in Plutarch having a bearing on this problem, see P.
Merlan in Mind, Lxx11 [1963], pp- 303 f.). This duality (philosophy and religion) is well illustrated
by a passage in Plutarch (Qu. conv. viir 7, 7278). Here Lucius, introduced to the reader as a
student of Moderatus, reports that Tyrrhenians still observe the Pythagorean taboos, but
obviously refuses to explain their meaning to Plutarch. Cf. H. Dérrie, ‘Pythagoreer’, RE,
xx1v/1 (1963), col. 268—7o0.

4 For this reason we did not deal with Apollonius of Tyana. On his ‘indianism’ see Philo-
stratus, Fita Apollonii vi 11; vint 7; v1 15. Cf. Porphyry, Life 3.

5 This is a fortiori true of the Platonism of the second and third centuries. H. Dérrie, ‘Die
Frage nach dem Transzendenten im Mittelplatonismus’, Les Sources de Plotin, Entretiens, v
(1960), pp. 191—223, seems to exaggerate its religious character.
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from oblivion,® and it shows to what extent the derivation of all reality
from non-sensible principles was a live philosophic option. But it also
shows the permanent tension between a monistic and a dualistic inter-
pretation of these principles, this tension often resolved by the assump-
tion of a transcendental One beyond an inferior One.* In the persons
of Nicomachus, Moderatus, and Numenius it claims all of Plato’s
philosophy for Pythagoreanism; and many doctrines of the two just men-
tioned are sometimes indistinguishable from doctrines of Plotinus. It
incorporates Peripatetic and Stoic doctrines, thus preparing Plotinus’
syncretism.3

1 Cf. Zeller, Phil. 11/2 (51923), pp. 369 f.

2 Retained by Plotinus, Enn. v 1 [10] 5. Cf. A. ]. Festugiére, La Révélation d’Hermés Tris-
mégiste 1v (1954), pp. 18—25 ; 30 L.

3 The political interests of Pythagoreanism produced a comparatively large number of pseud-
epigrapha (the best known: Charondas, Ecphantos, Diotogenes, Sthenidas, Zaleucus) devoted to
problems of kingship, etc. Post-Plotinian Platonists, e.g. Jamblichus and Sopatrus, participate
(Stob. Flor. xLvi= Fcl.1v 5, 51 - 60, 62, vol.11, pp. 212~19 Hense) by their writings and actions
in political life. Itis worth noticing that, according to A. Delatte, La Constitution des Etats-Unis
et les Pythagoriciens (1948), their political doctrines were rooted in the Two-opposite-principles
doctrine. As to Plotinus, whatever his involvement with political affairs in his private life (when
Gordianus was slain, Plotinus had to flee his camp—which proves that he was considered a
political figure; and courtiers of Gallienus would hardly have bothered to thwart his attempt to
found a city unless they were of the opinion that the plan had some political purpose; cf. Por-
phyry, Life 3. 12), there is no trace of political interest in his writings ; on the other hand, the
political interest of Longinus, adviser to Zenobia, is obvious.

4 The Pythagorean pseudepigrapher and the anonymi of Alexander and Photius have now
been edited by H. Thesleff, The Pythagorean Texts of the Hellenistic Period (1965).

s My interpretation of Moderatus (above, pp. 92 fl.) has now been contradicted by W.
Theiler, ‘Diotima neuplatonisch’, Arehiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie’, L (1968), pp. 29~47.
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CHAPTER 6

THE PERIPATOS

A. The Peripatetic School from Theophrastus to
Andronicus and Boethus

The development of the Peripatos down to the time of Strato exhibits
two main aspects. First, philosophic-speculative interest is largely
replaced by interest in all kinds of special and empirical knowledge, this
knowledge no longer to serve as foundation for something higher, but
terminal. Secondly, to the extent that philosophic interest is preserved
at all, it often finds its satisfaction in non-theological, naturalistic, or
even materialistic doctrines.! For us only the latter aspect is important,
as Plotinus’ interest in empirical sciences is minimal.

Clearchus still seems to have refused to follow Aristotle’s denial of
the substantial character of the soul and presented him in a dialogue as
having become convinced by what we should today call a telepathic
experiment, that the soul can leave its body and return to it.* He, then,
would represent Aristotle’s original Platonism.

As to Theophrastus, his so-called metaphysical fragment3 clearly
proves that he retained Aristotle’s speculative and theological interests.
There is particularly no trace that he ever envisioned first philosophy to
be anything but theology. The whole fragment is, from our point of
view, remarkable mainly for three reasons. First, it shows to what
extent Theophrastus connected the problems of Aristotle’s Metaphysics
with problems of the T'wo-opposite-principles system, including the

¥ Cf, Zeller, Phil. 1/2 (41921), pp. 805 f.; K. O. Brink, ‘ Peripatos’, RE, Suppl. vir (1940), esp.
col. 914-23; 926—49; F. Wehrli, Die Schule des Aristoteles (1959) X, pp. 96-128.

* Fr.7 Wehrli. It cannot be excluded, however, that Clearchus’ dialogue belongs to the period
when Aristotle himself still professed the substantial nature of the soul; thus it would not express
Clearchus’ opposition to his master. Whatever the case, nothing indicates that he ever changed his
‘Platonism’.

3 W. D. Ross and F. H. Fobes, Theophrastus. Metaphysics (1929) ]. Reale, Teofrasto . . .
(1964). Cf. P. Merlan, ‘Aristotle’s Unmoved Movers’, Traditio, 1v (1946), pp. 1-30, €sp. pp.
29 f.; Idem, From Platonism to Neoplatonism (21963), pp. 186-8 ; 208 f. ; W. Theiler, ‘Die
Entstehung der Metaphysik des Aristoteles mit einem Anhang iiber Theophrasts Metaphysik’,
Museum Helveticum, xv (1958), pp. §5—-105.
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derivation of everything from these principles and including the rela-
tion between these principles and evil.* Secondly, it shows to what
extent Theophrastus takes for granted that fundamentally all reality is
divided into the spheres of the intelligible and the sensible, the former
either including, or consisting of, mathematicals.? Thirdly, it shows to
what extent Theophrastus takes it for granted that knowledge of first
principles will be of a particular type, non-discursive and described best
as a kind of touching, so that one can be ignorant of these principles but
not mistaken about them (26). This, as is known, is the doctrine of
Aristotle.3 It is perhaps one of the most puzzling aspects of his system
as it seems to assign a very particular kind of knowledge to the supreme
principles which we at the same time could designate as divine. It is
certainly characteristic that Plotinus in describing the ecstatic union
with the One used precisely the same terms# which we find in Aristotle
and Theophrastus. On the whole one could say that the fragment
represents something like a blend of Aristotelianism and Platonism.

With Aristotle, Theophrastus tries to deflate the importance of
mathematicals; but in one passage (30) he considers the possibility of
replacing the concept of a transcendental deity by that of nature—he, in
other words, prepares us for the immanentism of the Stoa or the natural-
ism of Strato.5 But after all, even Aristotle himself sometimes speaks of
nature as if it were identical with god.®

It has already been mentioned that Theophrastus raised several
doubts with regard to Aristotle’s celestial theology (e.g. its assumption
of a plurality of unmoved movers: 4; 7); Plotinus was obviously
inspired by them in his own criticism of Aristotle.7

So much about the metaphysical fragment. In dealing with psycho-
logy Theophrastus seems to have faced difficulties like those of
Aristotle. In any case, he denied that all changes in man’s mental life
were simply somatic. He admitted it for desire and anger, but theoreti-

15-8;11-13; 18; 32-3. 271;3;8;13;22;25; 34; cf. fr. 27 Wimmer.

3In Mer. © 10, 10§1b24.* 4 Thigein, thixis : Enn. v 3 [49)] 10, 42 ; V1 9 [9] 4, 27.

5 Cf. E. Grumach, Physis und Agathon (1932),p. 49 n. 64; O. Regenbogen, ‘ Theophrastos’,
RE, Suppl. vi1 (1940), col. 1393; 1395; 1496; 1547 £.

¢ From the phrase ‘god and nature do nothing in vain’ (De caelo 1 4, 271a35) a very short step
seems to lead to the identification of god with nature. Cf. Zeller, Phil. 11/2 (41921), pp. 387 {.;

422-7; 803; F. Solmsen, Aristotle’s System of the Physical World (1960), pp. 97-102; 272; 448 f.
7 Enn. v 1 [10] 9.
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cal activities took place, according to him, in the soul itself.? As for
intelligence,* he asked how errors3 and forgetting could happen to it
and why its activity in man is not uninterrupted and without beginning
(euthys and aez), though it must have been joined to us from the begin-
ning of our existence. He seems to indicate that these ‘defects’ could
best be explained by the fact that adventitious intelligence is involved
(dia tén mixin) with the body or with the passive intelligence. The true
meaning of this explanation might have been that all these conditions
were actually conditions of the body4—just as Aristotle had explained
that conditions like presbyopy are not conditions of intelligence and
that if intelligence could receive a new somatic organ, it would again see
well.5 In facing the problem of whether the processes of intelligizing and
of sensing imply the passibility of intelligence and the soul he dis-
tinguished the two processes by saying that the origin of the former is
within (the objects of intelligizing being identical with the acts of which
they are the object), whereas sensations originate from without. Thus,
intelligizing would not really be a passion, as nothing can be affected by
itself.®

Theophrastus also tries to reconcile the impassibility of intelligence
with the concept that its activity is caused by intelligibles, which seems
to imply that they affect and thus change intelligence. He does it by
making use of the Aristotelian distinction between two kinds of change,
only one resulting in alteration (destruction), whereas the other brings
about perfection (preservation) of the subject of change.7 It is this
second kind of change which takes place when intelligence is acted
upon by intelligibles.® In other words, the concept of passibility can be
applied to intelligence only in a very peculiar way. Indeed, it is even

' Fr. 53 Wimmer; Simpl. In Phys. 964, 31 ~ 965, 5 Diels; cf. Arist. Dean. 1 4,

408b24-9.
* Cf. E. Barbotin, La Théorie aristotélicienne de lintellect d’aprés Théophraste (1954).
3 Cf. Arist. De an. 1l 10, 433226 : voUs . . . Tr&s &pBds. Plotinus asserts that even the soul is

infallible ; error occurs only in the composite of soul and body (£nn. 1 1 53] 9).

¢ Fr. 53 Wimmer; but cf. Arist. Fth. Nic. x 2, 1173b10.

5 De an. 1 4, 408b18.

¢ Fr. 538 Wimmer plus Themistius, De an. 167, 30 - 109, 3 Heinze.

7 De an. 11 5, 417b2 ; 111 5, 420b22—31 5 7, 43135 ; cf. De an. 13, 407233 ; Phys. V11 3, 248228 ;
247b1.

® Themist. De an. 107, 30 Heinze and Prisc. Metaphr. 28, 21-3 Bywater = Fr. 1v
Hicks.
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doubtful whether the change taking place in the organ of sensation is
really an alteration.”

To a certain extent all these problems are rooted in, or lead to, the
question: is it the body, is it the soul, or is it the composite of both
which experiences affections, intelligizes, etc.?* And this question is
permanent both in Platonism and in the Peripatos.3 Plotinus discusses
it at length.4 And he also discusses all the other problems mentioned
before. He is unwilling to admit that the process of sensing implies the
passibility of the soul, which he expresses by saying that sensation is
energeia rather than pathos. He is actually on the verge of asserting that
sensation originates in the soul. This is a fortiori true of intelligizing, for
intelligence is always stimulated ap’ autou and not ap’ ekeinou.5

As far as religion is concerned, Theophrastus, at times at least, seems
to have been more ‘pious’ than his master.® He not only insisted that
belief in the existence of gods was common to all men; he also pointed
out that one well-known exception, thecitizens of Akrothboi, were, for
their atheism, punished by the gods who destroyed them altogether by
an earthquake.” Theophrastus is here writing entirely in the style of
Heraclides (see above, p. 41). This is surprising in view of the fact
that he also gave a naturalistic explanation of earthquakes,? entirely in
the spirit of his master? and of Strato. One would like to know whether
he participated in the discussions concerning the earthquake of Helice
and Bura. Aristotle attributed it to natural causes; Heraclides saw in it a
punitive action of the gods. With whom did Theophrastus side? We
cannot decide; but the fact that the question can legitimately be asked
proves the co-presence of supernaturalistic and naturalistic tendencies
in Theophrastus—and perhaps in his master, too. In any case, we are

t De sens. 31 ; cf. 2. 49. Theophrastus also discussed other difficulties of the concept of active
(acting) and passive intelligence, but it does not seem that his ideas in this respect left any traces
in Plotinus. Cf. E. Barbotin, op. cit. ; O. Regenbogen, op. cit. col. 1398.

2 Cf. Aristotle, De an. 1 4, 408a30 ; Phys. VI 3, 246b24—248a28.

3 Cf. also Ps.(?)-Plutarch, De ib. et aegr., which deals with the same problem (see above),
p- 109). But the writing is perhaps post-Plotinian : see M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (21959, 1955), 11,
p. 175, but also K. Ziegler, ‘Plutarchos’, RE, xx1/1 (1951), col. 751.

4 Enn. 11 [53]; v 3 [49]—Dut cf. above, p. 46. 5 Enn. 1v 6 [41] 2.

6 Cf. Zeller, Phil. 11/ 2 (41921), pp. 828 ; 866, somewhat contradicted by p. 867 ; Regenbogen,
op. cit. col. 1557.

7 Porphyry, De abst. 11 7 {. ; Simplicius, /n Epict. Ench. p. 95 Diibner.
8 Seneca, Qu. nat. VI 13, 1. 9 Meteor. 11 7-8, 365a14—369a9.
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not surprised to find that Porphyry made extensive use of his On Piezy.
But, on the other hand, we should not be surprised, either, that a strand
of naturalism or even materialism appears in several of Theophrastus’
fragments.’ At times at least, he equated god with pneuma (fr. 14
Wimmer; see above, p. 40 n. 9); and after what we said about the
concept of pneuma in Aristotle (especially about its closeness to another
materialistic or semi-materialistic concept of the divine, viz. that of
ether),? it is difficult not to suspect that Theophrastus also tried some-
times to give a naturalistic interpretation of the divine—not under the
influence of the Stoa and its concept of preuma, but rather continuing
along some lines present in Aristotle.

Significant in this context is the brief mention of Iamblichus3 that
Theophrastus sometimes (en eniois) joined Aristotle in calling the soul
endelecheia, obviously because of its ethereal nature.*

The simplest explanation of these materialistic tendencies is that he
(and other Peripatetics: see below) simply developed some aspects of
the doctrines of their master. An alternative explanation would be that
they misunderstood him.5

In comparison with the Platonism of Clearchus and the (temporary
or partial) Platonism of Theophrastus,® Dicaearchus, Aristoxenus (and
Strato) represent a different kind of Aristotelianism. In psychology all
three are materialists. The soul is not even an entelechy; it is simply the
result of the body.” In Strato the naturalistic and materialistic ten-
dencies of the Peripatos culminate. One of the strongest arguments

¥ Cf. Zeller, Phil. m/2 (41921), pp. 850 f.

* The existence of which Theophrastus also asserted: fr. 35 Wimmer. He was criticized for
having identified god sometimes with intelligence, sometimes with caelum, sometimes with celes-
tial bodies (Cic. De nat. d.135) or with tvelua (Clemens, Protr. 5, 44). Zeller, Phil. 112 (41921),
p- 827, defends him, but his defence is based on the assumption that there was no trace of
materialism in Aristotle’s own theology.

3 Stob. Ecl. 1 49, 32, vol. 1, p. 367 Wachsmuth.

4 Not &vtehéxeix as corrected by Wachsmuth. Cf. P. Merlan, Gromon, xv1 (1941), p. 34 1. 3;
A. ]. Festugiére, La Révélation d’ Hermés Trismégiste 111 (1953), p- 188 n. 6, and above, p. 40.

5 See, e.g., P. Moraux, ‘quinta essentia’, RE, xx1v/t (1963), col. 1206; 1229 f.

¢ And also with Eudemus, whose concept of first philosophy seems to have been similar to that
of Theophrastus (fr. 32; 34 Wehrli; cf. P. Merlan, From Platonism to Neoplatonism {*1960],
pp- 208 f.). Itis perhaps worth mentioning that Eudemus referred to the Pythagorean doctrine of
eternal recurrence (fr. 88 Wehrli) which Plotinus at least tentatively accepted (Enn. v 7 [18] 1, 12;
2, 20). ’

7 Dicaearchus, fr.7-12 Wehrli; Aristoxenus, fr. 118-21 Wehrli. On the germs of such a theory
in Aristotle, see Zeller, PhAil. 11/2 (31921), p. 489 n. 2. On the problem of reconcilability of the
soul as harmony and its immortality, see Zeller-Mondolfo 1/2 (1938 = 1950), pp. 560-3.

111

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The Peripatos

proving the radical difference between sensibles and intelligibles was,
for both Plato and Aristotle, that thinking (intelligizing, whether intui-
tive or discursive) is entirely different from sensing. But Strato denied
any essential difference between the two—even thinking is body-
bound.” This, of course, implies the denial of any kind of immortality.
As to the cosmos, he denied that it had life and saw it ruled entirely by
blind corporeal forces (qualities).?

Aristoxenus is also important in the history of the Peripatos in that he
—his opposition to the non-empirical Pythagorean musical theory
notwithstanding—tried to achieve a kind of synthesis between the
Peripatos and Pythagoreanism. Not only did he assert that Plato’s and
Aristotle’s ethics were essentially Pythagorean; he, in constructing his
own ethical system,? attributed its key concept—freedom from
passions as man’s supreme goal—to Pythagoreans. And obviously he
interpreted Pythagoreans as materialists, at least in their psychology.
Plato’s Pythagoreans, represented by Simmias and Cebes, were con-
verted by Socrates to the belief in a substantial and immortal soul;
Aristoxenus’ ones were not.

It should perhaps be added that neither Aristoxenus, nor Dicae-
archus, nor Strato denied the possibility of mantic. But they might have
interpreted it naturalistically.# However, Aristoxenus’ Pythagoreans
attributed luck and ill luck to demonic inspiration;5 Dicaearchus attri-
buted to the soul participation in something divine.® It is difficult to see
how this can be reconciled with his theory that the soul is only the
harmony of the body (see Wehrli’s commentary ad loc.); we have
a strange blend of naturalism with supernaturalism.

Critolaus too seems to have belonged to the materialists of the
Peripatos. Soul and intelligence, according to him, consist of ether,?
and he referred to the soul as endelecheia.® At the same time he identified

' Fr. 74; 107-31 Wehrli.

* Strato rejected the concept of ether (fr. 84 Wehrli). One wonders whether it could have
been because he found the ether too little of a body—whereas others might have rejected it for
just the opposite reason (see above on Atticus).

3 Fr. 35—41 Wehrli.

4 See esp. Aristoxenus, fr. 13-16 Wehrli, with his commentary.

5 Fr. 41 Wehrli. ® Fr. 13 Wehrli.

7 Fr, 17-18 Wehrli. 8 Fr. 15 Wehrli.
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the Pythagorean with the Peripatetic philosophy.” It could be that
On the Allby Ps.-Ocellus reflects this tendency of Critolaus (just as does
Ovid’s Metam. xv). Not only does Ps.-Ocellus teach the eternity of the
cosmos in Aristotle’s fashion; he even tacitly quotes De gen. et corr.
But, on the other hand, he teaches transmigration and therefore vegeta-
rianism. In this synthesis (or, as we could perhaps better say, juxta-
position) of Pythagoreanism and Aristotelianism the pro-Pythagorean
tendencies of Aristoxenus would culminate.?

A student of Critolaus, Diodorus of Tyre, seems to have accepted his
materialism,3 but he still distinguished a reasonable from a non-reason-
able aspect of the soul* and with Theophrastus differentiated between
pathé in the true sense of the word (implying alteration) and pat/é in the
reasonable part of the soul, to which this term could be applied only
by analogy. Thus Diodorus is fully aware of the difficulty resulting from
separating the soul (or part of it) from the realm of the changeable, while
having it in some way participate in activities implying changeability.

If Antisthenes of Rhodes was the author of Ps.-Aristotle’s Magicus,5
he would represent the survival of orientalizing tendencies (the Orient
either as a source of) or as preliminary to, or simply parallel with,
Greek philosophy) in the Peripatos.®

Further notice is deserved by Xenarchus, because he rejected the
notion of ether.”

t 1bid.

* On Critolaus and Ps.-Ocellus, see the edition of On Nature by R. Harder (1926) with W.
Theiler’s review in Gromon, 11 (1926), pp. 5957, esp. pp- 595 f. and R. Beutler, *Ocellus’, RE,
xviif2 (1937); Zeller, Phil. 111/2 (41903), pp. 147 f.; 149—51. On his theory that eternity of the
cosmos means eternity of species see Plotinus, 11 1 [40] 1 with Bréhier’s nosice.

3 Stob. Ecl. ¥ 1, vol. 1, p. 35, § Wachsmuth; Tertullian, De an. 5.

4 Ps.(?)-Plutarch, De [ib. et aegr. 6, p. 44, 12 Pohlenz—Ziegler, if we here, with Zeller, read
‘Diodorus’ instead of ‘Diodotus’ or assume with him that Diodotus is simply another form for
Diodorus. 5 Fr. 32—6 Rose.

6 Cf. W. Spoerri, Spdthellenistische Berichte dber Welt, Kultur und Gétter (1959), pp. 64~9.

On Diodorus of Tyre and Antisthenes of Rhodes, see Zeller, Pkil. 11/2 (41921), pp. 933 ; 84
n. 1 ; furthermore, FGrH, 508. However, on Aristotle’s fr. 34 Rose, see W. Jaeger, Aristoteles
(31955), p- 136 n. 1. It is worth mentioning that Diodorus had some sympathy for Epicureanism,
just as did Antiochus, Seneca and Porphyry. The urge to eclecticism is obvious. Diodorus
particularly agreed with the concept of vacuitas doloris as aspect of the supreme good.

7 On him see P. Duhem, Le Systéme du monde 11 (1914), pp. 61—6; 1v (1916), p. 134; P.
Merlan, ‘Plotinus Enn. 2. 2°, Transactions of the American Philological Association, LXX1V (1943),
pp. 179-91; S. Sambursky, The Physical World of Late Antiguity (1962), pp. 122-32; P.
Moraux, ‘Xenarchos §’, RE, 1xA (1967).
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Among the later Peripatetics mention should be made of Cratippus.
He explained (natural) mantic (i.e. mantic in dreams and ecstasy) by
assuming that man’s soul consists of two parts, one corresponding to
Aristotle’s entelechy, the other to Aristotle’s thyrathen nous—and it is
this latter part which, in sleep and ecstasy, becomes almost separated
from the body and, therefore, capable of prophecy.’ Here we have the
germ of many medieval theories which explain prophecy by the active
(agent) intelligence, and it is worth while to notice that a Peripatetic
who remained true to the Aristotle semi-platonizans is responsible for
this. It is not surprising to hear that he changed from the Academy to
the Peripatos.?

Andronicus’ gave, as is known, a new turn to the Peripatos. By his
edition of Aristotle’s esoterica, he started the process in which the
exoterica slowly disappeared (therefore, it is reasonable to assume
that his edition of Aristotle’s works did not include the exoterica). In
fact, Plotinus seems largely unfamiliar with them (see above, p. 98).
Furthermore, Andronicus is the first Peripatetic to write a commentary
on Aristotle’s Categories (not on the so-called Post-praedicamenta,
which he considered spurious), and to arrange the works of Aristotle in
the order logic—ethics—physics plus metaphysics (thus, roughly, the
tripartition going back to Xenocrates and Aristotle: see above, p. 64),
so as to suggest that the study of Aristotle should begin with his logical
writings, specifically with his categories which he listed as the first of his
logical treatises. This implied a polemic with the Stoic doctrine of
categories. Plotinus devoted to the doctrine of categories what amounts
to 12 per cent of his written work ; he must have considered the doctrine
of categories of major importance for his system—contrary to what

* Cicero, De div. 1 5. 70 ; Tert. De an. 46. K. Reinhardt (Kosmos und Sympathie [1926], p. 200
n. 1) denied that the phrase animus hominum quadam ex parte extrinsecus tractus et haustus in
Cicero, as quoted above, corresponds to Aristotle’s vols 8Upafev. His denial is hard to accept,
particularly if we do not overlook that, in spite of Parva nat. 2, 463 b 12—~22, in his Eudemian Ethics
(© 2, 1248a241L.) Aristotle himself explained prophetic dreams by the unhampered activity of the
intelligence (here designated as 8efov). But it cannot be ruled out that Cratippus at the same time
was thinking in Stoic categories, according to which our intelligence would be an offshoot of the
cosmic logos equal to intelligence. Cf. Zeller, PAil. /1 (51923), p. 650 n. 3; M. Pohlenz, Die
Szoa (1959, 195%), 1, p. 256.

2 Index acad. Herc. pp. 111 f. Mekler.

3 On him see M. Plezia, De Andronici Rhodii studiis aristotelicis (1946), important also for
Nicostratus, Albinus, and others. On Plotinus’ praise of Andronicus : Boethius, Liber de divisione
(PL 64, 875.)
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most modern interpretations of Plotinus implicitly assume. Indeed, he is
one of the major sources of our knowledge of the Stoic doctrine of
categories.” Some of Plotinus’ objections are identical with those of
Nicostratus (see above, p. 79).%

Andronicus, in interpreting Aristotle’s categories, feels free to
criticize or to correct them. This is also the attitude of Plotinus;3 only
Porphyry will concentrate on defending them from any criticism. In
fact, Andronicus seems to have combined the Aristotelian categories
with their Academic version, i.e. the division of existents into irrela-
tives and relatives.# Butin psychology Andronicus joins the materialists
in the Peripatos by declaring the soul (perhaps only its unreasonable
part) to be the product of the body.5 Xenocrates’ definition of the soul
he took to mean that the soul causes the ratios in which the somatic
elements are mixed;® whether he agreed on this with Xenocrates
remains unclear. In any case, he represents a mixture of Academic and
Peripatetic doctrines.”

Boethus continues the work of Andronicus in writing commentaries
on Aristotle’s esoterica (to him we are indebted for fragments from
Speusippus on categories ; obviously to him too the Old Academy was
of importance) ; he also denied the immortality of the soul.® According
to Syrianus,? he identified Plato’s ideas with Aristotle’s genika. In dis-
cussing time, he asked whether it would exist even if there were no soul
to count.” He thus reminds us of the two persistent tendencies in
treating time: one according to which time is essentially the product of
the soul, the other according to which it is essentially substance. The
former point of view is that of Plotinus: the soul is unable to seize the
content of intelligence in one indivisible act; it must, therefore, review
its aspects one by one. In so doing, it engenders time and subsequently

Y Enn. vr 1 {42] 25-30.

* See M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (*1959, 1955), 11, pp. 124 £.; 64; 875f.; 143 (on Athenodorus and
Cornutus as critics of Aristotle’s categories). 3 Enn. vi 1 [42] 2—-24.

4 Simpl. In Cat. 63, 22 Kalbfleisch; cf. Zeller, Phzl. m1/1 (51923), p. 645 n. 1; above, p. 37

5 Galen, Quod animi mor. 4, vol. 1v, p. 782 Kithn.

® Themistius, De an. 32, 22 Heinze.

7 On the source of Plutarch, De virtute morali, see above, p. 6o n. 1.

8 For which he was criticized by Porphyry : Eus. PE XI 28, 1 ; XIV 10, 3.

9 In Mez. 106, 5 Kroll.

1o Them. Phys. 160, 26 ; 163, 6 Schenk! ; Simpl. /n Phys. 159, 18 ; 766, 18 Diels ; cf. Arist.
Phys. 1V 14, 223a16 with Zeller, PAil. 11/2 (41921), pp. 402 f.
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produces the sensible as temporal.? The latter point of view is, in Neo-
platonism, represented by Iamblichus.> Both points of view obviously
precede Neoplatonism.3

B. Aristocles and Alexander Aphrodisias

Aristocles (second half of the second century)# is the first Peripatetic
whose writings permit us with certainty to assess the attitude of the
Peripatos towards Plato in the post-Christian era. Somewhat unexpec-
tedly, not only does he speak of Plato with great admiration,’ but he calls
his school Peripatos,® thus denying, so it seems, any essential dif-
ference between it and the Academy. Perhaps he even wrote a com-
mentary on Plato’s Timaeus.” Whether or not this was done under the
influence of Antiochus (so Heiland, p. 35), in any case we see that the
synthesis of Platonism and Aristotelianism is not entirely peculiar to
Platonists and Neoplatonists.

In his favourable opinion of Plato, Aristocles includes Socrates.
Again it is striking that he sees in him the first representative of the idea
theory; somehow he must have persuaded himself that even with
regard to the idea theory no true difference between Plato and Aristotle
exists. Furthermore, he seems to be in sympathy with the view attri-
buted by him to Plato, viz. that to know man one must first know God.?
This clearly refers to Alcibiades I (133 C). As some scholars are inclined
to see in high esteem for this dialogue one of the hallmarks of
Neoplatonism, Aristocles would in this respect belong among its pre-
cursors. At the same time we should not forget that many pre-Plotinian
Platonists started their cursus of Plato with the reading of the Alcibiades.*®

8

* Enn. 11 7 [45])

z Cf. A. Levi, ‘Il concetto del tempo nella filosofia dell’etd romana’, Rivista Cririca di Storia
della Filosofia, vii (1952), pp. 173—200. One of the strongest expressions of the subjectivity of
time: Alexander Aphrodisias, according to whom man is wowytis of time (Themistius, De an. 120,
17 Heinze).

3 On Boethus’ polemic against the intellectualism of the Stoa see M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (1959,
1955), 11, pp. 174 .

¢ On him see: H. Heiland, 4ristoclis Messenii religuiae (1925); P. Moraux, Alexandre d’ Aphro-
dise (1942), pp. 143—9; Fernanda Trabucco, ‘Il problema del ““de philosophia” di Aristocle di
Messene e la sua dottrina’, dcme, x1 (1958), pp. 97-150.

5 Fr. 1 Heiland. ¢ Fr. 2 Heiland. 7 Vestigium v Heiland.

® Fr. 1 Heiland. 9 Ibid.

'° Albinus, /sag. ch. 5; the source of al-Farabi’s presentation of Plato. Cf. F. Rosenthal and R.
Walzer (ed., tr.), Alfarabius De Platonis philosophia (1943); M. Mahdi (tr.), Al-Farabi’s
Philosophy of Plato and Aristotle (1962), p. 54-
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Aristocles criticizes sceptics, relativists, and sensualists, basing both
his presentation and his criticisms on Plato. But though he insists that
only the Jogos is the divine in us, he stresses that Jogos needs sensation,
which itself is a kind of knowledge. This reconciliation of /ogos and
sensus seems to have been undertaken already by Speusippus, who
introduced the concept of epistémoniké aisthésis;® in the era of
Aristocles it seems to underlie the assertion of Numenius (see above,
p. 102) that there is something like use of the lower mental faculties by
the higher ones. Here, of course, the way of Plotinus parts from those
of Aristocles and Numenius.

It seems that Aristocles, to a certain extent, also combined Aristo-
telianism with Stoicism. In interpreting Aristotle’s doctrine of the
acting (active) intelligence, Aristocles assumes that this active intelli-
gence is omnipresent but manifests itself in different ways secundum
modum recipientis. Man is organized in such a manner that in him active
intelligence manifests itself as power of intelligizing. This organization
is simply a peculiar corporeal ‘mixture’ and, according to Aristocles, it
is this mixture which Aristotle designates as passible (potential)
intelligence. In reporting this view his pupil Alexander Aphrodisias
characterizes it as Stoic in that it assumes the presence of the divine in
everything, including that which is vile.?

It is likely that Alexander3 developed his own interpretation of
Aristotle’s noetics against the background of thatby Aristocles. He,asis
known, unhesitatingly identified the intelligence of Mez. A with that of
De anima 111, and in this he was followed by Plotinus. In interpreting
the activity of intelligence he based his discussion on the radical dif-
ference between two kinds of intelligibles (cf. above, p. 65), one im-
manent, the other transcendent.4 True, he insisted that only the singular
existed in the proper sense of the word and thus treated the transcen-
dent intelligibles as individuals (and, with Aristotle, rejected ideas,
precisely because he took them to be universals), but by assuming two
kinds of reality, sensible and intelligible, he returned to the kind of
Aristotelianism which Strato had abandoned.

! Fr. 29 Lang. This resembles Strato’s position: fr. 112 Wehrli.

* Vestigium 1v Heiland.

3 He deserves, but stiil has not received, a full monographic treatment.
4 See, e.g., De an. 87, 5—32 Bruns.
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To the two kinds of intelligibles belong two kinds of cognition.
Intelligibles embedded in matter (i.e. Aristotle’s forms) exist gua such
only in the act of intelligence which lifts them from their matrix.” In
other words, they exist gua intelligibles only in and through the act of
intelligizing them.* It is completely different with the transcendent
intelligibles. Here some kind of direct intuition takes place. Butitisa
peculiar kind of intuition in that these intelligibles have no existence
apart from their being intelligized.3 Whereas in the case of embodied
intelligibles the identity of act and object takes place only in the
moment of the actual act, such an identity is a permanent condition of
transcendent intelligibles. They are ‘known’ permanently. Of course,
the intelligence which knows them is not the human intelligence—if by
‘human’ we understand something which is part of man. Rather, it is
the intelligence which enters man or his soul from without. And the
activity of this ‘divine’ intelligence is incessant and eternal a parte ante
and a parte post.4

As far as cognition of immanent intelligibles is concerned, the first
step towards such a cognition is sensation. The next step, preceded by
‘imagining’ the object,’ is to detach (to abstract) the intelligible from its
matrix. Now, as far as cognition of transcendent intelligibles by the
super-human (divine, extrinsic) intelligence is concerned, there is no
difficulty in assuming that this extrinsic intelligence has a kind of cogni-
tion peculiar to it, perhaps a kind of touching. But after this extrinsic
intelligence has in some way become united with the rest of the human
soul, in what way does man (or his soul, or his intelligence) now intel-
ligize the transcendent intelligibles? Alexander’s answer is not alto-
gether clear. It seems that in some way the human intelligence is
capable of being assimilated to or identified with the extrinsic intelli-
gence, and in this condition it is able to intelligize what the extrinsic
intelligence has always intelligized. In what way this assimilation or
transformation takes place remains unclear in Alexander. But he comes
very close to saying that in the moment of assimilation the human
intelligence is ‘divinized’.%

' De an. 87, 24— 88, 3. * Ihid. 9o, 2-9; 84, 19-21. 3 1bid. 9o, 11-13.
4 Ibid. 9o, 11~14; 19—20. 5 1hid. 83, 2-3.

© Jbid. 59, 21-2; 91, 5-6. We cannot discuss here the theory of P. Moraux, Alexandre &’ Aphro-
dise (1942), according to which the section of Alexander’s De anima which bears the title
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It is obvious that in the sharp distinction between the two kinds of
intelligibles, the identification of the extrinsic intelligence with god (the
divine), the doctrine that in the moment of assimilation the human intel-
ligence becomes divine, Alexander is very close to the Aristotle
platonizans or semi-platonizans. There is no trace in Alexander proving
that he rejected Aristotle’s astral theology; nor is there any proof that he
considered theology to be co-ordinated with or subordinated to another
branch of theoretical philosophy whose object, designated as on Aé: on,
would differ from the divine. As far as theology and noetics are con-
cerned, in comparison with Strato, Alexander is not a naturalist or
materialist. And while a number of Peripatetics were attracted to
equating the soul (or even intelligence) with ether, Alexander managed
to reconcile the three aspects of Aristotle’s kinetics by asserting that
both ether and celestial souls have their share of responsibility for
the motion of celestial bodies and that, with them, soul is their
nature.”

With much greater clarity than Aristotle, Alexander distinguished
between passive and active intelligence, calling the former hylic and
making it definitely part of the human soul, which for him meant at the
same time that its activity is bound to the body and therefore mortal.
Thus, the doctrine of the embodied forms and of the hylic intelligence
represents Alexander’s naturalism (or materialism), whereas the
doctrine of the adventitious intelligence and unembodied intelligibles
represents his supernaturalism.

In his own way Alexander also asserted the absentee character of the
divine (or the supreme deity). While professing the existence of provi-
dence, he at the same time insisted that this providence is exercised not
modo directo, as if God would personally take care of the universe, but
modo obliguo: while entirely turned towards himself, God by his mere

‘Intelligence’ (TTepi vol) is not by Alexander. As even Moraux admits a number of resemblances
between this section and the rest of De anima, we limit ourselves to the points common to both
(unicity and transcendence of the active intelligence, its identity with the divine, man’s immortality
consisting in the immortality of active intelligence with which human intelligence can in some
moments become identical). In any case, there is no trace of a post-Plotinian origin of that
section.

' See P. Merlan, ‘Ein Simplikios-Zitat bei Pseudo-Alexandros und ein Plotinos-Zitat bei
Simplikios’, Rheinisches Museum, LXXX1V (1935), pp. 154-60; idem, Philologische Wochenschrift,
Lvint (1938), pp. 65—9; idem, ‘Plotinus Enn. 2. 2°, Transactions of the American Philological
Association, LXX1V (1943), pp. 179—91I.
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existence ‘governs’ the universe. In many respects we are reminded of
the discussion in Enn. 111 2 and 111 3.2

All these doctrines must have been significant for Plotinus. In fact,
when he insisted that celestial bodies are animated, he felt that he had to
refute Aristotle’s objection that a soul which moves a body would be
burdened by such a task and thus could not be considered as living a life
of bliss. His defence was essentially to the effect that the celestial bodies
offer no resistance to the soul because of their superior nature.? This
is simply an adaptation of Alexander’s theory that the ethereal body
and the soul co-operate in causing motion of the celestial bodies.
While rejecting ether, Plotinus transposed Alexander’s related
views.4

But probably no other piece of Alexander’s noetics proved to be more
attractive to Plotinus than his strong restatement of Aristotle’s theory>
that as far as incorporeals (transcendent intelligibles) are concerned,
there is no difference between them and the act of intelligizing them. The
whole doctrine reappears in Plotinus under the heading that intelligibles
(ideas) have no subsistence outside intelligence.®

Alexander took over the nominalistic tendencies of Aristotle and
rejected, therefore, ideas which he took to be universals, as we said. It
seems that Plotinus never thought of ideas as being universals. If we
remember that, according to him, the second hypostasis (sphere of
intelligence) contains not only ideas but also individual souls and

! Qu. nat. 11 21, pp. 66, 17 ; 70, 24 Bruns.

2 Cf. P. Thillet, ‘Un traité inconnu d’Alexandre d’ Aphrodise sur la Providence dans une ver-
sion arabe inédite’, Actes du Premier Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale : 1’ Homme
et son Destin (1960), pp. 313—24.

3 Arist. De an. 1 3, 407b1~12; De caelo 11 1, 284a13~284b6; Plotinus, Enn. 1v 8 [6] 2.

* On the connexion of this theory with those of Xenarchus (who denied the existence of ether)
and Herminus (who attributed the celestial motion to the soul rather than the Unmoved Mover)
on one hand, and with Plotinus, Enneads 11 2 [14], on the other, see P. Merlan, ‘Plotinus Enneads
2. 2°, Transactions of the American Philological Association, LXXIV (1943), pp. 179—91.

5 De an. 111 4, 430a2; 111 7, 431a1—2; Met. A 7, 1074b38.

¢ Cf. A. Armstrong, ‘The Background of the Doctrine “ That the Intelligibles are not Qut-
side the Intellect”’, Les Sources de Plotin, Entretiens, v (1960), pp. 391—413, esp. pp. 405—13; P.
Merlan, Monopsychism, Mysticism, Metaconsciousness (1963), p. 9. That the doctrine of the
identity of intelligence, act of intelligizing, and object of intelligizing was of great importance also
to Philo of Alexandria has been argued by H. A. Wolfson, Philo (*1948), 1, pp. 229 f., 249 f.
Attempts to attribute it to Xenocrates: R. E. Witt, Albinus and the History of Middle Platon-
ism (Cambridge, 1937), p. 71; H. J. Kridmer, Der Ursprung der Geistmetaphysik (21967), esp.
PPp- 1204, mainly on the basis of his f7. 15 ; 16 Heinze and the interpretation by H. A. Wolfson,
Religious Philosophy (1961), pp. 27-68, cannot here be discussed.
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individual substances,” it is difficult to escape the conclusion that Ploti-
nus conceived of ideas as individuals. And indeed, he could hardly do
otherwise, considering that he professed the doctrine that there were
ideas of individuals (see above, p. §55). What else could these ideas be
but individuals themselves?

Of course, some of Aristotle’s or Alexander’s nominalism is other-
wise unacceptable to Plotinus. He restates the principles of what we, by
a modern term, call conceptual realism on the occasion of discussing the
problem whether numbers have substantial existence.* Not only does
he answer in the affirmative, but on this occasion he affirms the same of
‘One’ and ‘being’—precisely the concepts the substantiality of which
Aristotle denied at length.3

Unacceptable to Plotinus is, of course, that aspect of Alexander’s psy-
chology in which he deals with the soul in terms of entelechy and, there-
fore, denies its immortality. But, as we have seen, Alexander more than
made up for his strictly immanentistic theory of the soul (including the
hylicintelligence) by his transcendentalistic theory of active intelligence.

Concerning other doctrines discussed by both Plotinus and Alexan-
der let us mention that Alexander defends the existence of two matters,
one in the realm of the divine, the other in that of the sensible,4 thus
anticipating the doctrine of Plotinus’ discussed above (p. 27). And he
also professes the doctrine of the antakolouthia of perfections.® Of
lesser importance for Plotinus is Alexander’s discussion of the krasis di’
holou problem,7 and of the theories of vision.®

' Cf. A. Armstrong, The Architecture of the Intelligible Universe in the Philosophy of Plotinus
(1940), pp. 79 f. Some scholars are inclined to derive this doctrine of Plotinus from the Stoic
concept of 18icos o1y, but this seems to be doubtful. * Enn. v1 6 [34) 12—-14.

3 Mer. | 2, 1053b 9-10542a19. We should not forget that in the Categories (the authenticity of
their first part was not denied in antiquity) the semi-substantial existence of non-individuals
(secondary substances) is admitted (cf. Zeller, Phil. 112 [41921], p. 68), and that in a number of
passages in Met. Aristotle speaks like an adherent of the Two-opposite-principles doctrine, thus
admitting the substantial character of entities like One, Indefinite Dyad, etc. (cf. P. Merlan, From
Platonism to Neoplatonism [*1960], pp. 183 £.). For the opposite point of view, in addition to the
passage in Mez. | quoted above, see Mez. N 1, 1087b33~1088a3; K 2, 1060236~1060b17; cf.
Zeller, Phil. 11{2 (41921), p. 302. I cannot discuss here C. Rutten, Les Catégories du monde sensible
dans les * Ennéades’ de Plotin (1961). * Qu. nat. 1 15, pp. 26 {. Bruns.

5 Enn. 11 4 {12].

¢ Qu. nat. 1v 22, pp. 142 f. Bruns; cf. Enn. 12 [19] 7.

7 De mixt. 216, 14 Bruns (cf. Enn. 11 7 [37] 2).

8 De an. 130 Bruns and Enn. 11 8 [57]. Cf. H.-R. Schwyzer, * Plotinos’, RE, xx1/1 (1951), col.
574; P. Merlan, ‘Plotinus Enn. 2. 2°, Transactions of the American Philological Association, Lxx1v
(1943), pp. 179-91. Schwyzer also lists: Enn. 111 1 ~ Alex. De fato; Enn. 11 7 ~ Qu. nat. 11 12.
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On the whole it seems not unfair to say: despite his nominalism,
despite the fact that he considers it necessary to prove the eternity of the
cosmos against Plato, despite his rejection of ideas, despite his inter-
pretation of the soul as entelechy and, therefore, as mortal, in Alexander’s
noetics we see Platonism staging its comeback within the Peripatos.
However, the more Platonic the Peripatos becomes, the more it loses its
raison d’étre.* Furthermore, the most original aspect of the post-
Stratonian Peripatos was inaugurated by Andronicus when he started
writing formal commentaries on Aristotle’s esoterica. But with Por-
phyry the study of Aristotle and the writing of commentaries on his
esoterica became part and parcel of Platonism; thus there was little left
for the Peripatos to do. Its history reads like a story of vacillations
between materialism (which was much better represented by Epicurean-
ism and Stoicism) and Platonism (or at least semi-Platonism). There-
fore, in the long run, Platonism turned out to be the only school
essentially impermeable to naturalism or materialism and able to absorb
most of Aristotle’s philosophy.* This was facilitated by the facts that so
much of Aristotle’s esoterica was metaphysically neutral,3 and that so
much of his philosophy retained a Platonic flavour.4

* This is essentially the perspective in O. Hamelin, La Théorie de’intellect d’aprés Aristote et ses
commentateurs (1953).

* Unless we consider the assumption of an elongation of the soul and of its astral body regain-
ing spherical shape (cf. Dante’s cente sperule in Paradiso XX11 23) as concessions to materialism
(Enn. 111 6[17] 551V 3 [27] 15, 17; 1v 4 [28] 5). Cf. p. 90 n. 5; Ueberweg—Praechter, Grundriss
(1926), p. 629 n. (with reference to Plato, Nomoi x 8994) ; E. R. Dodds, Proclus, The Elements
of Theology (21963), App. 1L

3 According to Porphyry, the writings of Plotinus implicitly contain Peripatetic doctrines and
are full of Aristotle’s Meraphysics (Life 14).

* My interpretation of Alexander Aphrodisias differs from that accepted by Zeller and also by
Ueberweg-Praechter. Justification seems indispensable. Zeller charges Aristotle with teaching a
mystical unity of the human intelligence with the divine intelligence—i.e. he assumes that by
intelligence in De an. Aristotle means strictly an actual part of the human soul (or of man), which
then, of course, could not be identical with god or divine intelligence, and he credits Alexander
with separating the two (and thus eliminating Aristotle’s *mysticism’—Zeller probably means
‘obscurity’). Divine intelligence (god) simply aczs on human intelligence (the latter being in all
its aspects, i.e. as volUs Suvduel, vols émixtnTos, voUs ka® £, bound to the body) and has its
seat in the heart. At the same time, Zeller assumes that the result of the action of the divine intel-
ligence is twofold: the development of the voUs Suvépa into the voUs &miktnTos (ko E6v) and
the intelligizing of the divine intelligence. And wkhereas Aristotle said only of one part of the
human soul that it is mortal (Zeller again assumes that in De an. intelligence is considered actually
pare of the soul), Alexander asserts the mortality of the whole soul, including the vols Suv&uer or
émikTnTos or ka®” €6, All this Zeller takes to mean that Alexander was much more narturalistic
than Aristotle, and that he, in respect of his noetic, was as close to Strato as he was in other
respects.
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But if a philosopher asserts that human (passive, hylic) intelligence could not exercise its func-
tion without divine (active) intelligence acting on it or on its objects, can he be considered a
naturalist? If a philosopher asserts that there exist unembodied intelligibles which can be known
by some immediate intelligizing, i.e. not by abstracting them from a sensible in which they are
embodied, can he be considered a naturalist?

When Zeller asked the question concerning the objects of non-discursive (immediate) intelligiz-
ing, he said it would be legitimate to infer from Aristotle’s philosophy that divinity belongs among
them. This, said Zeller, would, of course, bring us back to Plato’s ideas (though they would be
known not in the life beyond but in the present one). And this, in turn, would simply be the result
of the fact that Aristotle never quite overcame Plato’s hypostasizing of concepts. If we grant all
this to Zeller, is it not obvious that Alexander indeed revived what Zeller himself considered to
be the residue of Platonism in Aristotle? This can be seen even from Zeller himself if one compares
Phil, mif1 (51923), pp. 824—7; 11/2 (41921), pp. 5725, and p. 196.
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CHAPTER 7

THE STOA

A. General

The significance of some doctrines of Posidonius and of Seneca for the
development of Neoplatonism has been indicated. But these doctrines
concern only details, and the problem remains to what extent Stoicism
at large contributed to Neoplatonism.

The Stoic system can be interpreted in two ways. We see in it either
a ‘mundanization’ and a materialization of the divine, or, on the con-
trary, a divinization and spiritualization of matter. Nothing exhibits
this ambiguity better than the relation between determinism (Aeimar-
mené) and providence (pronoia) in the Stoic system. Strict determinism
seems to leave no place for providence in any genuine sense of the
word. But the Stoa tried to identify the two.” The same ambiguity is
exhibited in one of the central concepts of the Stoa, the spermatic ratio
(pattern). The adjective has materialistic connotations, the noun
spiritualistic ones.* The strict immanentism of the Stoa can be taken
to assert either the divine character of the cosmos or the strictly
mundane character of the divine.

Like all monistic and deterministic systems which at the same time

* Some of the high points of the pre-Plotinian discussion concerning the relation between
Tpévolx and eluapuévn: the Platonist author (Numenius) who is the common source of Ps.-
Plutarch, De fato, of Calcidius® Timaeus 142—90 = 203—32; cf. the apparatus in the edition by
J. H. Waszink, Timaeus a Calcidio translatus (1962) ; of Nemesius, De nat. hom. 34—44, and of
Alexander Aphrodisias, De fato. The two positions most frequently met are either the identifica-
tion of the two or the subordination of the latter to the former. The second alternative is that of
Plotinus (Enn. 111 1~3) ; the first is that of the Stoa, and he finds it too rigidly deterministic (£nn.
11 1 [3] 4, 7-8), as does also Alexander Aphrodisias. By distinguishing the two, the &’ fiuiv is
preserved. Cf. M. Pohlenz, Die Swa (21959, 1955), 1, pp. 356 f. Cleanthes subordinated
providence to elpapuévn. Cf. A. Gercke, ‘Eine platonische Quelle des Neuplatonismus’,
Rheinisches Museum, xi1 (1886), pp. 266—91; H. v. Arnim, ‘Kleanthes’, RE, x1/1 (1921), col. 567.

* Small wonder that non-materialistic philosophers also availed themselves of this concept (cf.
O. Becker, Plotin und das Problem der geistigen Aneignung [1940)], p. 93; the discussion in Les
Sources de Plotin, Entretiens, v {1960], pp. 97-100 [Puech, Dodds, Henry, Schwyzer, Theiler
participating]; A. H. Armstrong, The Architecture of the Intelligible Universe in the Philosophy of
Plotinus [1940), p. 105). When Plotinus uses the term, he does not mean, as does the Stoa,
germinative forces inherent in matter, but ‘patterns’ imposed on it from without (M. Pohlenz,

Die Stoa [*1959, 1955, 1, p. 392). Often Plotinus uses the term for ideas when present in the
soul.
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profess some kind of prescriptive ethics, Stoicism must try to find some
place for freedom of the will (mostly, the formula will be accepted that
we are free, because we can do whatever we want, but determined,
because we must want what we want),* some meaningful discrimination
between good and evil, some possibility of distinguishing between ‘is’
and ‘ought’. Whether any of this can be done is doubtful. On the
whole, every kind of monism must end in the assertion either that this is
the best of all possible worlds, or the worst—in other words, it will be
unable to explain the existence either of evil or of good. Stoicism is
optimistic monism and, therefore, committed, in fact, to the denial of
evil in any true sense of the word.

Finally, Stoicism speaks the language of materialistic monism.
Though it may be dubious whether we, despite Diog. Laert. vII 135,
where séma is defined as trichéi diastaton, unhesitatingly should apply
our concept of matter (something tangible, filling space, and resisting
penetration) to the Stoic concept of y/é (surprisingly, it turns out that
we may do justice to this concept if we apply to it our concept of field;
immediately the highly paradoxical notion of a krasis di’ holou makes
sense),? antiquity sees in Stoicism a clear case of materialism leaving no
place for any spiritual principles. As materialists, they are criticized by
Plotinus for their doctrines of the soul3 and god.4

Another contradiction inherent in the Stoic system is revealed in its
attitude towards mantic. The Stoa insists on its veracity and at the same
time tries to explain it in a ‘natural’ way.

Like Epicureanism, the Stoa subordinates theoretical philosophy to
ethics. Its ethics culminates in the demand to become self-sufficient,
i.e. to liberate oneself of everything that is external. This self-sufficiency
guarantees happiness. Just as being dependent for happiness on circum-
stances over which we have no control is the sign of a fool, so the wise
man knows that happiness depends upon himself alone.

The Stoa developed its own doctrine of categories. Because of its
monistic character (on or ¢ as the supreme category), for Plotinus it was
as unacceptable as that of Aristotle.5

¥ Enn. 111 2 (47] 10.

* S. Sambursky, Physics of the Stoics (1959), p. 7. Plotinus justifies the concept (Enn. 117 [37]
2), whereas Alexander Aphrodisias (De mixt. 216, 14 Bruns) rejects it.

3 Enn. v 7 [2] 4. 4 Enn. 11 4 [12] 1. 5 Enn. vi 1 [42] 25-30.
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B.  Posidonius

Now, with Posidonius® (partly even with Panaetius) the Stoa opened
itself to Platonic influence. Not only did Posidonius (like Panaetius)
admire Plato? and comment on some of his dialogues, particularly
on the Timaeus, perhaps also on the Phaedrus,* though hardly in
the form of formal commentaries. He also stressed his concordance
with Pythagoras.5 His main deviation from Stoic psychology consisted
in what amounted to a denial of theunity of the soul andin the Platoniz-
ing assertion that it essentially contained a reasonableand unreasonable
faculty,® so that emotions (parhé) would not simply be results of
erroneous opinions concerning good and evil.7 Thus, Stoic monism
was in some respects on the verge of turning into dualism.?

At the same time it is possible that Posidonius distinguished two
kinds of pathé, one, indeed, having its origin in somatic qualities, the
other originating in the opinions, and that Plotinus? accepted this
distinction.™®

For this and other reasons, Posidonius was presented by Jaeger as the
first Neoplatonist.'™ According to him, Posidonius, by placing the
Timaeus in the centre of his interpretation of Plato, completely—and
for centuries—changed the meaning of Platonism. In addition, in his
philosophy of nature he managed to combine the Platonist with the
Aristotelian approach, the synthesis of these two being one of the
hallmarks of Neoplatonism.

* On him, in general, see M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (*1959, 1955), esp. I, pp. 224-30,and K.
Reinhardt, ‘ Poseidonios’, RE, xx11/x (1953). In Reinhardt’s article (col. 799; 801) and in H.-R.
Schwyzer, ‘Plotinos’, RE, xxi1/1 (1951), col. §78 ., a number of Plotinian passages are mentioned
for which the influence of Posidonius might be claimed. Many philosophic fragments of Posi-
donius can be found in C. J. de Vogel, Greek Philosophy 111 (21964), nos. 1176-96 ; in German
translation in M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa und Stoiker (1950).

2z Galen, Hipp. et Plato 1v 7, vol. 5, p. 421 Kithn ; f. v 6, vol. 5, p. 470 Kiihn.

3 Sext. Emp. Adv. math. vi1 93 ; Plutarch, De an. pro. 22, 10238 ; Theo Sm. Expos. p. 103, 18
Hiller. + Hermias, In Phaedr. p. 102, 13 Couvreur.

s Galen, ibid. 1v 7, vol. s, p. 425 Kiihn ; v 6, vol. 5, p. 478 Kiihn.

6 The latter subdivided into 6upds and émbupic, these two in turn depending on the quality
of the body ; cf. Plotinus, 1v 4 {28] 28.

7 Galen, ibid. v 355575 v 15 5;6(vol. 5, pp. 3775 397 416 429 f. 5 464 £.; 473 Kiihn).

8 W. Jaeger, Nemesius of Emesa (1914), pp. 24 f. ; G. Stahl, ‘Die “Naturales Quaestiones”
Senecas’, Hermes, xcl1 (1964), Pp. 425—54- 9 111 6 [26] 4; 1v 4 [28] 28.

1 Cf. W. Theiler, Die Porbereitung des Neuplatonismus (1930), pp. 86-90. He quotes Marcus
Aurelius, v 26 and Galen, Hipp. et Plato v 2, vol. 5, p. 442 Kithn.

* Op. cit.
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To the extent that Jaeger’s construction was based on the assumption
that Posidonius wrote a commentary on the Timaeus, it has been
weakened by the doubts Reinhardt cast on the existence of such a com-
mentary. And itis also controversial whether the doctrine of the circular
change of the elements into each other, contributing to the bond uniting
the universe, attributed to Posidonius by Jaeger, was actually professed
by him. Thus, for the time being it does not seem possible to assess the
influence of Posidonius on Platonism, in general, with precision.

To what extent did Posidonius influence Plotinus himself? It is
difficult to give an answer, as the reconstruction of many aspects of the
Posidonian system is still under discussion (particularly controversial
is the question what kind of immortality he admitted).” The most
obvious case of such an influence seems to be provided by the concept
of sympathy, which, as Theiler sees it, was taken over by Plotinus? from
Posidonius.3 But, as Zeller* judiciously observed, what the Stoa and
Posidonius mean by this concept differs from what it means in Plotinus.
In the Stoa it means that the universe is one coherent physical whole;5
in Plotinus it means not only this but mainly that every part of the
universe is immediately (by distant action) aware of what happens in
another, which explains what we today should call occult phenomena.
How great, then, is the similarity between the two concepts of
sympathy?

Another similarity is provided by a doctrine attributed to Posi-
donius® that disembodied souls communicate with each other without
any physical medium (a doctrine used, it seems, by Posidonius to
explain mantic in some of its aspects), which doctrine is also professed
by Plotinus.” But it is possible that Plotinus was familiar with this
doctrine from Plutarch®—or from Plutarch’s source, which could have
been, e.g., Xenocrates.

* Cf. M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (21959, 1955), I, p. 229 ; 11, p. 141 ; C. ]J. de Vogel, Greek Philo-
sophy 111, (21964), nos. 959, 1192—5.

* Enn. 1v 4 [28).

3 'W. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus (1930), pp. 72; 112. But we must not forget
that Moderatus already made use of the concept of sympathy (above, p. 95).

4 Phil. mify (51923), p. 172, 2; 111/2 (51923), p. G86.

5 See, e.g., Cicero, De nat. d. 11 19; Sext. Emp. Adv. math. vi1 98.

¢ Mainly on the strength of the assumption that the source of Plutarch’s De genio 20, 5888
589 E is Posidonius; see K. Reinhardt, Posidonius (1927), p. 464.

7 Enn.1v 3 [27] 18. 8 De def. or. 37, 431C.
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A somewhat similar case is presented by the problem of totality vs.
isolation. It is entirely likely that Posidonius strongly stressed that
everything continues to live as long as it has not become isolated from
the whole to which it belongs, this whole being permeated by one all-
comprehensive life (illustrating this thought by pointing at minerals
which have the power of regeneration as long as they continue to be
connected with the animated, divine earth, whereas the twig dies when
it becomes separated from the tree). It is not impossible that this is the
basis of Plotinus’ tentative assertion that the soul of the plant resides in
the earth (though he might have derived this theory from Antiochus—
see above, p. 57). But it is unlikely that Plotinus ‘transposed’
Posidonius’ thought by applying it to the ‘defection’ of the soul from
the totality of the realm of the intelligible to which it belongs and from
which it should not have defected.” Nor is it likely that Plotinus trans-
posed other categories used by Posidonius to express the organic unity
of the sensible cosmos (one all-permeating life force) to the intelligible
cosmos.? On the other hand, Plotinus’ grades of unity3 may have been
derived from Posidonius.4

Finally, Plotinus might have been influenced to a certain extent by
Posidonius’ theory of sensations, particularly of vision. The latter
adopted the principle ‘like through like’s and combined it with the
theory that air is the medium necessary for vision. Plotinus® accepted
that principle but objected to the theory and replaced it by the concept
of action-at-a-distance made possible by ‘sympathy’ (again used in not
quite the same way in which it was used in the Stoa). But it is probable
that the background of Plotinus’ theory of vision is the discussion in
Alexander Aphrodisias’ De anima.’

¢ Cf. W. Theiler, Die Porbereitung des Neuplatonismus (1930), pp. 94; 1143 117; 123~ ; see esp.
Plotinus, Enn. 1v 4 {28] 27 with Theiler’s commentaryand Enn. v 7 {38] 11. But it should not be
forgotten that Aristotle seems to attribute life even to the inorganic (De caelo 11 12, 292a20; De
gen. anim. 1V 10, 778a2; Meteor. 11 2, 355b 4—356233), nor that Plato (Tim. 30D) described the
universe as one living being. Theiler (%id. p. 91) asserts that Plotinus was ‘reminded”’ of this
Platonic passage by Posidonius; it is not easy to see why such an intermediary was necessary.

* Esp. in Enn. v1 5 (23] and 1v 7 {2] 15.

3 Enn.v 9 [5] 5, 25.

4 In Sext. Emp. Adv. math. vi1 107.

5 Sext. Emp. Adv. math. vi1 93; cf. Plato, Rep. vi 5088.

¢ Enn.1v 5 [20);161[1] 9.

7 Pp. 429, 12747 Bruns. Cf. W. Jaeger, Nemesius of Emesa (1914), pp. 27-53; Theiler’s
commentary ad Enn. 1v 5 [29].
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Thus, the influence of Posidonius on Platonism in general and on
Plotinus in particular remains rather elusive. What is certain is that by
his equation of mathematicals with the soul he paved the way to
reconciling Aristotle’s account of Plato’s philosophy as assuming three
spheres of reality: ideas, mathematicals, sensibles with their own triad:
intelligence = ideas, soul, sensibles (cf. above, p. 62).

C. Later Stoics: Stoicism and Plotinus: the writing * On the World’
In Seneca, Epictetus, and M. Aurelius the Platonizing of the Stoa
continues. Time and again they express attitudes strongly reminiscent
of those of Plato’s Phaedo. Indeed, some passages in these authors
praising the condition of the soul relieved from the fetters of the body
have an almost Plotinian ring.* Marcus Aurelius distinguishes not only
the body from the soul but intelligence from the soul.3 If the myth in
Plutarch’s De facie# is inspired by Posidonius,’ then it was already he in
whom this characteristic triad (certainly closer to Aristotle than to the
Old Stoa) could be found.® For Plotinus the sharp distinction between
soul and intelligence is, of course, of prime importance. But again, he
could have derived it directly from Aristotle.

It is obvious which Stoic doctrines must have been unacceptable to
Plotinus. His monism is spiritualistic; the materialism of the Stoa,
particularly when applied to God, to the soul, or to epistemology (sen-
sation as a kind of seal, zypésis), he rejected entirely. Moreover, in spite
of his monism, Plotinus acknowledged the existence of evil and sees
matter as its principle;7 therefore, he cannot, without qualification,
accept Stoic optimism (and the doctrine of, neutrality of matter),
though when confronting a fully pessimistic system like that represen-

' Cf. E. v. Ivanka, ‘Die neuplatonische Synthese’, Scholastik, xx—xx1v (1949), pp. 30-8, and
W. Theiler, ‘Plotin zwischen Plato und Stoa’, Les Sources de Plotin, Entretiens, v (1960),
pp- 65—86 (with subsequent discussion); R. E. Witt, ‘Plotinus and Posidonius’, Classical
Quarterly, xx1v (1930), pp. 198-207.

2 Sen. Ep. 65, 66 ; 102, 22 ; Epictetus, Diss. 1 9. 10; M. Aur. X 1.

3111 16 ; cf. XII 3.

* 28, 943 4-945 A (see above, pp. 61).

5 See H. Cherniss in the Loeb edition (1957) of De facie, pp. 18 n. b; 23-6; 147 n. ¢; 219 n. f;
221 0. b.

6 Cf. Zeller, Phil. m1/2 (41903), pp. 258—61; but cf. W. Jaeger, Nemesios von Emesa (1914),
p. 97; M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (*1959, 1955), 1, pp. 230-3 and, not quite consistent with it, ibid.
p- 343-

7 Enn.1v 7 [251v 6 [41); cf 18 [51] 75 1v 3 [27] 95 111 2 [47] 55 11 3 [52] 18; 1r 3 [48] 7.
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ted by the Gnosis, he at times sounds as optimistic as any Stoic and
makes full use of their theodicy.® This is particularly striking in one of
his last essays (1 8, chronologically his gist), which must have been
written when the shades of death were on him.

As far as ethics is concerned, Plotinus must, of course, have been
in sympathy with Stoic indifference to everything external; thus, he,
differing from both the Academy and the Peripatos, recommends Stoic
apathy? and, as we have seen, believes that perfection suffices to make
its possessor happy. But what the Stoic considers to be man’s ultimate
goal, viz. independence and inner freedom, is, for Plotinus, only pre-
liminary to the complete union with the supreme deity—be it in this
life in mystical ecstasy, be it in the future, when the soul will return to
its original home.3

As we have seen, the Stoa tries to reconcile determinism with free-
dom of the will. But, on the whole, antiquity assumed that Stoics are
determinists (though even in the formula that freedom essentially con-
sists in consent to the decrees of fate there is a trace of liberty preserved
in that it is assumed that it is in our power to give or to refuse one’s
consent, just as obviously opinions as to what is good or evil are in our
power ; otherwise there would be no point in trying to change men from
fools into sages). Therefore, Plotinus defends# the freedom of the will
against them (just as did Epicurus; however, Plotinus treats Epicurean-
ism as determinism and at the same time ridicules their concept of
parenklisis, though recognizing that they try to preserve the par’ hémin).
His own solution is that a soul is free which acts in accordance with
reason.’

* Enn. 113 [52] 18, 1-8 ; 111 2 and 111 3 [47-8] with Theiler’s introductory note and C. Schmidt,
Plotins Stellung yum Gnostizismus (1901), esp. pp. 74—81.

* Enn.14/(46] 8. Cf. Zeller, Phil. 111/2 (51923), pp. 610-19. He also agrees with the Stoa as to
the permissibility of suicide (Enn. 1 9 [16] with the commentary by R. Harder; Enn.14[46] 7; 119
[33] 8) for sufficient reasons.

3 Stoic perfections Plotinus would probably accord the status of cathartic perfections (Enn.12
[x9] 5)—a concept obviously related to Plato’s Phaedo 68 8-69E and Soph. 230D, Though he rele-
gates them to an inferior rank, he defends them when he faces Gnostic anomianism (Enn. 11
9 [33] 19).

4111 1 [3] 4. 5. On the similarity of some of his arguments to those of Oenomaus of Gadara,
Bardesanes, and Origen the Christian (Eusebius, PZ v1 6-7 ; 10 ; 11) see Bréhier’s nozice to 111
1 {3].

[5 18 [s1) 5;mrx[3]7,9f;u12[47] 10; v1 8 [30] 3, 7. Cf. Zeller, Phil. m11/2 (51923), pp.
640-2.
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But as the Stoa is, on the whole, an expression of ‘cosmic’ religious-
ness, a philosophic religion or a religious philosophy which incorpora-
ted virtually all popular religious beliefs and, by allegorico-physical
explanations, managed to combine its monism with polytheism, it was a
precursor of Neoplatonism in that the latter too wanted to be as much a
religion as a philosophy. Finally, disregarding the difference between
substantial and dynamic pantheism, the assertion that the divine is in
some way omnipresent must have had a strong appeal to Plotinus.
Tamblichus summed up the similarity between Stoa and Neoplatonism
by saying: both systems believe in the identity of the cosmic soul with
the soul in us.* To this, however, must be added that whereas the Stoa
conceived the relation between the cosmic and the human soul as one of
a whole to its part, the doctrine of Plotinus is much more subtle: all
souls are one.? Yet even this doctrine is to a certain extent anticipated by
Marcus Aurelius.3 Both in the Stoa and in Plotinus the essential identity
of the cosmic ( = divine) and the human soul is used to explain how
knowledge of the divine is possible.4 Thus, some aspects even of the Old
Stoa exhibit a certain affinity with some of Plotinus’ doctrines.

Whereas Posidonius, Epictetus, and Marcus Aurelius combined
Platonism with their Stoicism, the writing On the World> represents a
peculiar blend of Heraclitean, Stoic, and Peripatetic philosophy, in
which blend, however, the Peripatetic point of view predominates.® The
transcendence of God (who, however, preserves cosmic harmony)7 is
strongly stressed,? but at the same time it is conceded (to the Stoa) that
God is present in the cosmos, but only by his powers, which means that
its pantheism of substance is replaced by dynamic pantheism: panza

t Stob. Ecl. 137, vol. 1, p. 372 Wachsmuth.

2 Enn. 1v 9 [8).

3 XII 30.

4 Sext. Emp. Adv. math. vi1 93 ; Enn. 111 8 [30] 9 ; vI 3 [44] 4.

s Before Proclus (/nTim. 111, p. 272, 21 Diehl), nobody doubted that it waswritten by Aristotle.
On it see A.-]J. Festugiére, La Révélation d’Hermés Trismégiste 11, (1949), pp. 460-518 ; H.
Strohm, ‘Studien zur Schrift von der Welt’, Museum Helveticum, 1x (1952), pp. 137—75 (strongly
stressing the Platonic elements); but cf. M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa (21959, 1955), 11, p. 244.

¢ It teaches the existence of ether (ch. 2, 392a5); it assumes the indestructibility of the cosmos
(ch. 4, 396a27; ch. 5, 397a14~15; by); it sharply distinguishes the sublunar from the celestial
sphere (ch. 6, 397b30-3; 400a5-6; 21-3%).

7 In this respect it was preceded by Boethus: Diog. Laert. vir 48.

¥ 6, 397b24.
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thedn pleia is true when it refers to theia dynamis, false if it refers to
theia ousia.* Thus Stoicism is transposed into another key, so that it, in
some respects, anticipates the system of Plotinus (particularly in that it
preserves the divine transcendence), just as, in this respect, does Philo
of Alexandria. But we should not forget that Plotinus does not accept
the category of the presence of being (i.e. intelligence) in everything by
its power only.?
D. General conclusion

To the extent that Plotinus’ philosophy is treated from the point of view
of its doctrinal content, rather than as a record of his personal experi-
ences, it should have become evident from the preceding lines that it has
deep roots in Greek philosophy. The space allocated to the several
schools indicates their respective relevance for Plotinus. But it must
not be overlooked that our knowledge of Greek philosophy, particu-
larly in the period immediately preceding Plotinus, is fragmentary and
that a complete knowledge of it would perhaps substantially modify
our picture.

' 6, 397b16; the same doctrine we find in Ps.-Onatos (Stob. Ecl. 1 92, vol. 1, p. 48,5 — 50, 10
Wachsmuth; cf. M. Pohlenz, ‘Philon von Alexandrien’, Nackr. d. Ak.d. Wiss. in Gittingen, Phil.~
hist. K1 {1942], p. 485 n. 2).

*vi422] 35 9.
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PHILO
Abr.
Aet.
Agr.
Alex.
Cher.
Conf.
Congr.
Decal.
Det.
Ebr.
Flacc.
Fuga
Gig.
Heres
Hyp.
Immut.
Jos.
Leg. Alleg.
Leg. ad Gaium
Migr.
Musz.
Opif.
Plant.
Post, C.
Praem.
Prob.
Prov.
Qu. Ex.
Qu. Gen.
Sacr.
Sobr.
Som.
Spec. Leg.
Virt.
V. contempl.
V. Mos.

ABBREVIATIONS

De Abrakamo

De aeternitate mundi

De agricultura

Alexander (de animalibus)
De Cherubim

De confusione linguarum
De congressu eruditionis gratia
De decalogo

Quod deterius potiori insidiari soleat
De ebrietate

In Flaccum

De fuga et inventione

De gigantibus

Quis rerum divinarum heres sit
Hypothetica

Quod Deus sit immutabilis
De Josepho

Legum Allegoriae

Legatio ad Gaium

De migratione Abrahae

De mutatione nominum

De opificio mundi

De plantatione

De posteritate Caini

De praemiis et poenis

Quod omnis probus liber sit
De providentia

Quaestiones in Exodum
Quaestiones in Genesim

De sacrificiis Abelis et Caini
De sobrietate

De somniis

De specialibus legibus

De virtutibus

De vira contemplativa

De vita Mosis
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Philo

JUSTIN MARTYR

Apol. Apologiae
Dial. Dialogus cum Tryphone
CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA
Ecl. Proph. Eclogae propheticae
Paed. Paedagogus
Protr. Protrepticus
Quis dives Quis dives salvetur?
Str. Stromateis
ORIGEN
Comm. in Cant. Cantic. Commentarium in Canticum Canticorum
Comm. in Joh. Commentarium in Evangelium Johannis
Comm. in Matt. Commentarium in Evangelium Matthaei
Comm. in Matt. ser. Commentariorum in Evangelium Matthaei series
Comm. in Rom. Commentarium in Epistulam ad Romanos
Exh. mart. Exhortatio ad martyrium
Hom. in Cant. Cantic. ~ Homiliae in Canticum Canticorum
Hom. in Gen. Homiliae in Genesim
Hom. in Exod. Homiliae in Exodum
Hom. in Exech. Homiliae in Ezechielem
Hom. in Jerem. Homiliae in Hieremiam
Hom. in Lev. Homiliae in Leviticum
Hom. in Luc. Homiliae in Evangelium Lucae
Hom. in Num. Homiliae in Numeros
Hom. in Ps. Homiliae in Psalmos
Orat. De oratione
Princ. De principiis
Sel. in Ps. Selecta in Psalmos
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CHAPTER 8

PHILO

The history of Christian philosophy begins not with a Christian but
with a Jew, Philo of Alexandria, elder contemporary of St Paul. He was
born probably about 25 B.c. and was dead by A.p. 50. Unyielding in
meticulous observance of the Mosaic law as the infallibly revealed will
of God not only for the chosen people but also for Gentile proselytes
(for whose edification some of his writing is directed), Philo is also fully
hellenized, presenting a very Greek face to the world. Hebrew he
knew imperfectly if at all. His Bible is the Greek Old Testament, in
which the Pentateuch towers in authority above the rest; and his belief
that the Septuagint translation was divinely inspired® relieved him of
any need or responsibility to refer to the original text.

Judaism had come into violent conflict with ‘Hellenism’ at the time
of the Maccabean struggle which saved Israel from the destruction of its
distinctiveness. Monotheistic Jews could never accept a syncretism
which identified Yahweh with Zeus. Yet neither could they turn their
back on Hellenism and devote themselves to their private pieties in a
mood of nationalistic particularism. For Judaism was a missionary
religion, and the ancient prophetic vision of Israel’s call to be a light to
lighten the Gentiles precluded isolationism, even if this had been a
practical possibility, which it was not. The Jews were dispersed through
the Mediterranean world. Their language and culture became Greek
through and through, and well-to-do Jewish parents (like Philo’s) pro-
vided their sons with a liberal education under Greek tutors.? A liberal
education raised inevitable questions and opened fresh horizons. The
monotheistic Jew might smile at crude Greek myths; but were the
narratives of the Pentateuch wholly beyond critical irony? If one dis-

missed as childish legends the flood of Deucalion or the Aloadae piling

T V. Mos. 11 4o. In eleven tracts (Leg. Alleg. 1, Cher., Gig., Immut., Agr., Plant. Sobr., Heres,
Congr., Som. 1, Virt.) the biblical citations follow Aquila, not Lxx ; the text may have passed
through Jewish hands in the second or third centuries.

* No doubtit reflects Philo’s own experience when he credits Moses with Greek tutors (7. Mos.
1 23); cf. Alex. 73.
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Pelion on Ossa to reach heaven, what should one say about Noah or the
Tower of Babel?® Allegorical interpretation, as long practised by
exegetes of Homer and systematized by the Stoics especially on the
basis of the etymologies of proper names, offered a way of liberation and
modernization. Treated as symbol Genesis became not an ancient and in
places slightly crude legend, but a strictly contemporary myth about the
human condition and man’s quest for salvation, a quarry not of remote
history and geography but of highly relevant philosophical and moral
truth. Before Philo’s time a succession of Alexandrian Jews had built
up a tradition of such interpretation, applying etymological exegesis to
the names of the patriarchs, etc. Philo often makes acknowledgements
to his anonymous predecessors, whose work he incorporates, some-
times (it appears) as almost unmodified blocks of matter, much as he also
transcribes parts of Greek philosophical tracts.* This occasional appro-
priation of half-assimilated material inevitably diminishes Philo’s
reputation as an independent thinker, though it proportionately en-
hances his value to the historian. But it is wrong to exaggerate this
phenomenon as if Philo were nothing but an uncritical compiler of pre-
existing material and his mind a mere junk-shop. Philo always uses
such material for a purpose; and although a clear and consistent system
is not to be extracted from his writings, there at least emerges a coherent
pattern of attitudes, a religious and philosophical climate which, judged
fromahistorian’s standpoint, is of far-reaching importance and influence.

Philo’s work is an elaborate synthesis, or at least a correlation, of
biblical revealed religion and Greek philosophy, mainly cast in the form
of an allegorical commentary on Genesis: Moses used the outward
form of myth, historical narrative and ceremonial law to express an
inward, spiritual meaning which is wholly in line with the best Greek
theology, science and ethics. It is axiomatic that nothing unworthy of
God can be intended by the inspired text.3 God is immutable and does

* Conf. 2 ff. (Similarly, Abydenus and Alexander Polyhistor in Eusebius, P.£.1x 14 and 17;
Celsus in Origen, Contra Celsum 1v 21.) Noah is Deucalion (Praem. 23).

* Ebr. 10 fl. incorporates the tropes of the sceptic Aenesidemus to enforce the frailty of
reason and man’s need for revelation; Plant. 14277 uses a tract on drunkenness; etc. See H. von
Arnim, Quellenstudien yu Philo (1888). W. Bousset, Jidisch-christlicher Schulbetrieb in Alexandria
und Rom (1915), overstates the case, but it is truth that he is exaggerating. Philo’s familiarity with
exercises in current philosophical debate appears especially in the group, De providentia, De
animalibus, and Quod omnis probus liber; all have strong religious concerns but few references to
Judaism. 3 Det. 13.
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not change his mind as Genesis might suggest.” His ‘anger’ and threats
are not an emotional reaction but remedial and educative like the pain
inflicted by physicians and schoolmasters, so that (as Plato argued in the
Gorgias) it is a misfortune not to be punished by God.* Although man
occupies a place of great dignity in the creation, God’s providence is
universal and the cosmos does not exist simply for the sake of mankind:
God makes man to contribute his part to the whole.3 God’s activity is
not seen in miraculous acts of interference with the natural order but
precisely in the orderliness and uniformity of nature itself.4 The
heavens declare the glory of God.

Philo presupposes that the Greek sages are indebted to the Penta-
teuch for their wisdom.5 In any event, he implies, it is one God who,
directly or indirectly, is the source of the Mosaic law and of the truths of
Greek philosophy; for the human mind is akin to God, being made in
the image of the divine Logos or Reason, and therefore has some
capacity for the reception and discovery of truth about realities beyond
time and space. It is in the focus upon the transcendent world that
religion and the best Greek philosophy coincide. Accordingly Philo’s
interest lies in Greek theology and ethics. His mind, it should be
added, is in no sense a narrow one; various autobiographical passages
show that, bookish as he is, he is no withdrawn rabbi cutting himself off
from Alexandrian social life. He attends dinner-parties and theatres, he
watches wrestlers and chariot-racing.® His explicitly philosophical
writings other than his biblical expositions show easy and complete

' So the tract Quod Deus sit immutabilis (the second part of a single treatise of which De
gigantibus is the first).

* Immut. 5235 543 64—5; Som. 1236; Leg. Alleg. 111 174; Det. 144 ff.; Conf. 165 £.; Qu. Gen. 173.

3 Som. 11 115-16. On man’s dignity Philo often repeats the traditional commonplaces that
man is erect to look up to heaven (Der. 85; Plant. 17; Abre 59; Opif. s4—from Plato,
Timaeus 9o A), and that man is a microcosm (Post. C. §8; Plant. 28; Heres 155; Prov. I 40; etc.).

4 Muz. 135 ; of. the argument from the immutability of the cosmos to that of God, Som. 11 220;
Aet. 39—44. Portents like the dividing of the Red Sea or the fire rained on Sodom are not more
miraculous than nature itself, all alike being the Creator’s work: V. Mos. 1 212; 11 267. A frag-
ment of Qu. Gen. (11 pp. 217 f. Marcus) explains that the fire destroying Sodom proves a// weather
conditions to be caused not by sun and stars but by the power and free choice of the Father. In the
Life of Moses, however, the supernatural is enhanced, or interpreted in such terms (visions and
dreams, cf. Som. 1 1) as a Greek would understand. Cf. G. Delling, Wiss. Zeirs. Halle, 1957,
713-40.

5 Aet. 18; Prob. §7; Spec. Leg. 1v 61; Leg. Alleg. 1 108; Heres 214; etc.

¢ Dinners: Leg. Alleg. 11 155 f.; Fuga 28 f.5 Spec. Leg. 1v 74 f. Theatres: Prob. 141. Pan-
cratiasts: Prob. 26. Racing: frag. ap. Eus. P.E. v 14. 58.
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familiarity with the literary and scientific commonplaces of the age.
Nevertheless it is only on the theological and ethical side that he becomes
seriously engaged with philosophy. This does not mean that, like the
polymath Posidonius or Cicero, Philo is a philosopher with interests
that happen to lie in the religious field. It is rather that his faith deter-
mines the nature of the questions he puts to the philosophical tradition
of Hellenism. And although Philo is as deeply hellenized as a loyal Jew
could conceivably be, he ultimately shares the Maccabean spirit of
resistance to the totalitarian claims of Hellenistic culture. The spirit of
his tract “On the Contemplative Life’ is an attack on the Greek moral
tradition. Revealed religion is more than philosophy.

According to Posidonius the subjects studied by the young as their
‘general education’ (encyclia), i.e. grammar, rhetoric, dialectic, geo-
metry, arithmetic, music and astronomy, though neither philosophy in
themselves nor productive of moral virtue, are nevertheless an essential
preparation. They have the status of a “servant’, just as earlier primary
education prepares the mind for general education.? Philo takes this
idea one stage further: the studies of general education prepare the
mind for philosophy which in turn prepares the mind for the yet higher
wisdom of revealed theology,3 which the mind cannot grasp without
the help of inspired prophecy.* With this qualification Philo’s devotion
to the study of philosophy is absolute.

The God whom Philo worships is the God of Abraham, Isaac and
Jacob, a personal God who loves and judges his erring creatures; no
local or tribal deity whose responsibilities are limited to Israels but the
one God of all the earth who has chosen Israel for a special destiny

' See the clichés collected by A.-]J. Festugiére, La Révélation d’ Hermés Trismégiste, 11 (1949),
pp- 519 fl. * Seneca, Ep. 88. 20 ff.

3 See Som. 1205 Leg. Alleg. 111 244 {.; and the tract De congressu eruditionis gratia allegorizing
Abraham’s marriage to Hagar and Sarah as symbolic of the ministerial role of philosophy in
relation to theology. (It is an adaptation of current allegorization of the Odyssey, according to
which Penelope’s suitors, successful with her maidservants, are those who pursue the encyclia but
advance no further: cf. Diog. Laert. 11 79; Plutarch, Educ. Puer. 10, 7D; Stobaeus 111 4. 109;
Gnomol. Vaticanum 166 ed. Sternbach; ascribed to Aristotle by Olympiodorus, Cramer, Anecd.
Paris. 1v 411.) For Philo’s views on education see F. H. Colson in JT'S, xviit (1917), pp. 151~62,
and references collected by J. W. Earp in the Loeb Philo, x 317; 345 f.

4 V. Mos. 11 6; Sacr. 643 Immut. 921.; Ebr. 120; Fuga 168 .

5 Spec. Leg. 197: while pagan priests offer prayer only for their own people, the Jewish high
priest offers for all men and for the natural order (cf. 1 168; 11 163; Leg. ad Gaium 278; 290; Abr. 98;
V. Mos. 1 149). His care is for the whole creation, not merely for his own race.
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among the other races of mankind; a God whose thoughts are higher
than our thoughts, and upon whose creative will the world and every
creature are in continued dependence. This high ethical monotheism
Philo fuses with the transcendentalist theology of Platonism. Strictly
speaking, Philo is uncommitted to any single set of philosophical
principles. He is an eclectic, and although he has swallowed a great deal
of Plato he is not uncritical. For the most part, however, his eclecticism
is not his personal construction. Before him philosophers had found it
possible to reconcile the vitalistic cosmos of the Stoics with the trans-
cendentalist world-view of the Platonists. His Jewish monotheism
made especially congenial to him both the Stoic conception of
the immanent divine power pervading the world as a vital force and the
transcendent, supra-cosmic God of Plato. So he takes for granted the
broad Platonic picture of this sensible world as an uneven reflection of
the intelligible order; and he also looks beyond Plato to Pythagoras, the
mystique of whose name had been steadily growing during the previous
century. Pythagoreanism was particularly liked by Philo for its cryptic
symbolism, its allegorical interpretations of poetic myth, its gnomic
morality, its advocacy of self-discipline as a preparation for im-
mortality, and above all its speculations about the mysterious signifi-
cance of numbers, notably the number seven which played so important
a role in sabbatarian Judaism.® Philo was no dabbler in the occult (as
some Neopythagoreans were). But to represent Judaism as resembling
an esoteric and slightly exotic philosophical tradition of pre-Platonic
origin was skilful apologetic to the contemporary Hellenistic world.
Accordingly, Philo sets out to unite the personalist language of much
of the Bible with the more impersonal and abstract terminology of the
Platonists and Pythagoreans. God is the One or Monad, the ultimate
ground of being beyond all multiplicity.> In speaking of him as the
Monad, however, we must be on our guard against the implication that
he is the first in a series of numbers. It is therefore also necessary to
affirm that he is ‘beyond the Monad’.3 He is immutable, infinite, self-

! Philo’s numerology is studied by K. Stachle, Die Zahlenmystik bei Philon (1931). Philo’s
adoption of so much Pythagoreanism suggests it was less unpopular than Seneca says (Nat. Qu.
VII 32. 2, ‘turbae invidiosa’), at least in high Alexandrian society.

* Leg. Alleg. 111 48; Immuz. 11 f.; Heres 187; Spec. Leg. 11 176; Qu. Gen. 1 15; Praem. 162; etc.

3 Leg. Alleg. 11 35 Praem. g0. Cf. V. Contempl. 2; Opif. 8; Qu. Ex. 11 37; G8.
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sufficient, not needing the world.™ No creaturely language is adequate
to express the being of the transcendent Creator.> He wills pure good-
ness,3 and this cause of the creation is the divine bounty, an ungrudging
overflow of benevolent giving# in which the Giver remains unaftected
and undiminished, like a torch from which other torches are lit, like the
sun in giving out sunlight, like a spring of water.5 He created the cos-
mos out of non-being (ek mé ontén),® ordering formless and chaotic
matter,” stamping upon it the pattern of order and rationality, his
Logos.® In the process of creation all the available matter was used.
The world is unique; there is no infinite number of worlds.” The
material world is not eternal, but created and dependent.’™ In agreement
with Plato (Zimaeus 41 A) Moses teaches that the world is created even
though, by God’s will, it may also be imperishable.™ It mirrors the
eternal, intelligible realm of Ideas which are God’s thoughts.™

Philo is the earliest witness to the doctrine that the Ideas are God’s
thoughts. The notion, which is certainly earlier than Philo, that the
Ideas are analogous to a human designer’s plans, could naturally arise
from a fusion of Platonism either with the Stoic doctrine of seminal
principles (logoi spermatikor) in nature or with the Aristotelian concep-
tion of the divine self-thinking mind.™ Philo also has a developed notion
of the great chain of being: the cosmos is a continuum of grades of

* Immutable, Cher. 19; Qu. Gen. 1 93; Som. 11 220; infinite, Leg. Alleg. 111 206; Fuga 8; Heres
229; incomprehensible, Spec. Leg. 132; Qu. Ex. p. 258 Marcus (p. 72 Harris); Leg. Alleg. 191}
Muzt. 8 (we cannot even know ourselves, still less the world soul); nameless, Heres 1705 Muz. 11 fL.,
29; Som. 1275 2305 Abr. 513 V. Mos. 176, cf. 11 115 (on tetragrammaton); self-sufficient, Migr. 27;
465 183; Qu. Gen. 1v 188 (though needing nothing, God rejoices in his world); etc.
* Leg. Alleg. 111 206; Post. C. 16; 168.
3 Leg. Alleg. 1 5; Abr. 268; Spec. Leg. 1v 187. * Leg. Alleg. 111 68; Opif. 21 f.
5 Gig. 24—7 (torches, spring); Qu. Gen. 11 40 (sunlight). Similarly Plant. 89; 91; Spec. Leg.
1 47; Qu. Ex. 11 68.
¢ Leg. Alleg. 111 103 Heres 36; Fuga 46; V. Mos. 11 267.
7 Qu. Gen. 1 643 Plant. 3; Som. 1 241; Prov. 1 22; Opif. 22. In Som. 1 76 God is *not only
Snuioupyds but also xtioTns’, which may imply that God created the pre-existent matter (as in
the Greek fragment from Prov. ap. Eus. P.E. vii 21, and also apparently Prov. 1 7 in the
Armenian version). & Som. 11 45; Mut. 135.
% Opif. 171; Aet. 215 Det. 154 (citing Timaeus 32¢); Plant. 5 ff. Cf. Prov. ap. Eus. P.E. vi1
21.
' Opif. 71.; 170 £.5 Conf. 114; Som. 11 283; Plant. 503 Aet. 150.
Decal. 58. Aer. 18 fl. argues that Plato followed Moses; cf. Heres 246.
Opif. 17; 20; Conf. 63, cf. 73; 172; Spec. Leg. 1 47-8; 329; Cher. 49.

'3 For the Ideas as God’s thoughts see esp. Seneca, Fp. §8. 18 £.; 65. 7. Discussion by A. N. M.
Rich in Mnemosyne, ser. 4, Vi1 (1953), pp. 12333 ; A. H. Armstrong in Enzreziens Hardr, v (1960),

pp- 393 ff.

b

12
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being, filled out to the maximum possible plenitude,* the diversity of
which is held together by the immanent power of the Logos.* This
doctrine anticipates not only Plotinus but also the Christological
terminology of St Paul in Colossians i, 2 passage for which Philonic
texts provide numerous analogies.3 Perhaps the closest analogy to
Philo’s picture of the world is found in the pseudo-Aristotelian tract
De mundo, where God is both above the world and a vital force pervad-
ing it,# tranquil yet ceaselessly active,’ reigning like the Great King of
Persia whose local administration is done through subordinate satraps,®
maintaining the world in one stay by means of a balance of power
between the conflicting elements so that the cosmos is a harmony of
opposites.” Philo, however, has given more thought to the problem of
how the supreme, transcendent God is related to this lower world. The
clue he finds in the doctrine of the Logos.

The Logos is ‘the idea of ideas’,? the first-begotten Son of the un-
created Father and ‘second God’,)9 the pattern and mediator of the
creation,® the archetype of human reason,™ and ‘the man of God’.*
(Philo interprets Gen. ii. 4 ff. of the creation of earthly man, and Gen. i.
26 of the heavenly Adam, the two accounts corresponding to the
Platonic sensible and intelligible worlds.”3 As the archetype of the human

' Opif. 141 fI. (like magnetic chain); Immut. 35 (like relay race); Plant. 6; Det. 154; Heres 156
(perfect fulness); Qu. Ex. 11 68 (no gap in the continuum); Cher. 109 (all nature interconnected in
harmony). On cosmic sympathy see esp. Migr. 178—80, admitting ‘sympathy’ but denying that
God is either the cosmos or the world-soul and that the stars cause earthly events. Several texts
accept the Aristotelian view (generally rejected by Stoic exponents of cosmic sympathy) that the
soul is of aether as a fifth ousia beside the four elements earth, air, fire and water: 4br. 162; Qu.
Gen. 111 6; 10; 1V 8; Qu. Ex. 11 73; 85. Heres 283 hesitates on this point.

* Fuga 1125 Heres 188 (like glue); Plant. 9—-10; Qu. Ex. 11 89 f.; 118.

3 H. Chadwick in New Test. Stud. 1 (1955), p. 273; for Ephesians, ZNW, L1 (1960), pp. 150 f.
For a study of the affinity between Philo and Colossians see H. Hegermann, Die Forstellung vom
Schipfungsmittler im hellenistischen Judentum und Urchristentum (1961).

4 Leg. Alleg. 11 4, God pervades all (cf. De mundo 6, 397b17 fL.).

5 Post. C. 28 f.; Cher. 86 f. (cf. De mundo 6, 397b23 f.).

® Decal. 61 (admittedly to make a different point); Agric. 51; cf. De mundo 6, 398a10 ff. This
illustration is a regular cliché in later writers. The comparison of God to a puppet-showman
pulling strings (Opif. 117) occurs in De mundo 6, 398b16 fl.

7 Heres 130 fl.; Qu. Gen. 11t §; Cher. 110~12; cf. De mundo 5, 396a33 fl. Both writers cite
Heraclitus. E. R. Goodenough, Yale Classical Stud. 111 (1932), pp. 117—64, suggested a Neo-
pythagorean source.

¢ Migr. 103; Qu. Ex. 11 124.

9 Post. C. 63; V. Mos. 11 134; Conf. 63. “Second God’: fr. ap. Eus, P.E. vt 13. I.

¥ Conf. 633 Leg. Alleg. 111 965 Immut. 57. ' Heres 230 fl.; Leg. Alleg. 1 31 fI.; etc.
' Conf. 41; 62; 146. 3 Leg. Alleg. 1 31, etc.
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mind, the Logos is the heavenly Adam.) The Logos is God immanent,
the vital power holding together the hierarchy of being, who as God’s
viceroy® mediates revelation to the created order so that he stands mid-
way on the frontier between creator and creature.? Like the manna he is
God’s heavenly food to man,3 and the high priest who intercedes with
God for frail mortals.* The supreme God is too remote to have direct
contact with this world, and it was the Logos who appeared, e.g., at the
burning bush.5 The Logos dwelt especially in Moses, who was thereby
virtually deified.® By those less than fully enlightened the Logos is
taken to be God, though in reality he is God’s image.?

Philo’s statements about the Logos were to have a notable future
when adapted to the uses of Christian doctrine. But if the future of the
notion is clear, its pre-Philonic history is obscure, and it has long been
disputed whether the decisive impetus behind the conception comes
from Greek or from Jewish influences. ‘ The word of God’ by which
the heavens were made according to Ps. xxxiii. 6 and the personified
Wisdom of Proverbs viii are certainly not far away. Speculations about
angels and archangels in post-exilic Judaism may well have helped on
the formulation of the idea; Philo is very ready to describe the Logos as
‘archangel’.® Moreover, except for the tract De opificio mundi, which
falls outside the allegorical commentary on Genesis, Philo is reticent
about the Logos in his apologetic writings intended for a Gentile public;
in some passages he regards the doctrine of the Logos and of God’s
‘powers’ mediating between God and the world as mysterious and in
some degree esoteric.? From the way in which Philo’s allegories assume
that the conception will be readily understood by his readers, as also
from St John i, it may safely be assumed that the Logos notion already
enjoyed a measure of currency in hellenistic Judaism even before Philo.

Y Agr. 51, * Heres 205 f.; Som. 11 188; Qu. Ex. 11 68.

3 Leg. Alleg. 11 175; Det. 118; Heres 79; Fuga 137 {.

¥ Migr. 102; Som. 1 215; 11 183.

5 Som. 1 69 (where the plural logoi is used, as also elsewhere on occasion); V. Mos. 1 66; Som.
1 231 £.; Fuga 141; Mut. 134.

6 Sacr. 8; Mut. 128; Som. 11 189; Prob. 43; Det. 161 ff.; V. Mos. 1 158; 11 288. Some of
Philo’s language in these passages strikingly anticipates Christology.

7 Leg. Alleg. 11 207; Qu. Gen. 111 34; Fuga 212; Som. 1 238; Migr. 174 f.; Qu. Ex. 11 67.

8 Conf. 146; Heres 205; etc.

% For the doctrine of God and his powers as esoteric see Sacr. 6o; 131-2; 4br. 122; Fuga 85
95 ; Cher. 48; Qu. Gen. 1v 8.
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On the other hand, the actual function of the Logos in Philo’s thought
points to the conclusion that the impetus is coming not so much from
the Jewish side as from that of late Platonist philosophy, where the
remote transcendent God requires a second, metaphysically inferior
aspect of himself to face towards the lower world. Accordingly, Philo’s
Logos is not merely an essential clue to the Christian development but
also a stage on the way towards the Middle Platonist and Neoplatonist
speculations about two or three levels of being in God. It is, however,
not more than a stage, and it is a warning against exaggeration that
Philo betrays no special interest either in the Parmenides or in the pas-
sages from the Platonic epistles which were to play so substantial a role
in giving authority to the Neoplatonic Triad.

There is another respect in which Philo’s language looks forward to
the language of his successors. To the contemplative soul, he says, God
appears like a triad consisting of himself with his two chief powers,
creative goodness and kingly power, which are symbolized by the
Cherubim.’

Between the Creator and his creatures a great gulf is fixed.* To be
fallen is inherent in being created, so that sin is ‘congenital’ in even the
best men.3 But Philo does not only interpret the human problem as one
of finitude. He also sees pride, the lust to become equal to God, as the
root of sin.4 In more Platonic fashion he can also accept the myth in the
Phaedrus about the fall of souls which lose their wings, a fall which
results from ‘satiety” with the divine goodness.5 Some souls descend to
bodies, others less far to serve as ministering angels, whom pagans call
daimones.® Inany event, God is not responsible for evil;7 he can only be
the cause of good. But the plural of Gen. i. 26 (‘let us make man’)
shows that in creating man God was assisted by subordinate powers
who, as Plato had taught in the 7imaeus (41), made the mortal part of

¥ Cher. 26-8; Sacr. 693 Qu. Gen. 1 §7; 11 16551375 ; 111 393 42; 1V 2; 4; 87; Qu. Ex. 11 62; 64 fL.;
Muz. 28; Som. 1 162 f.5 V. Mos. 11 99; Spec. Leg. 1 307.

* Sacr. 92; Opif. 151; Ebr. 1115 etc.

3 V. Mos. 11 147; Spec. Leg. 1 2523 Jos. 144.

* Leg. Alleg. 1 49; Cher. §8—64. (The antithesis to Philippians ii. 6 is noteworthy.) By his fall
Adam lost immortality: Opif. 167; Qu. Gen. 1 55; Virt. 205.

5 Heres 240; Qu. Ex. 11 40. But heavenly natures are fixed and never experience satiety: Qu.
Gen. v 87.

¢ Gig. 12. Cf. Plant. 14; Som. 1 141 (angels = heroes).

7 Agr. 128—-9. On Philo’s gnostic affinities cf. Bull. J. Ryl. Libr., March 1966.
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man. The fact that inferior angels shared in the creation explains the
existence of evil.™ In this doctrine Philo’s words foreshadow the
Gnostics; but he has nothing to say about the use of ritual or of special
ascetic prescriptions in order to placate evil powers in the cosmos.
Some of the raw material of Gnosticism can be found in Philo. He is
not, except in the vaguest sense, himself a Gnostic.

Nevertheless the tendency to dualism becomes very marked when
Philo comes to expound his ethic, for which the antithesis of spirit and
matter is fundamental. The ‘coats of skins’ that clothed Adam and Eve
after their Fall mean bodies.* The soul dwells in the body as in a tomb3
and carries it about as a corpse.# God gives this world to use, not to
possess.5 In a few places Philo writes with approval of the Aristotelian
recognition that the good can include external and physical things, not
merely the moral good of the soul. But in other passages he takes the
more austere Stoic view (also common among Platonists) that the only
good is the good of the soul, the only value is moral value.? This
doctrine is set within a Platonic framework: if we are to rise to the
eternal world of mind we must suppress all responsiveness to the pull of
the sensible world. When the senses are awake, the mind sleeps, and
vice versa.® So in general Philo’s ethic inclines towards a world-
denying asceticism.9 He disapproves of spectacular mortification or
actual maltreatment of the body.*® He does notthink the rich should give
away all their wealth; they ought rather to accept the high responsibility
to use it for good and charitable purposes.™ But his personal ideal is a
frugal life of strict self-control. One must first learn the way of virtue
in practical dealings with one’s fellow-men before withdrawing
to the higher contemplative life.”* Sharing God’s gifts with others

Y Opif. 175; Conf. 179; Abr. 143; Fuga 68 fI.; esp. Qu. Ex. 1 23 (good and evil powers enter
every soul at birth, and the entire cosmos is created by these conflicting agents); Qu. Ex. 11 33.

* Qu. Gen.153;1v 1. Cf. Leg. Alleg. m1 69; Post. C. 137; Porphyry, Abst. 1 31.

3 Leg. Alleg. 1 108; Qu. Gen. 11 69.

' Leg. Alleg. 111 69~74; Qu. Gen. 1 933 v 775 Agr. 25.

5 Cher. 119; Spec. Leg. 1 295. © Sobr. 6; Heres 285 ff.; Qu. Gen. 111 16.

7 Fuga 148; Immut. 6-8; Virt. 147; Mut. 32 fl.; Som. 11 9.

8 Leg. Alleg. 11 30.

9 Many passages show how highly Philo prized virginity, e.g. Posz. C. 135; Fuga 50; ¥. Mos.
11 68. But procreation is a participation in God’s creativity: Decal. 107; Spec. Leg. 11 2; 225.
The main source for Philo’s sex ethic is Spec. Leg. 1.

* Der. 19 f. * Fuga 28f.

* Spec. Leg. 11 20 fl.; Mut. 32; Fuga 38.
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is that ‘assimilation to God’ held forth as the ideal in Plato’s
Theaetetus.

The religious quest is for a true inwardness to which externals are
irrelevant. Here some of Philo’s language anticipates some early Chris-
tian polemic against Judaism. God, he writes, does not inhabit a house
made with hands. The only worthy temple is a pure soul. Ritual with-
out inner devotion is valueless. Circumcision must be that of the heart.?
Such language moves towards a spirituality running out into an
individualistic pietism. On the other side, his unbending loyalty to
Judaism leads him to stern condemnation of Jews more hellenized and
more liberal than himself—liberals who, because they understood the
symbolic meaning of the Mosaic precepts, concluded that they were
dispensed from any literal observance.3 He believes the temple at
Jerusalem will endure as long as the cosmos,# and has fervent hopes for
the future of Judaism as a universal religion.5 Nevertheless, in his
apologia for Judaism the supreme place is occupied not by the central
worship at Zion but by the Essenes in Palestine and the Therapeutae in
Egypt, monastic communities devoted to asceticism, contemplation and
a withdrawn, quasi-Neopythagorean life.5

During the span of this life the soul is here as a pilgrim and sojourner,
like Abraham as he migrated from the astral religion of Ur to the true
religion of the promised land, or like the Israelites wandering in the
wilderness.” But the attitude is more than detachment. In the course of
spiritual self-discipline the soul comes increasingly to realize that the
body is a major obstacle to perfection. * When the mind soars up and is
initiated into the Lord’s mysteries, it judges the body to be evil and

¥ Theaet. 176 A—B. Cf. Spec. Leg. 1v 188; Vire. 168; Fuga 63; Qu. Gen. 1v 188; Opif. 144; 151.

? Sobr. 633 V. Mosis 11 107-8; Plant. 107 ff.5 1265 Immuz. 8; Det. 20-1; Spec. Leg. 1 305;
Qu. Ex. 11 51; Praem. 123.

3 Migr. 88 ff. Cf. Flace. 50 (where a negative must be inserted with Colson) on the pain
caused to loyal Jews by over-liberal Jews compromising with paganism. On the temptation to
compromise, cf. Jos. 254. Spec. Leg. 1 315 f. forbids compromise with pagan cult even in mixed
marriages where a Jewish partner would be under pressure to make concessions.

4 Spec. Leg. 176.

5 Praem. 163 fI. (comparison of this passage with St Paul’s Romans xi is highly instructive).

¢ Essenes: Prob. 75 ff., and Hypothetica (an apology resembling Josephus, c. Apionem) ap. Eus.
P.E. vint 11. Therapeutae: Pira Contemplativa, passim. These texts may be balanced by the
Leg. ad Gaium and Spec. Leg. 1 68 fl. where the central place of the Jerusalem temple is
stressed.

7 Heres 82; Qu. Gen. 111 10; IV 74; 178.
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hostile.’* The soul has descended to the bondage of the flesh, like Israel
enslaved in Egypt, and must seek its Exodus.? The way of salvation is by
faith like that of Abraham,3 a moral decision of the will to restrain the
unreasoning lusts of the flesh and to advance beyond an Aristotelian
‘moderation’ to complete absence of passion (apatheia).*

The goal is the vision of God,5 a mystical experience which Philo, in
a notable anticipation of St Paul, describes as ‘seeing and being seen’, as
‘drawing near to God who has drawn the mind to himself’. In this
vision the mind is at rest,” delighting in joy at the contemplation of
God’s immutable being (0 on) in wordless mental prayer that has passed
beyond all petitions.> Because God is transcendent, however, his
dazzling light is blinding to the soul’s vision.? While we may say (with
the Phaedrus, 247¢) that God is knowable only by the mind, we must
also say that in himself he is unknowable.’® Of God we can say nothing
positive. We can know that heis, but not what he is.'* His existence we
can grasp.’ The beginning of the knowledge of God is the contemplation
of the world. The mind rises from the sensible world to the invisible
immaterial order of God, whose existence, deduced from the design
and rationality of nature, is attested by the universal consent of all races,
Greeks and barbarians alike.’3 Considered simply on philosophical
grounds, it is the superiority of monotheism over Gentile polytheism
that the Bible places God above and beyond this world, whereas poly-
theism is a corrupt worship of the creature.™ Where it rises above the
level of crude idolatry, Egyptian animal cult, and morally repulsive

' Leg. Alleg. 111 71.

* For Egypt as a symbol of the body and the passions see the references collected by J. W.
Earp in the Loeb Philo, x, p. 303.

3 Migr. 44; Abr. 268—73.

4 Leg. Alleg. 11 1290-34; 143—4; Qu. Gen. v 178; Plant. 98.

5 Immut. 142 ff.; Migr. 39; etc.

6 Som. 11 226; Plant. 64. Cf. 1 Cor. viii. 3; xiii. 12; Gal. iv. 9; Phil. iii. 12.

7 Post. C. 28; Som. 11 228; Fuga 174; Immur. 12.

8 Gig. 52; Fuga 91~2; Heres 15.

9 Opif. 715 Abr. 74~6; Immut. 78; etc. (from Plato, Republic vi1, 515-16).

1 Spec. Leg. 1 205 Qu. Gen. 1v 265 Mut. 75 Immut. 625 Qu. Ex. 11 45.

"' Leg. Alleg. 111 206. For via eminentiae cf. Leg. ad Gaium 5; Qu. Gen. 11 54.

* For the atheist argument that God is an invention of authorities to make people behave
properly out of fear, cf. Spec. Leg. 1 330; 11 283 fl.; Leg. Alleg. 113 30 f.5 Praem. 40; Prov. 11 45 f.

3 Leg. Alleg. 11197 £.; Som. 1203—4; 207-8; Spec. Leg. 1 32—5; Praem. 40 fI. (design); Spec. Leg.
11 165 (consent).

¥ Ebr. 109; Som. 11 70; Qu. Gen. 111 1; Congr. 133 f.; etc.
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practices,® it nevertheless ends in a pantheistic deification of the ele-
ments of this world or of the stars;* even though worship of the
heavenly bodies is much better than the cult of material objects, it still
fails to rise beyond the creation to God himself.3 Nevertheless, inferen-
tial reasoning cannot pass beyond God’s existence. His essence is
beyond the grasp of mind. The via eminentiae yields ground at the last
to the via negativa. So, if God is to be known, it is because he makes
himself known by grace when he grants revelation in accordance with
the capacities of the recipients*—capacities which may greatly vary, so
that different conceptions of God may be held by different people
according to their stage of spiritual development.5 There is a maturation
in theological comprehension.

To affirm the possibility of revelation and grace is to affirm freedom
in God,® and to be aware that to many God has not manifested himself.
Yet this must offer no discouragement, for the serious quest for God is
itself sufficient reward and produces noble fruits.? Ultimately, how-
ever, the highest knowledge of God is attained not by inferential
reasoning but by intuition.?

The problem which leads Philo to despair of the powers of human
reasoning is clear. The via negativa leaves him with a ground of being
of which it is impossible to make any further affirmation than that it is
the ground of being. The One has no other function to perform. For
Philo the attainment of this knowledge is analogous to the geometrical
definition of a point as having position without magnitude;? the nega-
tion is indispensable to the definition. Even though, according to the
Platonic ontology which Philo takes for granted, being is an evaluative
concept and the ground of being must lie at the summit of value, never-
theless Philo needs to assert more than this of God if he is to take his
Bible seriously. He is therefore bound to conclude that the positive
content of the doctrine of God is derived from revelation.

¥ Spec. Leg. 11t 40 f.; Mut. 205. For Egyptian cults, cf. esp. Decal. 76 fi., and the identification
of Apis with the golden calf (Eér. 95; V. Mos. 11 161 f.).

* Decal. 53. 3 Congr. 51; Decal. 66. 4 Spec. Leg. 1 41 fL.
5 Mur. 19 fL.; cf. Abr. 119 fI. (three grades of apprehension).
¢ Abr. 80.

7 Leg. Alleg. 111 47; Spec. Leg. 1 405 Post. C. 21; Det. 89.
8 Post. C. 167; Leg. Alleg. 11 97-9; Praem. 40-6; Leg. ad Gaium 5—6.
9 Decal. 26; cf. Opif. 49; 98. God has no position: Leg. Alleg. 1 43 f.
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Grace is accordingly a subject on which Philo has much to say. In
certain respects Philo’s analysis of the psychology of faith anticipates
St Paul’s depth of insight. So far as our evidence goes, his thinking on
this subject has the distinction of being a pioneer attempt to plumb one
of the profoundest of all problems of religious thought, namely, the
paradox that in the last resort moralism is unable to achieve its end. As
Philo puts it, as the soul toils upward in its search of perfection, it
ultimately comes to discover that it must cease from toil and acknow-
ledge that every virtue is achieved only by the gift of God.” *When
Abraham most knew himself, at this point did he most despair of him-
self, that he might attain to an exact knowledge of him who truly is.
And this s the fact of the matter: the man who has wholly comprehended
himself utterly despairs of himself through having first discovered
the absolute nothingness of created being. It is the man who has
despaired of himself who comes to know him who is.’? So a true self-
knowledge is an awareness of creaturely dependence before God. Were
it otherwise, the strenuous moral striving to suppress the passions
would end in complacency and self-congratulation.3 So at the very
climax of the long ascent of mental and moral discipline there stands a
gift of grace which quite transcends it.

The theme of grace is closely bound up with the question of Philo’s
‘mysticism’. In many passages Philo speaks of ‘ecstasy’ as a being
beside oneself, a state of ‘sober intoxication’,# a possession by a holy
frenzy5 in which the inspired saint is moved to corybantic excitement
and discovers intense joy and inward repose. It is an experience sym-
bolized, for example, by the narrative in Exodus of Moses’ entrance ‘into

* Leg. Alleg. 111 136. * Som. 1 6o.

3 Leg. Alleg. 11 136—7; cf. 11 93; Sacr. §6; Post. C. 425 175. On ‘Know thyself’ cf. Spec. Leg.
1 263 fl.; 2935 Qu. Gen. 1V 114.

¥ Opif. 71; Leg. Alleg. 111 82; Ebr. 147 fl.; Fuga 166; Praem. 122; V. Contempl. 85; Prob. 13 f.;
Qu. Gen. 11 68; Qu. Ex. 11 15; cf. Som. 11 249 (the Logos is cup-bearer of God, master of the feast,
and is the draught that he pours) with St John ii. 1 ff. Plutarch, Qu. Rom. 112, taken with Anzh.
Pal. 1x 752 (Cleopatra’s ring apparently inscribed with the formula) and Philostratus, V. Apoll.
Tyan. 11 37 (bacchants of sobriety), suggests that the oxymoron may be a pre-Philonic coinage of
Dionysiac origin with a metaphorical currency in Neopythagorean circles. A pre-Philonic
origin is denied by H. Lewy, Sobria Ebrietas (1929). But I think the casual use of the phrase in
Fuga 32 (cf. V. Mos. 1 187) merely to enforce the lesson of temperance at the dinner-table tells
against him.

5 Plant. 39; Ebr. 145 fI. (with language analogous to the Pentecost narrative of Acts ii, as in
Decal. 33. 46; Heres 68~70 and esp. 249 ff.
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the darkness where God was’,” or by the ritual of the high priest enter-
ing into the holy of holies.? His descriptions of this extraordinary con-
dition of the soul have an emotional warmth. The soul, he says, is ‘on
fire’,3 stirred and goaded to ecstasy, dancing and possessed so that it
seems drunk to the onlooker.4

In some of the passages where this lyrical language is used it is clear
that one motive behind Philo’s statements is to vindicate the inspiration
of the Old Testament prophets.5 He must defend the claim that in the
sacred writings of the Bible, above all in Moses, there is a revelation of
truth about God lying beyond the capacities of the natural unaided
reason. For this purpose he found a language ready to hand in some of
Plato’s dialogues. Plato, who on the one side set the greatest value on
logical clarity and intellectual precision, on the other side looked with
great respect on the oracular. In Platonism ecstatic rapture is not an
alien intrusion upon the deliverances of reason and logic, but in some
sense that which underlies all; for the apprehension of the eternal ideas,
which are the foundation of everything, comes by a memory of what the
soul apprehended in direct vision before coming into the body. This
direct vision is something that the soul may hope to regain. In the
Phaedrus Plato uses ecstatic, corybantic language about the soul’s
frenzy as it is caught up in the contemplation of the eternal ideas.5 In
both the Phaedrus and the Jon he compares the inspiration of poets
with that of oracles and seers and with the frenzy of the Corybantes.
‘God takes away the mind of these men and uses them as ministers.’?

For Philo it is congruous with his favourite theme of the nothingness
of man before God that he can regard inspiration as given in a trance
where the prophet’s mind is displaced by the divine Spirit.> So Moses’
call to be a prophet is described as a second birth, implying aradical
transformation of his personality.? According to this view, God is
everything and the prophet’s mind is merely an instrument on which the

T Post. C. 14; Gig. 543 Mut. 7; V. Mos. 1 158.

* Leg. Alleg. 111 125 f. 3 Leg. Alleg. 1843 Ebr. 147.

4 Ebr. 146, etc. 5 Heres 69; Migr. 84; Qu. Gen. 111 9.

¢ Phaedrus 244E; 245 E.

7 fon 533D fl., esp. 534¢. Cf. Meno 99c—b; Timaeus 71E.

8 Heres 249 fI. explains that this displacement is the meaning of ekstasis. Cf. Mut. 139; Qu.
Gen. 1V 196; Spec. Leg. 1 65; 1v 49. When filled with grace the soul ‘goes outside itself’: Leg.
Alleg. 1 82; 11 43 f.; Heres 68.

9 Qu. Ex. 11 46 (with the Greek fragment, Harris, pp. 6o f. = Marcus, p. 251).
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Spirit plays,” in a state of pure passivity. On the other hand, Philo
insists with special emphasis that this gift is bestowed exclusively upon
those who have attained to the summit of holiness by training and
discipline.? The normal Greek estimate of the character of oracular
mediums was not high. Plato himself remarks that the priestesses of
Delphi and Dodona do not say anything worth hearing except when
they are vehicles of divine utterance.3 For Philo, however, the holiness
of the prophet is indispensable. He does not think that this grace of
inspiration is magic.

Because Philo has an apologetic interest in the authentication of the
biblical writings as inspired documents, and because much of his lan-
guage echoes the terminology used by Plato about the inspiration of
poets and oracles and about the frenzy of the soul as it soars to the
contemplation of the ideas, it is not easy confidently to interpret his
‘mystical’ passages. Do they directly reflect Philo’s personal experi-
ence? Or are they no more than literary reminiscence and clever apolo-
getic? Interpreters have differed widely.

There may be some analogy in Philo’s frequent use of the language of
mystery initiations. Such mystery language is frequent in Philo, and
might be taken to presuppose a literal mystery cult practised by very
hellenized Jews. But this inference is not necessary,? since it is probably
only an emphatic use of a long-established metaphor, widely current
among philosophers at least since Plato’s Symposium (a dialogue deeply
influential on Philo) and expressive of a sense of privilege at admission
to knowledge not granted to every man. The Jew in Philo is well aware
of this privilege; and the metaphor, which the philosophic convention
had long liberated from its specifically cultic association, was eminently
suitable to the kind of hellenized Judaism that Philo sought to present to
the would-be proselyte, and especially appropriate for a commentator
who regarded the Pentateuch as an inspired cryptogram written to

T Heres 266. This metaphor is a platitudinous commonplace of Greek theories of inspiration.

* Qu. Ex.11 51 (purity a precondition of the vision of God); Fuga 117 (the Logos’s presence in
the soul precludes sin). 3 Phaedrus 244B.

4 For the opposite view see E. R. Goodenough, By Light, Light (1935), criticized by A. D.
Nock in Gnomon, xi (1937), pp. 156~65. Goodenough restates his case in Quantulacumgque,
Studies presented to Kirsopp Lake (1937), pp. 227-42, and in his Jewish Symbols in the Greco-
Roman Period (11vols., 1953—64), 0n which see Nock in Gromon, XxviI (1955), pp. §58—72; XXIX
(x957), PP §24-33; xxx11 (1960), pp. 728-36.
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conceal truth from the unworthy and to stimulate the intelligent stu-
dent to penetrate beneath the veil of the letter to the spiritual meaning.
If Philo’s mystery language does not require the hypothesis of an ex-
ternal rite to explain it, yet the erds terminology of Plato’s Symposium
enabled him to describe an experience that, despite the conventionality
of its expression, may nevertheless have been inward and personal.

In a few passages Philo appeals directly to his own experience. In De
Cherub. 27, after mentioning cosmological interpretations of the
Cherubim and the flaming sword (evidently taken from his exegetical
predecessors), he goes on to a still higher meaning suggested, he de-
clares, by an inner voice within his soul ‘which is often possessed and
divines matters beyond its knowledge’. In Legum Allegoriae 11 85 he
remarks that retirement to solitude is not necessarily a way to concen-
tration; the fact that sometimes he has achieved a collected mind in the
middle of a crowd shows that the concentration of the soul on spiritual
realities is a gift of God and is not attained by physical isolation, even
though it is true that the senses are a constant distraction to spiritual
perception. In De migratione Abrahae 34 f. the words of God to Jacob,
‘T will be with thee’ (Gen. xxxi. 3), suggest to Philo reflections on the
grace of God which showers blessings upon the soul quite independent
of human toil, so liberating the soul from the poverty of its own
unaided efforts. Philo proceeds to illustrate this from his own experi-
ence as a commentator and student. * On innumerable occasions” he has
found his mind a blank when he has sat down to write, even though his
mind has clearly comprehended the task before him, and he has been
compelled to abandon the attempt at composition. But ‘sometimes’ he
has begun quite empty and then has suddenly become full, ideas falling
like a shower of rain so that ‘I have been in a state of corybantic frenzy,
losing consciousness of everything, of the place, of anyone else present,
of myself, of words spoken, of lines written’.

On a minimizing interpretation®’ such passages are merely using con-
ventional terminology derived from the Phaedrus and the fon to
describe an experience frequently endured by academic minds: con-
centration is not always possible even when external conditions seem
ideal, and insight is more than a matter of sitting down at a table to

' E.g. W. Volker, Foreschritt und Vollendung bei Philo (1938), pp. 260 fl.
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write. But when such passages are taken together with Philo’s many
affirmations about the gift of grace and the ‘yearning’ of souls that
long with an intense erds for the true Being of God,” it seems clear that
Philo is talking about a specifically religious experience which had for
him an altogether dynamic quality.

Whether it is correct to describe Philo as a mystic depends entirely on
what exactly one means by ‘mystic’. It is clear beyond doubt that much
of his language is closely akin to that which mystics since his time have
used, especially in his repeated emphasis that salvation, though requir-
ing of man everything in his power and a rigorous renunciation of the
phenomenal world of the senses, is not something that can be achieved
simply by an extension and enlargement of the innate resources of the
soul but is only found in a losing of the self in something higher. There
are many respects in which Philo looks like a blueprint for Plotinus,
Gregory of Nyssa and Dionysius the Areopagite. It is important to
notice, however, that because Philo is a monotheist with a biblical
theology, his mystical language is not in the direction of total abstrac-
tion but is qualified by a personalist emphasis. There is no monism in
him, no implication that the soul and God are ultimately identical and
that the only genuine reality is this identity. That man is made in the
image of God, possessing rationality and freedom,* confers upon him
the capacity for knowing God and loving him. But Philo is continually
stressing the gulf between Creator and creature, even though it is true
that the Creator is the ground of man’s being, the One beyond all the
multiplicity of the created order. Philo does not speak of an undif-
ferentiated identity of the soul with the One, but of an ‘unbroken
union with God in love’3 which is ‘deification’.4

The complexities of Philo make a just estimate of his work hard to
achieve. The modern reader is exasperated by the repetitiousness and
the verbose rhetorical style. Moreover, being conditioned to regard

' On erds in Philo see Goodenough, Jewish Symbols, viii, pp. 12-15.

* The human soul is a fragment broken off the divine soul (apospasma): Det. 9o; Leg. Alleg.
1 161; Plant. 19 fl.; Mut. 223; Som. 1 34.

3 Post. C. 12. The theme of the soul as God’s bride appears especially in Cher. 42—53, a passage
exploiting mystery terms, reminiscent both of the Symposium and of Ephesians v.

4 Qu. Ex. p. 72 Harris = p. 258 Marcus (a fragment preserved in the Sacra Parallela): to see
God human nature must first become God (8edv yevéaBan). Cf. also Qu. Ex. 11 29; 40, and the
references at p. 144 n. 6 above.
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allegories as nothing but a clever sophistical device for evading diffi-
culties and rationalizing superstition, he necessarily meets a substantial
barrier at the start when studying a writer who sincerely believed that
the Pentateuch was intended by its author to be interpreted allegorically.
Patience can quickly become exhausted when epic and moving stories in
Genesis are transformed by exegetical alchemy into a string of colour-
less humanitarian platitudes. Even the most sympathetic critic whose
question to Philo is strictly limited to his place within the inner develop-
ment of Greek philosophy is bound to come to the conclusion that gua
philosopher he is a well informed but not an original mind who has
taken many bits and pieces out of other men’s systems. Yet it is cer-
tainly wrong to think of Philo as a Jewish apologist with an interest in
philosophy simply and solely because it offered devices for making
Judaism intellectually respectable. It is true enough that Philo is an
apologist for Judaism and that his writings contain much direct and
indirect argument to vindicate the truth of his religious faith and his
convictions about the mission of Israel in the world at large. Although,
because of this apologetic interest, one does not learn very much from
his writings about Jewish ideas which have no Greek analogy what-
ever,! it is the fact that Philo is using philosophy (and at times criticiz-
ing it) as a loyal Jew which often gives his work a greater degree of
coherence than may appear at first sight. But if his religion quietly
determines the eclectic character of his philosophy, his philosophy is in
turn profoundly influencing his faith and its expression, and his full-
blooded allegorism means that he is free to allow this influence to take
effect. In short, philosophy, and especially Platonic philosophy,
matters to Philo for more than superficial reasons of apologetic expedi-
ency. Philo is not trying to pretend to a veneer of hellenization; he is
hellenized to the core of his being. To him theology is much more than
dressing up Moses to look like Plato. Platonism was for him true in all
its essential structure, and the fact that the cosmogony of the Timaeus

' Some distinctively Jewish concerns emerge especially in Philo’s ethics: e.g. the distinction
between voluntary and involuntary sins, Opif. 128; Immut. 1281.; etc.; propitiation, Som.1 91; 11
292; etc.; philanthropy, Decal. 41; Agr. 9o; Spec. Leg. 1 294; Fuga 28 f. Disapproval of pae-
derasty, fornication, marital intercourse without the intention of begetting children, and abortion
(Spec. Leg. 111 34 fl.; 72; 117; f. Jos. 43) is characteristic but not distinctive of Judaism. The Greek
influence on Philo’s ethics tends to make him more rather than less austere.
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could so easily be reconciled with Genesis served not only to demon-
strate the rationality of Moses but also to enhance the authority of the
Timaeus. (In this respect Philo’s work may be regarded as a stage on
the way to the Hermetic tractates which express in the form of divine
revelation a content derived from the commonplaces of popular philo-
sophy.) Jerome and several Greek Fathers quote a Greek saying, ‘ Either
Plato philonizes or Philo platonizes’.! Philo could not help platonizing.
He needed Plato to expound his own faith. It is pre-eminently the
uniting of the biblical faith with the religious side of Platonism,
especially with its mystical language about ecstasy and its transcenden-
talist doctrine of God, that makes Philo a figure of seminal import-
ance.

Except for some substantial borrowings in the pages of Josephus, the
history of Philo’s influence lies in Christianity, not in Judaism. The
catastrophes of the two Jewish revolts did not, of course, kill hellenistic
Judaism stone-dead. Itis as good as certain that there long continued to
be hellenized Jews who read Philo and said the kind of things that he
had said.> Although the Septuagint came under the ban of rabbinic
condemnation, it was only ousted slowly; it was being used in the
synagogues in Asia Minor during the second century.3 As late as the
sixth century there was sharp controversy within the Jewish com-
munity between those who insisted that in the synagogue liturgy the
Old Testament be read exclusively in Hebrew and those hellenized Jews
who wanted itread in Greek—adispute which occasioned anamazing law
of Justinian (Novel 146) regulating synagogue worship. But apart from
the Dura synagogue and some inscriptions, few significant monuments
of Greek Judaism survive from this later period. The Judaism which
established itself as normative was that of the rabbis. Philo stands
closer to the second- and third-century Christians than to the Judaism of
the Talmud, and is much less ‘rabbinic’ than St Paul. The points of

T Jerome, De vir. inl. 11; Isidore of Pelusium, Ep. 111 813 etc.

* Disiecta membra of the literature and liturgy of hellenistic Judaism survive as incorporated in
some Christian sources, e.g. an apology against paganism in Clem. Hom. 1v—vi; liturgical prayers
in Apost. Const. viz 33-8 (discussed by Bousset, Gétting. Nachr. 1915, pp. 435 fl.). That Jewish
proselytism continued is likely from the story (told by Augustan History) that Septimus Severus
forbade it early in the third century, and from the strong language which John Chrysostom
found necessary to deter his congregation at Antioch from succumbing to synagogue influences.

3 Justin, Dial. 72. 3 ; Tosephta, Meg. 11§ ; IV 13.
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affinity between Philo and later rabbinic traditions turn out to be even
less numerous than might be expected,’ and if later Jewish writings
mention him, which is not certain, it is in terms of bitter disapproval.?
Nothing of his work was known to the medieval Jewish philosophers.
By contrast his work was of great importance for the early Christians.
It goes without saying that the differences are substantial and not less
striking than the similarities.3 But there can be no question that the
affinities are of the first importance. The quantity of surviving manu-
scripts (including several papyrus fragments) shows how much he was
read; in the fourth and early fifth centuries parts of his work were
translated into Latin and Armenian, and the debt of Ambrose is particu-
larly large. Philo’s pages contain exegetical ideas that constantly seem
like anticipations of St Paul, St John, and the author of the Epistle to the
Hebrews (perhaps Apollos?). The philosophical side of Philo was taken
up, after a surprising relative neglect in the second-century apologists, by
Clement and Origen. We may see some symbolic recognition of the
Christian debt to Philo in the legend quoted by Eusebius that when
Philo went on his visit to Rome he met St Peter.#

* S. Sandmel, Philo’s Place in Judaism (1956), argues that Philo had no close knowledge of
rabbinic traditions. Minor correspondences are noted by P. Borgen, Bread from Heaven (1965).

* That there are two possible allusions has been shown by L. Finkelstein, Journ. Bibl. Lit. L1t
(1934), pp. 142-9.

3 Philo’s eschatology is wholly expressed in terms of a Platonic immortality of the soul.
(Transmigration: Plant. 14; Gig. 7 fl.; Som. 1 138. Anamnesis: Leg. Alleg. 11 o1 f.; Praem. 9;
V. Contempl. 78. The Ideas as the home of departed saints: Heres 280; Gig. 61.) Although he
retains high hopes for a glorious future for Israel (esp. Praem. 163 f.), there is no explicit and
unambiguous hope of a Messiah. See the judicious discussion in H. A. Wolfson, Philo(1947),11,
pp- 395 fl. On hell cf. Congr. 57; Qu. Gen. 11 6o; Praem. 1525 Mur. 129; P. Oxy. 1356.

4 Eus. HE 11 17. 1. Ps.-Prochorus (fifth century?) introduces Philo to St John (Acta Johannis,
110-12 Zahn).
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CHAPTER ¢

THE BEGINNING OF CHRISTIAN
PHILOSOPHY: JUSTIN: THE GNOSTICS

Christian philosophy does not strictly begin with the New Testament,
but even at this early stage it is easy to discern statements and proposi-
tions that implicitly and indirectly point towards certain metaphysical
positions. The origins of Christian philosophy are therefore more than
a matter of discovering passing echoes of Greek ideas within the New
Testament writings, for example the Platonic and Philonic overtones of
the Epistle to the Hebrews. The prologue of St John’s Gospel, with its
identification of the Logos as the light lightening every man with the
Logos made flesh in Christ, initially provokes the expectation of an
indirect apologia to the Greek world; but the remainder of the Gospel
is more concerned with other questions that are oddly nearer to Kier-
kegaard than to Plato, who cannot be said to be more than a remote
influence in the background of the evangelist’s thought. In St Paul
there are some occasional Platonizing hints, especially in the discussion
with the Corinthians about immortality in IT Cor. ili—v. The indictment
of pagan cult as a worship of the creature in place of the Creator in
Romans i is qualified by a recognition that that which may be known
of God’ may be grasped by the natural reason through the contempla-
tion of the world. In Romans ii St Paul freely draws on Stoic notions of
conscience and natural law, and writes nobly of self-sufficiency and
natural goodness in Philippians iv. But it is a common mistake to see
early Christian ethics as a mere assimilation of current Stoic ideals and
to take Tertullian’s Seneca saepe noster as a simple account of the
phenomena. On closer examination the differences come to look more
substantial than the likenesses.* For example, Seneca’s prayer is an
acquiescence to impersonal fate. His commendation of heroic suicide
stands in striking contrast with Philippians i. His freedom is self-
sufficiency, where St Paul’s ‘freedom’ is redemption from the bondage

' See J. N. Sevenster, Pau/ and Seneca (Leiden, 1961).
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of sin and a transference from a relation to God as guilty defendant to
Judge into a family relationship of filial love. Seneca’s pessimistic
descriptions of human depravity surpass anything in St Paul, but for the
apostle a sombre judgement on man is only a correlate of his intense
consciousness of God’s holiness and grace. Romans viii was not written
by a pessimist. Where Seneca’s ideals of universal brotherhood tend to
pass into vague benevolence, St Paul thinks rather of concrete and costly
acts of charity motivated by gratitude for the love of God manifest in
the self-giving humility of Christ. These antitheses may warn us against
over-simplified identifications evenat the points where the similarity is at
its maximum. Apart from any individual contacts in detail, however,
the basic framework of New Testament thought is different from that in
Platonism and Stoicism. The God of the New Testament is the Creator,
‘the living God’ of the prophets, who has inaugurated his ‘kingdom’ or
rule on earth by the coming of his Anointed king and prophet, the
‘Messiah’ or Christ, calling out of this world a holy community to
prepare for the final consummation. Revelation consists in divine acts
within history, and is moving towards an end which is the full realiza-
tion of the Creator’s will and his final triumph over evil. Because of this
framework the Christians possessed a ‘rectilinear’ concept of the Church
in time as moving towards a goal under divine providence, a concept
that stands in contrast to the cyclic conceptions of cosmic destiny
professed by Platonists and Stoics.” Because of their belief in a supreme
providence caring for all mankind, history became for them not just a
local or national affair but concerned with the world as a whole. Even
though the Old Testament occupied a unique place within the scheme,
this particularity served a universal purpose, foreshadowed by the
Hebrew prophets and now to be realized in the world mission of the
Church to all peoples irrespective of race, class or education. This
Christian Gospel presupposes a pattern of ideas about the plan of God in
the Creation, a beneficent divine purpose frustrated by human pride and
cupidity but in process of being brought to true fulfilment through a
message of divine salvation, overcoming the gulf between man and
God caused by the transitoriness of finitude and the resistance of sin.

' ]. Barr, Biblical Words for Time, pp. 137 fl., warns against the generalization that all biblical
thought about history is ‘rectilinear’ and all Greek thought cyclic.
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Even though for individual elements in this pattern one may find
anticipations and approximations both on the Greek and on the
Hebraic side, yet its essential spirit is distinctively Christian, and
determines more than anything else the character of Christian philo-
sophy as that gradually emerges in the age of the Church Fathers.
The first serious beginnings of Christian philosophy appear in
Justin Martyr in the middle years of the second century. We have from
his pen an Apology addressed to the emperor Antoninus Pius, a so-
called Second Apology which is a supplement to the first Apology
issued in Rome at a time of persecution, and the long Dialogue with
Trypho the Jew, transmitted incomplete but of great importance for
Justin’s theology. The Acts of his martyrdom (c. 162-8) also survive. He
was born near Samaria and moved to Ephesus where he attended the
classes of a succession of different philosophical teachers. As he de-
scribes it in the retrospect of the Dialogue,” it was primarily a religious
need that impelled him. He began with a Stoic tutor, but the man was
unable to satisfy his search, and he passed on to a Peripatetic; but he
soon discredited himself as a guide to truth by showing an unphilo-
sophical anxiety about his fee. Next came a Pythagorean, but he insisted
that before Justin could comprehend theology he must undergo a
preliminary discipline of music, astronomy and geometry by which his
mind could be weaned from sensible phenomena and accustomed to
think of immaterial realities.? So Justin went to a Platonist. With him
he was content and made excellent progress in his personal quest,
especially as the end of this philosophy is “the vision of God’. But one
day when meditating in solitude near the seashore he met an old man
who undermined his confidence in Platonism (partly with Aristotelian
arguments)3 and proceeded to tell him of the inspired prophets of
scripture. Justin was converted. In the Dialogue his conversion is the
end of an intellectual inquiry; but from the Apologies it also appears
that he was deeply impressed by the courage and integrity of the

* Justin, Dial. 2.

* Justin may have been fortified in his opinion that these studies were not indispensable by
Plato, Philebus 55-6. Cf. Protagoras 318k; Corpus Hermeticum. Asclepius 13. The opinion
of Justin’s Pythagorean tutor is paralleled in Philo (Congr. 12 ff.), the Middle Platonists
Albinus (Zsag. 7) and Taurus (Gellius, N.4. 1 9), and Clement (Ser. vI 90).

3 R. M. Grant, ‘Aristotle and the Conversion of Justin’, JT'S, n.s. vi1 (1956), pp. 246-8.
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Christian martyrs;* and perhaps there is a certain ‘literary’ element in
the account in the Dialogue where the mise-en-scéne has occasional
Platonic overtones. The manner in which he describes his conversion
has the repeated implication that the decision to become a Christian was
not a clean break with his past and that there is much continuity
between Platonismand Christianity. Justin is convinced that with a few
necessary qualifications and corrections Plato and Christ can be happily
reconciled; for, according to both the Bible and Plato, God is transcen-
dent, beyond this material world of time and space, nameless, in-
corporeal, impassible and immutable.* Both Genesis and the Zimaeus
teach that the cosmos is created and dependent on the divine will
(Justin does not insist on creation ex nifilo).3 Plato also speaks rightly
of the soul’s kinship to God and of free will.4 But Plato erred in his
belief that the soul possesses immortality by its inherent nature rather
than as God’s gift, and in his acceptance of the cyclic doctrine of trans-
migration.5 Nevertheless, he perceived that the cults and myths of
paganism are false, and showed an awareness of the need for divine
revelation in the famous declaration that ‘it is hard to find the Maker of
the universe and unsafe to declare him when found’.®

Justin’s programme is clear. It is an absolute rejection of polytheistic
myth and cult combined with a positive welcome towards the best
elements in the Greek philosophical tradition. Of the harmony of
Christianity with these elements Justin writes with unclouded optimism.
Like Philo he is an eclectic, not in the sense of wanting to reconcile
everyone and everything merely for its own sake, but in the sense that
his acceptance of the biblical revelation provides him with a criterion of
judgement for assessing what is true or false in the philosophers. So he
declares that the Platonists are right about the transcendence of God
but wrong about the doctrine of the soul’s immortality and transmigra-
tion. The Stoics are right in their noble ethical principles, but grossly
wrong in their fatalism and pantheism, and in their materialistic doc-

* Justin, Apol. 11 12, 1.

* Justin, Dial. 5. 4; 127. 2; Apol. 1 9—10; 13; 61; 633 11 63 12.

3 Dial. 5 rejects the exegesis of Timaeus 41 advanced by some Platonists that the cosmos is
uncreated. Cf. 4pol. 1 10 and 59 (unformed matter), esp. 20 on the agreement of Christianity and
Platonism about creation, and 6o on the Timaeus copying Genesis.

4 Dial. 4. 2; Apol. 1 44. 5 Dial. 4-5.

Timaeus 28C in Apol. 11 10.
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trine that the soul and even God himself are very tenuous spirit, not
incorporeal.’ Justin rejects the cosmic religion of his age as sharply as
he rejects the pessimism of the Gnostics. He thereby points forward
significantly to the Christian evaluation of the natural order as being
not in itself divine but rather a sacramental ladder to the Creator.
Justin’s critique of Stoicism is in no way different from that which may
be found in many contemporary Platonists. But his rejection of the
innate immortality of the soul and of the doctrine of transmigration is
determined by his entirely correct insight that the notion, with its
implications of a possibly infinite series of lives for each individual and
of the meaninglessness of existence, does not easily fit into the Christian
conception of God and his relation to the world in creation and
redemption.

Justin explains his positive appreciation of Greek philosophy partly
by the conventional thesis that the Greek philosophers had studied the
Old Testament, but chiefly by his doctrine of the divine Logos. The
Word and Wisdom of God, who is Christ, is also the Reason inherent
in all things and especially in the rational creation. All who have
thought and acted rationally and rightly have participated in Christ the
universal Logos.? Socrates and Abraham are alike Christians before
Christ,3 a striking conception by which Justin becomes the pioneer of
the scheme of world-history which regards Christianity as the keystone
of an arch formed by Hebrew and Greek civilizations blending. Itisan
explicit theology of history which gives Justin’s approach to his pagan
readers a powerful impetus.

In the Second Apology Justin develops an individual modification of
the Stoic conception of spermatikoi logoi in nature, seminal principles
which cause generation, and of God as the spermatikos logos of the
world.# Philo had described the divine Logos as the spermatikos logos.5
Justin uses the idea not to explain organic birth and growth but to
assert that each rational being shares in the universal Logos, of which
he has a piece like a seed sown by the divine Sower. By this idea he
explains the disagreements of the philosophers in the investigation of
the one truth: each has had only a part of the truth, while Christ is the

' Apol. 11 7-8. * Apol. 11 105 13.
3 Apol. 1 46. 4 Apol. 11 13,
5 Philo, Heres 119.
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whole of which they have had only fragments. Despite the naivety
with which Justin expresses himself, the underlying idea is not unim-
portant: Justin is striving to formulate a belief in the unity of all know-
ledge with faith in God as the linchpin and interpreter of the whole.

The Logos doctrine does not matter to Justin only as an apologetic
concept, i.e. only as a helpful and useful idea which enables him to
stretch out a hand of reconciliation to his intellectual opponents. It is
essential to the structure of his own theology. In the Dialogue with
Trypho Justin’s argument turns upon the Platonic notion of God as too
transcendent and remote to have direct dealings with this world.
Accordingly the God who appeared to Moses at the burning bush and
to the patriarchs in the Old Testament theophanies is aflirmed to be the
Son-Logos.* Justin brings together the biblical distinction of Father
and Son with the Platonic distinction between God in himself and God
as related to the world. Father’ means God transcendent, ‘ Son’ means
God immanent. The consequences of this incorporation of Platonic
thought within Justin’s Trinitarian doctrine made for acute difficulties in
the Arian controversy, but the pursuit of this theme belongs to the
history of theology rather than that of philosophy. It is noteworthy,
however, that Justin also finds an allusion to the Christian Trinity in the
cryptic sentence of the second Platonic epistle: ‘All things are round
the King of All, and are for his sake, and of all good things he s the cause.
And the second is about the second things, and the third about the third
things.”* Justin’s remark is the earliest evidence that this opaque utter-
ance was being discussed in the Platonic schools in the century before
Plotinus, for whom the sentence referred to his three fundamental
hypostases.

Justin plays so considerable a part in establishing the Logos doctrine
within the citadel of orthodox theology that it almost comes as a shock
to discover that neither Philo nor St John’s Gospel can be said to have
done anything important to mould the essential structure of his thought.
On balance it is more probable than not that Justin knew St John’s
Gospel, though he gives no verbatim citation; but Johannine theology

* Justin, Dial. 55 ff.; 126-8; Apol. 1 63.
* Apol. 1 6o, citing Plato (?), Ep. 11, 312E. Cf. Numenius in Eus. P.E. 1x 18; Athenagoras,
Leg. 23; Hippolytus, Ref. vI 37. 5; Clement, Str. v 103; Origen, Contra Celsum v1 18.

163

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The Beginning of Christian Philosophy

left him almost untouched. Justin represents a more popular Chris-
tianity, centred on morality, on the divine acts in history in the life,
death and resurrection of Christ, and on the eschatological expectation
of judgement to come. Distinctively Johannine themes are in general
too subtle for his mind. His relation to Philo is no less problematical.
As a person and as a writer he is altogether less sophisticated than Philo.
The Dialogue and the First Apology are both dominated by the argu-
ment from prophecy, and his mind is full of typological correspon-
dences between the Old and New Testaments. Justin justifies his
rejection of literalism by pointing to oddities, contradictions, super-
fluities and silences in the text. Yet there is nothing seriously resembling
Philonic allegory.* Thére are many apologetic motifs shared by both
men, for example, that the philosophers owed their wisdom to the
Bible and that their disagreements invalidate their claim to final truth;
but these conventional commonplaces do not argue dependence on
Justin’s part. In a few respects the approximation is genuinely close.
Justin has an extended development of the thesis that the Old Testa-
ment theophanies such as the burning bush are manifestations of the
Logos, not of the supreme Father. He rejects all anthropomorphism in
the doctrine of God and insists, like Philo, on God’s namelessness.? He
explains the coming forth of the Logos from God by the analogy that
Philo has used to explain the principle of undiminished giving, of one
torch being lit from another ;3 but he rejects as inadequate the analogy of
sun and sunlight because this does not sufficiently safeguard the other-
ness of the Logos who is ‘another God, other not in will but in number’
(in a passage which may be polemic against hellenized Judaism).4 These
analogies, however, are again commonplaces of the age; and although

' E.g. the radical difference in exegesis of the defeat of the Amalekites (Philo, . Mos. 1 217;
Justin, Dial. 90), the tower of Babel (Philo, Conf. 162; Justin, Dicl. 102), or the curse of Ham
(Philo, Qu. Gen. 11 65—70; Justin, Dial. 139). In interpreting Gen. i. 27 (‘Let us make man’)
Trypho rejects as heretical the view that the human body is the work of angels; Philo approxi-
mates to this view in Qu. Ex. 11 33, cf. Conf. 179, Fuga 68 f., etc. The case for Justin’s dependence
on Philo’s exegesis is well stated by C. Siegfried, Philo von Alexandria als Ausleger des alten Testa-
ments (1875), Pp. 332—40, and in very vulnerable form by P. Heinisch, Der Einfluss Philos auf die
dlreste christliche Exegese (1907), pp. 36-9. Against it, cf. W. A. Shotwell, The Biblical Exegesis
of Justin (1965).

* Justin, Apol. 1 61; 63; 11 6; 12. 3 Dial, 61. 2.

* Dial. 128. 4. Irenaeus (Adv. kaer. 11 13) disapproves all analogies to explain the relation of Son
and Father. For the Logos as ‘another’ or ‘second’ God cf. Philo in Eus. P.E. vi1 13. 1-2.
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there are a number of correspondences between Philo and Justin in
minor details the comparison is in the main a long catalogue of dis-
similarity. One notable difference is the attitude to pagan polytheism.
Philo dismisses it as superstition, allowing that worship of the sun,
moon and stars is at least a higher form of religion than materialistic
idolatry, but seeing the essence of paganism as worship of the creature
in place of the Creator.” Philo seldom writes about evil powers. For
Justin, however, the pagan gods are actively malevolent demons, as
immoral as Homeric myths portray them, sworn to enmity against God,
out to dominate and to deceive humanity by counterfeit revelations,
lying miracles, and parodies of the Gospel (an argument which is
Justin’s answer to relativizing arguments from comparative religion).?
In the contemporary Platonists and Pythagoreans of Justin’s time, there
is a marked increase of interest in evil, or at least inferior, daimones.3 In
some degree Justin reflects this. But the devils are also important for
him because the redemptive achievement of Christ consists in deliver-
ance from their power and from the iron hand of ‘necessity’.4 Inshort,
Justin is expressing the intensity of what the experience of salvation has
meant to him. Perhaps the most striking difference (especially in view
of Justin’s professed quest for the vision of God) is the absence of any
mystical language resembling Philo’s. The attitude to philosophy is also
different: Justin had received no education in music, geometry and
astronomy, on the value of which Philo has much to say. On the other
hand, Philo’s use of the Stoic conception of spermatikos logos is quite
other than Justin’s. If Justin read Philo, he was not deeply influenced.

Justin’s ethics are mainly a straightforward exposition of the Sermon
on the Mount. The Christian ethic is in full accord with natural law.5
Justin knows that the Christian doctrine of divine judgement hereafter
(which he defends on the two grounds that it is like Stoic eschatology

* See p. 148 n. 14; p. 149 nn. 1, 2, 3. For the worship of heavenly bodies as allowed to heathen
in accordance with Deut. iv. 19 see Justin, Dial. 55. 1, as later Clement, Strom. v1 110; Origen,
In Joh. 11 3.

* Ap.15and 11 5 are fundamental. Cf. H. Wey, Die Funktionen der bésen Geister bei den grie-
chischen Apologeten des pweiten Jahrhunderts (Winterthur, 1957).

3 Plutarch, Dion 2; Def. Orac. 14 fl.; Daem. Socr. 22 fl.; Porphyry, Abst. i1 37—43 (perhaps
from the pagan Origen, as H. Lewy suggested); Celsus in Orig. Contra Celsum vin 55; Cornelius
Labeo in Augustine, Civ. Dei viir 13.

* Dial. 45; 88; 100. Baptism delivers from ‘necessity”: 4pol. 1 61.

5 Apol. 1 13 ff.; 27-8. Philo claims this for the Mosaic law (4ér. 6; V. Mos. 11 §2).
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and that it produces excellent behaviour and good citizens) is vulnerable
to the philosophical charge that it looks like frightening people into
church and that in any event mercenary motives preclude that higher
pursuit of virtue for its own sake which alone makes the pursuit itself
virtuous.” But he regards the divine vindication of the right and the
good, like the assertion of human responsibility, as essential to morality
and to faith in providence.

Justin’s basic presupposition is a highly optimistic confidence in
human reasoning. If the barriers of prejudice and misinformation are
removed, the truth of divine revelation in Christ will shine in its own
light. In this confidence Justin and his fellow-apologists stand in
contrast to the contemporary Gnostics.

Gnosticismisa dark form of the religious syncretism of the Hellenistic
age, combining many diverse religious elements within a generally
dualistic system to provide a rationale for a morality usually ascetic,
though sometimes going to the opposite extreme. Gnosticism is
obsessed with evil and consists essentially in a radical rejection of this
world as being at best a disastrous accident and at worst a malevolent
plot. In its lower forms astrology, magic and rites to placate hostile
cosmic powers are very prominent. But in its higher forms, whether in
the pagan gnosis of the Hermetic tracts or in the Christian Gnostic
Valentine, there are strong philosophical ingredients drawn from a
pessimistic interpretation of Platonism. The appeal of Gnosticism lay
in its claim to reconcile a religion of redemption with a philosophic
mysticism. Plotinus found this kind of theosophy prevalent even with-
in his own circle of disciples, and wrote his impassioned tract ‘Against
the Gnostics’ to repel it as a distorted caricature of Plato which could
lay no reasonable claim to the allegiance of a Greek rationalist.?
Admittedly Neoplatonists like Porphyry and Julian were aligned with
the Gnostics against the Christians in rejecting the notion that the
supreme God can himself be the Creator of this material world. But to
the Christians Gnosticism was unacceptable for reasons often closely
analogous to those set out by Plotinus. It was impossible to reconcile

¥ Apol. 11 93 1 20; 44.
* For Plotinus and Gnosticism see Part 111, ch. 12, pp. 205—7 and ch. 15, pp. 243-5.
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with Christianity a radical pessimism about the created order. For this
further involved a rejection of the Old Testament and the consequent
disintegration of the central Christian pattern of creation and revela-
tion within history. It also meant an assertion that the natural reason of
man is completely impotent, and that religion must be pure revelation
saving only the eternally predestined elect and dismissing the rest as
beyond the possibility of redemption because without any original
derivation from God’s creative being.

Gnosticism had powerful attractions in the second century, notably
for Christians of moderate or mediocre education who were troubled
by the more sub-Christian parts of the Old Testament and repelled by
the crudity of uninstructed believers. The insistence of the second,
Christological article of the creed on the historical facts of the Gospel is
a deposit of the resulting controversy. Reaction to Gnosticism led
simple believers to make strident denials that baptismal faith required
any supplementation and correction by higher and more philosophic
knowledge, and the mood received forcible and eloquent expression
from Tertullian when he denounced philosophy as the mother of heresy.
Hippolytus constructed a refutation of the heretical sects on the pre-
posterous presupposition that each one derived its ideas from some
ancient Greek philosopher. The thesis as Hippolytus states it must have
seemed to sensible readers at the time almost as implausible as it does
today. The truth underlying the charge is simply that some of the basic
propositions of the Gnostics came from their pessimistic view of Platon-
ism. The man who developed at once a positive view of philosophy and
a negative critique of Gnosticism was Clement of Alexandria.
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CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA

Clement was born probably of pagan parents about the middle of the
second century and died probably before 215. He sat at the feet of a
succession of Christian teachers, of whom the last was the Alexandrian
Pantaenus, a Stoic philosopher converted to Christianity (according to
the report of Eusebius). In the Alexandrian church of the second
century a cleavage had arisen between the simple believers, whose fear
of Gnosticism had made them the more tenacious of unreflecting
‘orthodoxy’ (the term itself is beginning to become current at this
time),* and the educated Christians among whom tendencies towards
Gnosticism were powerful if only because the most intelligent Chris-
tians at Alexandria had been Gnostics. Pantaenus was distinguished,
according to Clement, by the fact that he intelligently expounded
Scripture in a way that did not depart from the apostolic doctrine.” It
appears that this was a little unusual. Clement understands his task as a
continuation of this demonstration that authentic Christianity is not
obscurantism and that there is a proper place within the Church for a
positive appreciation of the human values of Greek literature and
philosophy. Clement’s argument is therefore directed simultaneously
against the Gnostics, against the obscurantists in the Church, and
against cultured despisers of the faith who were representing it as hostile
to civilization and culture generally. He builds on Justin’s thesis that
while polytheism is to be rejected absolutely, the values in the best
Greek literature and philosophy find not merely toleration but their
actual fulfilment in Christianity. This thesis he combines with a
Philonic view of the relation of reason and revelation.

Clement reproduces, often in Philo’s words, the thesis of De congressu

eruditionis gratia that philosophy prepares the soul for revealed

* Clement (Str. 1 45. 6) writes of “the so-called orthodox’, who, *like beasts which work from
fear, do good works without knowing what they are doing’. Earlier Justin (Dial. 8o. 5) describes
Christians who believe in the coming millennium as épfoyvepoves korré mévra.  All the pre-

suppositions of the concept of ‘orthodoxy’ are explicit in Irenaeus.
* Ser.111.
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theology just as music, geometry, and astronomy train the mind for
philosophy by enabling it to conceive of abstractions independent of a
concrete spatial form and by elevating the mind above the earth.”
Clement, however, is much more interested than Philo in logic, notas a
mere hair-splitting game for sophists, but as an indispensable mental
skill for the theologian.? The eighth book of the ‘Miscellanies’ (Stro-
mateis), which consists wholly of preliminary notes on topics discussed
in the first seven books and may have been put together from Clement’s
papers after his death, plentifully illustrates the importance that he
attaches to logical inquiries, especially in discussing epistemology and
the nature of religious assent and in rebutting scepticism about the very
possibility of knowledge. He shows that it is possible to see the act of
faith either as analogous to a working hypothesis subsequently verified
by moral experience or as assent to authority which, since the authority
concerned is divine love, has no irrational element in it and has no
grovelling servility.3 Against unsophisticated believers who distrust
such questions he once observes that the devil cannot have invented
logic, as some of the obscurantists believe, since in the Temptation in
the wilderness the Lord outmanceuvred the devil by an ambiguity
which he failed to detect.

Faith and knowledge, Clement repeatedly affirms, are not incom-
patible but mutually necessary.5 Against Gnostic disparagement of
faith Clement upholds vigorously the sufficiency of faith for salvation.
The baptismal confession is not to be despised.® But educated and
mature Christians will seek to achieve a higher understanding than that
of the catechism, and this more advanced theology necessarily employs
philosophy.? One must be on one’s guard against the possible infiltra-
tion of pagan ideas incompatible with a true faith, but there is no
escape from philosophical arguments, not only to refute heresy and to
defend the faith against outside attack, but even to expound central
matters of Christian doctrine.

T Ser. 1 30-2; vi 8o fL.; 90,

* Str. vi 81. 4 (citing Republic §34E); 156. 2.

3 Stro1t 7f.; 275 v 85; vi 77-8; Paed. 1 12 f.; 83; 87 (not servility).

4 Str. 1 44. 5 8tr.vi.3.

¢ Paed. 1 25-6. Note the polemical insistence on ‘simplicity” as a mark of the children of God
in Paed. 1 passim.

7 Str. 1. 35; V1 165; etc.
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Clement meets every assertion of illiberalism and narrowness by
standing on the doctrine of Creation. All truth and goodness are of
God, wherever they may be found. Christ is the uniting principle of all
the separate fragments of knowledge.* God who gave the Old Testa-
ment as a tutor to bring the Jews to Christ gave the Greeks philosophy
for the same purpose. The Old Testament and Greek philosophy are
two tributaries of one great river.?

Clement has two chief theories of the origin of philosophy. First
there is his thesis that the Greeks plagiarized Moses and the prophets.
Unlike Justin he gives this a polemical edge, perhaps with the motive of
allaying the anxieties of simple believers. But the practical effect is to
impart an aura of biblical authority to many Platonic propositions.
Secondly, Clement affirms that the positive value of philosophy for
theology is a simple corollary of the capacity for reason and insight
implanted in man by the Creator. The image of God of Gen. i. 26 {. is
the divine Logos who is the archetype of the human mind.3 Clement
quietly assumes Philo’s position that the two accounts of creation in
Genesis describe the making of the intelligible and sensible worlds.4
Likewise, he attacks those who imagine that the divine image in man
means something physical.5

Clement never mentions Justin Martyr (he warmly commends
Justin’s pupil Tatian and transcribes part of his chronological calcula-
tions to demonstrate the antiquity of Moses).® But his account of the
value of the best elements in Greek philosophy is closely reminiscent of
Justin, and he makes his own version of Justin’s idiosyncratic notion of
the ‘spermatic logos’ sowing a seed of truth in all rational beings. In
moresophisticated language Clement repeats Justin’s affirmation that in
Christ there is the full truth only partially present in the individual
schools of philosophy.” Clement’s eclecticism is not, of course, a
wholly independent construction any more than Justin’s. It is largely
derived from that of contemporary Middle Platonism which, as Clement

explicitly remarks, had already fused Plato with much Stoic ethics and
T Str.158—9. * Str.128-9; v1 67; 117.
3 Protr. 98. 4 Ser. v o94.
5 Str. 11 74=7; VI 114. 4~5.
¢ Str.1101. (In Str. ur 81 he attacks Tatian’s encratite heresy.)
7 Str.137.
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Aristotelian logic." He has the conventional complaints against
Aristotle that he disallows providence in the sublunary sphere, and
against the Stoics that their principles are materialist, pantheist and
determinist.> But much use is made of Aristotelian logic in Clement’s
discussion of the nature of assent, and on the ethical side he owes a
large debt to the Stoics. The philosopher for whom he consistently
reserves the highest praise is Plato. Even here he has his critical
reservations. He rejects the Platonic notion that the stars are ensouled
with divine souls that cause their orderly motion. In Clement’s view
the heavenly bodies primarily exist to indicate the passage of time; in so
far as they control things on earth it is in obedience to their Creator, not
with any independence.3

On the question of the creation Clement firmly rejects the idea that
the world is eternal or that it is created in time.# He does not deny the
existence of a qualityless matter as raw material and (like Philo and
Justin) speaks with an ambiguous voice on creation ex nihilo. God
creates the world of matter which, because formless, is initially in a state
of relative non-being (un &v), and this is the doctrine of both Genesis
and the Timaeus.5 Clement is content that this formula sufficiently safe-
guards the transcendence of God and the contingency of the created
cosmos. It does not imply that matter is an ultimate principle coeternal
with God. Beyond this Clement is reticent. His announced intention
of discussing cosmogony was not fulfilled.® It is enough to say that
nothing exists in being which is not caused by God, and that there is no
part of his creation which falls outside his care.7 Once he declares that
‘God was God before becoming Creator’, i.e. that the world is not
necessary to God.?

In his doctrine of the soul Clement goes as far to meet the Platonists
as possible. He freely accepts the Platonic doctrine that the soul has
three parts, and that virtue consists in their harmony? (though this does
not exclude both Stoic and Aristotelian Janguage about virtue in other
contexts). He fully accepts the soul’s independence of the body as

T Strom 22 fF; 100-1;5 v 95-7; VI 5. 15 27. 3.

* Protr. 66; Str. v 89—90. 3 Str. vi 148; cf. Protr. 63; 102.
5 9-9 3

* Ser. VI 1425 145. 5 Str. v 89; 92.

© Str. 11 135 215 IV 23 V 140; VI 43 Quis dives 26.
3 4

7 Paed. 1 62. 8 Paed. 188; cf. Str. v 141.

9 Paed. 111 1. 33 Str. 1v 18, 1.
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proved by the soul’s wanderings in dreams” and says that death breaks
the chain binding the soul to the body.* Nevertheless he has many
hesitations about the idea that the soul has fallen from heaven to become
imprisoned in earthly matter. Although it is possible to find this idea in
Clement,} it seemed to him so dangerously like Gnosticism that he
formally denies that the soul is sent down to this world as a punish-
ment.# He is able to show that the Gnostic interpretation of Plato is
one-sided to the point of distortion;5 but he has to admit that there
is much in Plato with marked affinities to the Gnostic world-view,® and
therefore tends to react against both, affirming that immortality is not
an inherent and natural possession of the soul but a gift of salvation in
Christ.” The soul is not a portion of God,? but is created by God’s
goodness and as such is the proper object of divine love. But this love
is not automatic, as the heretics assume. It is one of the fundamental
grounds for complaint against the Gnostics that their doctrine of the
divine spark in the elect obliterates the gulf between Creator and
creature.’®

Clement’s judgement on the problem of transmigration is obscure
since his promised discussion never materializes.'* Photius accuses
Clement of teaching metempsychosis and several other heresies in his
‘Outlines’ (Hyporyposes), perhaps rightly, though nothing could be
more orthodox on this point than the extant Latin version of Cas-
siodorus.™ But at least in the Stromateis Clement s less favourable. He
remarks that if a Christian happens to be a vegetarian, it will not be on
the Pythagorean principle which depends on belief in transmigration
into animals.”™ He unambiguously rejects the deterministic Stoic notion
of identical world-cycles punctuated by fiery conflagrations at immense
intervals of time. Like Justin, he suggests that the Stoic cosmic con-
flagrations arose from a misunderstanding of what the Bible says about
the purifying fire of the judgement of God.™

Determinism in any form Clement cannot abide. For him it plays

' Paed. 11 82. * Ser.1v 12,

3 Quis dives 33; 36; Str. Vi1 9. 3. 4 Str.1v 167. 4; cf. 11 93. 33 Ecl. Pr. 17.

$ Sero1v 8. x;ur 12 f 6 Str.ut 12; 17-21.

7 Protr. 120. ¥ Str.v 88,

9 Paed. 1 17. 1 Str. 11 745 77,

" Stro1v 85, 3. '* See Stihlin’s edition, 111, pp. 202—3.

3 Str. vin 32, 8. ' Str.v 9; cf. Justin, Apol. 1 20; 11 7.
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into the hands of the Gnostics and strikes at the root of the moral life.
Virtue is directly dependent on free will; what is done by an automaton
is neither virtuous nor vicious, neither praiseworthy nor blameworthy.”
We are not marionettes.”

Clement’s account of the Christian ethic is deliberately expressed in a
form that coincides very nearly with the austere Stoic criterion of the
wise man for whom nothing external, nothing other than virtue itself, is
indispensable to happiness.3 He rejects the Stoic view that mercy is a
weak passion to be eradicated and that suicide can be heroic and right.4
But the Stoic ideal of ‘life according to nature’ is congenial to the
Christian doctrine that the proper pattern for man’s existence is a cor-
respondence to the end intended by his Creator and that sin is to fail to
correspond to this intention. It was therefore the easier for Clement to
welcome the current identification of ‘life according to nature’ with the
Platonic definition of the highest good as ‘assimilation to God as far as
possible’.

Clement is sensitive to the criticism that in some degree the New
Testament holds out heavenly rewards for virtue and threatens punish-
ment for unrepented sin. But he defends rewards after death not only
as good Platonic doctrineS but also as pedagogic: it is a necessary ac-
commodation for inferior capacities, but the more advanced Christian
is motivated by love of God and the good, not by fear of hell or hope of
heaven.® This ethical issue is especially prominent throughout Clement’s
long discussion of martyrdom in Strom. 1v. Often the martyrs were
simple folk, and they needed to be warned against provoking the
authorities (for Christianity does not allow suicide),” against praying
for divine retaliation against their persecutors hereafter—instead of
praying for their conversion and realizing that he who is now their
enemy may become their brother®—, and against making the achieve-
ment of a heavenly crown their motive, rather than integrity and love to
God.9 Against pagan critics who regard martyrs as cranks, the Christian
can point to the example of Socrates and many other instances of stoical

T Str. 11 26; ete. * Str. 1t 11, of. 1V 79; VI 39,
3 This theme is developed in Str. vir. 1 Str. 1v 38; vi 75,

5 Str. 1V 44. 2. 6 Ser. vi 98—,

7 Str.1v 13 fL.; 715 76 f. 8 Str. 1v 77; VI 84.

9 Str. vI 14; 29, 46; 75.
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endurance in face of tyranny.? In any event, fear, hope and ambition
are very low rungs on the ladder of spiritual advance. For beginners
they may be needed, but they are left behind in the progress of the
spiritual life.?

Underlying all discussion of fear as a defensible motive for right
action the ultimate question for Clement is that of the proper place of
the concept of law and justice, an issue especially raised by the Gnostics
who, in rejecting this world, rejected also the God of the Old Testa-
ment as the Creator of it and therewith jettisoned the very notion of a
moral law altogether.3 They appealed to the letters of St Paul* to justify
the proposition that the exclusive ethical principle must be love, and
that this excludes any idea of fear or external restraint. In more than one
sect the practical consequences of this antinomian principle took a
grossly erotic form which appears to have been in part a deliberate
rejection of the conventions of society as a corrupt and corrupting
force. Clement reports that, perverting the language of Plato’s
Symposium, they even defended their idealization of sexual ecstasy by
asserting it to be a sacred act of holy communion and a way to God.
Antinomianism has here ended in a mere refigion de la chair.s

Clement’s reply is in effect that we accept life from our Maker with
gratitude, and have to receive it on his terms if we are to attain the end
for which we are intended by him. The affirmation that we are to use
rather than to possess the world does not imply any dualism. And the
primacy of love does not exclude restraints and rules. ‘He who goes to
the limit of what is lawful will quickly pass over into what is unlawful.”
The content of love is determined by the example of the divine Word
whose compassion for humanity brought him to be born and to suffer
death.”? The Christian’s calling is to love the Creator in his
creatures.®

As a moralist Clement is concerned with all manner of questions of
daily life, entirely in the style of the Stoic diatribe with its favourite

* Str. 1v 8o, and 56 1. * Serov 171 fL; 11 325 vin 67,

3 Str.o11 345 11 76 15 1v 134,

4 Str. u1 27~32; cf. 11 117-18. The tendency isillustrated in some of the Gnostic sects described
by Epiphanius, and in Clem. Hom. v 10~19.

5 As in Anth. Pala. v.

® Paed. 11 14. For rules cf. 1 101-3. T Quis dives 37.

8 Str.viis.
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themes: should one marry and beget children?* should one drink wine
and eat rich food?? should women study philosophy?3 should a rich
man give away his wealth? Clement treats these questions as the
liberal Stoic Musonius Rufus had treated them a century earlier. He is
utterly opposed to the rigid puritanism which condemned marriage as
incompatible with the spiritual life and regarded teetotalism not as
a matter of individual conscience and decision but as imposed upon
all Christians. The rejection of wine is ruled out by the Lord’s institu-
tion of the eucharist and his example of Cana. The rejection of marriage
may be right in individual cases, but not as a general rule, for some of
the apostles (among whom Clement surprisingly includes St Paul)s
were married. Marriage and wine are among the good gifts of the
Creator, to be gratefully accepted and rightly used. Again, a wealthy
man is not necessarily instructed by the Gospel to divest himself of
responsibility and give all his money away: it is not possession but use
that is crucial. So Clement expounds the episode of Jesus and the rich
young ruler. At first sight Clement’s exposition looks a compromiser’s
attempt to wriggle out of the exacting standard of the legislator, but
more careful scrutiny shows that Clement sees the point that the Gospel
ethic is not an imposition of legal obligations but a statement of God’s
highest purpose for those who with heart and soul desire to serve him.
The wealthy converts of Alexandria who followed Clement’s directions
would have bound themselves by a strenuous standard of charity and
self-discipline, and might even have thought it less trouble to give
everything away. Clement, apparently liberal and easy-going, always
ends as an advocate of severe frugality and a passionate opponent of
luxury. His sex ethic not only condemns homosexual practices, abor-
tion, and marital intercourse merely for self-indulgence,® but also the
eroticism of society in general.” In all his discussion Clement is free of
fanaticism (even if he sometimes discovers justifications for his views
which are comic in their absurdity). There is no recoil from sexuality.
Parenthood, he writes, is co-operation with the Creator;® and (accord-
ing to some passages) it is wrong to regard celibacy as inherently more

1 Ser. 1 137 L Proer. 113. * Paed. 11 1 fl. (wine, 19 fL.).
3 Str.1v 59 fL; cf. Paed. 1 10 f. * Paed. 111 34 f¥.; Quis dives.
5 Str.1x §2-3. ¢ Paed. 111 44; 87; 06; 11 87; 92; 107.
7 Paed. u1 31 fl. 8 Paed. 11 83, cf. Str. 11 66.
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spiritual than the married state.” Clement allows no divorce or re-
marriage after divorce. He tolerates a second marriage after the death
of a former spouse.?

The ground on which Clement’s ethic is constructed is the doctrine of
Creation. This excludes both the fanatical other-worldliness of the
ascetic Gnostics and the materialism and hedonism of pagan society.
He sees the Christian way as a via media between the two.

Clement loves to write of the natural knowledge of God found in all
men.3 There is no known race that has not the idea of God.4 It was
breathed into Adam at the creation.5 The beneficence of God is uni-
versal and has no beginning at some special point in history—as if he
had first begun to be interested in nations other than the Hebrews only
after the coming of Christ.® There was primitive monotheism among the
earliest races of men long before religion was corrupted into demonic
polytheism.? Philosophy was given to Greeks, as the Law was given to
the Jews, as a check on sin, to undermine bad religion by the acids of
scepticism and to prepare men for the Gospel.® Finally the enfeebling of
the soul of man called for divine intervention.? The incarnation, to which
pagan Platonists like Celsus were objecting on the ground that it is
incompatible with the universality of providence, is only an extension
of the principle that God’s providential care can also extend to the
particular. The incarnation is a special case of divine immanence.*®

We are not to think, like the Gnostics, that the incarnation was not a
real taking of human flesh or an optical illusion, though Clement admits
that Christ ate and drank, not because he really needed to do so, but to
forestall the heretics.’* He also insists that in the Passion there was no
inner conflict.*® Christ was without sin and suffered not for himself but
for us.”3 Nor, on the other hand, are we to think that Christ was so good
a man that he was ‘adopted’ as Son of God.™* He is the eternal Logos
who has descended from heaven, the flawless image of the Father, both

! Str. 11 105; vir 7o. (But in Str. 1v 1479 virginity is better.)

* Str. 111 823 145-6. 3 Protr. 25 f.; Str. v 87 £.; etc.
4 Str. v 133, 5 Paed. 17-8; Str. v 87; 94.

¢ Str. v 133-4; 141. 7 Str.168; 71; VI §7. 3.

& Str. v 156. 4. 9 Str.v .

1 Str.152; v 65 Vi 125 Vi1 8.

' Ser. vi 715 of. 111 915 102; Valentine in 111 59, 3.

* Str. 111 69. 13 Szr. 1v 81 L. (against Basilides).
'4 Paed. 1 25.
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God and man,’ mediating between the Creator and the creatures,? the
high priest who is not ashamed to call us brethren.3 He took our pas-
sible flesh and trained it up to impassibility.* The incarnation was an
incognito, only penetrated by those to whom God’s grace revealed it.5

Clement does not solve the problem of the reconciliation of the
divinity of Christ and monotheism. He is writing at a period when he
has virtually complete liberty to speculate in almost any direction, and
his vocabulary is obviously experimental. He writes of the Son as an
‘energy’ of the Father.® He is ministerial.” He is the Father’s will,®
standing at the head? of the hierarchy of being, for which Clement uses
the old Platonic image of a chain of rings held together by a magnet,
that is, by the Holy Spirit.”® But Clement (like Irenaeus) dislikes the
idea that the Son is the logos prophorikos, the reason of God as expressed
in contrast with the reason latent within the Father, just because it
makes the coming forth of the Son likea Gnostic emanation ;** and several
passages speak of the unity of the Father and the Son. According to
Photius, Clement distinguishes the Logos within God from the inferior
Son-Logos who is a power of God coming down to become a Nous
among the hearts of men.”® The correctness of this report has been
denied, and there is nothing in Clement’s writings to provide a parallel.
But such notions appear elsewhere in other theologians (mainly
heretical), and perhaps Clement toyed with them also. Speculation of
this sort could go with his emphatic affirmations about the remote
transcendence of God, and with his acceptance from Philo and Justin of
the axiom that the Logos is the divine power immanent in this world
because the Father can have no direct contact with it.

The ground of redemption is creation.”3 Yet we may not say that
redemption is wholly predictable and to be expected because of the
natural relation and affinity between man and God. The paradox of
God’s mercy and love forbids that. Itis in fact the greatest proof of the

* Paed. 1 4; 7; Str. v 40. * Str. 111 68; VI 54; 146; VII 2; 4.
3 Protr. 120; Paed. 1 89; Str. 11 134; V 39. & Ser. vi1 6—7.

5 Str. vi 132. & Ser. v 7.

7 Paed. 1 4; 111 2 (diakonos). § Paed. 11 98,

9 Ser. vir 2.

1 Str. vt 9 (the image from Plato, Jon §33D-E, as in Philo, Opif. 141); cf. Str. v1 148. 4-6.
' Ser. v 6. 3; cf. Irenaeus, Adv. haer. 11 13. 2 (p. 281 Harvey).

'* Photius, cod. 109, discussed by R. P. Casey in /TS, xxv (1924), pp. 43—56.

13 Paed. 17-8.
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goodness of God that he cares for us who are estranged by nature from
him.* Grace is never automatic, but establishes a free personal relation-
ship.? This stress on the paradoxical quality of grace and the freedom of
man saves Clement from making redemption a naturalistic process
moving on to an inevitable end. God’s way is persuasion, never force.3
Providence does not prevent evil from occurring, but seeks to overrule
it for an ultimately good end.* The incarnation is the central moment in
the unfolding plan of God for the education and restoration of frail,
erring humanity, lost in the sin that results from neglect, weakness and
ignorance and is perpetuated by society through upbringing and
environment.5 There is no inherited sinfulness transmitted from Adam
and Eve through the reproductive process; and to think there is, means
for Clement a surrender to the dualistic Gnostic view of the body and
of sexuality.® The body is not evil, and to affirm that it is is incompatible
with the incarnation.” Nevertheless, to be created is to be involved in
@Bopd, the finitude and transitoriness of existence outside of God,? and
the body is an obstacle to the soul’s clarity of vision.9

The Christian life is to be an implacable fight with the passions, and a
steady abstraction from the things of sense, rising beyond Aristotelian
moderation to a Stoic passionlessness, apatheia.’® In this life we may
expect few to attain holiness of this order. But in the life to come God’s
discerning (not devouring) fire will purify our polluted souls in the
baptism by fire.”* Divine punishment is educative and remedial.’> At the
end of the purging process we may hope to be fit to be near the Lord in
the final restoration or apocatastasis.*3 At this summit of perfection the
‘true gnostic’ will have alove for God which is indefectible.’ There is
no word in Clement of the possibility of satiety. The true gnostic has an
infinite advance into the mystery of the knowledge of God. If we could
suppose that the true gnostic could be faced with a choice between the

b Ser. 11 73-5.

? Str. vi1 42. On virtue as God-given see v 83; but Clement’s standpoint is emphatically
synergistic.

3 Paed. 19, etc. 4 Str.1v 86 f.

5 Str, V1 96; VII 16; 19; 101. 6 Str. 11 65; 100.

7 Str. 11 103, & Ser. 11 63.

9 Str. 1 94; VI 46; VII 40; 68; etc. ¥ Str. VI 74; 105; 111,

' Str. vit 34; Protr. §3; Paed. 11 44; Ecl. Proph. 25, 4; Quis dives 42.
¥ Str. VI 154; VI 102~3; Ecl. Proph. 38. 2 ff.; etc.
3 Str, vit §6. % Str. VI 755 78; VII 46,
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knowledge of God and everlasting salvation (which are in truth
identical), he would unhesitatingly choose the former. He prefers
dynamic advance to static possession.”

The final objective is ‘the vision of God’ or ‘deification’ or union
with him, an experience which (as for Philo) is symbolized by the
Mosaic high priest’s entrance into the holy of holies or by Moses in the
darkness of Sinai.? But this beatific vision and blessed union lie beyond
the span of this life. Meanwhile we can strive to grasp what may be
known of God by dialectic, so far as this is a rational problem. Apart
from revelation, however, this knowledge of God can have no positive
content.

Pagan critics were accustomed to scorn the Christians for thinking of
God in anthropomorphic terms. Clement goes to great lengths to
affirm the equivocal character of all the logical statements. God is in-
comprehensible by the mind and inexpressible in words. He is name-
less. All human language about him is relative and symbolic. His
essence we cannot know. Indeed the supreme Father is not an object of
our knowledge at all, our limit being the Son, who is the Alpha and
Omega. Because of the limits of religious knowledge, God can be
known only by revelation and grace. Yet he remains indefinable in
himself. Clement’s language about the via negativa goes as far as any-
one could go towards the apotheosis of the alpha privative. The
supreme Father is the ground of being, but has no other function. The
Son is the Mind of the Father, the circle of which the Father is
the centre. The idea of God is wholly abstract, like the way in which the
mathematical idea of a point is reached.? Clement’s language in the
passages where he writes as a forerunner of the Areopagite is obviously
indebted to Philo, as well as to contemporary Platonists. It does not
prevent him from writing elsewhere of God as love, goodness, and
righteousness,* and does not dissolve his conviction that the Creator is
guiding the cosmos by a providential plan towards a certain end.

It will need no emphasis that Clement has learnt many things from

' Str. VI 136, a passage plagiarized in a famous aphorism of Lessing.

* Str. v 39—40; VI 68; for Moses, 11 6; v 78.

3 Str.116; v 71, 81-2; vi 166. Cf. Paed. 1 71 (God beyond the Monad); Str. 11 72 f. (all human
language about God symbolic).

4 Paed. 17-8; Str.1v 100; 113; V 13; Quis dives 37. Cf. the polemic against Marcion in Paed,
1 62 ff.; 88; Str. VI 109; VII 15.

179

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Clement of Alexandria

Philo. Both inthe Paedagogus and in the Stromateis the borrowings and
echoes are numerous. He assumes Philo’s methods for expounding the
Bible as symbolist allegory and extends them to the New Testament.
He takes over Philo’s argument that philosophy stands to theology as
grammar and the encyclia to philosophy. Many of his statements about
the Logos and his endeavour to fuse the biblical doctrine of God with
the via negativa of late Platonism also owe an obvious debt to the same
source. But there are interesting differences, of which the most striking
is manifestly the immense content given to Clement’s doctrine of God
as active love by his faith in Christ. Moreover, Clement’s most serious
questions are different from Philo’s. Where they agree, they are both
writing as thinkers of the biblical, Judaeo-Christian tradition facing the
Greek world, confronting the same general problems of apologeticina
broadly similar way. But there are questions being met by the Christian
society of 200 which are absent from the Hellenistic synagogue of two
centuries earlier. Clement belongs to a rapidly expanding community
with its own growing pains, troubled by moral issues raised by the per-
secutions (illustrated by Clement’s discussion of the meaning of
martyrdom), and losing something of its intensity and depth as it seeks
to fulfil the universality of its mission, with the consequence that it
must reconsider its own function as a school for sinners rather than a
society of saints. These very delicate problems underlie Clement’s
cautious remarks about repentance for sin after baptism,* as well as his
general understanding of the Christian society as a school, a didaskaleion®
with preliminary education in this life and further education in the next.
Above all, however, the fight against the dualism and determinism of
the Gnostics impels him to take his stand on the doctrine of the goodness
of the divine Creation and to develop a strongly libertarian ethic on the
basis ofa voluntarist psychology. That Clement’s achievement has many
weaknesses and inconsistencies is evident. It is important not to claim
too much for him. Nevertheless, there is no early Christian writer before
Augustine who writes as well as he about the grammar of assent and the
nature of faith or about the Christian attitude to the natural order.
Clement sought to make the Church safe for philosophy and the

t Paed. 1 43 Str. 11 26—7; 56 f.; 6o f.; 1v 154; v1 97. Cf, Philo’s discussions of voluntary and
involuntary sins (above, p. 155 n.1).
* Paed. 111 ¢8.
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acceptance of classical literature. But of Clement one could say what
Plotinus said of Longinus, that he is more a man of letters than a
philosopher.” And he only indicates in modest hints of deliberate and
exasperating obscurity how he would set about constructing a synthesis
of Christianity and philosophy. Justin had quietly taken it for granted
that the best elements in Greek philosophy fitted into Christianity
without any conflict whatsoever. He did not propose in any degree to
modify either the form or the content of catechetical instruction to meet
the philosophers half-way, and in his eschatology there is no dilution or
mitigation of his usual candour. In Clement the primitive eschatology
has been radically transmuted, not least because his theology is deeply
influenced by St John and the Epistle to the Ephesians. He has therefore
a more open path than Justin in advancing a synthesis of Christianity
and Platonism. The question raised by Clement and above all by
Origen is whether the marriage of Christianity with Plato must neces-
sarily end in an absorption of a drastically modified Christianity within
an essentially hellenic system or whether it is possible without pain and
distress to fit certain selected elements from the philosophers into a
broadly Christian pattern of thought. In the second and third centuries
no one would have dreamt of claiming mutual independence and
autonomy for either party. Christianity and contemporary Platonism
were too closely akin (as Justin rightly saw) to achieve a distant
neutrality and respectful coexistence. They had either to love or to
hate. In Celsus, Porphyry, and later Julian we see the sharp pagan
reaction of abhorrence and recoil. But their attempt to maintain the
religious tradition of the old classical world is in practice an ambivalent
apologetic in which all three antagonists of Christianity can only make
out their case by substantial concessions to their Christian opponents.
Augustine’s observation (ep. 118) that the late Platonists moved either
into Christianity or down to theurgy and magic is more unkind than
untrue. On the other side of the line stand Clement, Origen and later
Augustine, uniting Christianity with late Platonism and constructing
thereby a speculative type of religious thought, the impressive power of
which is writ large in the subsequent history of Western theology and
philosophy.
* Porphyry, Life of Plotinus 14.
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ORIGEN

Origen was born about 1845 at Alexandria, probably of Christian par-
ents (Porphyry and Eusebius contradict one another on this point). When
he was nearly seventeen his father was martyred in the persecution of
Severus in 202/3, and the event left a deep mark on Origen’s mind. He
always writes with an impassioned sense of belonging to a church called
to fearless martyrdom and resistance to all compromise with the world
which ever threatens it at least as much by the infiltration of merely
nominal belief as by external attack and persecution. With this attitude
there goes a strongly world-denying strain of personal detachment and
ascetic self-discipline, symbolized in the story, told by Eusebius from
hearsay and possibly true, that in the zeal of youth Origen took literally
Matt. xix. 12 and castrated himself.* He lived on the minimum of food
and sleep, and took seriously the gospel counsel of poverty.?

For a time he studied Greek philosophy in the lecture room of
Ammonius Saccas, with whom Plotinus was later to study for eleven
years. Ammonius is a mysterious figure.3 All we know of him prob-
ably comes directly or indirectly from Porphyry who describes in his
life of Plotinus how Ammonius’ esoteric teaching fired Plotinus with a
(typically Neopythagorean) desire to investigate the antique wisdom of
Persian and Indian sages. But it is a forlorn and foolish undertaking to
attempt a reconstruction of Ammonius’ metaphysical doctrines by
looking for synoptic elements common to Origen and Plotinus. It is
impossible to determine what, if anything, Origen really drew from
Ammonius. What is certain is that Origen possessed an exhaustive
comprehension of the debates of the Greek schools and that to his con-
temporaries he stood out as an intellectual prodigy. Until 231 Origen
worked at Alexandria, though often travelling about on visits else-
where. But his relations with his bishop were strained and eventually

' Eus. HE v1 8; Porphyry’s account in vi1 19.
* Eus. HE v1 3. 8 f.; cf. Origen, Hom. in Gen. xv1 §.
3 For a fuller discussion of Ammonius see Part 111, ch. 12, pp. 196—200.
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came to breaking point, so that he had to migrate to Palestinian
Caesarea. He died at Tyre about 254.

Origen’s work resembles Philo more closely than Clement’s, mainly
because, except for the two great works De principiis and Contra Celsum,
its form is almost entirely a series of massive commentaries and exposi-
tory sermons on the Bible. He bases himself on the principles of alle-
gorical interpretation by which Philo had been able to discover in the
Pentateuch the doctrines of Greek ethics or natural science. But
Origen’s evident debt to Philo must not be used to put Origen into a
Philonic strait-jacket with the effect of obliterating the important dif-
ferences between them. The ethical, psychological and scientific
exegesis of Philo is now being combined with the typological exegesis
of Justin and Irenaeus, seeking in the Old Testament for specific fore-
shadowings of Christian doctrine in a way that is a natural and easy
extension of the argument from prophecy common in the canonical
gospels and going back to the earliest Christian generation.” Besides
the literal and historical meaning (sometimes, but not usually, Origen
denies that there is one) and the moral interpretation akin to Philo’s,
Origen seeks a spiritual meaning that refers to Christ’s redemption and
a ‘mystical’ sense that concerns the ascent of the individual soul to
union with God and to perfection. In some places Origen tries to
schematize his exegesis by boldly arguing from an analogy with
St Paul’s trichotomy of man’s body, soul, and spirit;? but in practice he
may at times give four or even only two concurrent interpretations.3
What is impossible is that the text should only have a literal meaning.
Much in the Old Testament when interpreted literally and not spiritually
is unworthy of God, and thisisin itself a sufficient refutation of Judaism.#
It is blasphemy to ascribe to God human weaknesses like wrath or
changes of mind.5

Two differences between Origen and Philo are noteworthy in the
matter of Scripture. First, controversy with rabbis and differences of

* See C. H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures (1952), a masterly study; cf. the interesting but
speculative book of B. Lindars, New Testament Apologetic (1961).

* Princ., 1V 2. 4; Hom. in Lev. v 1 and 5; Hom. in Num. 1% 7.

3 See H. de Lubac, Histoire et Esprit (1950), Exégése Médiévale 11 (1959), pp. 198 ff.; J.
Daniélou, Sacramentum Futuri (1949).

4 E.g. Comm. in Rom. V1 125 Hom. in Gen. V1 3; Hom. in Lev. X 1.

5 Cf. Contra Celsum v 72; Hom. in Jerem. xviu1 6.
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opinion within the Church have made Origen hesitant about the
authority and inspiration of the Septuagint. Unlike Philo and Justin he
never alludes to the propagandist legends about the inspired unanimity
of the translators, and, though he feels committed to maintaining the
majority view of the Greek churches about the accepted status of the
Septuagint, he implies that the Hebrew original is of more certain
authority. He accordingly took the trouble to learn Hebrew. Secondly,
he provides some positive argument for regarding the Bible as the work
of the Holy Spirit, notably in De principiis 1v, where his crowning point
is the power of the Scriptures, as demonstrated by the mission of the
Church throughout the world, to set souls on fire with faith and to
transform moral life.

In Origen’s attitude to philosophy there is not much, when it comes
to detail, that we have not already found in Philo, Justin or Clement.
Against the Gnostic exponents of total depravity Origen retorts that ‘a
totally depraved being could not be censured, only pitied as a poor
unfortunate’; and insists that in all men some elements of the divine
image remain. The Logos lights every man coming into the world; all
beings that are rational partake of the true light.* The Gospel brings to
actuality what in unbelievers is present potentially.? The preacher need
not hesitate to claim for a Christian possession all that seems sound and
good in Hellenic culture. Origen is unmoved by the pagan accusation
that he is borrowing Greek tools to rationalize a barbarian superstition.3

Philosophy is a valuable preparatory discipline for revealed theology.
‘Human wisdom is a means of education for the soul, divine wisdom
being the ultimate end.” Philosophy is not indispensable for receiving
the truth of God’s revelation.# If it were, Christ would not have chosen
fishermen.5 To the two (hardly compatible) pagan charges that the
Christians are quite uneducated and that Christian teaching is no dif-
ferent from that of Plato and the Stoics, Origen answers that the pro-
portions of educated and uneducated in the Church represent a fair
cross-section of society as a whole, and that, while the study of
philosophy is confined to an educated élite, the Christians have brought
an acceptance of moral truth to classes of society where philosophy has

* Comm. in Joh. xx 28; Hom. in Jerem. XIV 10.
* Comm. in Rom. Vi1 2. 3 Hom. in Gen. x111 3.
4 Contra Celsum 111 §8; VI 13-14. 5 Contra Celsum 1 62,
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never penetrated.’ If philosophy is not indispensable, yet it is a valuable
tool for understanding the meaning and underlying principles of revela-
tion.? In the propositions of the baptismal creed the apostles laid down
authoritatively and in language adapted to simple folk what is necessary
in Christian belief. The grounds for their statements they left for others
to investigate.3 The Bible does not discourage the pursuit of philo-
sophy.4 Logic is of great utility in defending Christianity, though the
greatest arguments establishing the truth of the Gospel are not natural
but the supernatural guarantees of miracle, fulfilled prophecy and the
miraculous expansion of the Church in face of powerful prejudice and
governmental opposition.5 To his pupil Gregory (later to become the
apostle of Pontus) Origen writes that the Christian may use philosophy
as the Hebrews spoiled the Egyptians of their jewels at the Exodus.®

In much of this we are frequently reminded of Justin or Clement.
But the accent and tone are different. Origen is so much more detached.
The reader of Clement is sometimes inclined to suspect him of being so
over-anxious to rebut the scornful charge that Christians are un-
educated that he indulges in name-dropping. The Contra Celsum is
wholly without trace of any inferiority complex and is an attack as much
as it is a defence. Origen is not one of those apologists who derived
encouragement from similarities to Christian ideas in Plato or Chrysip-
pus.? He is completely free of the notion that there is a mystique of
authority attaching to the great classical philosophers, and is without
the least desire to claim the protection of their name for any statement.
Nothing for Origen is true because Plato said it, though he thinks that
Plato, being a clever man, said many things that are true. What Origen
claims is not an affinity with this or that philosophy, but the right to
think and reason from a Christian standpoint.

* Contra Celsum 1 9f.; 111 44 5 vi 1 ff. * Contra Celsum V1 14.

3 Princ. 1, praef. 3.

* Contra Celsum Vi 7 quotes texts from the Wisdom literature; note the discussion of I Cor.iin
113 and 11 47 f.

5 Contra Celsum 1 2. See Gregory Thaumaturgus’ account of Origen’s educational method in
Paneg. vi1 100 ff.

¢ Philocalia 13. Cf. Hom. in Gen. x1 3 (Isaac’s servants may dig wells on Philistine land).

7 For the plagiarism thesis cf. Contra Celsum 1v 39 (the garden of Zeus of Symp. 203 from Gene-
sis 1i—iii): did Plato hit on it by chance? or did he meet exegetes of Genesis when in Egypt?

8 Contra Celsum vi1 46; 49 (disowning captious criticism) ; Hom. in Ex.x16. Justin (Dicl. 6. 1)
and Clement (Str. vi 66) state the principle.
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In the Contra Celsum and elsewhere he is occasionally prickly to the
point of rudeness towards the classical tradition. This is partly to be
explained by the inward psychological effort that a man wholly trained
within a metaphysical tradition must make in order to achieve detach-
ment, and partly by the fact that pagan Platonists like Celsus were
denying the right of Christians to think at all. The Platonism of Celsus,
Porphyry, and, for that matter, Plotinus is in its feeling and temper a
scholasticism bound by authority and regarding innovation and origi-
nality as synonymous with error. They would not have understood an
attitude such as that expressed by Origen when he writes that ‘philo-
sophy and the Word of God are not always at loggerheads, neither are
they always in harmony. For philosophy is neither in all things con-
trary to God’s law nor is it in all respects consonant.” Origen proceeds
in this passage to list some of the points of agreement and disagreement.
‘Many philosophers say there is one God who created the world; some
have added that God both made and rules all things by his Logos.
Again, in ethics and in their account of the natural world they almost all
agree with us. But they disagree when they assert that matter is co-
eternal with God, when they deny that providence extends below the
moon, when they imagine that the power of the stars determines our
lives or that the world will never come to an end.””

Like Justin and Clement, Origen attacks the Stoics for their material-
ism, pantheism and deterministic doctrine of world-cycles.* He dis-
tinguishes the Christian doctrine of God’s providential care from the
Stoic idea of God as a material immanent force.3 The Stoic doctrine of
natural law and of ‘universal notions’ of God and conscience he
accepts without the least demur.4 Every man has an innate awareness of
right and wrong.5 The Sermon on the Mount accords with what natural
consent acknowledges to be the ideal pattern in human relations. The
Mosaic law spiritually interpreted is the natural law, as Philo said, and
both are identified with Christian morality.? For Origen there is no

t Hom. in Gen. xv1 3; of. Princ. 1 3. 1; Contra Celsum v1 8; 47 (Plato teaches that the Creator is
Son of God).

* Contra Celsum 1v 67-8; v 20; Princ. 11 3. 4. 3 Contra Celsum v1 71.

* E.g. Comm. in Joh. 1 37; x11t 41; Contra Celsum 11t 40; VIII §2.

5 Hom. in Luc. 35 (p- 196 Rauer?).

¢ Comm. in Rom. 111 7; cf. Contra Celsum 1 4 f.

7 Comm. in Rom. vi 8; cf. Philo, Opif. 3.
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distinctively Christian ethic, but rather moral attitudes that are charac-
teristically Christian, above all the recognition*that the divine love and
righteousness are the ground of this morality. The dormant soul is
awakened to this realization by the Gospel.” Everyone acknowledges
that a truly spiritual religion involves a rejection of polytheistic idolatry,
even if he does not act upon that knowledge.* The soul of man has an
intuitive longing for God; and Origen will not believe that this yearn-
ing can have been implanted in man’s heart unless it is capable of being
satisfied. Just as each faculty of our senses is related to a specific
category of objects, so our nous is the correlate of God.3
Nevertheless, natural religion and natural morality are not enough.
There is salvation only in Christ, and good works done before justifica-
tion are of no avail.4 The soul of man is so weakened and distracted that it
cannot be redeemed apart from the power and grace of God in Christ.5
The severity of Origen’s judgement on ‘the good pagan’ is, of course,
much qualified by his denial that this life is the only chance a man has.
Origen is aware that the Christian estimate of man is in one aspect
less exalted than the more aristocratic view of the Stoics with their
doctrine of the wise man unmoved by disaster without or passion with-
in, presupposing an innate strength and nobility of soul that is dis-
tinguishable from the Christian judgement that, though intended for
high things, the soul is frail, bound by the fetters not so much of the
body as of sin, and in need of help. Origen occasionally mentions the
Stoic moral paradoxes, but with characteristic coolness does not say that
he wholeheartedly approves, only that at some more suitable time he
might discuss the extent to which these pagan principles accord with
Christianity.® On the other hand, he makes generous use of the Stoic
theodicy. The problem of evil greatly exercised the ingenuity of the
Stoic philosophers in their conflict with Sceptics and Academics, and
Chrysippus had created an arsenal of argument which Origen exploits.
In Christianity the problem of evil was a no less serious question than it
was for the Stoics in the time of Carneades. The Gnostics had thrown

t Comm. in Rom. vuI 2. * Contra Celsum 111 g0.

3 Exh. Mart. 47; Princ. 11 11. 4; Sel. in Ps. (x1, 424 Lommatzsch); cf. Comm. in Cant. Cantic. 1
(p. 91 Baehrens).

* Comm. in Rom. 11 9 (Tura papyrus, p. 166 Scherer); Hom. in Num. 1 2; x17.

S Contra Celsum 1v 19; Hom. in Ps. 36,1v 1; Hom. in Ps. 37,1 4 (X11, 205 ; 253 Lommatzsch).

¢ E.g. Comm. in_Joh. 11 16.
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it into the forefront of the discussion, and had answered the problem
by teaching, on the basts of some Platonic support, that evil inhered in
matter. This solution was not open to Clement and Origen.” Neither,
on the other hand, could the Christians happily use the Neoplatonist
theodicy that evil is a privation of good. Biblical language about the
devil,® if not personal experience, ensured that Christian theology must
recognize evil to be a positive force, a depravatio rather than only a
deprivatio. Moreover, the Christian belief in a historical revelation
having the incarnation at its climax inevitably seemed to link the
Christian interest with the Stoic defence of providential care not merely
of the cosmos in general but of man in particular. A large part of the
second and third books of Origen’s De principiis is dominated by these
questions in the form in which the Gnostics put them, and in the Contra
Celsum Origen significantly turns for Stoic help in replying to Celsus’
Platonizing argument that providence cares for the cosmos as a whole
rather than for particularities and has no more concern for mankind than
for dolphins.3 Likewise Origen makes common cause with the Stoa in
accepting the argument from design.4 He sees difficulties in Scripture as
analogous to those encountered in nature—of which he wisely observes
that only a fool would try to find an explanation of every single detail.5

Origen’s attitude towards Platonism is more complicated. He sets an
immediate distance between himself and Plato by sharp accusations that
Plato was a pagan who, despite the high insights of dialogues such as
the Republic and the Phaedo, failed to break with polytheism.® It is
significant that the complaint is directed not against Plato’s metaphysics
but against his behaviour. Origen simply assumes as axiomatic the
Platonic conception of the intelligible world with the sensible world as a
reflectionof it. For Origen the idea is fundamental to his view of revela-
tion. Both the Bible and the Incarnation exemplify the principle that
God uses earthly symbols to help us to rise to the spiritual reality that

' Contra Celsum 1v 66 (decisively rejecting the view that evil inheres in matter); cf. v 53 (we do
not make God responsible for evil by saying he made matter).

* To Celsus’ remark that ‘it is not easy for one who has not studied philosophy to know the
origin of evils’ Origen replies that it is only possible to begin if one knows (from the Bible) about
the devil (1v 65). Celsus finds the idea of Satan impossible (v 42).

3 Contra Celsum 1v 74 fL.

4 Contra Celsum vi11 523 Princ. 1v 1. 7; Exh. Marz. 4.

5 Princ. 1V 1. 7; 11 9. 4. ¢ Contra Celsum 111 473 VI 3—4; VII 42; 44.
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they veil.® Furthermore, Origen’s doctrine of God unreservedly ac-
cepts the traditional Platonic definitions that God is immutable,
impassible, beyond time and space, without shape or colour, not need-
ing the world, though creating it by his goodness.> He assumes the
truth of the late Platonic axiom that, in the hierarchy of being, what is
produced must be inferior to that which produces it, an assumption
which involved him in difficulties in expounding the doctrine of the
Trinity,3 though his Trinitarian and Christological statements are in
fact vastly more ‘orthodox’ than his later reputation would suggest.
Platonic language about the eternity of the cosmos provided him with
terminology to express the eternal generation of the Son-Logos from
the Father.4 He echoes Philo’s declaration that the Logos stands mid-
way, as high priest and mediator, between the Creator and the created
natures.5 The Logos is the ‘idea of ideas’.6 And so on.

Nevertheless, there are certain points where Origen has substantial
disagreements. He rejects the doctrine of the Timaeus that the Creator
God made souls but delegated the making of bodies to inferior powers.?
He will not admit that the cosmos is divine or that the stars are gods
(though he believes the stars probably have souls).® He unambiguously
teaches creation ex nihilo: creation is not out of relative but out of
absolute non-being. ‘I cannot understand how so many eminent men
have imagined matter to be uncreated.” Origen also rejects the view
that this material world will never come to an end. Plato’s doctrine

' Contra Celsum V1 68.

* Immutable: Contra Celsum vi 625 Orar. xx1v 2; Comm. in Joh. 11 17; v1 38. Impassible:
Contra Celsum 1v 72 (of wrath) ; Hom. in Num. Xv1 3; XX111 2; Princ. 11 4. 43 etc. Hom. in Egech.
VI 6 accepts passibility in the sense of love and mercy. Transcendent: Contra Celsum v1 64 f. (via
negariva qualified by via eminentiae); cf. vi1 42 f. Needing nothing: Hom. in Gen. vinl 10, etc.
Creative goodness: Princ. 1 4. 35 Comm. in Joh. vi 38; cf. Princ. 1 5. 3 (only the Trinity is good
essentially; all else has goodness but can lose it).

3 See, for example, Comm. in Joh. x111 25. (For contacts at this point between the thought of
Origen and that of Plotinus see Part 111, ch. 12, p. 199.)

% Princ. 1v 4. 1 fL. 5 Princ. 11 6. 1; Contra Celsum 11 34.

¢ Contra Celsum V1 64.

7 Contra Celsum 1v 54. (Princ. 1 8. 2 attacks a Gnostic variant of this.)

8 Contra Celsum v 6-13, disowning not only Plato but Anaxagoras’ notion that the stars are
masses of hot metal. Origen thinks the stars spiritual beings who have fallen but a little way, are
imprisoned in the stars and compelled to regulate earthly weather. He justifies prayer for fine
weather on the hypothesis that the sun has free will. (It is fair to add that he regarded all this as
speculative.)

9 Princ. 11 1. 43 Comm. in Gen. ap. Eus. P.E. vi1 205 etc.
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that, although the cosmos is created and so in principle corruptible, yet
by God’s will it will never in fact be destroyed, holds good in Origen’s
view not of the sensible world, but of the higher world, the heavenly
realm of discarnate spirits, saints and angels, which should not be called
the realm of ideas lest anyone suppose that it exists only in our minds as
a metaphysical hypothesis.” All this marks a considerable modification
of the Platonic scheme. Nevertheless, Origen was convinced that
much of Platonism is true. In one of his earliest works, the Stromateis
(extant only in sparse fragments), he even attempted to express the
fundamental ideas of Christianity wholly in Platonic language. Neither
the theory of Ideas nor the doctrine of Anamnesis plays much partin the
structure of Origen’s thought, though there are places where he assumes
these conceptions. The main problem lay in the nature and origin of the
soul.

Origen teaches that souls are not unbegotten and eternal,? but created
by God, who from overflowing goodness created rational, incorporeal
beings. But they neglected to love God, being overcome by ‘satiety’,
and fell, some only a short distance, becoming angels, some a very long
way, becoming devils, and some of a middle class, becoming human
beings. The material world was not, as the Gnostics declared, an
accidental consequence of the Fall, but was made by the goodness of
God—not, however, with the intention that anyone should be too
comfortable in it, but with the intention of educating humanity by the
insecurity and transitoriness of existence to return to God. So in the
divine plan some souls are sent down into bodies because of their
failures, while others may ascend into bodies because they are showing
improvement.

Origen’s mythological picture of the hierarchy of being as a diversity
resulting from free choices (a conception with which the Neoplatonists
could not come to terms) is explicable against the Gnostic background.
Origen’s anxiety is to defend God from the charge of injustice and
arbitrariness. In the doctrine of the soul he was faced by a choice
between three possible doctrines: (a) the Creationist view that God
creates each soul for each individual as conceived and born; () the

* Princ. 11 3. 6.
* Princ. 1 3. 3. The following résumé is mainly based on the De principiis.
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Traducianist view that the soul is derived, like the body, from the
parents; (c) the Platonic Pre-existence theory, according to which
immortal and pre-existent souls temporarily reside in the body. Crea-
tionism seemed to involve God in endless fuss; Traducianism seemed to
endanger the transcendence of the soul in relation to the body by
making it something corporeal. Pre-existence had the merit of making
a theodicy possible which answered the Gnostics’ complaint against the
justice and goodness of the Creator. But the final result was a mytho-
logical theory of the creation which bore at least a superficial resem-
blance to the theory it was intended to refute; and orthodox churchmen
were disturbed by a doctrine apparently more Platonic than biblical
and strongly suggesting the corollary of transmigration. On several
occasions Origen disclaims the myth of transmigration as false.* Yet his
own system presupposes a picture of the soul’s course which is strik-
ingly similar. Probably the right solution of this problem is to be
found in Origen’s insistence on freedom rather than destiny as the key to
the universe. In other words, he objected to the fatalistic principles
underlying the doctrine of transmigration; he did not object to the idea
if its foundations rested on the goodness and justice of God assigning
souls to bodies in strict accordance with their merits on the basis of free
choices. Because God is good, the process of redemption, which is not
confined to this life on earth and does not only include the human race
but angels also, will go on and on until God has won back all souls to
himself, including even the devil himself who retains freedom and
rationality and must therefore have still the power to respond to the
wonder of divine mercy. Because freedom is essential to the very con-
stitution of rational beings, universal restoration cannot be asserted to
be a predictable end in the sense that the cosmos is moving towards it
by an irresistible evolution. But only a belief in total depravity so
drastic as to make redemption an act of omnipotent power rather than
gracious love can justify the denial of universalist hope. God never
abandons anyone. The fire of his judgement is purifying and his
punishment is always remedial, even if it may be extremely severe. And
because freedom is eternal, even at the summit of the process when all

' Contra Celsum v 29; Comm. in Matt. x111 x (the fullest discussion); etc. Nothing can be based
on Koetschau’s hypothetical reconstruction of Princ. 1 8. 4.
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have been restored, it is possible (Origen speculates) that there may be
another Fall, so that a series of unending cycles stretches out before the
mind.

Origen is not an easy figure to assess. Other, later theologians soon
came to look with misgiving upon his devaluation of history as the
sphere of divine revelation. Yet his principles of allegorical exposition
lived on to become an accepted tradition in medieval commentaries on
Scripture. Though his doctrine of the pre-existence of souls (necessary
to his theodicy) had occasional later advocates, it seemed too danger-
ously reminiscent of transmigration to be widely acceptable to the
orthodox tradition. His universalism seemed to make redemption
almost a natural cosmic process and to eliminate the element of freedom
from divine grace and from human responsibility. Despite all his critics
and the stormy controversy of the sixth century, culminating in
Justinian’s condemnation of some of the more extravagant speculations
attributed to him by the Origenist monks of Palestine, much in his
essential theological position became permanently at home within the
Greek orthodox tradition in the revised and restated form given to it by
the Cappadocian fathers, especially by Gregory of Nyssa. Widely
divergent estimates of him were passed in his lifetime and throughout
the patristic and medieval periods. These divergences will no doubt
continue so long as there remains debate on the tenability of Christian
Platonism.
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CHAPTER 12

LIFE: PLOTINUS AND THE RELIGION
AND SUPERSTITION OF HIS TIME

Plotinus begins a new period in the history of Greek philosophy, but his
achievement cannot be described as either a revival or a revolution.
As Part 1 has shown, Platonism in the second and early third
centuries A.D. was very much alive, and by no means merely stereo-
typed and superficial: and the thought of Plotinus in many ways con-
tinues along lines laid down by his predecessors. But he was an original
philosophical genius, the only philosopher in the history of later Greek
thought who can be ranked with Plato and Aristotle, and was impelled
by a personal mystical experience of a kind and quality unique in Greek
philosophical religion. So the result of his critical rethinking of the
long and complex tradition which he inherited was a really original
philosophy with far greater coherence and vitality than Middle Platon-
ism, and one which had a wide and deep influence on later European
thought.

We have only one reliable source of information about the life of
Plotinus. It is the Life of his master which Porphyry, his disciple and
editor, wrote in the year 301, more than thirty years after he had parted
from Plotinus, and prefixed to his edition, the Znneads. This is generally
recognized as a work of quite unusual quality, with no parallel among
ancient philosophical or literary biographies, and giving a great deal of
authentic information.” It tells us, however, very little about the early
life of Plotinus for the simple reason that Plotinus himself told his
disciples next to nothing.*? We can, however, be reasonably certain of
the year of his birth. We know that he died at the end of the second

' Very little has been written about the Life. The best edition is that of R. Harder, posthum-
ously published as part of the new edition, with Greek text and notes, of his German translation of
Plotinus. (Plotins Schriften. Neubearbeizung mit griechischem Lesetext und Anmerkungen. Band
Ve: Anhang. Zum Druck besorgt von W. Marg. Felix Meiner Verlag, Hamburg, 1958.) An
article on the Life by Harder appears in his Kleine Schriften (C. H. Beck, Miinchen, 1960; pp. 275~
95). The dating of the work here given follows Harder: see his note, op. cit. pp. 119~20.

* Life, ch. 1.
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year of Claudius II, i.e. in 270, and, as his disciple and doctor Eustochius
told Porphyry, that he was then 66 years old, which makes his birth-
date 204—5 (day and month are unknown: Plotinus would never allow
his birthday to be celebrated).! We cannot really be certain where he
came from. It has been generally assumed since the fourth century that
his country of origin was Egypt: and Eunapius gives his birthplace as
Lyco (i.e. probably Lycopolis in Upper Egypt, the modern Assiut).
But if this information is authentic, it is curious that Porphyry did not
have it, and it cannot be taken as certain. There is nothing else in the
very short life by Eunapius, or in the notice in the Suda (that in
Pseudo-Eudocia is a sixteenth-century falsification), which gives any
reason to suppose that Eunapius or the Byzantines had access to any
good source of information other than Porphyry’s Life. The general
belief in the Egyptian origin of Plotinus may be based on nothing more
than the fact that he studied in Alexandria.* Nor do we know anything
about his family or race. His name sounds Latin, and may possibly be
taken to suggest some original connexion of his family with the house-
hold of Trajan’s wife Plotina; but this shows nothing about his race.
One thing, however, is certain from the internal evidence of his writ-
ings, and that is that his education and intellectual background were
entirely Greek. (There is no evidence anywhere that he understood
any other language: the passage in the Enneads (v 8 [31] 6), which has
sometimes been quoted to show that he could read hieroglyphics, shows
in fact precisely the opposite, as Bréhier, Schwyzer and others have
noted—even if it really refers to hieroglyphics exclusively, or at all,
which is doubtful.)3

In 232, in the 28th year of his life, Plotinus went to Alexandria to
study philosophy; he found no teacher there to satisfy him till, at the
end of 232 or the beginning of 233, someone took him to Ammonius.
When he heard him, Porphyry tells us, he said ‘This is the man I was
looking for’,* and his teaching satisfied him so completely that he
remained with his master for eleven years. About the teaching of

' Life, ch. 2. On the chronology of the Life see the careful discussion by H.-R. Schwyzer in
his article ‘Plotinos’ in RE, xx1, col. 472—4.

* Schwyzer, art. cit. col. 476—7.

3 Cf. the careful discussion of this passage in E. de Keyser, La Signification de I’ Art dans les
Ennéades de Plotin (Louvain, 1955), pp. 60-3.

+ Life, ch. 3.
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Ammonius very little is known, though a great deal has been written by
modern scholars. The most fantastically improbable hypothesis yet put
forward is that of Elorduy," that he was the author of the pseudo-
Dionysian writings, a suggestion which, as later sections of this
History? show clearly, stands the whole history of philosophy and
theology in the next three centuries on its head and makes all discernible
currents of influence flow backwards. Others have seen in him an
Indian, perhaps even a Buddhist monk,3 or a somewhat unorthodox
Christian theologian. But the very small amount of evidence which we
have about him is certainly not sufficient to support these remarkable
suggestions, and provides all too little ground even for the soberer
attempts at the reconstruction of Ammonius’ thought which have been
made, and will continue to be made, by scholars who are rightly con-
vinced that a master who could give such satisfaction to Plotinus must
have been a philosopher of unusual quality who is likely to have con-
tributed a good deal to the development of Plotinian Neoplatonism.
The information which we have about Ammonius which there is no
reason at all to doubt is as follows. He wrote nothing, or nothing of
any importanceS—a discouraging start for our investigations. He held
that the soul was immaterial® and that Plato and Aristotle were in
fundamental agreement’—perfectly normal and commonplace views
for a Platonist of his period. To this very short list we could till
recently have confidently added two further items; that he was brought
up a Christian and became a convert to paganism, and that he was the

1 ¢ Es Ammonio Sakkas el Pseudo-Areopagira? (Estudios Eclesidsticos, 18 {Madrid, 1944]),
pp- 501-57.

* Parts 1v and vI.

3 E. Seeberg, ‘Ammonius Sakkas’, in Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte, LX1 (1942), pp. 136—70;
Benz, ‘Indische Einfliisse auf die frith-christliche Theologie’, in Akad. d. Wissenschaften u. d.
Literatur (Mainz), Abhandl. d. Geistes- u. Sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse (1951), no. 3, pp. 171 fl.

+ H. Langerbeck, ‘The Philosophy of Ammonius Saccas’, in JHS, Lxxvi, Part 1 (1957),
pp. 67-74.*

5 Longinus, quoted by Porphyry, Life, ch. 20. Longinus admits that some ot the philosophers
in his “non-writing” group, which includes Ammonius, wrote occasional minor treatises, but he
does not mention any such work by Ammonius.

¢ Nemesius, On the Nature of Man, ch. 2.

7 Hierocles in Photius, Bibl. cod. 251: cf. cod. 214. On the question whether further reliable
information about Ammonius is to be found in Nemesius and Hierocles see H.-R. Schwyzer in his
article ‘Plotinos’ in RE, xxi, col. 477-81, and E. R. Dodds, ‘ Numenius and Ammonius’, 1v, in
Entretiens Hardt, v (Les Sources de Plotin), Vandceuvres, Genéve, 1960. These, with the articles
by H. Dérrie and H. Crouzel to be cited, are the best modern surveys of the evidence about
Ammonius.
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teacher of the Christian as well as of the pagan Origen.” But since
Dérrie’s brilliant and penetrating examination of the difficulties which
are, as is generally admitted, raised by the conflicting evidence of
Porphyry in Eusebius and Eusebius himself,? it is no longer possible to
be quite so certain. There may have been a Christian Ammonius, master
of the Christian Origen, who was a different person from the pagan
Ammonius who taught the pagan Origen and Plotinus: though on the
whole the probabilities seem in favour of the simpler hypothesis, that it
was the same Ammonius who taught both Origens and Plotinus and
that, though Porphyry and Eusebius both made mistakes, their
mistakes were not as far-reaching as Dérrie supposes (this is the view of
Dodds).

At this point it is desirable to say something about the pagan Origen
(the Christian Origen is treated at length elsewhere in this History).3
He is mentioned three times in Porphyry’s Life,4 in terms which should
make it clear to the discerning reader that he was a different person
from his Christian namesake, of whom Porphyry so heartily dis-
approved,’ and that Plotinus and the scholarly Platonist Longinus®
regarded him with considerable respect. He is also mentioned a
number of times by Proclus, and occasionally by other later writers.7
The passages in which he is mentioned, however, tell us little about his
thought, and it seems likely that he was not a very original or important
thinker. But one thing that we do know about him is that, unlike
Plotinus, he did not make the first principle of reality the One beyond
intellect and being: his first principle is the supreme intellect and
primary being.® Thisis not, of course, particularly original or surprising.

! Porphyry in Eusebius, HE v 19.

* Hermes, LXXxII (1955), pp. 439—78. Dédrrie’s conclusions have been criticized by Dodds
(art. cir.) and by H. Crouzel in Bulletin de Lirtérature Ecclésiastique, 1 (Toulouse, 1958), pp. 3—7.

3 Part i1, ch. 11, pp. 182~92.

* Chs. 3, 14 and 20 (in the preface of Longinus).

5 Porphyry in Eusebius, /oc. cit. There are other serious obstacles of chronology, etc., against
identifying the two, for which see ch. 11 of the work of K.-O. Weber cited in note 7 below.

¢ For Longinus see below, Part 1v, ch. 18, pp. 283~4.

7 The passages are collected by K.-O. Weber in his Origenes der Neuplatoniker (Zetemata, 27
[Beck, Miinchen, 1962]). In his commentary Weber deals excellently with the biographical problems,
but goes far beyond the reliable evidence in dealing with the thought of Origen and Ammonius.

8 Proclus, In Platonis Theologiam 2. 4, pp. 89 f. Portus (. 7 Weber). The treatise mentioned by
Porphyry (Life, ch. 3.33) That the King is the only Maker (81 udvos momtis & Paciiess) may
possibly have been a defence of the position that the supreme principle of reality is identical with
the Intellect-Demiurge.
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Origen simply kept to the traditional Middle Platonist position from
which Plotinus departed. But it is interesting, though hardly helpful to
any attempt to reconstruct the thought of Ammonius, to find two of his
pupils taking such different lines. That Ammonius believed that Plato
and Aristotle were in agreement suggests that he is more likely to have
agreed with Origen than with Plotinus. If you hold that the doctrine of
the One beyond being and intellect is Platonic, it is very difficult indeed
to believe also that the theologies of Plato and Aristotle are essentially
the same, and Plotinus was very well aware that this was one of the
great points of difference which separated his Platonism from the
thought of Aristotle and the Peripatetics. But we find that the Christian
Origen (also, probably, as we have seen, a pupil of Ammonius), though
his teaching about God’s transcendent unity does not go beyond that of
the Middle Platonists or his Christian predecessor Clement of Alexan-
dria,” speculated about the distinction between the Father and the Son
in a way rather like some aspects of Plotinus’ thought about the dis-
tinction between the absolutely unlimited and undetermined One and
the determinate being of Intellect:* we do not however find in him that
absolute denial that ‘being’ and ‘intellect’ are terms which can properly
be used of the first principle which is the distinguishing mark of the
thought of Plotinus.3

All this, though it does not tell us very much about the personal views
of Ammonius, does suggest that the question of the transcendence and
unity of the first principle, with all its implications, was much discussed
in this circle, and that it was in these discussions that Plotinus found the
starting-point for the development of his thought which led him to his
own distinctive doctrine. Even if, on our evidence, it seems likely that
the position of Ammonius himself was nearer to those of the two
Origens than to that of Plotinus, we should remember that Plotinus
never seems to have thought that he was departing in any important
way from the thought of his master. Perhaps the most original feature
of the teaching of Ammonius, and what attracted Plotinus to him in the
first place, may have been that, instead of expounding a cut-and-dried

' Cf. De Principiis 1 1. 6, where God is both monad and mind.

* Contra Celsum v1 64; cf. vi1 38 and Comm. Joh. 1 39. 291—2.

3 For the “telescoping’ of the hypostases in fourth-century Neoplatonism, which was in some
ways a return to the immediately pre-Plotinian position, see below, Part 1v, ch. 18 B, pp. 287-93.
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dogmatic system, Ammonius showed some sense of how difficult
philosophy was, encouraged discussion and left some questions open,
even at the cost of vagueness, indecision, and, sometimes, inconsistency.
In chapters 13 and 14 of the Zife Porphyry describes Plotinus’ method
of teaching, stressing his willingness to allow discussion, his patience
with objections, and his refusal to take over any philosophical doctrine
just as he found it; then he remarks, rather cryptically, that he brought
‘the mind of Ammonius’ to bear in the discussions.* Was perhaps the
distinctive thing about the mind of Ammonius that it was a compara-
tively open mind?

At the end of eleven years Plotinus left Ammonius, according to
Porphyry because he wished to learn something of the philosophy of
the Persians and Indians. With this intention he joined the expedition of
Gordian IIT against the Persians. When Gordian was murdered in
Mesopotamia and Philip proclaimed emperor he escaped with difficulty
to Antioch and afterwards went to Rome; he was, when he arrived
there, forty years old.? Too much significance should not be read into
this adventurous interlude in an otherwise unexciting life. The reason
given by Porphyry why Plotinus wanted to visit the East may perfectly
well be the true one. There would be nothing surprising in a Greek
philosopher having a respect for Oriental wisdom and wanting to know
more about it. And a number of philosophers before Plotinus had been
interested in Persian thought in particular.3 (Harder is probably right
in not attaching too much importance to Porphyry’s mention of
Indians, and in supposing that Plotinus never expected to get to India,
but only to meet more and better educated Indians in Persia than he
could find in Alexandria.) But there is no real reason to suppose that
Plotinus already knew anything much about Persian or Indian thought,
and as things turned out the expedition cannot have added anything to
his knowledge. As we shall see, his thought is entirely explainable as a
personal development of Greek philosophy, without any need to
postulate Oriental influences. It would be hard indeed to find any real
point of contact between his philosophy and the orthodox Zoroastrian-

' Chs. 14, 15-16. Cf. Harder’s note ad /oc. * Life, ch. 3.

3 Cf. Harder’s note on the passage of Porphyry’s Life just cited, and the comparatively well
informed and by no means uncritical account of Persian theology given by Plutarch in De Iside et
Osiride, chs. 46-7 (369D-370C).
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ism of the Sassanids, or any other form of ancient Persian thought
known to us. And even if there are resemblances to some forms of
Indian thought,” these are probably better accounted for by indepen-
dent reflection on similar religious or metaphysical experiences than by
any sort of influence or borrowing.

Harder’s suggestion, in his note on the relevant passage just cited,
that the fact that Plotinus went on the expedition shows that he was
already in relations with senatorial circles close to Gordian IIT has
something to be said for it, though the evidence is slight. Porphyry’s
phrase about his joining the expedition? tells us nothing about the
capacity in which he joined it; it is likely enough that he was a very
insignificant hanger-on indeed with no definable rank or function:and
the danger from which he escaped with difficulty to Antioch need not
have been more than the general insecurity to be expected in a camp
where the soldiers had just murdered their emperor; there is no
necessity to assume a direct threat to his life because he had been a close
associate of Gordian and his friends. But the fact that he went to Rome,
not at that time a particularly suitable place for studying or teaching
philosophy, requires some explanation. And the simplest explanation
would be that he was already in touch with someone (or some people)
with influence, connexions and property at Rome suflicient to offer him
at least a chance of living the life he had chosen, with a reasonable hope
of security and peace (there would be no real need to fear trouble from
Philip, who observed the proprieties in the matter of Gordian’s deifica-
tion, treated his family with respect, and remained on good terms with
the Senate). But this must remain very uncertain. We cannot of course
argue back from the state of affairs which Porphyry found when he
came to Rome in 263 (see below). Plotinus had had plenty of time in
nineteen years to become well known and make distinguished friends.

* This is a question which can only be profitably discussed by someone who has an equal
mastery of both traditions, based on a solid and scholarly knowledge of the Greek of the Enneads
and the Sanskrit of the Upanigads. The present writer, whose knowledge of Indian thought is
scrappy and superficial in the extreme and based entirely on translations, does not qualify. But
R. C. Zachner’s account of the thought of the Mundaka and Svetasvatara Upanisads in his A4t
Sundry Times (London, 1958), pp. 10716, shows some striking similarities with the thought of
Plotinus, and a comparison between them by someone properly equipped by nature and training
to understand both might be very fruitful.

* Bous kauTdv TG oTpaTonéde ouvaiohe (Life, ch. 3, 18-19).
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It was at Rome that Plotinus began to teach philosophy and, after
ten years, to write.” This is the period of his life which we know best
from Porphyry: though we should remember that Porphyry was with
him only for six years nearly at the end of his life. The picture he gives
us is of Plotinus firmly established, with his circle of friends and dis-
ciples already formed, and his method of teaching fully developed. If
there were any early struggles, insecurities and uncertainties we know
nothing about them. It is an attractive picture, and includes some
details which are helpful to our understanding of the philosophy of
Plotinus. First of all we find that this most other-worldly of philo-
sophers, this Platonist who ignored the whole social and political side of
Plato’s philosophy, not only lived in considerable style in the aristo-
cratic world of Rome but gave a great deal of extremely practical,
businesslike and entirely disinterested service to his friends and
neighbours. He certainly always preached withdrawal from the world,
and perhaps attempted to organize it on a fairly large scale for his circle.
The most striking instance of his influence which Porphyry gives? is
that of the senator Rogatianus, who gave up his property, refused to
accept the praetorship when the lictors were waiting to escort him on
his first ceremonial progress from his house, and thereafter lived the
ascetic life of a sort of dignified philosophical mendicant—which,
Porphyry remarks, cured his gout. And the most satisfactory explana-
tion of the unsuccessful attempt to found a ‘Platonopolis’ in Cam-
pania3 is Harder’s,4 that what was being proposed was a sort of pagan
monastery to which Plotinus and his friends and pupils, many of whom
were senators and their wives, would withdraw from the life of Rome;
and that the real reason why the Emperor Gallienus stopped the project
was his polite hostility to the Senate. But Plotinus certainly believed
that it was the duty of a good and wise man living in the world to give
to others not only spiritual guidance but whatever practical and material
help his enlightened judgement told him they required, and he

gave such help generously. He acted as arbitrator, Porphyry tells
* Life, ch. 4. * Life, ch. 7. 3 Life, ch. 12.
* See the essay, already referred to, published in his Kleine Schriften, and the discussion in
Entretiens Hardt, v, pp. 320-2. Harder’s remarks on the probable real attitude of Gallienus to

Plotinus are worthy of attention: Plotinus was not, as he has sometimes been represented to have
been, a court philosopher or imperial spiritual director.
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us,! in disputes, and, unlike most people who engage in that thankless
activity, never made an enemy. He was often appointed by his aristo-
cratic friends as legal guardian and trustee for their children, and carried
out his duties most conscientiously. ‘His house’, Porphyry tells us, ‘was
full of boys and girls’* (it must therefore have been a large one, and
kept up in some style; Plotinus, however austere his personal life may
have been, was no beggar-philosopher of the Cynic type). And he
looked after both their education and their property in the most
thorough and businesslike manner. He seems to have taken the view
that if, when they grew up, they turned to philosophy, they would of
course give up their property like Rogatianus, but that until they came
of age and made this decision for themselves, he had to fulfil the
obligations of a rutor under Roman law with scrupulous exactitude.
This close connexion of giving up property with turning to philosophy
throws a good deal of light on the way in which later Greek philo-
sophers thought of the philosophic life, and explains why it seemed
natural to some educated Christians in the next century to speak of the
early monks as ‘ Christian philosophers’.

Plotinus was always at the disposal of his friends if they were in any
kind of trouble or difficulty, minor or serious, from losing a necklace to
a persistent impulse to suicide. Porphyry says3 that when he himself
was meditating suicide Plotinus suddenly came to him, told him that
this was not a rational decision but due to too much black bile, and
ordered him to go away for a complete change. Porphyry obeyed and
went to Sicily, and this (whether Plotinus intended it so or not) was the
end of their connexion, for Plotinus died soon after. Like other great
contemplatives, he seems to have had the gift of keeping his inner life
untroubled by these many outward activities. He could deal with
Porphyry’s suicidal tendencies, or Chione’s lost necklace, or Potamon’s
lessons, without any break in his conternplation: this, as we shall see, is
relevant to his psychological doctrines.

What Porphyry has to tell us about the circle at Rome, and the
gossip about the Master which circulated in it, throws a little light on
some questions important for understanding the relationship of his
thought to the ideas of his time, those of his attitude to pagan religion,

* Life, ch. 9. * Loc. cit. 3 Life, ch. 11.
203

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Plotinus

Gnosticism, and magic. The episode in the Zife® which, rightly inter-
preted in its context, helps us to understand the attitude to the pagan
religion of his time which is indicated casually and incidentally in the
Enneads is that of the famous answer to Amelius. Amelius Gentilianus,
from Etruria, was the senior member of the school, the oldest and closest
associate of Plotinus and an indefatigable and long-winded expositor
and defender of his teachings. He became philothutes (rather licentiously
translated by the present writer ‘ritualistic’) and attended the sacrifices
at all the temples on the appropriate occasions. One day he asked
Plotinus to go with him; but he replied ‘It is for them to come to me,
not me to them’. Whatever this ‘ exalted utterance’ may have meant? (and
it is possible that his devoted disciples took it rather too seriously), it
makes clear that Plotinus did not find the external observances of reli-
gion of any great interest or importance. And this is certainly the
impression conveyed by reading the Enneads. Religion for Plotinus is
individual, not social; it is a solitary journey of the mind to God in
which external rites and ceremonies can be of little or no help. But the
Amelius story, and the Enneads, also show us that this indifference was
only indifference, not hostility. Plotinus did not go to the temples
himself, but there is no evidence that he objected to Amelius going.
Amelius, after all, was the senior member of the school, and everything
which is said about him in the Life shows that Plotinus esteemed him
highly precisely as a philosopher: the worst he can have thought of his
ritualism is that it was an amiable weakness which in no way dis-
qualified Amelius for philosophy.3 And in the Enneads his use of illus-
trations taken from the beliefs and practices of popular religion# certainly
does not suggest any hostility, though it equally does not suggest any
enthusiasm or interest. External ceremonies, whether of the public cult
or the mystery-religions, can provide solemn and not unworthy images
for the inner experiences of true, philosophical, religion: but that is all.
* Life, ch. 10.

* For some suggested explanations see my article ‘ Was Plotinus A Magician?’, Phronesis, 1, 1
(Nov. 1955), pp. 77-9.

3 Porphyry may well have judged Amelius more harshly if, as seems quite likely, the allusions
in De abstinentia 11, chs. 35 and 4o to philosophers who share in and encourage the beliefs and
practices of popular religion are to Amelius and others like him in the Plotinian circle. It is pos-
sible that this whole passage (chs. 34—43) may throw some light on the reasons which led Plotinus
to stay away from sacrifices, but we cannot be certain how far it represents the master’s own
opinions. * Cf.1v 3 [27] 11; v 1[10] 6; v1 9 [8] 11.
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There was, however, one kind of religion current in his own time,
and in his own circle, which Plotinus really hated and this was Gnosti-
cism. There is a passionate intensity of feeling about some passages of
the treatise Against the Gnostics® which is fiercer than the sharpest of his
school-polemic against Stoic materialism or Epicurean denial of provi-
dence, or even his indignation with the blasphemous silliness of some of
the beliefs of the astrologers. The reason for this intense hostility is
apparent from ch. 10 of the treatise and ch. 16 of the Life. In ch. 10
Plotinus speaks of ‘some of our friends who happened upon this way of
thinking before they became our friends, and though I do not know
how they manage it, continue in it’. And Porphyry tells us in the LZife
‘There were in his time many Christians, among them some who were
sectarians influenced by the ancient philosophy...’,* and goes on to
describe the ‘revelations’ they produced in a way which makes it clear
that they were Gnostics: he then describes the regular campaign of
polemic directed against them by Plotinus, Amelius and himself, in the
course of which he demonstrated that the revelation attributed by the
Gnostics to Zoroaster was a late forgery, probably by the same sort of
arguments which he later used in dealing with the Old Testament in his
great attack on the Christians. From this evidence it is clear that
Plotinus regarded the Gnostics as the deadliest enemies of everything
he stood for, and that he found them so dangerous because they were
attacking from within: there were men in his own circle who were
Gnostics, men close enough to him for him to call them ‘friends’ in
spite of their opinions. There may even have been a time when he still
thought that it might be possible to come to a friendly understanding
with these Gnostics. There are certainly to be found in the Enneads
ideas which appear to have some affinity with Gnosticism.3 Plotinus
may only gradually have become aware of the dangers into which this
side of his thought might lead him and of the irreconcilable differences
between his interpretation of Platonism and any sort of Gnosticism.
But there is no doubt that Plotinus eventually came to think of Gnosti-

P g 33}
? yeybvaotr B xat’ aUTtdv TV XploTiavddy ToMdol piv xal &Adot, alperikot &t &k THs Trehends
prhocopias &vnypévol. . . (ch. 16, 1-2). For the translation see the discussion in Entretiens Hardt,

v, pp. 175—6. cipeTikol does not, of course, mean heretics or sectaries from the point of view of
orthodox Christianity, but people who gave their own peculiar interpretation to ‘the ancient
philosophy’. 3 See below, ch. 15, pp. 243~5.
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cism as a poisonous influence within his circle, corrupting the minds and
lives of its members, which, if it was not checked, would dissolve their
true Hellenic philosophy into an amorphous mess of barbarian non-
sense and immorality. His protest against the Gnostics is made at once
on grounds of tradition, of reason and of morality. There is and can be
for him no possible conflict between the traditional authority he recog-
nizes, that above all of Plato, and reason. The Dialogues of Plato are not
for him inspired scripture or divine revelation to which his reason must
submit, nor does it ever occur to him that he might be a better reasoner
than Plato, and so in a position to criticize him and correct him, as he
criticizes and corrects Aristotle. Plato is, quite simply, always perfectly
rational and right—provided, that is, that one understands him rightly,
that is, as Plotinus understands him.* An important reason for Plato’s
authority was, of course, his antiquity. Plotinus, like other men of his
time, believed that the more ancient a doctrine was the more profoundly
true it was likely to be: and Plato was for a Platonist the supreme ancient
sage, and the faithful interpreter of any true wisdom there might be
more ancient than himself—though the appeal to ‘Orphic’ and
‘Pythagorean’ wisdom plays a much smaller part in the Enneads than it
does in Tamblichus and his successors, there is no doubt that Plotinus
recognized its traditional authority. The revelations of the Gnostics
had to be shown to be recent forgeries, because they claimed the
authority of sages, like Zoroaster, whom everyone admitted to be more
ancient than Plato. They were using a spurious ancient wisdom to
commend their modern perversion, corruption and fantastic inflation of
the true ancient wisdom. And their motives in doing this seemed to
Plotinus to be an immoral and irrational arrogance and impatience.
Their ‘revelations’ fed their delusions of grandeur and made them
think themselves superior not only to the sages of the Hellenic tradition
but to the visible universe and the divine power which made it and the
astral divinities which ruled it: why the Gnostic contempt for the
visible world was so profoundly shocking to a Platonist will be dis-
cussed later. And because they thought of themselves as a privileged
caste of beings in a special relationship to the divinity they believed that
they could take a short and easy way, by their secret knowledge and
techniques, back to their rightful place in the spiritual world, and need
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not follow the long hard road of the practice of virtue and the exercise
of intelligence which true philosophy showed to be the only way to
God. These were the reasons why Gnosticism seemed so dangerous to
Plotinus and why he fought it so strenuously.

Plotinus strongly disapproved of the Gnostic use of magic;® but
there are two stories in the Life and some passages in the Enneads
which have led some scholars to believe that he was not above practising
it himself when the occasion required.? The two stories come in ch. 10
of the Life. Both refer to periods long before Porphyry came to Rome
and joined Plotinus: they are therefore told at second or third hand, and
may well have been improved in the telling. But there is nothing
intrinsically improbable about them, and they cannot be rejected as
fiction or gossip. After all, Plotinus himself may have told them to
Porphyry; in the case of the first, this seems likely. This first story is
about Plotinus’ only (according to Porphyry) personal enemy,
Olympius of Alexandria, who had been for a short time a pupil of
Ammonius (it is therefore quite likely, though by no means certain,
that this episode took place at Alexandria, not at Rome). He tried to
practise star-magic against Plotinus, and (on the most probable inter-
pretation of Porphyry’s obscure and ambiguous phrasing) succeeded
so far that Plotinus had a particularly severe attack of the colic to which
he was subject, which he attributed to the machinations of Olympius
(how seriously he meant this cannot be quite certain). But Olympius
felt his magic bouncing back on him, so he said, from the superior soul-
power of Plotinus, and stopped his operations because he found himself
in danger of suffering himself rather than injuring his rival. This story
certainly shows that Olympius and Plotinus, like everybody else in the
third century, believed in magic. But it does not seem to contain any
clear evidence that Plotinus on this occasion practised magic: if he did
so, it was only in self-defence, but the suggestion seems rather to be
that Plotinus was so highly charged with soul-power that he naturally

119 [33] 14.

* A good deal has been written on this subject: see E. R. Dodds, Appendix 11 to The Greeks and
the Irrational (Berkeley, California and C.U.P. 1951); P. Merlan, ‘Plotinus and Magic’, Isis,
xL1v (Dec. 1953), pp. 341-8; A. H. Armstrong, ‘Was Plotinus a Magician?’, Phronesis, 1, 1,
pp. 73-9 (these articles might be described as speeches for the prosecution and the defence of
Plotinus on the charge of practising magic); R. Harder, in the essay already cited and his notes to
the relevant passages of the Life.
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radiated occult influences which made him a dangerous subject for
magical attack. And there is nothing in Plotinus’ theory of magic as
expounded in the Enneads to contradict this interpretation of what
happened. There are a number of references in the Enneads to magic
which make it clear that Plotinus believed that it really worked. The
longest and most careful discussion is at the end of the second treatise
On the Problems of the Soul,* where Plotinus gives his views on the
limits of magical action on good and wise men and on the gods. From
this it is clear that Plotinus believed that only the body and the lower,
irrational soul which is intimately related to the body could be affected
by magic, and that magical injury there, even if it was enough to kill the
body, was unimportant; there is no suggestion that the good and wise
man should take counter-action on this level. But if the magical distur-
bance in this lower part should be of a kind which might affect the
rational soul (as a love-spell might) he will use ‘counter-spells’ to do
away with it: there seems at least a strong possibility that the word
Plotinus uses here? is used in a metaphorical sense, as émwdn (spell) is
used elsewhere in the Enneads, following Plato in the Charmides, of
philosophical exhortation. As for the gods, only the astral gods come
at all within the sphere of magic, and even their bodies cannot be really
affected by it: all the magician can do is to manipulate the effluences
coming from sun, moon or stars without the deities themselves know-
ing anything about it.

This last point is worth bearing in mind when we consider the next
story, that of the ‘séance in the Iseum’, fully and illuminatingly dis-
cussed by Dodds in his appendix to The Greeks and the Irrational.
Plotinus was persuaded to attend a conjuration of his guardian spirit in
the temple of Isis in Rome. (There is no evidence to show in what
frame of mind he went, or how interested he was in the proceedings.)
To everyone’s admiration a god appeared instead of a spirit: but owing
to a technical hitch (the choking of a pair of apotropaic fowl) it was
impossible to ask it any questions. Porphyry appears to connect the
writing of the treatise On our Allotted Guardian Spirit* with this
episode. If this is so, a careful reading of the treatise will show that

T 1v 4 [28] 40-4. * &vtemdBoov, ch. 43, 8.

3 1567, 41 4 [15)
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Plotinus is unlikely to have been very thrilled or exalted by what
happened (or appeared to happen). According to it our own decision
whether to live by the higher or lower in us determines the rank of our
guardian spirit by determining whether we are animal, man, spirit or
god in each of our successive lives; for the guardian spirit is always on
the next higher level of the hierarchy of being above that which our
personality at its highest reaches. So the guardian spirit of the perfectly
good and wise man (orouSaios), who lives on the level of Intellect, is the
One or Good itself] and therefore far beyond the reach of any conjura-
tion.* There are men who have an astral god, the highest being which is
in any way within the sphere of magic, for their guardian spirit: but
they are the lowest rank of good men, of those, that is, who go to the
upper world and not to the place of punishment (the whole treatise is an
interpretation of Plato’s teaching about guardian spirits, and especially
of the myth in the Republic). The higher ranks of good men belong out-
side the visible world altogether, and are therefore beyond the guardian-
ship of astral gods.? The appearance, therefore, in the Iseum of a god of
this inferior rank would have beenat besta certificate of spiritual respect-
ability, indicating that he was on the right road, but with a long way to
go before becoming a spoudaios. And of course, if at the time of the
séance he already held his later, fully developed theory of magic, he
would not have believed that it was the real god which appeared, but
only an image produced by magic art from its effluence. We are justified,
then, on the evidence in concluding with Dodds that Plotinus was
neither a magician nor a theurgist. He admitted the reality of the
powers of magicians and astrologers as far as his theory of the workings
of the physical universe required him to: but he had no personal desire
to exercise such powers and when the occult practitioners went beyond
the limits of reason and reverence and made exaggerated claims, or
blasphemous statements, imputing evil to the astral gods, he attacked
them sharply.3

We have discussed Plotinus’ attitude to the pagan religion of his
time, to Gnosticism and to magic, but have said nothing of his views
about orthodox Christianity: and there is, in fact, nothing to say. If

* Ch. 6, 1-s. * Ch. 6, 18-37.
3 Cf., besides 11 9 [33] 14 already cited, Life, ch. 15 and 11 3 [52] 1-6 (against the astrologers).
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we assume, as seems most likely, that Origen the Platonist pupil of
Ammonius mentioned in the Life was a different person from Origen
the Christian,® then there is no evidence that Plotinus ever had any
contact or conversation with orthodox Christians. Nor does he any-
where in the Enneads specifically mention or attack orthodox Christian
doctrines (as distinct from doctrines or attitudes of mind common to
both Gnostics and orthodox). It seems likely, therefore, that Plotinus
never really came close to orthodox Christianity, either as friend or
as enemy. Inview of the great influence which his philosophy later exer-
cised on Christian thought, it is interesting to speculate what his own
attitude to it might have been: but we cannot safely say more than that
even if he had known it well he would probably have disliked it. The
question of what likenesses and differences there are between his
thought and the Christian thought of his own or later periods is quite a
different, and a very interesting, one which will be touched on here and
there in this Part; and the question of his influence on later Christian
(and Moslem) thinkers will be repeatedly discussed elsewhere in this

History.
* See Life, chs. 3, 14 and 20.
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CHAPTER 13

TEACHING AND WRITING

The part of Porphyry’s description of Plotinus at Rome which is most
interesting to a historian of philosophy is of course his account of his
master’s method of teaching and writing, of his knowledge and use of
previous philosophers and his relations with the philosophers of his
own time. About all this Porphyry tells us a good deal which is helpful
to our understanding of the Enneads. The lectures of Plotinus were not
the formal, carefully arranged, set speeches developing a theme along
lines fixed by established tradition which were customary in the philo-
sophical schools of his time. The procedure in his school was informal,
some said disorderly.” Plotinus was a systematic and dogmatic philo-
sopher, who had no doubt that he knew the right answers to the great
philosophical questions which he treated: but he was not the sort of
systematizer and dogmatist who cannot tolerate queries, objections and
interruptions. He had a Socratic belief in the value of discussion, and
once a discussion had started in his school it had to go on to the end, till
the difficulties raised had been properly solved, however long it took.
A story which Porphyry tells gives an excellent idea of the spirit in
which Plotinus met queries and objections. A man called Thaumasius
came into the school one day when Plotinus was arguing with Por-
phyry about the relationship between soul and body (the argument
lasted three days) and demanded a set lecture suitable for writing
down; he could not, he said, stand Porphyry’s questions and answers.
But Plotinus said ‘If we do not solve the difficulties which Porphyry
raises in his questions we shall be able to say absolutely nothing suitable
for writing down’.? And we can find traces of discussions of this kind
in many treatises of the Enneads (not, that is, actual reports or sum-
maries of the discussions which took place, but passages of argument
which look as if they were inspired not simply by Plotinus’ reading
but by his memory of objections actually raised by members of the
school). But, though Plotinus was always ready to stop for discussion,

* Life, ch. 3. * Life, ch. 13.
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it is also clear from Porphyry’s account that he was capable of sustained
exposition and of speaking in a way which impressed his audience and
conveyed to them something of his own philosophical passion: and this
again is confirmed by his written works, which contain much continu-
ous, strongly knit exposition and many passages of impressive elo-
quence which have moved and excited readers of every generation
from that of St Augustine to our own, and sometimes even stimulated
them to grapple with the tough expositions and close, obscure argu-
ments which fill the greater part of the Enneads. But the eloquence of
Plotinus is not the artificial, self-conscious, over-literary sort common
in his age; it is simple and direct, springing from his passionate con-
centration on the matter in hand.

What Porphyry has to say about his master’s knowledge and use of
previous philosophers has been confirmed and amplified by recent
studies of the Enneads, and is extremely helpful to our understanding of
how Plotinus worked out his own philosophy. He tells us® ‘In the
meetings of the school he had the commentaries read, it might be of
Severus or Cronius or Numenius or Gaius or Atticus, and among the
Peripatetics of Aspasius and Alexander and Adrastus and any others
which came to hand’. The starting-point (Porphyry makes clear that it
was only a starting-point) of a Plotinian lecture or discussion was the
study of one of the Platonic or Aristotelian commentators and exposi-
tors of the century or so before he began his philosophical career.
Again and again as we read the Enneads we find him critically consider-
ing the opinions of his predecessors, or reproducing some piece of
school discussion or polemic as a starting-point for his own reflections;
this is very well brought out in the volume ‘Les Sources de Plotin’
(Entretiens Hardt, v) already referred to. His use of the great Peri-
patetic commentator Alexander of Aphrodisiasis particularly interesting
in its constructively critical handling of a version of Aristotelian thought
which he obviously found attractive and often true up to a point, though
inadequate, and in the way in which he brings Aristotle himself into the
discussion and corrects Alexander by him, as he sometimes corrects the
Platonists by Plato.? Plotinus knew the works of Aristotle well, and

! Life, ch. 14.

* See in particular P. Henry’s paper ‘Une Comparaison chez Aristote, Alexandre et Plotin’,
and the discussion, in Entretiens Hardt, v, pp. 429-49.
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frequently refers to them (Porphyry notes his frequent use of the
Metaphysics,® but he also knew the De anima, the logical works, the
Nicomachean Ethics, etc.), and was deeply influenced by Aristotelian
ideas, as will appear at several points later, though his attitude towards
them always remains independent and critical. The same is true of
Stoicism. Porphyry speaks of the presence in his works of ‘unobserved
Stoic and Peripatetic doctrines’;* and, besides a great deal of traditional
Platonist polemic against Stoicism, there are many passages in the
Enneads which show considerable Stoic influence, though the Stoicism
is not as a rule left raw or unmodified;3 of this again we shall have
examples later. As for other philosophers, he neither liked nor under-
stood the Epicureans any better than most of his predecessors and con-
temporaries did, and his references to them are confined to a few stock
polemical observations; and the Presocratics provide him only with a
few doxographic tags, interpreted in accordance with his own ideas.
The supreme authority for Plotinus, and the only philosopher whom
he regards as beyond criticism, is of course Plato. But his way of using
the works of his master is somewhat disconcerting to the modern
Platonic scholar. As Theiler excellently puts it, the Plato of Plotinus is
a very restricted Plato, a ‘Plato dimidiatus’, a Plato without politics.4
As we have seen, the other-worldliness of Plotinus did not lead him to
neglect his duties to society. No ancient philosopher has a better record
of disinterested service to his fellow-men. But it did lead him to preach
withdrawal from public life and to take little or no interest in the
political side of Plato’s thought. And his use even of the non-political
parts of Plato’s writings is highly selective.5 Practically nothing is
taken from the early, ‘ Socratic’ dialogues. The Republic is often referred
to, but the references are nearly all to a few passages (the Cave, the Idea
of the Good, the concluding myth). Theaetetus 176 s—B (the flight from
evil) is referred to again and again; there are a fair number of references

* Life, ch. 14, 6-8. * Tbid. 5-6.

3 See W. Theiler’s ‘Plotin zwischen Plato und Stoa’ in Entretiens Hardt, v, pp. 65~103.

* Theiler, arz. cit. p. 67. [For some evidence of serious study of Plato’s political writings by
late Greek philosophers see the account of the political thought of al-Farabi, Part vi, ch. 40c,
pp. 658—61.]

5 There are good detailed surveys of the quotations from Plato in H.-R. Schwyzer, ars. cit.
col. s51—2 and W. Theiler, ars. ciz. pp. 68—71. The identification of the passage which Plotinus
has in mind is often by no means easy, because of his inexact ways of citation or allusion.*
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to isolated passages of the Sophist, Parmenides and Philebus; Alcibiades
I, the Greater Hippias, Politicus, Cratylus and Laws and perhaps Epi-
nomis are used occasionally; the passage about the three principles in the
2nd Letter 312E is several times given as authority for Plotinus’
doctrine of the Three Hypostases. The dialogues which Plotinus used
most frequently and extensively are the Phaedo, Phaedrus, Symposium
and Timaeus. These, with Republic vi and vi1, are the real sources of his
Platonism. But he uses even these selectively, and a great deal in them
is never referred to or considered at all. There are, here and there in the
Enneads, some acute discussions of difficulties or apparent (for Plotinus
they must be only apparent) inconsistencies in Plato, notably of the dif-
fering accounts he gives of the reasons for the soul’s descent into this
world and its relationship to body.! But usually his Platonic quotations
or references are simply brought in to provide authority for his own
views or a starting-point for his own speculations: and the meaning he
gives them is either very much his own or derived from his Middle-
Platonist or Neopythagorean predecessors (whose interpretations may
of course in some cases be traced back to the Old Academy). He uses
texts from Plato, in fact, rather as Christian preachers or scholastic
theologians use texts from thé Bible, and not as a scholar would use
them (his use of Aristotle is considerably more scholarly because he does
not feel any particular reverence for him). This does not mean that the
Platonism of Plotinus has nothing to do with the Platonism of Plato:
one can only arrive at that conclusion by neglecting a great deal of
Plato and misunderstanding a great deal of Plotinus. But the resem-
blances and differences will be better seen when we are considering
Plotinus’ thought in detail.

Before going on to consider the writings of Plotinus, something
must be said about the end of his life and the breaking up of his circle.
The painful and unpleasant illness from which he suffered in his last
years and which eventually killed him is described by Porphyry?* so
imprecisely that H. Opperman has identified it as Elephantiasis graeca

Y1v8[6land 11 [53] 12

* Life, ch. 2. The account given by Porphyry, with that of Firmicus Maternus (Mathesis 1 7.
14 ff.), which probably depends on Porphyry, is discussed by H. Opperman in Plotins Leben
(Orient u. Antike, 7{Heidelberg, 19291); P. Henry, Plotin et ’Occident (Louvain, 1934),'pp. 25 ff.;
P. Gillet, Plotin au point de vue médical et psychologique (Paris, 1934); H.-R. Schwyzer, arz. cir.
col. 474—6.
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(a form of leprosy) and P. Gillet as tuberculosis. It led him to give up
teaching and withdraw from the society of his friends, who were
avoiding meeting him out of disgust for his condition; he went to the
estate of one of his oldest friends, Zethus, in Campania, where he died
alone except for his faithful doctor Eustochius. Porphyry, on the
authority of Eustochius, records his last words, but unfortunately text
and interpretation are doubtful.” He probably said either ‘ Try to bring
back the god in you to the divine in the All’, or ‘T am trying to bring
back the divine in us to the divine in the All’. When he died his circle
had already broken up. Porphyry had gone to Sicily some time before,
because of the nervous crisis already mentioned, and Amelius was in
Syria. It had never been a formally organized philosophical school; its
existence depended entirely on Plotinus himself; and on his retirement
and death it dissolved without any possibility of re-forming. Thisis a
fact of some importance for the history of philosophy. Plotinus was
not the founder of Neoplatonism in the sense that he founded a school
with a continuous tradition based on his teaching. The survival of his
authentic thought has depended entirely on the literary and editorial
activity of Porphyry. He stood apart from the philosophers of his time
(who are as obscure to us as Plotinus would have been without Por-
phyry). The most notable of them, Longinus, spoke of him with respect
but disagreed with him profoundly.? The Neoplatonism of Tamblichus
was in many ways a fresh start, which helps to account for the fact that
those very authority-minded people the later Neoplatonists never
regarded Plotinus as an authority of the first rank, with whom it was
not proper to disagree. The influence of Plotinus on later philosophy
was very great, but he did not dominate the thought of his time or
entirely determine the later development of Platonism.

Plotinus, as has already been mentioned, did not begin to write till he
had been ten years in Rome. There has been much discussion about the
reason given by Porphyry why he delayed so long. Porphyry says?
‘Erennius, Origen and Plotinus had made an agreement not to disclose
any of the doctrines of Ammonius which had been made clear to them in
his lectures. Plotinus kept the agreement and, though he held con-

* See P. Henry, ‘La Derni¢re Parole de Plotin’, Studi classici e orientali, 11 (Pisa, 1953),
pp- 113—20 and Harder’s note in his edition of the Life.
* Life, chs. 19-20. 3 Life, ch. 3, 25~30.
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ferences with people who came to him, maintained silence about the
doctrines of Ammonius. Erennius was the first to break the agreement,
and Origen followed his lead. . ..” The best explanation of this is that
given by Harder in his long note on the passage in his edition of the
Life. He rejects, for good reasons, the idea that there is any implication
here of anything like the obligation of secrecy imposed on those initiated
into a mystery. The agreement not to publish refers, he thinks, to a
common stock of ideas worked out by discussion between Ammonius
and his three pupils and set down in written notes which represented
their joint work, in which it was not possible to distinguish the parts
belonging to each individual, and which the three pupils therefore
agreed should not be published by any one of them as his own work, or
even (apparently) incorporated in his own writings. As Harder points
out, an agreement of this kind would be impossible to keep for very
long, and Porphyry thought that all that was needed to save his master
from any discredit was to make clear that he was not the first tobreak it;
which, as Harder says, would have been no excuse if anything like a
mystery-secret had been involved.

Once Plotinus had begun to write he continued to do so to the end of
his life, but his writings were not intended for general circulation; they
were meant for a few of his close friends, and disciples, and it was not
easy to get hold of copies. Porphyry carefully collected everything
that this master wrote and eventually, in 301,% in his 68th year, over
thirty years after the death of Plotinus, published his great collected
edition. This was not the first edition of the writings of Plotinus. There
was an earlier one by his friend and doctor Eustochius, of which we
know from an ancient note which appears in some manuscripts of the
Enneads at the end of ch. 29 of the second treatise On the Problems of
the Soul3 This tells us that Plotinus’ book on the soul was differently
divided in the two editions, the break between the second and third parts
coming in that of Eustochius at the point where the note appears.
Henry and Schwyzer believe that the quotations in Eusebius, Prae-
paratio Evangelica xv 10 and 22, come from this edition and not from
the Enneads, but their belief, though supported by some evidence, has

* Life, ch. 4. ? See Harder’s note on Life, ch. 23, 13.
3 1v 4 [28).
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not found general acceptance among Plotinian scholars.” If it is well
founded (and the present writer is inclined to think that it is), these
fragments in Eusebius provide a valuable check on Porphyry’s
editorial methods, and go a long way to confirm that what he gives us
in the Enneads is substantially what Plotinus wrote, without significant
additions or alterations. But even if it is not, and Eusebius was quoting
from Porphyry’s edition, there seems no reason to suppose that
Porphyry did not do his work as editor conscientiously and accurately.
Almost all Plotinian scholars nowadays would agree that in the words
of the Enneads we have what Plotinus wrote, and that Porphyry did no
more than correct the spelling, etc., of his master’s carelessly written
and unrevised manuscripts.? In the division and arrangement of the
treatises, however, he allowed himself to take some most unfortunate
liberties in order to force Plotinus’ writings into the artificial scheme he
had devised, of six sets of nine treatises (‘ Enneads’), grouped roughly
according to subject-matter.3 It was of no great importance that he
divided a number of longer treatises into several parts which appear
consecutively in the right order in his edition (111 2—3, 1v 3—5, VI 1-3, VI
4-5), or that he collected a number of short detached notes into some-
thing that looks on casual inspection more or less like a treatise (111 9).
What was a good deal more serious was that he broke up one of
Plotinus’ longest and most impressive works into four separate parts,
placed out of order and without apparent connexion in three Enneads
(11 8, v 8, v 5,11 9).4 One of the advantages of following the chrono-
logical order of the treatises, which is given by Porphyry in the Life,’
instead of the Ennead arrangement, as is done by Harder and a few
others, is that it is possible to read this work as a coherent whole: and
Harder’s demonstration, on grounds quite independent of Porphyry’s
chronological list, that it is a whole, with the parts arranged in that order,
provides impressive confirmation of the accuracy of the list: we can be
reasonably sure, at least about the treatises written after Porphyry came
to Rome, that Plotinus did write them in the order in which Porphyry

' See the prefaces to Henry—Schwyzer, Plotini Opera, 1, pp. ix—x and 11, pp. ix—x.

* Cf. the vivid but, as Harder points out, rather uninformative account of Plotinus® way of
writing in Life, ch. 8.

3 See Life, chs. 24-6 for Porphyry’s own account of his editorial proceedings.

* See R. Harder, ‘Eine neue Schrift Plotins’, in Kleine Schriften, pp. 303—13.

5 Chs. 4-6.
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says he did. We should have, therefore, an unusually solid basis on
which to erect a theory of the development of Plotinus’ thought, if
only we could discover any evidence in his works that such a develop-
ment took place during the period when he was writing them. But in
fact all attempts to find evidence for a real development have (in the
present writer’s opinion at least) ended in failure. Plotinus is con-
tinually re-stating and clarifying his ideas, returning again and again to
the same points and adding new touches of precision, but there is no
evidence that he changed his mind about any question of real impor-
tance during his writing period (there are perhaps one or two points
where we can see him making up his mind finally after an earlier
indecision). And this is not surprising when we remember that he only
began to write after ten years’ teaching, at the age of fifty, so that his
writings all belong to the last sixteen years of his life. Any real develop-
ment in his thought is likely to have been completed by then, and we
have no sufficient means of knowing how it went.”

It should be obvious from what has been said that the titles of the
treatises in Porphyry’s edition cannot have been given them by
Plotinus: and in fact Porphyry says explicitly that Plotinus gave them
no titles:* the twenty-one which Porphyry found in circulation when he
came to Rome bear, he says, the titles which became current in the
school. He is probably himself responsible for the titles of most of the
later treatises. There is some variation, in some cases, between the titles
in Porphyry’s own two lists, and between the lists and the titles borne
by some treatises in the MSS of the Enneads; and in one or two cases
other titles are known. Of the commentaries and summaries or tables of
contents which Porphyry says in the last chapter of the Life that he
prepared for his edition, no trace has survived, except perhaps for an
Arabic version of part of the table of contents for 1v 4 [28].3

Plotinus, Porphyry tells us,* thought out so thoroughly beforehand

* In spite of its obvious advantages, the chronological order has not been generally adopted by
Plotinian scholars, because of the difficulties which it causes over citation: the form of reference
used in the notes to this History, which is that agreed on by the Plotinian scholars who met at
Vandceuvres in 1957, provides a satisfactory compromise. In it the Ennead and treatise reference
is immediately followed by the number in Porphyry’s chronological order, e.g. vi 9 [9).

* Life, ch. 4, 16.

3 On Porphyry’s commentaties, etc., see H.-R. Schwyzer, art. cit. col. 508-10: for the Arabic
version of the xepddaia see Henry—Schwyzer, 11, pp. 62127 and preface, pp. xxvii-xxviii.

4 Life, ch. 8.
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the question on which he was writing, and kept his mind fixed on it with
such intensity, that he wrote “as if he was copying out of a book’, and
could go straight on with his writing after an interruption, just as if he
had not had to break it off: and he never read through again what he
had written, because of his bad eyesight. This does something to ac-
count for the extraordinarily direct and personal quality of the style of
his treatises. Plotinus wrote very much as he lectured, and intended his
writings for the people to whom he lectured. He did not, as Thau-
masius would no doubt have liked him to, write up his treatises for the
cultured public according to the accepted conventions of late Greek
literary rhetoric. Some of his writings have the appearance of being
intended for a wider audience than others. The work on the Categories
(V1 1-3 [42—4]), for instance, or the treatises On Potency and Act (11 §
[25]D) and On Substance and Quality (11 6 [17]) can only have been
intended for his closest collaborators, the real working members of his
circle. But even those which look as if they were meant for a wider
circle of readers, like the great work which Porphyry so cruelly
quartered, were not meant for readers outside the group of Plotinus’
friends, admirers, and regular hearers. Nor is it possible to make a
hard and fast distinction of style or manner between different groups of
treatises. All contain passages of argument of more than Aristotelian
toughness and dryness; and most, including some of the toughest and
driest, contain passages of exalted and moving eloquence.

That Plotinus wrote very much as he lectured does not mean that we
have in any of the treatises reports of actual lectures or school discus-
sions; nor does it mean that he wrote bad Greek. His writings are
addressed to readers, not to hearers. The arguments, the objections and
the answers to them may well in some cases have been inspired by school
discussions (though we can find origins for many of them in Plotinus’
reading), but they are never transcripts of the proceedings in the school.
As for his Greek, the judgement with which H.-R. Schwyzer concludes
his admirably precise, detailed and sensitive examination of Plotinus’
language and style® seems true and well founded. Schwyzer says?

The judgement that Plotinus writes bad Greek. . .is only correct if one con-
siders the rules of school grammars as alone authoritative. Plotinus writes an

Y Art. cir. col. 512-30. * Col. 530, 41-66.
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individualistic, but never deliberately obscure Greek. The serious difficulties
for understanding do not lie in an unclear manner of expression, but in the
abstractness of the thought. In spite of many freedoms, Plotinus’ language
conforms to the laws of Greek grammar, and is not at all the stammering
utterance of a mystic. It is rather an ever renewed, intelligent struggle to
express the inexpressible, in which all the stylistic resources of the Greek
language are employed. These, however, never become an end in themselves,
but are brought in only to clarify the processes of philosophical thought.
Plotinus is convinced that the majesty of the world which transcends our
senses, and still more the goodness of the One, can never be expressed in
words: but if anyone ever could find adequate words for that world, Plotinus
has succeeded in doing so.

One particular stylistic means which Plotinus used deserves some
special study. This is his use of images taken from the sense-world to
describe the realities of the intelligible world. Plotinus inherited and
developed the traditional polemics of the Platonic and Peripatetic
schools against the Stoic way of thinking about God and the soul as
supremely refined and subtle forms of body, and in consequence has a
very clear conception of the meaning and implications of immateriality;
he brings out those implications, as we shall see, in ways which are
important for his thought. But no philosopher has ever used images
from the sense-world to express intelligible reality with more originality
and force. His language is full of vivid, concrete expressions taken
from sense-experience to describe the activity and interaction of im-
material beings, not only the traditional metaphors of sight and light, or
growth and flow, but expressions of violent contact and vigorous bodily
movement, pushing, striking, breaking, throwing, running, leaping.”
And he has more elaborately presented images of extraordinary
imaginative power. One of the most striking of these is the image of
the material universe floating in soul like a net in the sea: ‘It is like a net
in the waters, immersed in life, but unable to make its own that in which
it is. The sea is already spread out, and the net spreads with it, as far as it
can.’* (A comparison with the tight tidy mathematical structure of soul
in which the Demjurge wraps up the universe in the Timaeus tells us a
good deal about the differences between the mind of Plotinus and that

' A large number of these are collected by Schwyzer, art. cit. col. 526—7.
*1v 3 [27] 9, 38—41.
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of Plato.) Another is this image (carefully stated to be inadequate
because it is looking at it ‘from outside”) for the unity-in-diversity of
Intellect: ¢ One might compare it to a living sphere of varied colour and
pattern, or something all faces, shining with living faces.’* This seems
to take us right outside the range of the classical Hellenic imagination
into the sort of imaginative world inhabited by the great artists of India.
The use of these vivid sense-images is not, as we shall see more clearly
later, inconsistent with Plotinus’ philosophical assumptions: after all,
everything in the sense-world is for him an image of the intelligible; and
his sense of the inadequacy of all language in speaking of these higher
realities would prevent him from regarding any abstract ‘philosophical’
term as completely satisfactory by itself, from thinking that when he
had used the term ‘ Being”’ or ‘Intellect” he had said all that needed to be
or could be said, even about that second reality which he is prepared to
call ‘Being’ and ‘Intellect’. When he comes to the primary reality, the
One, of course, he is completely certain that no kind of language,
‘philosophical” and abstract or ‘poetic’ and concrete, is in the least
adequate or satisfactory. And he keeps his images under very firm
control, sometimes criticizing and refining them in a very unusual way.
The most interesting and important example is the passage where he
takes the traditional image of radiating light, and by correcting it gets
rid of the idea of emanation or radiation altogether, and leaves the
reader with an extremely vivid picture of spiritual omnipresence.? But
there are other passages (e.g. the one just quoted about the ‘living
faces’) where he points out some particular inadequacy of the image he
is using and encourages the reader’s mind to go beyond it: his images
are always intended to keep the mind moving, not to arrest it in a false
contemplation of a fantasy and a static satisfaction with the ultimately
unsatisfying. By his use of images he is able to convey something (not,
in his own view, nearly enough) of his intense and immediate sense of
the life, strength, splendour and solidity of spiritual reality. It is this,
perhaps more than anything else, which gives his writings their
peculiar power and attractiveness.

1

vi 7 [38] 15, 24-6.
VI 4 [22] 7, 23—40; cf. the discussion of this passage in Entretiens Hardt, v, pp. 337-8.

2
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CHAPTER 14

MAN AND REALITY

Perhaps as good a starting-point as any for a consideration of the rich,
complex and difficult thought of Plotinus is to see what he himself
thought that he was really trying to do, what the aim was which he
constantly pursued in all his thinking, teaching and writing. As he
summed it up himself on his deathbed (whichever version of his last
words we accept),” it was to bring back the divine in man to the divine
in the All. This is an ambiguous enough statement, which can be inter-
preted in a variety of ways, beginning with the crudest Stoic pantheism.
But if we come to understand as precisely as possible what Plotinus
meant by it, we shall be well on the way to understanding his philo-
sophy as a whole. Man for Plotinus is in some sense divine, and the
object of the philosophic life is to understand this divinity and restore
its proper relationship (never, as we shall see, completely lost) with the
divine All and, in that All, to come to union with its transcendent
source, the One or Good. We must, of course, in studying Plotinus,
beware from the beginning of the confusion that can so easily arise if we
neglect the wide and vague meaning of theos and theios in Greek and
understand his statements about divinity in terms of the Judaeo-
Christian tradition, which, in its normal way of speaking, reserves
‘God’ and ‘Divine’ for the transcendent creative cause of all things,
and only uses them of created beings rarely, and generally with carefully
expressed qualifications (e.g. ‘divine by participation’). The pagan
Platonic tradition, on the whole, tends to use tkeos and its derivatives in
almost exactly the opposite way. They are rarely used of the transcen-
dent source of being, and only when the context makes it perfectly clear
what is meant: but they are normally used of a variety of beings of dif-
ferent ranks within the universe (down to and including man’s true self)
which depend wholly for their existence on the supreme principle.?

' See ch. 13, p. 215.

* Plotinus sometimes makes use of the traditional distinction between theos and daemon,
though he does not take it very seriously. The rigid and elaborate theological classifications of
later Neoplatonism are foreign to his way of thinking.*
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The object, then, of philosophy according to Plotinus is to attain to
our true end, union with the Good, in the divine All, by waking to a
knowledge of our true self and its place in reality. He always makes it
clear that we cannot truly know ourselves except in our context; we
must know our place in and relationship to the whole which, in a sense,
we are. The divine All, the world of real being, and its source, the Good,
are always there and always present to us, and the impulse to return to
the source is given in the very being of all derived existence. But we
have to choose and make the effort to turn and concentrate ourselves
upwards, towards that good the desire of which is constitutive of our
very being, in order that we may become that which we always are.
This sounds highly paradoxical, and the most careful study of the
Enneads never completely resolves the paradox: but if we are to under-
stand Plotinus at all we must make some attempt to see what it means.
First we must remember that the universe according to Plotinus, the
total order and structure of reality, is static and eternal. Even the
physical universe is eternal and unchanging as a whole, and only in its
lower parts are there cycles of change as individuals come into being
and perish: and in the world of immaterial being all the individual parts
are everlasting, without beginning and without end. *Static’ certainly
does not mean ‘lifeless’. No philosopher has ever asserted so strongly,
and pictured so vividly, the unity of being and life, as Plotinus. The
intelligible world, the highest level of being, is for him a world ‘boiling
with life’.T But the highest life is a life of intense, inturned, self-
contained contemplative activity, of which the life of movement,
change, production and action on the physical level is only a very faint
and far-off image, changing (though without ever producing anything
really new) because of its very imperfection. It is against this back-
ground of thought that we must try to understand Plotinus’ conception
of man. Man for him is a being on the lowest divine level, that of soul,
which extends from the lower edge of the intelligible, down through the
sense-world (it should always be remembered that these inevitable
spatial metaphors, which Plotinus himself uses freely, are for him only
metaphors: the intelligible world is not above the stars; it is not in space
at all). He is a being of considerable complexity, and Plotinus is very

T

vi 7 [38] 12, 23.
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much concerned to locate the ‘we’ (fjueis), that is, our true self, within
that complexity, to determine which among the many functions,
activities and interests of our soul on its various levels are really proper
to man. The question Who (or what) are we?’ recurs several times in
the Enneads, and a reading of the difficult late treatise which Porphyry
put at the beginning of the First Ennead, with the title Whar is the
Living Being and What is Man?,F will show with what care and preci-
sion he tried to find the answer. In this treatise and elsewhere? the
answer he gives is that man is double.3 Our true self, the ‘man within’,
is our higher soul which exists eternally close to and continually
illumined by Intellect. This does not sin or suffer and remains essentially
free and unhampered in its rational and intellectual activities by the
turbulence of the body and its world, into which the higher soul does
not ‘come down’. What enters the lower world is only an irradiation
from the higher soul, an image or expression of it on the lower level,
which joins with the bodily organism to form the ‘joint entity’, the
‘composite’; it is this ‘other man’ or lower self which sins and suffers
and is ignorant and emotionally disturbed, and in general is the subject
of what most people regard as ordinary human experience. This is a
clear-cut and comprehensible conception of man, with a pedigree which
can be traced back to the sharp separation of immortal and mortal soul
in the Timaeus* and of the intellect as true self from the moral personality
in the Nicomachean FEthics.5 But it leaves out of account a great deal
which occurs elsewhere in the Enneads, and in particular it makes
almost incomprehensible that passionate concern for the philosophical
salvation of the soul, for its ‘purification’, *separation’ and reversion to
its proper place and state which Plotinus, rightly, finds in Plato and
which is, as we have seen, the driving force behind his own philosophi-
cal activity. On this ‘double personality’ view nothing needs to be
done, or can be done, about the higher self; and the disciplining and
ordering of the lower self, though a necessary duty, does not seem to be
a very interesting or important task for the philosopher: even in our

11 [s53). * E.g. v1 4 [22] 14.

3 But in 1 1 [§3] 11 Plotinus speaks of the ‘middle’ (15 uéoov) of the soul, which we can direct
either upwards or downwards: this shows how easily he can pass from the view of man as double

to the view of man as triple discussed below (p. 225).
4 69c-D. 5 1177b~1178a.
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final withdrawal from this world there is no essential change. The higher
self is not really more ‘separate’ than it was before; it merely ceases to
irradiate and govern the lower individual (it still shares in the universal
government of universal soul). But there is another more precise analy-
sis of man to be found in the Enneads which adds an important element
and by doing so makes Plotinus’ philosophical activity a good deal
more consistent and comprehensible. In this account man is not double
but triple. In the treatise 4gainst the Gnostics he says ‘ One part of our
soul is always directed to the intelligible realities, one to the things of
this world, and one is in the middle between these: for since the soul is
one nature in many powers, sometimes the whole of it is carried along
with the best of itself and of real being, sometimes the worse part is
dragged down and drags the middle with it; for it is not lawful for it to
drag down the whole’." And in the late treatise On the Knowing
Hypostases he identifies this middle part clearly with the discursive
reason, and states definitely that it is the ‘we’, our true self. ‘It is we
who reason, and think the thoughts in discursive reasoning ourselves:
for this is “we”: the activities of the intellect come from above, just as
those of sense-perception do from below: we are the principal part of
the soul, which is the middle between two powers, a worse and a better,
the worse being that of sense-perception, the better that of intellect.’*
We should notice in the first of these passages the insistence of Plotinus
that the soul is a unity in all its powers and on all its levels; this is an
important part of his thought, and makes it easier to see how he could
allow himself a good deal of variation in his analyses of soul in different
contexts and from different points of view: they are variant partial
descriptions of an extremely complex unity. He, at least, would not
have regarded the three-part analysis as inconsistent with the account of
man as double. And if we accept the former as representing his real

' 11 9 [33] 2, 4-10 Wuxiis 8¢ Hucv 1o wtv &el Tpds Ekelvots, TO 88 Trpods TaUTa Exaw, To 8 év pbog
TOUTwV" PuUoEws yap oUans ds &v Buvdueot mAsoov &1t pév THY Goav cupgépeofol T& dploTw
oirris xad ToU SvTos, 618 8¢ TO Xeipov alriis kaleAkuodiv cuvepeAkUoaafal TO péoov: TO yd&p TV
alrTiis ouk fiv Béms kaBeAxvoan; ef. 1 1 [§3] 11,

* v 3 [49] 3, 34—9 f alrol pdv of Aoy1zduevor kai vooTpey T& &v 1ij Siavolq voruata adrol* ToUTo
y&p fpeis. T& Bt ToU vol vepyfiuaTa &vwdev oUTws, df T& &k Tiis adodnoews kérwley, ToUTto Svtes TO
xUptov THs Wy s, nécov Suvdpews SiTTiis, Xelpovos kol PedTiovos, xelpovos ptv Tfis aloBrigecws, PeATtiovos
8t ToU vol. It is characteristic of this treatise that the transcendence of Intellect is stressed. We

are illumined by Intellect and can operate on its level: but we are not strictly speaking Intellect,
and to be illumined and raised by it means a certain transcendence of self.
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thought we shall find it easier to make sense of what he has to say about
the philosophic life, because it does provide a real foundation in man’s
nature for the possibility of choosing to live on different levels which is
taken for granted throughout most of the Enneads. The limits of choice
for Plotinian man, even on this account of him, remain narrow. He
cannot spoil or corrupt or in any way essentially change his nature.
Plotinus always maintains that immaterial being on any level is impas-
sible; though it becomes clear from the early chapters of his treatise On
the Impassibility of Beings without Body* that the opposing view which
he is particularly concerned to refute is that of the Stoics, according to
which the soul is a material substance subject to physical impressions,
contaminations and modifications, and consequently the kind of impas-
sibility which he is primarily trying to establish is that which seems to
be inseparably connected with the notion of incorporeality (for Ploti-
nus an Aristotelian form would be just as impassible in this sense as a
Platonic soul). But in his account of soul he carries his assertion of
impassibility well beyond the point necessary to disassociate himself
from Stoic materialism. It does not seem that he thought that our true
rational self could ever sin or suffer: it is even doubtful whether he
thought it could be genuinely ignorant.? It cannot come down to the
level of the body or be completely involved in its life. What it can do is
to direct its attention upwards or downwards; to concentrate down-
wards on the petty individual concerns of this world, of its body and
the body-bound lower soul concerned with growth, nutrition and sensa-
tions, or upwards, using the illumination of Intellect which is always
available to it, to expand to universality in the eternal world of truth
and real being, from which it can be raised to union with the Good: or it
can be divided and fluctuate between the two. On this direction of
attention our whole way of living depends: and it is the function of
philosophy to turn us and direct us rightly, upwards.

It should be noted that for Plotinus this right direction of attention,
this activity of the soul on its proper, intellectual, level, is not neces-
sarily conscious. The philosopher need not be aware all the time that

! 1 6 [26).

* [Forthe Christian rejection of this conception of mian see Part v (Augustine), ch. 22, pp. 359~
69 and Part v1 (The Greek Christian Tradition), chs. 28 and 3¢, pp. 426-7 and p. 485.]
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his true self is living on the level of Intellect. Consciousness, in the
sense of self-awareness, registering that ‘7 am doing something’ or
‘Something is happening to me’, is for Plotinus an epiphenomenon, a
secondary, and not particularly desirable, effect of our proper activity.
He is perfectly prepared to admit that consciousness in this sense depends
on the faculties of our body—soul complex. If these are damaged or dis-
turbed, as by drugs, or suspended, as in sleep, there is no consciousness,
but the fundamental activity, and so the fundamental well-being, of our
higher self continues undisturbed. Plotinus points out that even on the
level of ordinary experience many of our activities go better if we are not
conscious of ourselves acting: he gives the examples of reading, and of
acting courageously.” You will not get on very fast or well with reading
the Enneads if you keep on stopping to think ‘Here am I reading the
Enneads’—and almost inevitably adding ‘How intelligent I am!” And
the man performing an act of heroism is not likely to think at the time
‘T am being heroic’, and will be less heroic if he does.

Plotinus often describes this turning and concentration of attention
upwards as ‘waking’: and waking ourselves up from our dream-like
obsession with the needs and desires of our lower self in the world of the
senses is for him a difficult process requiring vigorous intellectual and
moral self-discipline. The moral side of the process is very much
stressed. Some modern Christian writers are in the habit of talking
about ‘Greek’ or ‘Platonic intellectualism’ in a way which suggests
that they think that only Christians (or Jews and Christians) believe
that religion and morality are closely connected, and that Plotinus and
other Greek religious philosophers did not regard the practice of virtue
and the attainment of the highest possible degree of moral perfection as
indispensable for contemplation of and union with God. This of course
is very far from the truth. Plotinus makes his own position perfectly
clear in the passage where he speaks most explicitly about the attain-
ment of mystical union. ‘We learn about it [the Good] by compari-
sons and negations and knowledge of the things which proceed from
it and intellectual progress by ascending degrees; but we advance to-
wards it by purifications and virtues and adornings of the soul and by
gaining a foothold in the world of Intellect and settling ourselves firmly

T

1 4 {46] 9-10.
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there and feasting on its contents’." Here moral progress is closely
linked with the attainment of the intuitive, contemplative knowledge
which is the last stage before the final vision and union. It setsus on the
way to the Good, but the rational-discursive thinking which is what we
generally understand by intellectual activity only teaches us about it.
Plotinus, however, does not usually make the sharp separation between
discursive reasoning and the practice of the virtues which his language
suggests here. It would be anachronistic and wrong to consider his
thought, or that of any other late Greek philosopher, in terms of that
disassociation of moral and intellectual concerns characteristic of our
own way of thinking, which would lead us to consider it absurd and
impertinent, for instance, to inquire closely into the degree of moral
virtue possessed by a candidate for a Chair of philosophy and to require
him, if he was even to be put on the short list, to be free from envy and
ambition and indifferent to such worldly considerations as the salary
scale. Plotinus, like most Greek philosophers, thought that a philo-
sopher ought to be an extremely good as well as an extremely intelligent
man, and did not believe that true intelligence was possible without
virtue, or true virtue without intelligence.

The moral teaching of Plotinus is, as has often been remarked,
strongly influenced by Stoicism. But he firmly adapts Stoicism, where
necessary, to the requirements of his own distinctive form of the
Platonic conception of man. Plotinus vigorously supports the Stoics
against the Peripatetics on the much-debated question whether external
goods are necessary to well-being. This is the main theme of his
treatise On Well-Being.* But by adapting the Stoic teaching to his own
conception of man he is enabled to avoid some of its paradoxical con-
sequences. For him the well-being of man’s true self is what really
matters, and this cannot be harmed by any external sufferings or losses,
however great, or helped by acquiring even the most generally coveted
of external goods. He preaches magnificently on this text, quite in the
tone of a Stoic diatribe. But because he sees man as a complex being he
can easily maintain the main position, that external goods are not

' v1 7 [38] 36, 6~10 B i8&okouat uiv oy dvadoyial Te kal doonptoes kal yvddoes TG € ool Kal

&vaPaapof Tives, Topetouat Bt kaB&paes Tpds adTd kal &peTal kal koounoels kal ToU vonTol EmPdoes
kal &’ alrol 18pUoers kal T&Y kel toidoers, . . ..
* Tlepi eddoupovias, 1 4 [46].
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necessary for true well-being, without denying that their presence or
absence can really affect our lower self. This ‘other man’, the body-soul
complex, can be distressed and suffer pain. Plotinus, like Cicero, finds
the claim of the Epicureans and Stoics that the wise man can positively
enjoy being slowly roasted in the bull of Phalaris merely silly: their
belief in the unity of man’s soul makes such a claim mere rhetoric. For
him the true self maintains its contemplation of the Good, and so its
happiness, unbroken in the midst of the torture, but the lower self,
which can suffer, really does suffer.”

Plotinus keeps the Stoic ideal of freedom from irrational affections
and passions (&mré@eir) but because of his different conception of man it
means something very different for him. There is no question of eradi-
cating or destroying the emotions and affections of the lower self.
Apatheia means freeing the true, rational self from distractions and
illusions originating in the lower self, and so enabling it to live its
proper life undisturbed. This can only be done if the lower, body—soul
complex, the ‘beast” or the ‘child’ in us, is kept under strict discipline
and control. But neither the Enneads nor Porphyry’s Life suggest that
the spirit in which Plotinus undertook this disciplining and training of
our lower nature was one of anxious negation and repression. There was
nothing of the sin-obsessed schoolmaster about him. His attitude is
rather one of austere detached tolerance for what after all is an image or
reflection of our true self, and good on its own lowest level. We must
provide for the real needs of our body (as distinct from the imaginary
ones provoked by its disordered desires and the fantasies of lust,
covetousness and ambition that arise from them): and we must not
neglect the duties which arise for us from our presence with the body
and its world. We have seen already how conscientiously Plotinus
himself discharged his social duties,? and he recognizes the civic or social
virtues? as true virtues, which play their part on their own level in
making us godlike, though they are of lower rank than the virtues which
are purifications.t The virtues on both levels are the usual Greek
cardinal virtues, prudence, justice, fortitude and temperance, to give

1

I 4. 13, 7-12: cf. Cicero, Tusculans u 17; Usener, Epicurea 6o1; SVF 111 586.
* Above, ch. 12, pp. 202—3.

3 mohmikai &petal. For his teaching about these see particularly 1 2 [19] 1-3.

* xabdpaeis. For these see the same treatise, chs. 3—7.
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them their conventional names, and Plotinus has nothing new or particu-
larly interesting to say about them on the ‘civic’ level. On the
‘purificatory’ level these virtues are simply different ways of looking at
that detachment from bodily illusions, concerns and desires and free-
dom in living man’s true divine life which, we have already seen, it is
the philosopher’s first concern to attain. Plotinus always insists that the
philosopher can reach this purity, separation and freedom in this life
without physical separation from the body. Death is to be welcomed
by the philosopher, because the earthly body is a burden and a source of
distractions. (This is true only of the earthly body: as we shall see,
there are other material bodies in the universe which are not impedi-
ments to the life of the soul.) But the philosopher can live out his philo-
sophical life to the full and reach its goal, the vision of and union with
the Good, in this world and with his body. (There seems to be no sug-
gestion in Plotinus that the vision of the Good after death is intrinsically
different from or superior to that attainable in this life, or that the soul
when it is out of the cycle of reincarnation has greater purity or capacity
of vision than when it is in it, though it is free from distraction by
memories of its bodily lives, which may persist to some extent between
incarnations:* it is, after all, only the lower soul that can really be affected
by incarnation.) Death, therefore, though it is to be welcomed, is not
an event of the first importance, and is not to be sought before the
proper time. The teaching of Plotinus on suicide does not differ as
much as has sometimes been said from that of the Stoics. He allows it,
but only in extreme cases and for very grave reasons.?

The teaching of Plotinus about the human, earthly body is very
much influenced by the Phaedo: but when he considers what the
philosopher’s attitude should be to the material universe as a whole and
its order and beauty the predominant Platonic influence is that of the
Timaeus. In so far as it is a world of forms, a structured, patterned
unity in extreme diversity, it is a good world, the work of the good
power of soul. It is true that for him the forms in matter are ghostly
and sterile, not truly real but only the remotest reflections of the true
realities in the world of Intellect: and the matter of the sublunary world,

* Cf. v 3 [27] 27 fl. for memory in disembodied souls.
* See 1 9 [19] with Harder’s introductory note in his second edition (15, §46-7); 1 4 [46] 7-8.
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at least, because it is absolute negativity and unreality, is the principle of
evil.® But Plotinus is so concerned to stress the absolute unreality of
matter that he makes it very clear that everything observable in the
material universe, including its spatiality and corporeality—everything,
that is, except its necessary imperfection—is form, not matter, and all
activity in it is the activity of soul; and form and soul as such are good.
This view of the material universe as last and lowest in the order of
goodness, unity and reality, but the image and reflection of what is
higher, leaves room for a good deal of variation of attitude. When
Plotinus has to defend the divine powers which made this world against
charges that they have made it very badly, and are responsible for a
great deal of avoidable evil, he stresses the necessary reasons for its
imperfection, matter, the low status of its forms, and the relative
inferiority of the soul which is directly responsible for its making:* he
maintains, in a genuinely Platonic way, that it is neither a perfect world
nor a wholly bad world, but the best world which divinity could pro-
duce in the difficult conditions of this lowest level. But, when he is con-
sidering the material universe as a whole, it is its relative beauty and
excellence which he stresses rather than the evil in it. Even when he is
straining all his resources to demonstrate that matter is absolute evil, he
remembers sometimes to remind his readers that the material universe is,
none the less, good. So he ends his treatise On What Are and Whence
Come Evils, which is entirely devoted to showing that matter is the
principle of evil, with the words ‘Because of the power and nature of
the good, the bad is not only bad; for it appears necessarily bound in a
sort of beautiful chains, as some prisoners are bound with gold; and so it
is hidden by them, in order that, though it exists, it may not be seen by
the gods, and that men may be able not always to look at the bad, but,
even when they do look at it, may be in company with images of beauty
to help their recollection’.3 It is when he is arguing with the Gnostics
that Plotinus most vigorously asserts the goodness and beauty of the
material universe and of the divine power which made it.4 He passion-
ately maintains, against their melodramatic dualism, the true Platonic

t The hierarchy of forms, and Plotinus’ strange conception of matter, will be further discussed
in ch. 16a.

* 13 [52] 17; 11 8 [30] 4-5. 18 [51] 15, 23-8.

411 9(33] 8, 16-18.
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doctrine that this world is ‘a clear and noble image of the intelligible
gods’,* and insists that no one who despises and hates its beauty can
really know and love the beauty of the intelligible world. In this anti-
Gnostic polemic, besides the general Platonic assertion of the goodness
of the sense-world, there is another element, also originating from
Plato. Plotinus fully accepted the ‘cosmic religion’ of post-Platonic
philosophers, though it was not of the first importance in his religious
thought or life. The heavenly bodies are for him divine, and he regards
it as blasphemy when the Gnostics deny their divinity and assert that
the elect are superior to the stars in spiritual dignity (a view which of
course they share with orthodox Christians). Because of his belief that
the divinity of the cosmos as a whole is particularly manifested in its
upper part, where universal Soul works unhampered and the divine
heavenly bodies move in their everlasting circuits, he will not admit any
evil at all in the regions above the moon. Rather illogically, in view of
his own doctrine that the matter in bodies (as distinct from intelligible
matter) is the principle of evil, he maintains that there is no evil or
imperfection at all in the bodies of the star-gods. Not only are they
everlasting and incorruptible, but they are completely dominated by
soul and in no way hinder its working, as earthly bodies do.* There is a
good deal of resemblance between the contrast of earthly with heavenly
bodies made by the Neoplatonists and the contrast of ‘natural’ with
‘spiritual’, post-resurrection, bodies made by Christians, as Augustine
remarks.3

It is by the kosmos of the cosmos, its beauty and order, that we are to
know its divinity and be led to the contemplation of the intelligible.
And Plotinus, unlike Plato, puts the beauty of art on a level with the
beauty of nature as a way to the intelligible beauty. The ideas of Ploti-
nus about the beauty of works of art have received a good deal of atten-
tion,* and their practical influence on artistic production has, perhaps,
sometimes been rather exaggerated (though there is still room here fora

T &yodpa fvapyds kol kaAov TV vonTév 8eddv: 1t 9 [33] 8, 15—16—an adaptation of Timaeus

37C, 6-7.

® 11 9. 8, 356, cf. 11 1 {40] 4, 6-13, and cf. below, ch. 164, p. 257.

3 City of God x 29; xx11 26.

* Two good recent books on the subject are La Signification de I’ Art dans les Ennéades de
Plotin by Eugénie de Keyser (Louvain, Publications Universitaires, 1955) and I/ Problema del-
U Arte e della Bellezza in Plotino by Fiammetta Bourbon di Petrella (Florence, Le Monnier, 1956).
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good deal of research, and it might be possible to produce more solid
evidence than has yet been brought forward for a real influence of the
ideas of Plotinus on the minds of European artists at certain periods).
It is of course important always to remember that aesthetics in Plotinus
cannot and should not be separated from the rest of his philosophy:
this is as true of him as of Plato or most other ancient philosophers. He
is only interested in the beauty of art, or of nature, as a help in our
ascent to the intelligible beauty and beyond it to its source, the Good.
The contemplation of the beauty perceived by the senses is for him a
good starting-point for that lifting and wakening of the soul and direc-
tion of its attention to the higher world with which we are concerned in
this chapter. But it is only a starting-point, and in one superb passage
he shows himself well aware that the disturbing love of beauty can, at
least temporarily, conflict with the deeper and more universal, but less
exciting, love of the Good, and draw the mind away from its goal
instead of towards it. ‘ The Good is gentle and kindly and gracious and
present to anyone when he wishes. Beauty brings wonder and shock
and pleasure mingled with pa