Plotinus’ Cosmology

A Study of Ennead 1.1 (40)

Text, Translation, and Commentary

JAMES WILBERDING

OXTORD

UNIVERSITY PRESS



PLOTINUS COSMOLOGY
A STUDY OF ENNEAD 11.1 (40)






UNIVERSITY PRESS
Great Clarendon Street, Oxford OX2 6DP
Oxford University Press is a department of the University of Oxford.

It furthers the University’s objective of excellence in research, scholarship,
and education by publishing worldwide in

Oxford New York
Auckland Cape Town Dar es Salaam Hong Kong Karachi
Kuala Lumpur Madrid Melbourne Mexico City Nairobi
New Delhi Shanghai Taipei Toronto
With offices in

Argentina Austria Brazil Chile Czech Republic France Greece
Guatemala Hungary Italy Japan South Korea Poland Portugal
Singapore Switzerland Thailand Turkey Ukraine Vietnam

Published in the United States
by Oxford University Press Inc., New York

© James Wilberding, 2006

The moral rights of the authors have been asserted
Database right Oxford University Press (maker)

First published 2006

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced,
stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means,
without the prior permission in writing of Oxford University Press,
or as expressly permitted by law, or under terms agreed with the appropriate
reprographics rights organization. Enquiries concerning reproduction
outside the scope of the above should be sent to the Rights Department,
Oxford University Press, at the address above

You must not circulate this book in any other binding or cover
and you must impose this same condition on any acquirer

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
Data available
Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
Data available

ISBN 0-19-927726-5 978-0-19-927726-1
13579108642

Typeset by Regent Typesetting, London
Printed in Great Britain
on acid-free paper by
Biddles Ltd, Norfolk



Acknowledgements

This book is a revised version of a University of Chicago doctoral dis-
sertation submitted in 2002. I came to the topic through a reading group
led by Ian Mueller which began as a reading group on Plato’s Timaeus
but then developed into a reading group on Aristotle’s De caelo before
we finally turned our sights on Simplicius’ commentary on the De caelo.
Perhaps unsurprisingly, I decided that I would understand Simplicius
better by simultaneously studying what Plotinus had to say about cos-
mology, and although this started as a short excursion on a topic of inter-
est, it quickly grew into a full-scale dissertation project. When I began
this project there was no commentary devoted entirely to Enneadi1.1, but
that changed with the appearance of R. Durfour’s French commentary in
2003. Yet, since the penultimate version of this study was complete by the
time Dufour’s book was available, it was only in the final revisions that
was able to take his work into account. (For a brief discussion of the dif-
ferences between our approaches to Ennead 1.1, see my review in Archiv
fiir Geschichte der Philosophie 86 (2004), 322-9.)

While writing this book I accumulated a number of academic debts
which I would like to acknowledge here. Liz Asmis, Rachel Barney,
Christoph Horn, David Rehm, and Richard Sorabji all read the type-
script either in part or in whole and provided valuable comments, advice,
and support. I also profited from several conversations I had with Stephen
Menn over theyears. Wayne Hammond helped me find the images for the
cover, and Jay Pasachoff kindly gave me permission to use those images.
Special thanks should go, of course, to Ian Mueller whose reading group
led me to this project and who oversaw it from its inception.






Contents

Abbreviations
Deviations from H-S

Introduction
Context of the Treatise
Plotinus’ Background in Cosmology
Plato’s Cosmological Theory
Aristotle’s Cosmological Theory
Stoic Cosmological Theory
Plotinus’ Cosmology: An Overview of 11.1
Sigla
Codices

TEXT AND TRANSLATION
Commentary
Bibliography

Index of Names and Subjects
Index Locorum

ix

xil

73
94
235

245
262






AA

Acad.

Ad Gaurum
Aet. mundi
Against Phys.
Against Log.
Alm.

AP

APo

AN

Cat.

Caus. plan.
Chald. Orac.
Comm. math.
Crat.

DA (Arist.)
DA ([Alex.])
DC

De fat.

De Mel.

De mix.

De myst.

De Plat.

DI

Didask.

DK

DM

DP

DS (Arist.)
DS (Theoph.)
Elem.

E-K

Epin.

GA

GC

Abbreviations

Philoponus, Against Aristotle On the Everlastingness of the
World

Cicero, Academica

Porphyry, Ad Gaurum quomodo animetur fetus
Philo, On the Imperishability of the World

Sextus Empiricus, Against the Physicists

Sextus Empiricus, Against the Logicians

Prolemy, Almagest

Philoponus, Against Proclus on the Everlastingness of the
World

Atristotle, Posterior Analytics

Porphyry, De antro nympharum

Aristotle, Categories

Theophrastus, De causis plantarum

Chaldean Oracles

Iamblichus, De communi mathematica scientia
Plato, Cratylus

Aristotle, De anima

[Alexander], De anima

Aristotle, De caelo

Alexander, De fato

[Aristotle], On Melissus, Xenophanes, and Gorgias
Alexander, De mixtione

lamblichus, De mysteriis

Apuleius, De dogmate Platonis

Theophrastus, De igne

Alcinous, Didaskalikos

Herman Diels and Walther Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vor-
sokratiker

[Aristotle], De mundo

Atristotle, De philosophia

Aristotle, De sensu

Theophrastus, De sensu

Euclid, Elements

Edelstein and Kidd, Poseidonius

[Plato], Epinomis

Atristotle, De generatione animalium

Aristotle, De generatione et corruptione



X

Gorg.

H-S

Hist. plant.
Hyp. astr.

IA

InAle.

In Cat. (Phil.)
In Cat. (Porph.)
In Cat. (Simp.)
In Crat.

In DA (Alex.)
In DA (Phil.)
InDC

In DS

In GA

In GC

In Gorg.

In Meta. (Alex.)
In Meta. (Syr.)
In Meteo. (Alex.)
In Meteo. (Olym.)
In Meteo. (Phil.)
In Parm. (Dam.)
In Phaed.

In Phaedyr.

In Phys. (Phil.)
In Phys. (Simp.)
In Remp.

In Tim. (Chalc.)
In Tim. (Porph.)
In Tim. (Proc.)
In Top.

Incor. qual.

K-G

LS]

MA
Mant.

Mem.

Abbreviations

Plato, Gorgias

P. Henry and H.-R. Schwyzer’s editions of Plotinus
Theophrastus, Historia plantarum

Proclus, Hypothesis astronomicarum positionum

Aristotle, De incessu animalium

Proclus, Commentary on Plato’s Alcibiades

Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories
Porphyry, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories
Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories

Proclus, Commentary on Plato’s Cratylus

Alexander, Commentary on Aristotle’s De anima
Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s De anima
Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s De caelo

Alexander, Commentary on Aristotle’s De sensu

Michael of Ephesus, Commentary on Aristotle’s De genera-
tione animalium

Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s De generatione et
corruptione

Olympiodorus, Commentary on Plato’s Gorgias
Alexander, Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics
Syrianus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics
Alexander, Commentary on Aristotle’s Meteorology
Olympiodorus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Meteorology
Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Meteorology
Damascius, Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides
Damascius, Commentary on Plato’s Phaedo

Hermias, Commentary on Plato’s Phaedrus

Philoponus, Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics

Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics

Proclus, Commentary on Plato’s Republic

Chalcidius, Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus

Porphyry, Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus

Proclus, Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus

Alexander, Commentary on Aristotle’s Topics

Galen, Quod qualitates incorporeae sint

Raphael Kithner and Berhard Gerth, Ausfiibrliche Gram-
matik der griechischen Sprache

H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. Stuart Jones, Greek—English
Lexicon

Aristotle, De motu animalium

[Alexander], De anima libri mantissa (= De anima liber al-
ter)

Xenophon, Memorabilia



Meta.
Meteo.
Mor.

Nat. hom.
Nat. mundsi.
Nat. quaest.
ND (Cic.)
ND (Corn.)
Opif. mundi
Out. Pyrr.
PA

Para. DA (Them.)
Para. DA (Soph.)
Phaed.
Phaedyr.
Phil.

Phys.

PS

Refut.

Rep.

Sent. intell.
Soph.

Stat.

Strom.
Symp.

SVF

Th.

Theaet.
Theol. arith.
Tim.

Top.

VP

Abbreviations xi

Aristotle, Metaphysics

Aristotle, Meteorology

Plutarch, Moralia

Nemesius, De natura hominis

Timaeus Locrus, On the Nature of the World and the Soul
Seneca, Quaestiones naturales

Cicero, De natura deorum

Cornutus, De natura deorum

Philo, De opificio mundi

Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism
Aristotle, De partibus animalium
Themistius, Paraphrase of Aristotle’s De anima
Sophonias, Paraphrase of Aristotle’s De anima
Plato, Phaedo

Plato, Phaedrus

Plato, Philebus

Aristotle, Physics

Alexander, Problems and Solutions
Hippolytus, Refutatio omnium haeresium
Plato, Republic

Porphyry, Sententiae ad intelligibilia ducentes
Plato, Sophist

Plato, Statesman

Clement, Stromateis

Plato, Symposium

Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta

Theiler, Poseidonius. Die Fragmente

Plato, Theaetetus

lamblichus, Theologoumena arithmeticae
Plato, Timaeus

Aristotle, Topics

Porphyry, Life of Plotinus



Deviations from H-S

The Greek text is reprinted from the most recently edited version of text, H-S°,
which is in effect H-S? revised according to the emendations suggested in H-S%°
(see bibliography). In 1.1 H-S° differs from H-S* (the text contained on the
TLG) in only two places: H-S’ has kard for kaiat 1.36 and edpa 7e for sdpara
at2.9. I deviate from H-S’ in the following passages:

H-$° Here
2.9 odpa TE sawpara (MSS, H-S')
2.11  det kawov Ao del kal Tov iAov (MSS, H-S'?)
3.20  [évh)uxn] &v 1) Yuxn (MSS, H-S'9)
7.7 mUpbs, éyot € mupds: peréyew 8¢ (MSS, H-S'?)
7.7-8  mpos 7O wi adyunpov mpos 76 (10) w1 adyunpov éxew

[éxou 8€] kal 7€ ral (76 et e scripsi, éyew H-§%)



Introduction

CONTEXT OF THE TREATISE

Our concern here is with Plotinus’ treatise On the Universe (Enneadll.1)
in which he argues for the evetlastingness of the universe, the heavens
and the heavenly bodies. In his Life of Plotinus (VP), Porphyry furnishes
an account of the originative sequence of Plotinus’ writings according
to which our treatise is the fortieth. He also divided them into three
groups according to three stages of his own association with Plotinus.
The first group of 21 treatises had already been written down prior to
Porphyry’s arrival in Rome, and is characterized by Porphyry as being ‘of
a lesser capacity, not yet attaining to the dimensions of his full vigour’.!
The second group encompasses the 24 treatises that Plotinus composed
during Porphyry’s stay in Rome which ‘display the pinnacle of his com-
petence’, being ‘fully consummate’.2 Finally, Porphyry thinks that the
last group of nine, written after he had left Plotinus for Sicily, exhibit
‘a dwindling ability’ on Plotinus’ part.> This means that, if Porphyry’s
assessment of the Plotinian corpus is accurate, we should expect our
treatise On the Universe to be a careful and well examined account of the
heavens. Indeed, Plotinus’ approach to cosmology in On the Universe
offers such a stark contrast to that of the much earlier On the Motion of the
Heavens (chronologically 14) that these two treatises could at first glance
serve as the paradigmatic examples of Porphyry’s claim, even though on
the whole Porphyry’s evaluation misses the mark.4 On the Motion of the
Heavens is a very short treatise written in a dialectical style which many
commentators have labelled obscure and provisional.> On the Universe,

1 6.30-2, Armstrong’s translation.

2 6.32-4.

3 6.34-7.

4 The inaccuracy of Porphyry’s appraisal is widely recognized by scholars. See e.g.
Schwyzer (1951: 484.14—-44).

5 Bréhier (1924-38: vol. 2, 17) remarks that ‘La marche de sa pensée est assez compli-
quée et obscure.” Harder (1956-71: vol. 1b, 535) notes: ‘Das Stiickchen, in dem manches
dunkel bleibg, [. . .] ist kaum zum Vortrag bestimmt gewesen. Die Problemata-Form
beherrscht den ersten Teil und 146¢ allen méglichen Erwigungen Raum, ob sie nun
plotinisch sind oder nicht.’



2 Introduction

by contrast, is nearly three times as long and employs a much clearer argu-
mentative method. Nevertheless, itwould be wrong to attribute these styl-
istic differences to some dubious discrepancy in Plotinus’ philosophical
ability. While it is true thata good part of On the Motions of the Heavens is
written in a dialectical style marked by an ambiguity in voice which gives
rise to many uncertainties, not all of the treatise is written in this way;
the third chapter presents a clear exposition of Plato’s Timaeus 36e. And
Plotinus regularly makes use of this same dialectical style in his ‘middle’
period as well.6 At least some of the imprecision is due to the fact that at
the time of its composition only a small group of students had access to
the treatise, and they could be expected to make sense of it on their own,
presumably either by recalling Plotinus’ lectures on the material or by
making informed exegetical decisions based on the knowledge of the rest
of Plotinus’ system.” Finally, as will become clear below, the views ex-
pounded in each of these treatises are largely compatible, and it is hard to
believe that a Plotinus ‘of a lesser capacity’ could just happen to hit upon
a celestial theory that he then later, having achieved his full philosophical
acumen, discerned to be suitable. Thus, it is best to disregard Porphyry’s
biases and to understand the chronological difference simply as serving to
affirm the persistence of Plotinus’ interest in cosmology.

The designation /7. 1 is due to Porphyry’s own classification of Plotinus’
writings into six Enneads, that is, six sets of nine treatises. By placing this
treatise in the second Ennead, Porphyry categorizes it as ‘natural phil-
osophy’,8 but while as far as classifications go this is the most reasonable
category for the treatise, it is not completely satisfactory. As Plotinus did
not write systematically, his expositions cannot be neatly divided into
distinct branches of philosophy. Thus, here as elsewhere in the second
Ennead, theories on natural philosophy are interwoven with meditations
on ethics, metaphysics, and psychology. This being said, the centrality
of natural philosophy to our treatise is unmistakable; it examines natural
motion and is engaged in squaring the apparent rectilinear motions of the
elements with the circular motions of the heavens. For this reason, we shall
follow Porphyry in calling this a treatise on natural philosophy, but we
should remain wary of Porphyry’s evaluative assessment of it. By ordering
natural philosophy into the second Ennead, Porphyry is pronouncing his
opinion that this treatise deals with relatively ‘less difficult questions’.?

6 See Hadot (1987: 15-20).
7 Porphyry VP 4.13-14.
8 VP24.37-8.

9 VP24.14-16. Porphyry is referring to the order of the Enneads themselves and not to
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Perhaps Porphyry envisioned natural philosophy as preliminary to the
true metaphysics of the hypostases. If so, he could appeal to some texts in
Plato and Aristotle for support. Plato clearly pedagogically subordinated
astronomy to higher pursuits in the Republic,'® and Aristotle also ordered
natural philosophy beneath first philosophy.!* However, even Plato and
Aristotle would stop short of saying that the value of studying cosmology
is purely instrumental. If one takes Aristotle’s Metaphysics A as his treat-
ment of first philosophy,!2 then there will be a great overlap between first
philosophy and the study of celestial motion.!3 Likewise, even in Plato’s
Republic, where there is a clear subordination of astronomy, astronomy
is no lowly science concerned with the physical world; its subject is the
intelligible world, and its truths are unchanging.!4 Elsewhere in the
Platonic corpus the study of the heavens is accorded even greater prestige.
In the Epinomis,'5 for example, astronomy seems to have usurped dialec-
tic which is only briefly mentioned after a lengthy account of the math-
ematical sciences.!6 Furthermore, in the T7maeus the study of cosmology
is said to have a therapeutic effect on our souls, conforming the motions
of our minds to those of the World-Soul.?7 In Plotinus we should expect
the study of cosmology to retain much of this prominence and purpose.
Modern readers should, of course, count on other dividends. Surely,
we should not look to Neoplatonic natural philosophy to replace our
existing scientific theories, but it is nevertheless possible to learn from
an investigation of Plotinus’ cosmology. Plotinus scholars have much
to gain from a careful study of this treatise which has been consistently

the order of the treatises within an Ennead, cf. Harder Vc, 122 and the note by Luc Brisson
and Alain-Philippe Segonds in Brisson, ez /. (1992).

10 521cff.

11 Meta. 982b24ff. and 1026a18-23.

12 As opposed to taking Meta. Z-H as such.

13 Cf. P. Merlan’s remark: ‘Aristotle’s sole innovation consisted in turning philosophy
into astronomy, instead of mathematics’ (1946: 9).

14 Rep. 52929-530c3. Cf. Mueller (19924: 192-4).

15 The Epin. is probably spurious (see Tardn 1975), but it does contain some solid
Platonic doctrine and was taken by Plotinus to be genuine. See below, pp. 14-15.

16 Epin. 989¢1-991d1. Cf. Festugiére (1950—4): ‘Et comme l'auteur s’est efforcé sur-
tout, dans le dialogue, de nous montrer que le Dieu Ciel et les astres ont droit & notre
principale adoration, on peut penser que le Ciel et les astres constituent a ses yeux 'objet
premier de la contemplation. Il est sfir, en tout cas, que la philosophie hellénistique s’est
arrétée a ce terme’ (2.215), and ‘Dés lors, la vue du Ciel est réellement tres propre a unifier
Iesprit quile contemple’ (2.217); and Des Places: ‘Arithmétique, géométrie, stéréométrie,
harmonique ne sont que des préparations a 'astronomie, laquelle s’identifie avec la sagesse
etla piété’ (1956: 123).

17 Tim. 47b6—c4.
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neglected in the Plotinus scholarship of the past two centuries.!® Scien-
tific theory presents a setting where metaphysical speculations become
concrete, where visible roles are conferred on ontological entities, where
philosophical traditions and assumptions must, at least in some measure,
bow to empirical observation. Here it is possible to see a philosophical
system in action. Thus, the substances that form the core of Plotinus’
metaphysics, like the World-Soul and Intellect, are found here as well,
in roles that serve to illuminate both their own natures and their relation
to us.

PLOTINUS BACKGROUND IN COSMOLOGY

The prominent position that the study of heavenly motion has received
in the Platonic-Aristotelian tradition and the fact that Plotinus’ own inter-
est in cosmology seems to have spanned many years prompt one to ask
how much background Plotinus actually had in the subject. Porphyry
tells us only this:

Plotinus devoted himself both to the tables (kavdves) concerning the stars
(doTépes), although not particularly pabnparicds, and more painstakingly to
the astrological works of those who cast horoscopes. And once he discovered that
this pursuit is without foundation, he did not hesitate to refute their writings on
many grounds. (15.21-6)

kavav clearly has the technical meaning of ‘table’ in astronomy and
astrology, as Ptolemy’s Handy Tables (mpoxelpwv kavévww Sidraéis kal
ymodopla) attests.!® This work consists of a series of tables on several
subjects: chronology (lists of kings, etc.), geography (distances between
cities, etc.), and celestial phenomena. This last group contains tables
concerning the sun, the moon, the planets, the (fixed) stars, and eclipses.

18 Zeller’s attitude seems representative: ‘Auf diesem Standpunkt mufite ihm not-
wendig fiir eine Erforschung der physikalischen Gesetze ebenso der Sinn wie die Fihigkeit
abgehen. Seine Schriften bieten daher nur weniges . . . (1855-65: 3.2, 619). While some
general overviews on Plotinus make some small mention of I1.1, most completely ignore
this part of his philosophy. The former includes Schwyzer (1951), Zeller, Beutler—Teiler’s
overview (1956-71: vol. vi). The latter includes Bréhier (1968), Gerson (1994) and
(1996), Rist (1967). Inge (1923) devotes a little over a page to cosmology but complains
that ‘on the whole the chapters that deal with cosmology are among the least valuable in
the Enneads (1. 188). The Penguin edition of the Enneads (trans. MacKenna; ed. and abr.
Dillon) does not include 11.1. For an example of how the study of Plotinus’ cosmology can
help us to understand his metaphysics, see Wilberding (2005).

19 Thus, Armstrong’s ‘the rules of astronomy’ seems infelicitous.
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Thus, since the Greek word do71p refers not only to what we call stars
but also to the sun, the moon, and the planets (the ‘wandering’ stars) it
is reasonable to take Porphyry to be referring to tables of the movements
of all the heavenly bodies.2® The sense of Porphyry’s qualification ‘but
not particularly pabnparicds’ is captured well by the gloss suggested by
Alain-Philippe Segonds—but not like an astronomer’, since the Greek
word pafnuaticds often has the meaning ‘astronomical’.2! This suggests
that Plotinus did not really look at the figures or calculations involved
in the tables and probably did not try to comprehend all aspects of the
theory behind the tables.

To this extent, Plotinus’ approach is not all that different from
Aristotle’s, who also theorized about the heavens while leaving certain
technical questions to the ‘mathematicians’.22 As Porphyry would have
it, this lax approach to his study of the tables is not due to a lack of mathe-
matical ability but seemingly to a lack of interest. For as Porphyry (rather
hagiographically) recounts, ‘neither the so-called geometrical theory nor
the arithmetical, nor mechanics, optics or music escaped his attention.’23
We can be certain that Plotinus was very well-versed in both Plato’s and
Aristotle’s cosmological accounts. Further, we are told24 that Plotinus
was familiar with the works of many post-Aristotelian thinkers includ-
ing Severus, Cronius, Numenius, Gaius, Atticus, Aspasius, Alexander
and Adrastus, as well as with Stoic doctrine,25 and so it is probable that
Plotinus was acquainted with at least some of the cosmological theories
of these thinkers. Some evidence also suggests that he was familiar with
Ptolemy’s work.26 But clearly it was Platonic, Aristotelian, and Stoic

20 This is in agreement with A-P Segonds’ interpretation of the passage in Brisson ez al.
(1992). Segonds is right to point out that Harder’s ‘Gestirnkatalog’ inaccurately limits the
contents of the tables to the fixed stars. Ptolemy’s Handy Tables makes clear that the scope
of these tables is probably much wider, although it certainly does include the fixed stars, as
Plutarch’s Mor. 974f shows.

21 See LSJ pafnuarucds 1w.2. The sense of pafnparicds here might also be close to
that at Meza. 995a6 where speaking pafnparikds is contrasted with giving examples and
citing poets; it seems to mean a rigorous argumentative method of elucidating on any topic
(not just mathematics and astronomy). This, too, would suggest a lack of scientific rigour
on Plotinus’ part.

22 DC291°8-10; Meta. 10731013, 1074°16-17.

23 VP 14.7-9.

4 VP14.10-14.

25 VP 14.5.

6 At 111.1.5-6 Plotinus is clearly discussing a particular astrologer’s work (cf. od7ros
at 111.1.5.16). This might be Prolemy, as Boll suggests (Jahrbuch fiir classische Philologie,
Suppl. 21 (1894), 234 n. 2). In any case, Plotinus seems to be familiar with some astro-
nomical vocabulary, e.g. dmopporj at11.3.2.7 (cf. Prolemy, Tetrabiblos4.19) and Prolemy’s
distinction between dnAovrindy and moumrucdy (cf. 11.3.14.4 and Tetrabiblos 108.21).

[N

S
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cosmology that most strongly influenced Plotinus’ own cosmological
theory. Indeed, their influence is so strong that it is difficult to under-
stand Plotinus’ cosmology without first looking into these theories. For
this reason I shall go through some of the more important features of
these schools’ cosmological theories before advancing to a discussion of
Plotinus.

Plato’s Cosmological Theory

An understanding of Plato’s cosmology is essential to an appreciation of
Plotinus’ contribution to the subject. The bulk of Plato’s natural philoso-
phy is to be found in the T7maeus, which furnishes us with a structured
basis from which we can survey Plato’s natural philosophy in its entirety,
bringing in other dialogues as necessary to unfold certain heterogeneous
features of his thought, as well as to corroborate the findings from the
Timaeus.

The Generation and Structure of the Universe

At the roots of Timaeus’ account is the distinction between what comes
to be and what always is. The former includes the sensible things (these
are grasped by perception and are the object of opinion) and the latter
includes the intelligible things (grasped by intellect and the object of
knowledge). Thus, since the cosmos is perceptible, it belongs to the
former group and must be begotten, and the 77maeus offers an account of
its creation. Despite this avowal that the cosmos must be generated and
despite the fact that we are presented with an account of its generation,
Plato does not in my view and in that of many ancient commentators
really endorse a temporal beginning to the orderly universe.?” This is
controversial but can be inferred from the text. For this inference, it is 7oz
sufficient to appeal to 37d3-7. Here we are told that ‘the nature of the
living thing [viz. the intelligible universe] happens to be eternal’, and that
since the sensible universe is begotten and accordingly cannot be eternal,

27 Almost all ancient readers understood the 77. in this way, including Plotinus (cf.
note to 11.1.1.1) and Xenocrates, the second head of the Academy after Plato and Speus-
ippus. Proclus only names Atticus and Plutarch as reading the 777. as a temporal creation-
ist account of the cosmos (/7 Tim. 1.276.30f), but Aristotle’s name should also be added
to that list. Baltes discusses Atticus and Plutarch as well as some of their followers who
also held that the world came to be in time in (1976: 38—69). Later Christian thinkers like
Philoponus were, of course, also likely to read it this way (AP, passim). Cf. Taylor (1928:
661T).
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it must settle for the image of eternity—everlastingness in time. This
passage at most establishes that there was never a #ime when the universe
did not exist, but we are told that time began with the universe. Rather,
the beginninglessness of the universe is to be inferred from the conceptual
difficulties that arise when one tries to understand the account tempor-
ally. In the precosmic state of disorder, for example, matter is said to be
visible,28 but this should be impossible since Timaeus insists that nothing
is visible without fire?? and fire does not yet exist in the precosmic state.
Likewise, there is motion in the precosmic state,3° even though the prin-
ciple of motion, soul, has yet to be created.3! Moreover, the atemporal
order of the account itself points in this direction. The Demiurge first
makes the body and then the soul,32 but we are told that the body was not
in fact created prior to the soul.33 For all of these reasons it is best to take
the genetic character of this account to be 8tdackadias xydpw—for didac-
tic purposes—just as one must draw one part of a diagram after another
even though no part of the real mathemartical figure has any temporal
priority over any other part.34

In the Timaeus we are presented with a cast of roughly four: the things
that always are and never come to be (the Forms), space3> (a receptacle for
the Forms), the things that come to be and never are (the sensible things
which result when the Forms are received by space), and the Demiurge.
The description of the precosmic state is somewhat peculiar. One would
expect a state in which space stands bare of any contact with the Forms
and is thus utterly blank; a state in which space, the Demiurge, and the
Forms exist in indifferent isolation from one another. What one gets is
quite different. A sort of chaos is described, a disorderly state containing
traces of the four elements. These traces are moved by adiscordant shaking
which causes the large and dense traces (presumably the earth and water
traces) to separate from the rare and light traces (the air and fire traces),
allotting to each kind its own place.36 Since we are also told that this same
chaotic shaking is responsible for the present cosmic arrangement of the

28 30a3-5. 29 31b. 30 30a3-5.

31 This led some commentators including Plutarch to posit a disorderly or irrational
soul governing over the precosmic state.

32 31bff.

35 34b10-35al.

34 Cf. Aristotle, DC 280°1. Plotinus also reads the 77maeus in this manner, cf.
1v.8.4.40-2.

35 52a8{F. See Taylor (1928: 312).

36 30a3-5, 53a2-b5. Cf. Solmsen (1960: 267).
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elements,3” we can gather that the precosmic arrangement of element-
traces is similar to the cosmic arrangement: four concentric strata3® with
earth at the centre,3? followed by water and air,% with the final stratum
being filled by fire.4! Thus, the precosmic universe would seem already
to have the approximate shape of a sphere. So, when the Demiurge is
said to give it a spherical shape,42 he must only be perfecting the irregular
precosmic sphere, just as he perfects the element-traces by giving them
the perfect geometrical shapes.43 In short, the receptacle in this precosmic
state is already informed by qualities and motion, and sensible things
already exist; but it is left unclear whether the Forms play any causal role
here or whether space is charged in some other way.

The Demiurge is dissatisfied by this precosmic state since by virtue of
his own goodness he wants everything to be as good as possible, but the
precosmic state falls short of being good both because it is discordant and
because it is inanimate and unintelligent.#4 For this reason, the Demiurge
resolves to make the contents of the precosmic state into an intelligent
living thing, and he does so by modelling it after the Form of Living
Thing.45 Since a living thing that comes to be (unlike the Form of Liv-
ing Thing which always is) must have a body and a soul,46 the Demiurge
begins to produce each of these. And in both processes of fabrication an
attention to what has been called ‘mathematical chemistry’4” emerges, a
feature which reveals the importance for Plato of fastening the sensible
world into an intelligible framework; mathematics seems to function
here, as it perhaps also does in the Republic,4® as a mediator between the
sensible and intelligible worlds.4®

In a passage which is extremely difficult to interpret, Timaeus describes

37 57¢2-6.

38 As Cornford remarks, this arrangement ‘is no doubt assumed as an obvious fact’
(1937: 246). And cf. Taylor’s description of the precosmic state as ‘four great layers, in
distinct regions of space’ (1928: 390).

39 62d12-63al.

40 60b8—cl, 63b6.

41 63b2ff.

42 33b]—cl.

43 Tim. 53aff. See below (p. 10ff.).

44 30a2—cl.

45 28a6-b2, 29a4-b1, 30c4-31al. Cf. Phil. 28dff.

46 31b4 and 34b10-35al.

47 Tan Mueller (1996), but note I am widening the scope of the term here to include not
just the triangles but also the harmonic divisions of the World-Soul.

48 If mathematicals are indeed meant to be the sole objects of dianoia at 510c—511a.

4 In Plotinus’ account this mathematical aspect is in part criticized, in part simply
absent (see note on 6.12 (b)(i) ).
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the beginning of the creation process. The Demiurge starts by creating the
soul5? which he prepares from a uniform mixture of three components:
Being, Same, and Different. Each of these components is intermediate
in the sense that it is itself a mixture of that Being (or Same or Different)
which is located among the intelligibles and that which is found among
the sensibles.5! This mixture is forged into a long strip which is then
marked off at harmonic intervals52 and divided in two lengthwise. These
two strips are, in turn, made into rings and attached to one another at
two opposite points along a diameter. The Demiurge then makes each
of them revolve, but in opposite directions. This skeletal orb is the basis
of the World-Soul and has two primary functions, one physical and the
other epistemological. Physically, it is responsible for the motion of the
celestial bodies. The outer ring revolves around the axis perpendicular
to the plane containing the equator, carrying the fixed stars westwards,
and this movement is called the movement of the Same, presumably be-
cause the fixed stars all move at the same pace. The inner ring takes on
the motion of the Different, revolving eastwards around the axis per-
pendicular to the plane of the ecliptic, and, having been divided again
into seven circles, it is responsible for the different motions of the seven
wandering stars, i.e. the moon, the sun, and the five known planets.53
Epistemologically, each of these rings is also responsible for a certain class
of objects. The circle of the Same generates knowledge and understand-
ing concerning the Forms, and the circle of the Different occupies it-
self with the perceptible things, forming true opinions about them.54

It is not clear whether Plato envisaged a void outside of the cosmos.>5
What he says is that outside of the cosmos there is nothing, no elements,56
nothing visible or audible,57 and no air to breathe,>® so that nothing can
enter the cosmos.3? This, however, would seem to leave room for void,

50 Tn Timaeus’ account, however, the creation of the body is explained before that of
the soul, but Timaeus amends the story by explicitly stating that the soul was created first
(34c4-5).

51 35al-bl.

52 Cf. the cosmic harmony described at Rep. 617b4—c5.

3 36b6-d7.
4 37a2—c5; 40a7-b2.

55 Within the cosmos Plato insists that there is no void (58a7, 79b1-2), although he
does allow small ‘gaps’ (58b2—4, 60e5).

56 32¢5-6.

57 33c2-3.

58 33c3—4.

59 33¢6-7. dmyjet Te yap 008ev 008 mpoojew adTd mollev—ovde yap vjv. This line is
in fact ambiguous. On one reading, the final 008¢ yap v explains why nothing exits or
enters the cosmos, and on the other it explains only why nothing enters the cosmos. On

[VERVA
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and several considerations might even suggest an external void. One
might think, for example, that the cosmos’ rotary motion must be rela-
tive to some external space or that its being smooth o7 the outside®® or
its being covered with soul from the outsideS! means that there /s some
outside.62 Be that as it may, Proclus does not think that there is any void
outside of Plato’s cosmos,®3 and most modern scholars agree.64

The Elements and the Constitution of the Heavens

The universe of the 77maeus is made up of four elements. These four
elements form the obligatory starting point for anything that comes to
be. This is because anything that comes to be must be visible and tan-
gible, and these features require fire and earth respectively. Moreover,
fire and earth, on mathematical grounds that are examined in my com-
mentary on I11.1.6.12, require two intermediates if they are to be united,
and thus water and air are also necessary constituents of the body of the
universe.%>

There are at least three features of Plato’s elemental theory that deserve
mention. First, the Demiurge assigns a regular mathematical solid to each
of the elements, and constructs each regular mathematical solid out of
triangles. Fire receives the shape of a pyramid (the lightest, most mobile,
sharpest, and tiniest body), air the shape of an octahedron (slightly heavier
and less mobile, duller and bigger than the pyramid), and water the shape
of the icosahedron (still heavier and duller, less mobile and larger),%¢ and

the latter reading the point would simply be that there is no #ing outside of the cosmos
that could enter it, and this would still allow for an external void. On the former reading,
however, the sense of 098¢ yap v would have to be something like “for there is no whence’,
i.e. because there is no space outside of the cosmos nothing can enter or leave it. This would
thus eliminate any external void. But since the meaning is uncertain, the question of an
external void must remain open. 77m. 79b1ff. only rules out void within the universe.

60 33b7—cl.

61 34b4.

62 Cf. Phys. 203*8 where Aristotle only claims that according to Plato neither body nor
the Forms are outside of the cosmos.

63 e.g. In Tim. 2.73.26ff.

64 Cf. Cornford (1937: 57); Solmsen (1960: 169); Taylor (1928: 99-100). Also
cf. Cherniss (1944: 105-6). The best textual argument for excluding an external void from
Plato’s cosmology seems to me to be his remark that ‘there is no breath (7vetpa) envelop-
ing it’ (33¢3). It is possible to view this remark as an allusion to Anaximenes who posited
a boundless air (d7jp) or breath (7vedua) outside of and encompassing the cosmos (DK
13A6 and B2), and to the Pythagoreans ‘who adopted this same doctrine, identifying dip
at once with darkness and with what we should call “empty” space’ (Taylor 1928: 102).
Cf. Phys. 213*22-9.

65 31b4-32b8.

66 54d5-c4, 56a3-b3.
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carth the shape of a cube which is the most immobile and has the greatest
stability of the geometrical bodies.” We are also told that the elementary
triangles that make up water, air, and fire are acute whereas those that
make up earth are isosceles, with the surprising consequence that the
former three can transform into each other but not into earth, nor can
earth transform into any of the other three. Moreover, to each element
there corresponds a class of living things: to fire the heavenly bodies, to air
birds,and towaterand earthaquaticand terrestrial creatures respectively.®8

Second, the elements have, as it were, a prehistory. In the precosmic
state there were already traces of the elements. The Demiurge simply
completed these traces by giving them geometrical shapes appropriate
to their functions.®® Since traces of earth, for example, are presumably
already the densest and heaviest of the element-traces in the precosmic
state,”° the Demiurge reinforces these features by giving the earth-traces
the shape of a cube.

Third, and most importantly for our examination of Plotinus, from
the argument of 31b4-32c4 we can infer that all four elements must be
present in each of the heavenly bodies. That fire predominates is drawn
from 39e¢10-40b8:

And there are four [different forms oflife]: one, the heavenly race of gods; second,
winged things whose path is in the air; third, all that dwells in the water; and
fourth, all that goes on foot on the dry land.

The form of the divine kind he made for the most part of fire, that it might be
most bright and fair to see; and after the likeness of the universe he gave them
well-rounded shape, and set them in the intelligence of the supreme to keep
company with it, distributing them all round the heaven, to be in very truth
an adornment (cosmos) for it, embroidered over the whole. And he assigned to
each two motions: one uniform in the same place, as each always thinks the
same thoughts about the same things; the other a forward motion, as each is
subjected to the revolution of the Same and uniform. But in respect of the other
five motions he made each motionless and still, in order that each might be as
perfect as possible.

For this reason came into being all the unwandering stars, living beings divine
and everlasting, which abide forever revolving uniformly upon themselves; while
those stars that have turnings and in that sense ‘wander’ come to be in the manner

already described.”?!

67 55d8-56al.

68 Tim. 39¢7-40a2. Aristotle opposed this correspondence theory (Meteo. 382°6-9).
See note on 6.54.

69 53b4ff.

70 53a2-b5.

71 Cornford’s translation.
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When it is said that ‘the form of the divine kind he made for the most
part of fire’ it is tempting to take ‘the form of the divine kind’ to have
the same extension as ‘the heavenly race of gods’. And since the heavenly
race of gods presumably includes the wandering stars, the fixed stars, and
earth,”? one would conclude that 2// the visible gods are made mostly of
fire. However, in the immediate continuation of the passage it is only the
fixed stars that are under discussion (the wandering stars are explicitly
excluded), which is good reason for taking ‘the form of the divine kind’
to refer only to the fixed stars. Moreover, if, as on the standard line, ‘the
form of the divine kind’ refers to all the visible gods, then we end up with
the pootly digestible conclusion that the earth is made up mostly of fire.

Thus, from this passage we can only conclude that the fixed stars are
mostly of fire. We can, however, draw the same conclusion about the
other heavenly bodies if we allow the Epinomis to fill in the negative space
of the Timaeus. For at Epinomis 981d5-982a3 we find the same account
of their constitution but clearly extended to include 4/ the celestial
bodies.”3 This extension fits well with the 77maeus’s account of the sun,
whose generation is described as the Demiurge’s ‘kindl[ing] a light'.74
Moreover, it would account for the brightness of the wandering stars.”>
Yet, it does raise questions about the moon’s constitution. In the Republic
the moon seems to be singled out as the only body that ‘receives its com-
plexion from the seventh which shines upon it’.76 Does this force upon
us the inference that the moon is not intrinsically bright? Not necessarily.
There were many theories in antiquity that made the moon both self-
illuminated and brightened by the sun,”” and so there is still room to say
that the moon is mostly of fire.

It would appear, then, that a// the heavenly bodies are made up of all

72 As Cornford elucidates (1937: 118). One might object to the Earth being included
among the heavenly race of gods, but since the Earth is clearly a god (40c2-3) and surely
does not belong in any of the other three categories (which appear to be exhaustive), it
seems likely that it is meant to be included here.

73 Cf. 7a pepdueva dorpa at 983a6.

74 39b4.

75 There does notappear to be any historical evidence that anyone in antiquity doubted
that the planets possess their own light. See Gundel (1950: 2109.65-8 and 2110.3-5).

76 617al.

77 See Gundel (1933: 87-9). This class of thinkers includes Antiphon, Anaxagoras,
Empedocles, and Poseidonius. Gundel describes Poseidonius’ theory: ‘das Sonnenlicht
prallt nicht an dem Mond wie an einem festen glinzenden Kérper ab, der das Sonnen-
licht zurtickwirft von seiner festen Oberfliche, sondern dringt infolge der lockeren tiefen
Substanz des Mondes in ihn tief ein, wie ein Schwamm das Wasser aufsaugt, wird hier
modifiziert und vermengt mit dem Eigenlicht des Mondes auf die Erde weitergegeben’
(88.22-9).
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four elements. We are explicitly told that the fixed stars are mostly of fire,
and this also seems to be the case with the sun and the planets. There is no
pressing reason to say that the moon is mostly of fire, but this is certainly
compatible with the text.

One of the significant implications of this account of the material con-
stitution of the heavens is its rejection of a distinct celestial element of
the sort which Aristotle introduces in the De caelo. There is no room for
a fifth element in the T7maeus: the universe is solid and requires exactly
two intermediates.”® There is, however, a curious feature of the 7imaeus
which led some of Plato’s followers to believe that the Timaean cos-
mology did include a fifth element. When the Demiurge begins to give
the element-traces their distinctive shapes, five geometrical bodies are
described: the regular pyramid, tetrahedron, octahedron, icosahedron,
and the dodecahedron.”® As we saw above, the first four figures are
assigned to the four elements. Concerning the fifth figure, we are told
this: “There still remained one construction, the fifth; and the god used
it for the whole, broidering figures on it.’80 Rather than assigning the last
regular stereometric body to some distinct, fifth element, Plato commis-
sions it to serve as the shape of the universe since the universe is sphere-
shaped?! and the dodecahedron approximates the shape of a sphere.82
Some ancient readers, however, understood this to say that the Demiurge
used a fifth element for the heavens,83 and there are other passages in the
Platonic corpus that could be taken to corroborate this exegesis.

78 32b1-3.

79 53c4ff.

80 55¢4—6, Cornford’s translation slightly revised by substituting Taylor’s translation
of Stalwypaddv.

81 Tim. 33b4-5, 62c8—d5.

82 This parallel is also drawn in the Phaed. where the earth is compared to a ball stitched
out of 12 pieces of leather (110b5-7). Among modern scholars there is a general consensus
that this is the meaning of this passage, cf. Cornford (1937: 219); Taylor (1928: 377).
Moraux (1963) insists ‘[d]ie Verwendung des Dodekaeders in der Weltbildung bleibt
ziemlich unklar’ (1186.24-5), but settles for this explanation (1186.52-61). Only Vlastos
seems to be truly unsatisfied: “The hasty reference to [the dodecahedron] (55¢) suggests
embarrassed uncertainty. What could he mean by saying that “the god used it for the
whole”? The commentators have taken him to mean that the Demiurge made the shape
of the universe a dodecahedron; this unhappily contradicts the firm and unambiguous
doctrine of 33b (reaffirmed in 43d [sic—44d?] and 62d) that the shape of the universe
is spherical (1975: 94 n. 43). Some ancient readers also suggested this interpretation of
the dodecahedron as the shape of the universe. It forms part of the account by Timaeus
Locrus (Nat. mundi 216.20-1), and Plutarch, while himself understanding Plato to have
introduced a fifth element (Mor. 389f-390a and cf. Cornford (1937: 220), mentions that
‘some others” have suggested this (Mor. 1003c).

83 Simplicius, /n DC12.16-27 and 85.31-86.7, and Proclus, /n Tim. 2.49.25-50.12,
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In Socrates’ physical account of the world in the Phaedo,84 a ‘pure’ and
‘true’ heaven is described®s which lies above the region of air and contains
the stars, and this region is referred to as ‘acther’ three times.86 The region
has a special status; everything there is purer, brighter, and far superior
to the things here.87 Moreover, it is there that both ‘true light’ and the
gods are said to reside.88 This might suggest that acther is meant to play
the role of a distinct, superlunar element, but this distinguished status is
not bestowed exclusively on the aether. “True’ and ‘pure’ earth also exists
in this upper region;8? there are animals, plants and minerals there that
are more beautiful than those down here (on account of their purity),2°
and there are humans with superior perception and intelligence.®! Still,
acther 75 accorded some superiority over the other elements,? and it
seems at least possible that Plato has something like a five element system
in mind here—earth, water, mist, air, acther. But even on this interpreta-
tion, Plato’s theory is only infelicitously likened to Aristotle’s as it falls
quite short of matching Aristotle’s exaltation of the fifth substance. In
the Phaedo, the aether occupies a region shared by celestial and terres-
trial alike, and it follows that there is generation and destruction there.
Moreover, the other ‘elements’ (water, mist, air) are said to be sediments
of aether which suggests that there is some sort of elemental exchange
between the two regions.

The Epinomis also offers an explicit theory of five elements. And
although this work is by virtually all accounts spurious, it still could
have exercised some influence over some ancient readers who took it
to be, if not genuine, at least an accurate account of Plato’s thought. 3

and apud Damascius, In Phaed. 2, $132. Even Xenocrates attributes a fifth element to Plato
(fr. 53 Heinze). This has led some scholars to suggest that Plato changed his mind after
having written the 7im., but Moraux’s counsel seems more reasonable: ‘Die Platonschiiler
weichen in der Fiinfelementenlehre stark voneinander ab, so daff es kaum méglich ist, eine
miindliche Lehre Platons als Ausgangspunkt zu setzen. Andrerseits scheinen alle Zeugnisse
der Spiteren fiir die Vier- oder Fiinfelementenlehre Platons lediglich aus der Interpreta-
tion des Timaios hervorgewachsen zu sein. Xenokrates’ Bericht ist sehr wahrscheinlich
nichts anderes als eine erginzende Konstruktion auf Grund der dunklen Bemerkung von

Tim. 55¢ (1963: 1187.38-47).

84 108c5-113c8. 85 109b7-8, 109¢7.
86 109b8, 111b1, 111b5. 87 110a8-bl.

88 109¢7, 111b7. 89 109b7, 110al.
9 110d3-111a3. 91 111a3—c3.

92 111b5-6.

93 Its authenticity was doubted even in antiquity. Diogenes Laertius reports that it
was produced by Philip of Opus who was responsible for transcribing the Laws from wax
tablets (DL 3.37, cf. Suda, ‘philosopher’). Proclus explicitly denied for a variety of reasons
that Plato was the author (see Taylor (1921) and Westerink (1976-7: 2.270-1).
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Plotinus in any case seems to have accepted the Epinomis as genuine.4
In the Epinomean world-picture, there are five concentric strata of ele-
ments—earth, water, air, acther, fire. The fifth element, aether, is not the
substance of the heavens. The celestial bodies, despite being called ‘the
finest and most divine sort of visible things God has permitted humans
to observe’,?5 are composed, as in the Timaeus, of all four elements but
mostly of fire.?6 The aether is located in the fourth stratum, above air
and beneath fire,?7 yet the aether is no longer just a type of air as it was in
the T7imaeus. It is awarded two features that demonstrate its status as an
independent element alongside of the four others—it is accorded its own
polyhedron (presumably the dodecahedron)?8 and its own kind of living
thing (the daimons)?®—features which even in the 77maeus were collec-
tively indicative of the elements.190 Finally, certain other shorter passages
might have provided some exegetical impetus. In the Crasylus 410a—c,
Plato offers etymologies of these same five bodies. Here, too, acther is
more closely connected to air than to the heaven. And in the myth of Er,
a light is described as stretching over the heaven and earth, ‘more like a
rainbow than anything else, but brighter and more pure’.101

The Timaeus surely offers Plato’s considered theory of the elements,
buct this is not to say that it is the only theory. It is indisputable that there
are only four elements in thataccount, butitis important to see that other
remarks throughout the corpus as well as external restimonia suggest that
there are five.192 We shall see that the Neoplatonists including Plotinus
were not content with a heaven constituted out of the four ordinary sub-
lunar elements. Thus, Proclus teaches that the heavens are composed of
the ‘pinnacles’ of the elements; each of the four elements are present, but
in a special state. Each sheds its respective stereometric form and adopts
that of the dodecahedron.193 This notion of ‘purer’ and ‘better’ forms of
the elements finds some validation in the Phaedo where we saw that the

94 v1.7.11.44-5, which apparently refers to Epin. 981b—c and/or 984b—c (but see
Schwyzer (1951: 551.31-4), and note on 4.8); also cf. v.9.5.28 with Harder’s note and
1v.3.32.17 with Beutler—Theiler’s note.

95 991b6-8. 96 981d7-e6, 984d5-8.
97 984d8—c4. 98 981c5-0, cf. Moraux (1963: 1187.68-1188.34).
99 984d8—el, 985c¢l. 100 39¢7-40a2, 54d3 .

1

o

1 Rep. 616b4—6, Grube and Reeve translation. This light is also said to act as a bond
(616c1-4). For Proclus this becomes an all permeating light that he identifies with space
(In Rep. 2.196.22fF. and 3.197.16-198.29).

102 T take it that it is partly on account of this that Friedlinder (who does not consider
the Epin. to be genuine) comments ‘Ubrigens hatte [Platon] nicht einmal iiber ihre [viz.
der Elemente] Zahl ein feststehendes Dogma’ (1954-64: 1.265).

103 Cf. Damascius, /n Phaed. 2, §132.
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actherial region contains all four elements in a ‘true’ and ‘pure’ form.104
Plotinus’ solution is somewhat different from Proclus’,195 but both solu-
tions were certainly motivated by passages like this one where different
and purer forms of the four elements are distinguished.

Elemental and Celestial Motion

Generally, discussions about elemental motion centre upon the question
of which motions are natural for the elements and consequently concern
the places in which the elements naturally reside, but this question seems
almost inappropriate to the 77maeus. As we saw above, the Timaean uni-
verse is arranged in four concentric spheres with earth at the centre fol-
lowed by water, air, and fire. So it is possible to say that for each of the four
elements, there isa place to which it moves. Importantly, thisarrangement
and hence these elemental motions are the product of the precosmic cha-
otic shaking.196 Since the precosmic state is one in which reason is absent
and all events including this shaking are due to necessity,'7 one can say
that even in the ordered cosmos an element’s motion to its allotted place
is necessary.198 Yet to say that the motions are necessary is not to say that

104 The Philebus also suggests a two-tiered account of the elements of the universe.
There, Socrates mentions that all living things including the universe itself are comprised
of the same four elements—not earth, water, air, and fire, but Limit, the Unlimited, the
Common, and Cause—but then goes on to contrast these elements ‘in us’ with those ele-
ments ‘in the universe’. The former are said to be small, insignificant, feeble, and poor,
whereas the latter possess purity and power worthy of their nature and are marvellous in
size, beauty, and power. (Phil. 29b6—c3, 29d1-5). Moreover, the former are said to be
‘generated, nourished and ruled’ by the latter (29¢5-d5).

105 See the introductory note on 11.1.7 in the commentary.

106 Tim. 57¢2-6.

107 47¢3-48a5. Cf. Taylor (1928: 301) and Skemp (1967: 82).

108 Cornford incorrectly attributes these motions to reason: “The order of the layers
could be explained as due to the rotatory movement (a work of Reason), sifting the more
mobile particles towards the circumference, the less mobile towards the centre’ (1937:
246). But the sifting is not ascribed to a circular motion, but to ‘the motion of the recep-
tacle’ (57¢3) which is the shaking motion of necessity (cf. Zeyl’s translation ‘the Recep-
tacle’s agitation’). Taylor agrees (1928: 390-2): Without reason there would only be the
precosmic motion (which Taylor calls ‘drifting’) with the consequence that all four ele-
ment-traces would be separated into four layers and motion would come to an end. What
reason provides is not this layering, but ‘numerous differential movements’ which keep
things in perpetual motion. For prior to the Demiurge’s intervention none of the element-
traces were capable of undergoing substantial change; this was possible only once they
had received their geometrical figures. By changing substance they also changed direction
which preserves (together with the cosmic constriction of 58a2—c4) their motion. One
might object on Cornford’s behalf that the natural layering of the elements cannot be due
simply to the precosmic shaking since the latter is said to be disorderly (30a4—5) whereas
the motion of the elements in the cosmos should be orderly (30a5). In fact, the motion of
the element(-trace)s both in the precosmic state and in the cosmos is rather disorderly; this
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they are natural. Indeed, there are a handful of reasons to conclude that
Plato did 7ot think of them as natural: (i) Plato does not define the ele-
ments by their natural motions as Aristotle does. (ii) The elements do not
seem to have inborn impulses, rather (iii) their movements result from
the shaking of the receptacle (as well as from the principle that like goes
to like). Likewise, (iv) the elements do not aim for their proper places as
they do in Aristotle’s theory, rather, (v) their ‘proper’ places are allotted
to them by the shaking; they are a function of an external motion and
their own magnitudes, i.c. whether they are dense, light, etc. (and again
the principle that like goes to like). These grounds led Skemp to con-
clude that natural motion and natural place are essentially absent from
the Timaeus. 1% Solmsen, on the other hand, has argued that they are
natural by appealing to two features of this motion.!10 First, the shaking
motion of the receptacle is itself ultimately due to the powers (whatever
these might be) of the elements,!!! and these ‘powers are clearly part of
their nature’.112 Second, even if one overlooks this and maintains that
the shaking motion is simply the work of the receptacle (and perhaps the
Forms, if they play any role), one must not forget that the receptacle is
the elements’ mother (and the Forms their father)!13 and so any effect
they produce on the elements must be natural, i.e. akin.!14 Solmsen is
perhaps right to insist that there are some textual grounds for saying that
these motions are natural.'’> Nevertheless, Plato would have probably

motion involves constant collisions and is limited to the six linear motions which Plato
takes to be disorderly (cf. Laws 898b7). The only orderly motion in the cosmos is circular,
and this belongs primarily to the celestial bodies but also to each of the four elements inso-
far as all four elements exist in heaven (see Skemp 1967: 83).

109 (1967: 84).

110 Cornford also calls these motions ‘natural’ (1937: 124).

11 52e1-3.

112 Solmsen (1960: 268).

113 50d3.

114 Solmsen’s position seems to be that these motions caused by the shaking are natural
and that their allotted places are natural places. To this extent the physics of the 77m.
is comparable to Aristotle’s, but the two physical systems differ, according to Solmsen,
insofar as Plato’s concept of nature excludes the concept of order whereas for Aristotle
‘order is the natural and normal state of the elements’ (1960: 272). But this account seems
somewhat unsatisfactory. Solmsen has raised an important question without answering it:
How can the elements in the 77m. ‘naturally’ move to their proper places without produc-
ing order? The answer seems to be that orderly movement is circular. If this is right, then
Solmsen’s attempt to distinguish Platonic nature from Aristotelian nature by including
order in the latter but not the former seems illegitimate, since ‘order’ would be used in
two different senses (i.e. for Plato ‘orderly” motion would be circular motion; for Aristotle
‘orderly’ motion would be that motion which sustains the cosmic arrangement).

115 Cf, 79d5—6 and 63c8.
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been reluctant to use this terminology, since for Plato it is soul that is
‘pre-eminently natural’.216 This suggests that for Plato it is the psychic,
circular motion of the heavens that is natural for the elements.!17 Yet it
is important to bear in mind that in the later tradition it is often taken
for granted that Plato held something roughly equivalent to Aristotle’s
theory of natural motion and natural place.118

It is celestial motion, then, that is the best candidate for natural mo-
tion because it is produced by soul. As we saw above, Plato cannot reduce
circular motion to a natural impulse in the celestial body, as Aristotle
does, because for Plato the heavens are composed of the same elements as
the sublunar region. The World-Soul has two motions; the circle of the
Different accounts for the eastward planetary motion, and the circle of
the Same accounts for the westward motion of the fixed stars. In addition
to the motions of the Same and the Different, the fixed stars are said to
rotate around their axes, and these motions are presumably due to the
individual souls of the stars.

Again, it should be stressed that Plato is less interested in the opposi-
tion between natural and unnatural motion than he is in the opposition
between necessity and reason. Psychic motion and, hence, the circu-
lar motion of the heavens is rational, whereas the rectilinear sublunar
motions of the elements are necessary.!!® But since for Plato the soul is
‘pre-eminently natural’,12% one can justifiably say that circular celestial
motion is more natural than rectilinear motion. But if one does adopt
this terminology, it is important to bear in mind that ‘natural’ is being
used in a much different sense than in Aristotle. Aristotle defines natural
motion as what is due to the inborn impetus of a body so that natural
movement stands in opposition to psychic movement, whereas for Plato
celestial motion is only natural in the sense of being the motion appropri-
ate to soul.

Further, the mode of celestial motion should be considered. Quite gen-
erally, there are two options: either the celestial bodies move of their own
power through space, or they are implanted in spheres (as in Aristotle’s
system) which carry them in circles. The T7maeus does explain celestial

116 Laws 892b.

117 Hence, if one agrees with Solmsen that the shaking of the elements is natural, then
one should conclude that the elements have zwo natural motions in the Timaeus.

118 See e.g. Proclus, /n Tim. 2.12.9F.

119 However, this conclusion only follows in the 7im. In the Rep. celestial motions are
said to be due to necessity (616c4-5), though presumably not due entirely to necessity
(617c5-d1).

120 Laws 892c5.
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motion by referring to ‘rings’, but since these rings are psychic and im-
material (they are constituted, not of the four elements, but of Being,
Same, and Different) the latter option is certainly ruled out.!2! Each of
the seven wandering stars moves by the agency of its own soul which is
identical to its respective ring. The mode of motion of the fixed stars is
two-fold. Each spins along its own axis by the agency of its own soul, but
is moved forwards by the agency of the ring of the Same.122 The astro-
nomical picture offered in Republic X, however, is rather different. There,
aheavenly system is described that consists of concentric ‘whorls’—hemi-
spheres fitted into one another like ‘nested boxes’.123 These hemispheres
are explicitly said to be material'?4 and the planets are presumably set
within them. The totality of celestial motion is produced by the revolu-
tions of these hemispheres, and there is no real indication of any celestial
body possessing a soul or moving by one.!25 The motion is a result of both
necessity!26 and the daughters of necessity, the Fates, who are presented
as the external movers of the cosmos.’?” Since, as Skemp remarks, ‘the
myth [of Er] is not intended to dogmatise on astronomical matters’,128 it
would be wrong to put this short description from the Republic on equal
footing with the T7maeus account, but given the tendency in Neoplaton-
ism to harmonize Plato’s thought (including his myths) it is important to
keep some of the details of the Republic description in mind.

Finally, Plato’s position on the material substance of the heavens finds
some repercussions in the regularity of celestial motion. By not isolating
a celestial body that is immune to change, Plato allows the motions of
the celestial bodies to suffer slight deviations, 22 which is not the case in
Aristotle.130

121 Cf. Cornford (1937: 78 and 119).

122 n fact, the motion of the wandering planets is also two-fold. They, too, are carried
westwards by the motion of the Same, but counteract this motion with their own eastward
motions.

123 Rep. 616c6-d5. Campbell and Jowett are probably right that it is unclear whether
the whotls are concentric hemispheres or cylinders (1894: 3.474), but the ‘nested boxes’
imagery speaks for the former (Adam (1902: 2.448).

124 616¢6-7.

125 One could interpret the Sirens assigned to each of the whorls to be souls, as
Proclus does (7 Remp. 2.238.6), but even then they are only responsible for uttering sound
(617b4-7).

126 616c4-5.

127 617b7—d1.

128 4] n. 3.

129 Rep. 530a7-b4, but compare Laws 822a. See note on 2.8-10.

130 DC27013-16.
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The Everlastingness of the Universe

The everlastingness of the cosmos was also a central issue in Plato’s cos-
mology. The cosmos is also said here to have ‘ceaseless’ life which endures
‘for all time’.13! It seems, however, to be one of the tenets of the T7maeus
that what is generated in any sense—temporally or ontologically—can-
not be truly everlasting. This is why the Demiurge says to the generated
gods: ‘since you [viz. created gods] were generated, you are neither wholly
deathless nor indissoluble.’32 In light of this, some explanation is needed
to account for the everlastingness of the cosmos, since as we have seen the
cosmos is in some sense generated.

Part of Plato’s explanation is that unlike particular substances within
the cosmos, the cosmos itself has nothing external to it that could attack
it. This is why the Demiurge uses up all of the elements in the creation of
the cosmos so that nothing might be left that could assault it.133

Buct this at most explains why the universe does not perish at the hands
of an external agent; the problem of internal destruction still needs to be
addressed. Here Plato’s explanation involves an appeal to the bond that
holds the universe together. This bond is initially said to be proportion,
which ‘is of a nature to complete this task best’.134 The bond of propor-
tion is so efficacious because it creates ‘friendship’ among the constituents
which results in their compliant association.!35 As ‘friends’ they do not
seek their separation. Dissolution can only come when the proportion is
upset, and the Demiurge alone is capable of this. Thus, the prior, more
significant bond is the Demiurge’s will, which is said to be ‘a greater and
more sovereign bond’.136 If he so wanted, he could destroy the propor-
tion among the elements and reinvoke the state of chaos, but as it is,
the Demiurge’s will is fettered by his goodness. He is essentially good,
and that entails that he wants everything to be as good as possible: ‘it is
not lawful (#éu.s), and never was, for the greatest being to do anything
other than what is best.”137 And as order is better than disorder, the cos-
mos will never be dissolved. Thus, although in the 77maeus the will of
God plays a crucial role in explaining the everlastingness of the cosmos,
there is no deep interest in theological volition here. It functions rather
as a way to bring ‘the Good’ into Timaeus’ cosmological account just as

131 Tim. 36e4-5. 132 4]1b2-3. 133 32¢5-33bl. 134 31c3-4.

135 32c2.

136 41b4—6. Cf. Laws 896c9 where will is said to be prior to material creations, but also
see Gorg. 509d2-6 where Plato acknowledges that will (at least among mortals) does not
necessarily imply ability.

137 30a6-7.
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Socrates sought to do in the Phaedo. 138 To say that the cosmos is everlast-
ing because the Demiurge wills it, is to say that it is good that the cosmos
is everlasting.

The Statesman myth (269c4—274el) offers another world model in
which the will of God is responsible for the permanence of the cosmos.
Here again, the cosmos is described as an intelligent living thing con-
structed by a Demiurge.!3? On this model, however, the Demiurge him-
self is in motion, revolving eastwards continuously, and the world itself
perpetually runs through a cycle consisting of two periods.'4° First, the
cosmos is helped along by the Demiurge and moves eastward with him,
and then after a designated amount of time the Demiurge lets go. No
longer driven by his motion, the world begins to spin back westwards
until such a time as its inborn impetus becomes so disorderly that it is in
danger of destroying itself. At that point, it is ‘helped by the guidance of
another, divine cause, acquiring life once more and receiving a restored
immortality from its Demiurge’.?4! Unlike in the Timaeus, here the
Demiurge periodically and actively intervenes to keep the cosmos run-
ning, but on both models the divine support is indispensable on roughly
the same grounds. In the Timaeus the will of God is introduced because
the cosmos is a sensible body and thus in some sense generated. In the
Statesman, the bodily nature of the cosmos is again to blame. This pro-
hibits it from remaining permanently in the same state so that at least two
rotary motions are necessary,'42 and it is also responsible for its inclina-
tion toward self-destructive disorderly motion.143

Aristotle’s Cosmological Theory

Whereas Plato’s world-view is for the most part concentrated in the
Timaeus together with a few passages from the other dialogues, Aristotle’s
is contained in a wide range of systematic texts. For this reason it is best
first to present a concise and unified picture of Aristotle’s cosmos before
going into details and discrepancies.

138 97cff.

139 269d1-2; 270a5.

140 Many of the details of this myth are a matter of debate, including whether the
Demiurge is himself in motion and whether there are two or three periods in the cosmic
cycle. Most scholars seem to think that the Demiurge himself moves and that there are
two periods (cf. Mohr (1985: 150), Skemp (1967: 25), Solmsen (1960: 28) ). Dissenters
include Rowe and Brisson.

141 270a3-5. And cf. Rep. 617¢5-d1. 142 269d5 ff. 143 273b4-d4.
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The Generation and Structure of the Universe

The universe is ungenerated and incorruptible, continuously display-
ing the arrangement and ordered motions that are constitutive of the
present cosmos. There are five elements—the four conventional elements
plus a fifth element which builds the substance of the heavens. Further,
Aristotle’s universe is divided into five concentric strata such that each
element receives a stracum for its proper place. The sublunar elements
will naturally move to their natural places if not hindered. The stracum
of earth lies at the centre, followed by a layer of water and a layer of air.
Next comes the stratum of fire, also called the hypekkauma, and these
constitute the sublunar world. The sublunar world is surrounded by the
stratum of aether in the heavens. While the heavens (and thus the aether)
are much more massive in size than the sublunar world, they are not
infinitely large, as the entire universe including the heavens is itself finite.
Outside of the universe there is no void, nor even place or time.144

The Elements and the Constitution of the Heavens

Aristotle’s two major treatises dealing with the elements are De generatione
et corruptione and De caelo, and these two discussions differ considerably.
In De generatione et corruptione Aristotle only considers the four sublunar
elements, and he defines their natures in terms of two sets of contrary tact-
ile qualities—the hot and cold, and the moist and dry—such that fire is
hotand dry, air is hot and moist, water is cold and moist, and earth is cold
and dry. Moreover, each element is better characterized by one of these
qualities than by the other: fire is more hot than dry, air more moist than
hot, water more cold than moist, and earth more dry than cold.?45

One quickly sees that this distribution of qualities is exhaustive; there
is no combination left that could characterize a fifth element. This is no
accident and yet need not imply that the Aristotle of the De generatione et
corruptione did not envisage a fifth element, aether, that constituted the
heavens. For Aristotle the fifth element is ungenerated and indestructible,
and hence there is no reason to discuss it in a treatise on generation and de-
struction. Moreover, its ungeneratedness and indestructibility has much
to do with the fact that it does not partake of any quality to which there

144 DC279°114F

145 GC 331*3—6. However, in Meteo. water is associated more with moist than cold
(382234, cf. Phys. 204°27-8), and the later Aristotelian tradition tends to follow the
Meteo. See note on 8.7-8.
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is an opposed quality.146 Since it is the presence of contraries that leads to
generation and destruction, aether cannot be hot or cold nor moist or dry;
it even follows that it cannot be light or dark, either, since these, too, are
contraries. For this reason, he is compelled to advance some explanation
for the apparent radiance of the celestial bodies and the warmth which
appears to emanate from the sun. He does supply a solution, but it is an
obscure one whose details are at best hard to work out. His suggestion is
that the heavenly bodies, though themselves neither luminous nor warm,
nevertheless produce light and warmth by the friction in the air generated
by their movement. It is somewhat unclear, however, what air is meant.
The heavens being presumably full of acther, it is reasonable to take ‘air’
to mean the hypekkauma, especially in light of Aristotle’s characteriza-
tion of it—the hypekkauma consists of elemental fire, which is not fire
in the tradition sense but rather a warm and dry exhalation;!47 it is an
inflammable material which even a little motion can cause to ignite.148
Moreover, some would-be celestial phenomena like shooting stars are
explicitly said to occur here.14? The chief difficulties with this proposed
interpretation are (i) that the hypekkauma is only in direct contact with
the innermost of the celestial bodies, so that it is left uncertain how the
distant fixed stars could generate light, and (ii) that it could not be syn-
thesized with Aristotle’s acceptance!5? of the fact that the moon receives
its light from the sun. For this reason it has been suggested that the air at
issue is not located in the sublunar regions at all. There are a couple pas-
sages which intimate that the acther is not completely homogeneous; it is
entirely pure only at the periphery and becomes more contaminated the
closer it is to the sublunar world.151 Thus, one should conclude, so runs
the suggestion, that there is air mixed into the aether, and that this is the
air that catches fire.152 This solution, however, has problems of its own.
Itisat odds with Aristotle’s theory of natural place and with his refutation
of the Pythagorean theory of celestial harmony.!53 Furthermore, both
theories are difficult to integrate into the theory of celestial spheres that
Aristotle inherited from Eudoxus, since on this theory the planets them-

16 DC270%13-23. 147 Meteo. 340°29, 341°14.

148 Meteo. 341°19-21. 149 Meteo. 341°31 ff.

150 As is evident from Aristotle’s remarks on lunar eclipses; cf. AP0 87°39-40, 98°17—
19; DC297°20-30; Meta. 10449-15.

151 DC269°15-17, Meteo. 340°4—14.

152 This reading is adopted by Heath (1913, 242), cautiously suggested by Guthrie
(1939, pp. xiii—xiv and 179), disputed by Moraux (1963: 1204.54-1205.19; 1965:
pp. cii—ciii), and extensively developed by Thorp (1982).

153 Cf. Leggatt (1995: 238), Moraux (1965: p. ciii).
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selves remain stationary with respect to their own spheres so that friction
is rendered impossible.154

As a result of all these ambiguities and incongruities, it is best to accept
Moraux’s prudent conclusion: Aristotle probably never had a unified
theory of the substance of the heavens that was in full accord with the
other features of his natural philosophy.155

There is also a connection between the fifth element and soul that
deserves some mention, if only in passing. In De generatione animalium,
Aristotle likens the warm pneuma which functions as a vehicle for the soul
to the fifth body.'5¢ This has led some ancient and modern commenta-
tors mistakenly, first, to identify the soul with the preuma, and then to
identify further the fifth body with soul.?57 This identification was but-
tressed by the remarks in De philosophia (Cicero, Acad. 1.7.26) that the
fifth body is that ‘out of which stars and minds are constituted’,158 which
led other scholars to confine this identification to the ‘young’ Aristotle of
De philosophia.t5® Certainly this identification of the fifth body and soul
can be ruled out, but it is difficult to say any more than this regarding the
connection between them. Nevertheless, Moraux has made one sugges-
tion that, even if it remains somewhat speculative, is important for us on
account of the resonance that it will find in Plotinus:

Therefore, it is very likely that Aristotle, when he composed the treatise De caelo,
took the celestial spheres to be living things, consisting of a body (mp&rov odpa,
aether) and a soul. The relationship between this body and this soul differs from
the one that the young Aristotle thought to obtain in human beings, in that
the former is based on a magnificent synergy (wunderbare Synenergie), while the
union of body and soul in a human being represents a state that is for the soul
contrary to nature and distressing.160

The fifth body is not identical to soul, but it does have a special affinity
toward soul. It is a body whose superiority over the four elements (and
the composites of these elements) consists in its naturally adapting to
the inclinations of the soul, and this in turn accounts in part for why

154 Thorp (1982) proposes an inventive but ultimately unsatisfactory solution to this
problem.

155 (1963: 1208.68-1209.4).

156 736>29-737%7. Note that here the fifth body is said to be warm, whereas in DCand
Meteo. it, having no properties for which there are opposites, is neither warm nor cold.

157 See Moraux (1963: 1206.44-63). For a recent interpretation along these lines, see
Reeve (2000), 45 ff.

158 ¢ quo essent astra mentesque.

159 See Moraux (1963: 1213.43-1218.13).

160 (1963: 1199.48-60).
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the celestial composites are everlasting while the sublunar composites are
not.161

Elemental and Celestial Motion

While De generatione et corruptione discusses only the four sublunar ele-
ments and characterizes them in terms of tactile qualities, De caelo intro-
duces the fifth element as well and characterizes all the elements rather
in terms of their natural motions. Near the core of Aristotle’s physics
lies his definition of a natural body as one that has an ‘innate impulse to
change’ where ‘change’ includes (among other types of changes) change
of place.’62 A particular instance of this definition informs Aristotle’s
entire cosmology—a given natural body has an innate impulse to given
types of change, more specifically, a single, simple natural body has an
innate impulse to a single, simple change of place. Thus, Aristotle’s
coupling of the elements with simple motions builds the starting point
of his cosmology.'¢3

Aristotle recognizes only two rectilinear simple motions: upward
and downward motion, where in Aristotle’s spherical cosmos ‘up’ really
means towards the periphery and ‘down’ means towards the centre.164
Strictly speaking, it is earth that has the innate impulse to the centre and
fire that moves to periphery, and for this reason the latter is called ‘light’
and the former ‘heavy’. This leaves Aristotle with the problem of trying to
incorporate air and water into this system of natural motion. To do this
Aristotle must divide each of these rectilinear motions into two further
simple motions, and he accomplishes this by appealing to the concept
of natural place.’®5 Given what he has said about natural motion so far,
he is entitled to conclude that there are at least two natural places, the
centre and the periphery, but Aristotle maintains (without argument)
that there must also be some intermediate region and element.16¢ In fact,
he concludes that there must be two intermediate regions and, thus, two
corresponding elements:

But since there is only one body that floats to the top of 2// things, and one which

161 See notes on 5.9—14 and 5.14-17.

162 Phys. 192°13-14.

163 Cf. DC268°11 ff.; 300220 ff.; Solmsen (1960: 253 ff.).

164 268°21-2. ‘Up’and ‘down’ are in fact relative terms and their references differ with
the subject in question. For a plant ‘down’ means ‘away from the centre of the earth’ and
up means ‘towards the centre of the earth’ (DA 416%2-5).

165 For what follows, see Solmsen (1960: 283 ff.).

166 312%7-9.

N
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sinks to the bottom of @// things, there must be two others which sink to the
bottom of something and float to the top of something.167

So, like Plato, Aristotle commences his cosmology with earth and fire and
then introduces water and air, but whereas Plato justifies this addition
on mathematical grounds, Aristotle adheres to physical (albeit somewhat
perfunctory) considerations. Despite the fact that throughout most of
De caelo Aristotle’s position seems to be that there are only two simple
rectilinear motions, at the end of the day the number of simple, natural,
rectilinear motions is extended to four.

So far it has been taken for granted that each of the four sublunar ele-
ments naturally moves to its own region of the sublunar world. There
is, however, one caveat. At one point Aristotle describes this motion of
the elements as being motion towards their form5.168 If one takes this re-
mark seriously, the four conventional elements will not have any natural
motion at all since the true elements, i.e. those that have achieved their
forms, are already in their natural places. To finish drawing conclusions,
it could then truly be said that no rectilinear motion is natural to the ele-
ments, rather all five elements naturally either rest or move in a circle.16?
As we will see, this is in fact the doctrine which Proclus attributes to
Plotinus and which several other thinkers in Antiquity advocated.170

It is on the basis of these same considerations that Aristotle argued for
the fifth element. He called this element ‘the first body’, but subsequent
thinkers came to call it ‘the fifth body (substance, element)’ or ‘aether’.171

167 312%28-30.

168 DC310°33-b1 and 311°1-3.

169 The aether naturally moves in a circle. The hypekkauma and however much air is
located above the highest mountain tips are carried along by the motion of the heavens
so that they, too, move in a circle. Mountains impede the lower air from assuming this
motion, so that it remains at rest, as does the earth and water. There was some discussion
in antiquity as to the status of the motion of the hypekkauma (and upper air). There are
three options—the motion is forced, natural, or neither, i.e. hypernatural—and all three
found defenders at some point in time. Philoponus, in fact, at different points in his career
advocated all three positions: first taking its motion to be forced (/2 DA 66.1-4, cf. Sorabji
(1988: 240) ), then hypernatural (7 Phys. 198.12-19; 378.21-31), and then natural (44
as reported by Simplicius (/z DC 34.8; 35.2-8; 35.14-20; 35.28-30) ).

170 Xenarchus appears to be the founder of this reading, and its later advocates include
Ptolemy (Proclus, /n Tim. 2.11.27ff. and 3.114.31-3); Simplicius, In DC 20.101F;
cf. Sorabji (2005): vol. 2, 332). Simplicius also remarks that Aristotle (and Alexander)
seems to agree with this theory, citing DC 310°33—4 (In DC 20.15-18). It will be shown
below (pp. 62—8) that this is not exactly Plotinus’ theory of elemental motion. For Proclus’
theory, see Siorvanes (1996: 244-7). For a recent defence of this view as an interpretation
of Aristotle, see Cohen (1994).

171 In the few passages where Aristotle introduces the word ‘acther’, he usually connects
it to other thinkers, especially Anaxagoras. Aristotle censures Anaxagoras for misusing
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For in addition to the two (or four) rectilinear simple motions, circular
motion is also considered to be simple.172 In fact, since the circle is a
complete figure and for this reason prior to the line (which is incom-
plete), one should expect the circular motion itself to be prior to the recti-
linear motions.173 It follows that the body that corresponds to the circular
motion is ‘prior to and more divine than all the other” simple bodies.174
Further, since this body moves neither up nor down, it is neither light
nor heavy;!75 nor is it subject to generation and destruction, since
(i) these are processes that affect opposites and (ii) there is no opposite to
circular motion;176 nor is it subject to growth or decay, since these are just
instances of generation and corruption;'77 finally, it is inalterable because
what can be altered is subject to growth and decay.178

As remarked, all of these properties derive from the contention that
circular motion has no opposite. One might think that westward circular
motion could serve as the opposite to eastward circular motion, but Aris-
totle insists that motion must be defined by its destination, and whereas
upward and downward motions have opposite destinations, castward
and westward circular motions do not.17? Still, there is a certain ambigu-
ity in Aristotle’s discussions of opposed motions. Although he denies that
any circular motion is the contrary of any other circular motion,!8° at
one point he is willing to say that the eastward motions of the planets are
contrary to the motion of the sphere of fixed stars.!8! Similarly, he has al-

‘aether’ to denote fire, but his point seems only to be that Anaxagoras did not completely
understand his predecessors. They did indeed use ‘acther’ to denote the heavens, but the
heavens are not made of fire as Anaxagoras would have it (DC270°20-5; Meteo. 33921~
7). Moraux believes that Aristotle might have called the substance of the heavens ‘acther’
in DP (1210.63-7), but Ross takes it to be fire (1936: 96). In the spurious DM the fifth
element which constitutes the heavens is repeatedly called ‘aether’ (39255, 3932-3).

172 26820.

173 269°18 ff.

174 269'31-2. In Meteo. A3 Aristotle offers a different proof for the existence of a fifth
body in the heavens: Astronomers have established that the celestial regions are much
larger than the sublunar regions, and for this reason the former cannot be made out of
a material that could interact with the material of the sublunar regions. For if that were
the case, the sublunar matter would be completely transformed into the celestial material
(cf. GC 32823-7). Thus, the heavens must consist of some other body which could not
possibly change into any of the four others.

175 269°18-27012.

176 270°13-23. Again, one is presumably supposed to draw the consequence that
the first body does not have any other properties, either, for which there are opposites
(cf. Meteo.341°12—-17). Thisalsofollowsfrom Aristotle’s thesisof the priority oflocal motion.
Cf. Phys. ©7 and DC310°34-311°1.

177.270°23-6. 178 270*26-35. 179 DC A4. 180 2863,

181 285031-2.
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lowed himself some flexibility in designating what counts as an unnatural
motion. When Aristotle argues that circular motion cannot belong to
any of the four sublunar elements, the crux of his proof is that unnatural
movement is the contrary of natural movement and a single thing has
only a single contrary.!82 Accordingly, the only motion unnatural to fire
is downward motion, and the only motion unnatural to earth is upward
motion. It would seem to follow that circular movement is, for fire, nei-
ther natural nor unnatural. And yet Aristotle also often gives ‘unnatural
motion’ a much wider scope so that any motion that is not natural fits
in the category of ‘unnatural’. Thus, Aristotle can say that ‘each thing
naturally moves in one way but has many unnatural motions’83 and that
if circular movement belongs to fire it is just as unnatural as downward
movement.!84 It is this ambiguity that led some readers in antiquity to
conclude that circular motion of the fire in the hypekkauma is unnatural,
not in the sense of being opposed to the natural motion, but in the sense
of being ‘hypernatural’.185

Aristotle’s heaven, then, is made up of this fifth element, and so the
status of the circular movement of the heavenly bodies appears to be on
a par with that of the rectilinear motions of the sublunar elements. All
five elements move by natural, innate impulses. The motions are physical
as opposed to the psychic heavenly motions that one finds in Plato’s 77-
maeus.'86 The specific planetary and stellar motions result from a celestial
structure ultimately based on Eudoxus’ system of concentric spheres.187
The heaven is divided into a company of contiguous concentric spheres
such that each has its axis of rotation fixed to the sphere immediately
exterior to it. To each planet (including the sun and the moon) a group
(between five and nine) of neighbouring concentric spheres is assigned
to account for the planet’s motion, and the planet itself is set within
the innermost sphere in this group. The fixed stars are assigned a single
sphere, the outermost sphere encompassing all the others. The planets,
stars, and spheres are all composed of the fifth element, which accounts
for their motion.

182 2699-10. 183 30026-7. 184 269°10-12.

185 Simplicius, /n DC 35.13-14, 38.1-2, 57.18-29, etc. Philoponus, AP 492.20-6.

186 Cf. Solmsen (1960: 289): ‘[The circular motion] is the movement which Plato had
assigned to mind and World-Soul. If it is now associated with a physical body, non-physi-
cal agents being again eliminated from the Cosmos, this body aspires logically to the same
status as Plato’s soul.”

187 For what follows, cf. Heath (1913: 219-31) and Ross (1924: pp. cxxx—cliv). Now
itis usually assumed that Eudoxus gave separate mathematical models for each planet and
Aristotle tried to combine them into a single cosmic system.
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However, this is not necessarily as clear as it has been made to look.188
A comprehensive Aristotelian explanation of celestial motion must make
reference to the prime mover. In the Physics Aristotle presents a theory
according to which motion is defined as the actualization of a potency.
Further, it is demanded that what actualizes this potency must itself be in
astate of actuality with respect to the change or motion atissue. It follows
that there can be no self-motion; rather, every motion must be actual-
ized by some other mover. But neither can this chain of movers go on ad
infinitum, since there is no actual infinity. Thus, Aristotle is led to posit
a first mover who is himself unmoved and alone responsible for all the
movement in the cosmos. As set out above, Aristotle’s heaven consists of
a number of concentric spheres, and he locates this mover at or outside of
the periphery of the sphere of fixed stars.18? This doctrine is also found in
Meta. A where several other details are added. The prime mover is char-
acterized by numerous superlatives: it is one,!99 eternal, 1! immaterial 192
and thus indivisible!®3 and non-spatial,’®* completely impassive,195
necessary,!?6 substance,!97 actuality,!8 separate from sensible things,19?
highest good,200 life,201 God.292 More specifically, this first mover is said
to be an intellect whose sole activity is the unceasing contemplation of
itself.293 Given its nature and activity, it cannot cause motion in any
mechanical sense; rather, it serves as the primary cause of motion by being
the primary object of thought and desire (or love).204 Situated as it is at
or outside of the sphere of fixed stars, the prime mover is directly respons-
ible only for the motion of this sphere but is indirectly responsible for all
subsequent motion, since each sphere confers motion to the next interior
sphere. In addition, the sole unmoved mover of the Physics is replaced by

188 For what follows, see Guthrie (1939: pp. xxix—xxxvi) and Ross (1936: 94-102).

189 Phys. 267°6-9 suggests that it is at the periphery. DC 27918-22 and MA 3-4
suggest that it is rather just outside of the cosmos. The latter position is difficult since for
Aristotle there is no place outside of the cosmos.

190 Phys. 259°13-20; Meta. 1074*36-7.

191 Phys. 259°6-20; Meta. 1071°22, 107225, 1072°28-30.

192 Meta. 1071°20-1.

193 Phys. 267°25; Meta. 10737 and 1075%7.

194 Phys. 266°10-11; 267°17-26; Meta. 1073*5-6. Note that this is fully compatible
with Aristotle’s demand that the prime mover is just outside of the fixed sphere, since out-
side of the cosmos there is no space (DC279°11-14). Also cf. DC279°18.

195 Phys. 258°14-15, 260°17-19; Meta. 1072°7-8, 1073*11-13.

196 Meta. 1072°10.

197 Meta. 1072°25, 1073%.

198 Meta. 107225, 107211 and 27.

199 Meta. 1073°4-5. 200 Meta. 1072°14 and 28.

201 Meta. 1072°29-30. 202 Meta. 1072°24-30.

203 Meta. 1072°18-27, 1074°15-1075°10. 204 Meta. 1072°26-7.

°
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an entire legion in the Metaphysics, each of which is responsible for the
movement of a single celestial sphere.

It is questionable whether this theory is compatible with the theory of
De caelo?95 as there are passages which speak for206 and passages which
speak against2%7 its presence in and general compatibility with De caclo.
This is hardly the place for a careful examination of the relevant passages,
and for this reason I shall only record the observation of most scholars
that the theory of De caelo need not exclude the presence of transcendent
unmoved movers. There are different answers as to why the unmoved
mover plays little to no role in the causal explanations of De caelo, the
most appealing of which is that transcendent movers, like soul, do not
fall in the scope of the treatise’s field of investigation, which is limited to
immanent physical causes of motion.

Moreover, certain details of Aristotle’s theory suggest that the sphere
of fixed stars as well as the other celestial spheres are ensouled. For while
it is true that according to Aristotle’s psychology intellect can exist inde-
pendently of soul,298 it is not clear how a lifeless corporeal sphere could
be stimulated by an object of thought and desire.209 In fact, this inference
holds good of all of the spheres with respect to their unmoved movers,
since they share the characteristics of the prime mover; they are intellects
that incite motion by being the objects of desire. If this is so, then Aris-
totle would be presenting a three-tiered celestial ontology: (i) the intel-
lects (the prime mover and the other unmoved movers), (ii) the souls of
each of the spheres, and (iii) the bodies of the spheres.210 Indeed, some
of Aristotle’s remarks in De caelo suggest that the heavens are ensouled.

205 For what follows, see Moraux (1963: 1200.12-1201.50).

206 At 288277 Aristotle distinguishes between the celestial body in motion and its
incorporeal mover. 311al1 refers to the proof in the Phys. (255*29) that none of the simple
bodies are self-moved. Guthrie (1939) also sees a reference to the transcendent unmoved
mover of Meta. A at 2779.

207 At 279°33-*3 the heaven is itself described as ‘the foremost and highest divinity’
because ‘there is nothing more powerful so as to move it’. Thus, the heaven seems to move
independently of any higher-order moving cause. Guthrie lists several other passages:
28418 1F.; 2869 ff.; 300°18 fF.; 30917 £. (1939: pp. xxi—xxiii).

208 DA 413°26—7—in contrast to Plato, for whom there can be no intellect without
soul (77m. 30b3).

209 Cf. Ross (1924), vol. 1, p. cxxxvi, 2.375, and 2.384.

210 Many commentators have tried to collapse this ontology a notch by identifying
the souls of the spheres with their intellects (Averroes, Zabarella (cf. Ross (1924: vol. 1,
pp- cxxxvi—cxxxvii). Alexander might have identified all the unmoved movers with the
exception of the prime mover with their immanent souls (Simplicius, 7 Phys. 1261.30—
1262.5, cf. Sorabji (2005) vol. 2, 340-2) ) while others have looked to attribute to Aristotle
a sort of hylozoism which would identify the souls with their bodies (cf. Moraux (1963:
1216.39-1217.13).
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Notably, at 285*27-30 he says quite clearly that the heavens are ensouled
and have a principle of motion. This appears to be further confirmed by
Aristotle’s repeated allusions to the celestial bodies being ‘divine’, ‘im-
mortal’, and ‘gods’.21* And at 292:18-21 one finds this: “The fact is that
we are inclined to think of the stars as mere bodies or units, occurring in
a certain order but completely lifeless; whereas we ought to think of them
as partaking of life ({w7s) and initiative (mpdéews).”212 A similar view
is found in what most scholars consider a very early work, the dialogue
entitled De philosophia. There Aristotle presents a vision of the cosmos in
which the motions of the celestial bodies are neither natural nor forced;
they are rather termed ‘voluntary’, because they are the activity of the
animate and intelligent celestial bodies themselves.

The presence of these remarks in De caelo is disconcerting, however,
for two reasons. First, whereas in De philosophia nature is denied any
role in the causal account of the celestial motions, in De caelo nature
has been pushed in the foreground. Thus, we must ask ourselves, if the
celestial bodies move in a circle just as naturally as fire moves upwards,
what room is left for celestial souls? Secondly, Aristotle at one point in De
caelo also seems firmly to declare that soul plays no role in the activities
of the heaven:

There is no need, therefore, in the first place to give credence to the ancient
mythological explanation according to which it owes its safety to an Atlas; those
who made up that story seem to have had the same notion as later thinkers, that
is, they thought that in speaking of the upper bodies they were treating of bodies
which were earthlike and had weight, when they posited for the heaven the con-
straint of a living being. We must not think in thisway [...] A third supposition is
equally inadmissible, namely that it is by the constraint of a soul that [the heaven]
endures forever: for such a life as the soul would have to lead could not possibly
be painless or blessed.?!3

Thus, one mustalso wonder whether in De caelo Aristotle wholeheartedly
subscribes to souls inhabiting and acting in the heaven.

Scholars have, in the main, found two different responses to this ques-
tion. Some have insisted that there truly is no place for soul in the mech-
anics of De caelo because the celestial body moves entirely by the agency
of its nature, just as the sublunar elements do. One can then explain the
above passages which suggest celestial souls as being either later additions

211 26931, 270°1-11, 284*1-2.
212 Guthrie’s translation.
213 284*18-24, 27-9, Guthrie’s translation.
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to De caelo,?'4 or the remnants of an inherited belief in the divinity and
life of the celestial bodies that, although not inconsistent with Aristotle’s
own rational account of their motion, have not yet been reconciled with
them,215 or finally simply tentative metaphors meant as provisional solu-
tions to this or that difficulty.216 Others have maintained that the two
currents are not incompatible at all. Ross, for example, points to Physics
O where the elemental motions are said to be natural but still require
an agent to actualize their potential—the rationale being that natural
capacity has to be moved &y something else. Soul, then, can function in
De caelo as the actualizer of the natural capacity of the celestial body, and
the soul’s own activity would be a result of its desire for the prime mover.
Soul, on this account, is not being rejected fout court but only the ‘soul
which constrains the heavenly bodies to motion contrary to their natural
motion.’217

The Everlastingness of the Universe

Aristotle was, by his own declaration, the first Greek thinker to maintain
that the cosmos in which we live is everlasting and without beginning.218
This is in fact an illegitimate claim on Aristotle’s part since as we saw
above Plato’s account in the Timaeus is best understood as expounding
the ontological order of an everlasting and beginningless cosmos. Aris-
totle, however, took the genetic account of the Timaeus literally.21® But
if Plato and Aristotle both affirmed the everlastingness of the world, their
explanations of this state of affairs differ greatly. Plato, as we saw, explains
this by appealing to the will of God. Aristotle, by contrast, supplies argu-
ments that proceed from familiar features of his philosophy of nature.22°
First, he has an argument for the everlastingness of motion, since for
any motion to commence, another actual motion must already exist.22!
For similar reasons, motion is also interminable.??2 This argument alone

2
2
2
2

-

4 Elders (1965: 32).
5 Guthrie (1939: pp. xxxiv—xxxv).
6 Leggatt (1995: 246-7).
7 Ross (1936: 98). Cherniss agrees (1944: 541), as does Moraux (1963) who lists
many concurring opinions (1199.16-39). Simplicius disagreed. Alexander argued that
soul s nature in the heavens, eliminating all tension (cf. Sorabji (2005), vol. 2, p. 49), and
this is very near to Plotinus’ theory (cf. 11.2.1.38-9).
218 DC279°12-17.
DC280%28-32.
220 Cf. Sorabji (1983: 276 fF.).
221 See above, p. 29. Cf. Phys. 23632 ff. and ©1; Meta. 1071°6-7 (and 1050°3-6).
222 Phys. 251°28-252%5. In all of the arguments it is important to keep in mind the pri-
macy of local motion over all other types of change, cf. Phys. ©7 and DC310°34-311°1.
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is not sufficient to prove that the present cosmos is without beginning
and without end, since it is also compatible with the thesis that the cos-
mos is periodically destroyed and reborn, as Empedocles and Heraclitus
taught,223 and Aristotle never fully develops it into a proof of the everlast-
ingness of the cosmos.224 Instead, Aristotle focuses on refuting the propo-
sition that a generated world could exist without end.225 The proofs he
presents are intractable and have been variously interpreted. The main
idea in them, however, is that if something is generated it has a potential
for non-existence and no potential can remain unrealized for an infinite
stretch of time. Thus, the cosmos, if generated, has a potential not to exist
which would have to be realized again eventually. Finally, Aristotle can
appeal to the results of his discussion of the heavens for confirmation. For
as we saw, the heavens are made of a body which is inalterable, ungener-
ated, and incorruptible, so the everlastingness (in both directions) of the
celestial region is secured.226 And as Aristotle says himself, it would be
more right to acquit the sublunar region on account of the heavens, than
to condemn the heavens on account of the sublunar region.22”

An appeal to God can be found, however, in the De mundo,228 a spuri-
ous work (scholars date its composition somewhere around 100 BCE to
50 cE) of late peripatetic natural philosophy and theology into which
many Stoic doctrines have been assimilated. Although its authenticity
was doubted even in antiquity,22? it is possible that Plotinus took it to be
genuine.230 There, the cosmos is said to be ‘preserved by and through the

223 DC279°14-17.

224 Zeller, however, is perhaps right to point out how close Aristotle was to such a
finished proof. He suggests the following continuation (1855-65; 2.2.432 n. 8): If the
cosmos were to enter a self-destructive phase, this would involve a change, and this change
would have to be due to either the matter or the prime mover. But the matter cannot change
all by itself, and the prime mover is inalterable. Thus, the cosmos is everlasting. Aristotle’s
only real response to Empedocles and Heraclitus is found at 280°10-28 where he says that
the cosmos is not actually coming to be and perishing but only changing shape.

225 DCAI12.

226 One has to fill in the details for the sublunar world. Presumably, one would appeal
to the fact that the four sublunar elements can only change into each other, and given their
natural places at the very least the four-strata arrangement of the sublunar world is everlast-
ing (in form if not in number). Furthermore, one could press on the idea that all change in
the sublunar world ultimately originates in the heavens (GCB11).

227 Meta. 1010*31-2.

228 On DM, see Zeller (1855-65: 3.1.653-71).

229 Cf, Proclus, In Tim. 3.272.21.

230 Cf. Harder’s remark on 1v.8.2.29: ‘Der Vergleich mit dem Herrscher und die
Unterscheidung zwischen oberer Befehlsstelle und den ausfithrenden Unterorganen liegt
in breiter Durchfiihrung vor in der Schrift von der Welt 397b20fF.; die Beriihrung ist so
nahe, daf Plotin aus derselben Tradition schépfen muf$’.
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gods’.231 Even this remark, however, does not appear to attribute to the
gods the crucial role that the Demiurge receives in the Timaeus. In fact,
there is no talk of God’s (or the gods’) wil/ in this passage at all. More-
over, even in De mundo other grounds are given for the everlastingness
of the world.232 At 396°27 it is suggested that the destruction caused by
the mingling of the elements is limited to the parts of the universe. The
universe itself is preserved by the harmony of its parts?33 and in particular
the agreement234 of the elements. This, of course, recalls Plato’s account
of the friendship and proportion of the elements.

Stoic Cosmological Theory

The Generation and Structure of the Universe

The layout of the Stoic cosmos is similar to that of Plato and Aristotle.
There is only one cosmos,235 and it is spherical,23¢ consisting of concen-
tric layers of elemental ensembles, beginning with earth, then water and
air, and finally fire.237 Apart from this, however, it is the disagreements
between Stoic cosmology and its Platonic and Aristotelian predecessors
that are most striking. One major Stoic modification to this world-view is
their explicitapproval of void outside of the cosmos and their subsequent
distinction between ‘the totality’ (76 wdv) and ‘the whole’ (76 dAov). The
latter is identical to the ordered cosmos consisting of both the sublunar
and superlunar regions, while the former consists of the whole plus the
infinite void stretching beyond the cosmos.238 While the Stoics deny that
there is any void within the cosmos,?3° the external void is an important
feature of Stoic cosmology insofar as it plays a significant role in the Stoic
account of the destruction of the cosmos.24°

231 Y716 fedv e kai dua Bedv pvlarTopéry (391b11-12).

252 Cf. also 397*14-17 where the universe is said to have a power (8dvaus) over old
age and corruption.

233 gpuovia, 396°25.

234 Suoloyla, 396°34.

235 SVF2.576.

236 SVF1.99;2.527, 547, 555, 557, 582, 650, 654, 681, 1009.

237 SVF2.555.

238 SVF1.95-6,99;2.503, 509, 522-5, 535, 538-40, 543, 552—4, 609, 619.

239 SVF1.95; 2.543 and 546.

240 See below, p. 35. Pace Lapidge, who tries to argue that the picture of the whole
floating in an infinite void is inaccurate. In his view, since the void is technically a non-
existent thing, the Stoic view is more accurately represented by saying that ‘there is nothing
outside the universe’. He surmises that ‘the Stoics strictly posited a finite spherical universe
and nothing else’ and that ‘the distinction between “the whole” and “the totality” was an
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The Stoics also took the cosmos to be generated in a quite literal
sense.241 The account of its genesis varies in some minor details among
the early Stoics, but there was general agreement regarding the basic proc-
ess. In the beginning, there is simply a mass of pure fire. This fire is extin-
guished, turning first into air and then moisture, and from this moisture
the four elements earth, water, air, and fire are created in their concentric
strata. Living things are subsequently produced from the elements.242
Every aspect of this genesis is steered by God. This Stoic God is not ex-
ternal to the universe as Plato’s Demiurge and Aristotle’s prime mover
appeared to be; rather, it is immanent, stretching entirely through it, and
guides every detail of the universe according to its excellent plan.243

In fact, the cosmos’s generation is periodic, and so it is also periodi-
cally destroyed.244 This destruction occurs by conflagration,245 and the
primary reason given for this conflagration is that the fire that constitutes
the heavenly bodies gradually consumes all of the moisture in the uni-
verse until everything catches fire,246 which was understood to happen at
the arrival of the Great Year when all the planets return to a single start-
ing point.247 The external void comes into play during the conflagration
because once the universe changes into fire it requires more space, just
as ordinary fire grows larger than the wood that fuels it.248 In this way
the universe returns to its original state of fire, from which the process of
genesis can begin anew.24?

The Elements and the Constitution of the Heavens

The Stoic account of the elements looks much like Aristotle’s. They, too,
begin with the four elements, earth, water, air, and fire, that can trans-
form into each other either directly (e.g. earth into water and water into

addition of later doxography—or at least of later Stoics who chose to overlook the original
theory’ (1978: 177).

241 SVF2.574-5.

242 SVF1.102-4; 2.580-1, 589-90, 605.

243 See the discussion of pneuma below, pp. 36-9.

244 SVF1.106.

245 SVF2.596, 598, 600, 603, 605, 618-20.

246 SVF2.593, 1131 (cf. SVF2.650). This involves a certain difficulty. As we shall see
below, the heavenly bodies are made up of a special kind of fire that is not destructive, but
rather creative and preservative. Lapidge labels this difficulty, which was already raised in
antiquity (SVF 2.1050), a ‘patent contradiction’ (1978: 181), though Furley has since
suggested a solution (1999: 240).

247 SVF2.625.

248 Cleomedes, Cuaelestia1.1.43—54 (= Poseidonius, fr. 277 Th.; 1.1.43-8 = SVF2.537).

249 Later Stoics such as Boethius of Sidon and Panaetius eventually abandoned the
thesis of conflagration (Philo, Aez. mundi §15f.).
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air) or indirectly (e.g. earth into air viz water).25° And the Stoic elements
are also characterized by the same four tactile qualities that characterize
Aristotle’s elements, although the Stoics attached only a single quality
to each element: earth is dry, water moist, air cold, and fire hot.25! An
important consequence of this modification seems to be that in order to
account for the presence of other properties in the elements (e.g. the cold-
ness of water), the Stoics maintained that all the elements were invari-
ably mixed together and no element existed in isolation of the others.252
Moreover, the Stoics, like Aristotle, considered hot and cold to be active
qualities—hot being more active than cold—and moist and dry to be
passive qualities.253 Thus, for the Stoics, air and fire are the active ele-
ments, carth and water passive elements.254

It is not surprising, then, that the Stoics defined pneuma, a prominent
active agent in their cosmology, as a mixture of fire and air.255 Pneu-
ma blends continuously through each body, that is to say, it penetrates
the body completely while retaining its own character,25¢ and as such it
has two primary functions. First, it is responsible for holding the body
together. This function appears to be due to the inward force that the
air in the pneuma produces.25”7 But it is also responsible for the quali-
ties that each body possesses, and this is attributed to an outward force
produced by the fire in pneuma.258 Together these two forces constitute
what the Stoics call ‘tension’ (dvos) which varies in accordance with the

250 SVF2.414, 415, 436; Cicero, De fin. 4.12.

251 SVF 2.580. As we saw above, Aristotle is also prepared to say that one of the two
qualities is dominant, though he (at least in GC) makes cold the characteristic property of
water and moistness that of air. See note on 8.7-8.

252 SVF2.561 and Seneca Nat. quest. 3.10.4. See Graeser (1972: 37-8). Fire, of course,
can exist without the others during the conflagration. Plotinus considers this thesis regard-
ing the thorough mixture of the elements as a possible consequence of the 7im.’s account
of the elements in 11.1.6-7. See note on 6.21-4.

253 SVF2.406 and 416. Cf. Meteo. 37810 ff. and GC 329"24fF.

254 SVF2.418.

255 SVF2.310, 442,786,787, 841.

256 Alexander, De mix. 217.32 ff. The Stoics distinguish three types of mixture: ‘juxta-
position’ (rapdfeais) by which different bodies all share the same place while retaining
their own identity, e.g. the mixture of different kinds of beans in a jar; ‘fusion’ (cdyxvats),
an irreversible mixture in which different bodies surrender their individual identities in
order to form a new compound substance, e.g. chemical compounds; finally, ‘blending’
(kpdots), a reversible mixture in which two substances completely and continuously pene-
trate the same place and yet retain their own identities. A favourite example of blending is
the mixture of wine and water; the mixing process can be reversed by removing the water
with a sponge soaked in oil.

257 SVF2.444 and 449. Cf. 2.439.

258 Nemesius, Nat. hom. 2.70.6=71.4.

v
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relative proportions of fire and air. These variations in tension account
for the three different kinds of pneunma. The most basic of these is called
‘state’ or ‘tenor’ (€€is) which pervades lifeless objects such as stones and
logs and provides their unity and characteristic properties. Things that
are alive have a different kind of pneuma. Plants have nature (¢dous), a
form of pneuma that imparts to them generative and nutritive abilities,
and animals have soul, pnenma in its most rarified state that accounts
for the more complex activities of life, such as sensation, impulse, and
thought.25? Although this psychic preuma permeates the entire body, it
has its command centre (2)yepovinév) located in the heart.260

Since the cosmos itself is a single body, it, too, is pervaded by preuma,
and since the Stoic cosmos, like the Platonic one, is a rational living thing,
the kind of pneuma that pervades it is soul.261 By virtue of this World-
Soul, the different parts of the universe are united by a cosmic sympathy:
just as when a person suffers trauma to one hand the rest of the body
reacts on account of the unifying soul, so too do the parts of the universe
react to each other.262 And like individual souls, the World-Soul also has
a command centre, though Stoics disagreed about its location. Poseido-
nius located it in the heaven as a whole,263 Cleanthes in the sun,264 and
Chrysippus in ‘the purest of the aether,” i.e. in the sphere of fixed stars;265
one anonymous Stoic even locates it in the earth.266 For the duration of
the cosmos’s life, this World-Soul can be described as the Stoic divinity,
and so can its command centre and the cosmos itself.267 As such, the
World-Soul is to be identified with the Stoic /ogos and fate (eluapuévn);

259 SVF 1.135-8, 140, 1456, 484; 2.407, 806, 911. Hierocles, Elements of Ethics
1.5-33, 4.38-53.

260 SVE2.96, 837-9, 843, 848, 879, 885—6. In SVF 2.836 it is located in the head.

261 SVF1.110-14;2.310, 416, 475, 604, 613, 633 fI., 1023, 1026, 1042.

262 SVF2.441, 475, 532, 534, 546, 753, 912, 1013.

263 SVF2.644 (= fr. 347 Th.).

264 SVF1.499 and 2.644.

265 SVF 2.527, 634, 642—4, 1032. This is also the opinion of Ptolemy, Peri kritikou
22.11.

266 SVF 2.642. Lapidge believes ‘this view must surely arise from a textual corruption’
(1978: 179), but there are certainly good Stoic reasons for locating the command centre
in the earth. Pneuma is responsible for the centripetal motion towards the centre of the
cosmos, i.e. towards the earth. However, pneuma draws things not necessarily towards
its physical centre, but rather towards its pneumatic centre, i.e. the command centre
(cf. Furley 1999: 447). Hence, the earth would appear to be the command centre of the
cosmos. There is no evidence that Zeno considered the cosmos to have a command centre,
see Hahm (1977: 150).

267 SVF1.146, 158;2.310, 532, 1009, 1026-7, 1033, 1035, 1037, 1042, 1051, 1054,
1076-7.
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itis the providential68 rational principle by which all events in the world
are determined.

This doctrine of pneuma was mostly developed by Chrysippus. Al-
though Zeno and Cleanthes did incorporate preuma into their expla-
nations of human life, they did not apply the same explanation to the
cosmos. Rather than positing cosmic pneuma to account for the divine
and rational life of the cosmos, they allowed a certain kind of fire to func-
tion as divinity and World-Soul. In addition to ordinary sublunar fire or
‘undesigning fire’ (wp drexvov) which is characterized by its destructiv-
ity and raw consumption of fuel, there is also so-called ‘designing fire’
(mdp Texvirdv), whose warmth causes growth and preservation rather
than destruction.26? The Stoics cleatly did not consider this kind of fire
to be a fifth element;279 it served rather to reconcile the traditional theory
of four elements with Aristotle’s theory concerning the peculiar nature of
the heavens.27! Following Aristotle, they made the heavens and heavenly
bodies consist of this designing fire, which they then called ‘acther’.272
Plotinus” own distinction??3 between sublunar fire and superlunar fire,
which he calls ‘corporeal light’, certainly owes some debt to this distinc-
tion of Zeno’s between designing and undesigning fire.274

Chrysippus’ introduction of a preuma to the cosmos does not exactly
replace Zeno’s designing fire since pneuma is itself a mixture of designing
fire and air. But since preuma does literally take over the cosmic role that
designing fire played for Zeno and Cleanthes, a question is raised regard-
ing Chrysippus’ account of the composition of the celestial region. Like
other Stoics, he maintains that it is composed of acther, but is this to say
that it is composed of designing fire, or does he now identify acther with
pneuma? The answer seems to be both. One of Chrysippus’ more enig-
matic cosmological theses is that the celestial acther varies in purity.275

268 SVF2.937,1029, 1064, 1185. As providence it could even be described as ‘the will
of god’ (cf. SVF2.914 and note on 1.2).

269 SVF1.120.

270 SVF2.147; Cicero, De fin. 4.12.

271 So Graeser (1972: 22).

272 SVF1.115-16, 120, 504; 2.429, 447, 527, 579-80, 634, 642, 650, 664, 682, 684,
686. At SVF 2.555 our source is unsure whether aether and the heaven are the same or
not.

273 11.1.7.24-30.

274 See Graeser (1972: 22—4), but note that Graeser incorrectly sees Plotinus as distin-
guishing a ‘scale of [three] different types of fire’, where Plotinus is in fact only distinguish-
ing two. See note on 6.52.

275 Cf. SVF 2. 642, 644. For some puzzled reactions, cf. Lapidge (1978: 179-80),
and Hahm (1977: 158). Aristotle makes a similar assertion at DC 269°15—17 and Meteo.
340°4-14. See above, p. 23.
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His account of the composition of the individual heavenly bodies pro-
vides some help in interpreting this thesis. We are told, for example, that
the sun and the fixed stars are of pure fire or aether,276 whereas the moon
is a mixture of fire and air.277 This suggests that for Chrysippus aether is
pneumaand aether’s purity is a function of how much air is present in the
pneuma. Hence, pure acther is simply designing fire.278

Elemental and Celestial Motion

According to the Stoics, all elements have a primary natural tendency to
move toward the centre of the cosmos.27? This is an important feature
of the Stoic universe, since otherwise the cosmos would disperse into the
infinite void surrounding it. This tendency, which has been recognized
to bear a striking resemblance to a gravitational theory,28° is due to the
centripetal force exerted by the cosmic pneuma that holds the cosmos
together. To this extent, Stoic theory clearly distances itself from Peri-
patetic theory, according to which elements have an ‘innate impulse to
change’,281 and is somewhat closer to the Platonic model of the Timaeus
which attributes elemental motion, at least in part, to the shaking of the
receptacle. Nevertheless, the Stoics are prepared to rephrase this theory
in terms of weight: an essential feature of every body is weight, which
naturally draws it towards the centre.?82 There is no contradiction here
if we bear in mind that weight itself is due to the cosmic preuma. This
centripetal tendency, however, does not appear to be equal for all the
elements. The Stoics often describe fire and air as being ‘weightless’
(6Bapés) or ‘light’ (koddov) elements in contrast to the heavy elements
earth and water,283 and we should understand the Stoics to mean that
fire and air are relatively lighter than earth and water.284 To this extent

276 SVF 2.650, 677, 682, 684, 686.

277 SVF 2.650, 669-74, 677.

278 SVIF 2.774, 870, 1027, 1054.

279 SVF 1.99; 2.550 (mqv mpdbrny kata dvow xivyow); Cicero, De natura deorum
2.115.

280 Gilbert (1907: 246); Lapidge (1978: 178); Furley (1999: 446).

281 Phys. 192°13-14, see above, p. 25.

282 §VF2.323, 420, 450, 979.

283 SVEF1.99-100; 2.434-5, 473, 501, 555, 571.

284 Trwould seem otherwise inconsistent to maintain that fire and air are both lightand
heavy. So, too, Furley (1999: 444). Pace Hahm (1977) who remarks that he is ‘reluctant
to follow Furley . . . [that] air and fire [are] only relatively light and rising’, maintaining
instead that ‘the weightlessness of air and fire [is] an absolute, active force’ (132 n. 52). One
feature of Stoic cosmology that speaks in Hahm'’s favour is their explanation of the cosmos’
stationary persistence: it results from the counterbalancing of the heavy elements (earth
and water) with the light elements (air and fire) so that the cosmos as a whole is weightless

® ® ©
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we can describe fire and air as having a second natural motion, namely
the upward motion away from the centre that they have in the presence
of earth and water.285

The natural upward motion of air and fire is necessary on the Stoic
view in order to account for the nourishment of the heavenly bodies.28¢
Here the Stoics are following an older tradition of natural philosophy
represented by thinkers such as Heraclitus,287 Anaximenes,288 and
Xenophanes?82—a tradition to which Plato does not belong and that
Aristotle explicitly sought to refute20—which maintains that the heaven-
ly bodies consume fuel from the sublunar region in the form of exhala-
tions from the earth and sea. An obvious and thoroughly un-Aristotelian
consequence of this theory is that sublunar elements can make their way
into the heavens, a consequence which Plotinus also finds unpalatable
since it would seem to indicate that the heavenly bodies will eventually
perish.291

The Stoics clearly believed that the acther in the heavens moved in a
circle, but there is no real evidence suggesting that they took this motion
to be natural.292 In Cicero’s De natura deorum Cleanthes explicitly rejects
nature as the cause of their circular motion, preferring instead the more
Platonic explanation that their motion is due to their rationality, divinity,
and free-will.2?3 This explanation finds further confirmation in the Stoic
Cleomedes’ Celestia, where heaven is said to choose (e!hoduevos) west-
ward circular motion which is in turn called a ‘providential’ (wpovonTixi)
motion, and each of the planets has in addition chosen (mpoatperurt)
eastward motion.2%4 Nevertheless, just as we saw that the psychic circular
motion of Plato’s heavens might be called natural insofar as it is soul that
is pre-eminently natural, so too might the circular motion of the Stoic

(SVF 1.99; 2.555). This explanation appears dispensable to me since the cosmos would
remain in its place at the centre even if all elements have weight and thus tend to the centre,
and there is no reason to think that the Stoics, like the Epicureans, envisaged everything in
the void as moving downwards.

285 SVF1.99-100; 2.434, 501, 571; cf. 2.646.

286 SVF1.121,122;2.650, 652, 655, 656, 658, 661, 663, 677, 690.

287 DK 22A1.[(9)]—(10), A11, A12.

288 DK 13A7(5).

289 DK21A33(3), A40, A46, B30.

290 Meteo. 354°33-355"32.

291 11.1.8.19-28.

292 SVF1.101; 2.527, 569, 571, 579.

293 ND 2.43—4. A similar view is found in Aristotle’s treatise DP which Cleanthes
apparently refers to in this passage.

294 Cuelestia 1.2.1-11.
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heavens be called natural insofar as they identified nature and designing
fire or pneuma, i.c. the very substance that fills the heavens and chooses
to move in this way.295

PLOTINUS COSMOLOGY: AN OVERVIEW OF 11.1

In 11.1 Plotinus is concerned to defend the thesis that the universe, the
heavens, and the heavenly bodies are all everlasting. It was pointed out
above that this general view was shared by Aristotle and probably Plato,
but Plotinus here is engaged in espousing the view in a more precise form
that Plato and Aristotle never explicitly took up, namely that the uni-
verse, the heavens, and the heavenly bodies all remain numerically the
same individuals for all time.226 This keener focus on individual identity
forces Plotinus to examine factors previously left untouched and leads
him to offer reasonably considered expositions on both the natural move-
ments of the elements and the constitution of the heavens. Although
these three themes—everlastingness of the heavens, natural movements
of the elements, constitution of the heavens—are inherently related, for
the sake of clarity each will be treated individually in what follows, begin-
ning with the everlastingness of the universe and heavens, followed by
natural elemental motion and finally the constitution of the heavens.

Diachronic Identity: Some Historical Background

In the Greek tradition problems of personal identity over time go back at
least as far as Epicharmus, a fifth-century BCE comic playwright who put
into the mouth of one of his characters a most unlikely (and unconvinc-
ing) argument in order to get out of a debt: human beings are constantly
growing, diminishing, and, in general, changing; but ‘whatever changes
naturally and never persists in the same state is surely different from
what has changed. Even you and I are different now from what we were
yesterday.’297 The character concludes that he is not the same man who
borrowed the money and is not obliged to repay another man’s debt.

295 SVF 1.171; 2.774, 1027, 1133—4; [Galen] De historia philosophica 6 and 8
(= Kiihn, edn. vol. 19, pp. 246 and 252).

296 Aristotle remarks that the heavenly bodies remain numerically the same for all time
(GC33814—17) and leaves it at that. The more difficult case for Aristotle is the numerical
everlastingness of the universe because unlike the heavenly bodies much of the universe’s
matter is in flux, and this issue is left untouched.

297 DK 23 B 2.9-11.
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That his creditor companion responded by punching him rather than
refuting him can perhaps be understood as a sign of the times: the rigor-
ous solution to problems of diachronic identity had to wait for Plato,
Aristotle, and the Stoics.

This is not to say that such problems were not frequently brought
up. This belief in the material flux of sensible things and the resulting
lack of identity is, on some interpretations, referred back to Heraclitus298
and Cratylus.2%? Plato often makes reference to flux doctrines and was
certainly influenced to some extent by Heraclitus and Cratylus.3°° Yet,
the sense in which Plato genuinely thought sensible things were in flux is
unclear, and even if, as some have held,301 he fully endorsed the Heraclit-
ean view that the sensible world is constantly in material flux, his dualistic
ontology should allow him to escape the conclusion that individual living
things do not persist, since he could maintain that the soul accounts for
one’s identity through time.392 Aristotle provides the first careful discus-
sion of how a body remains numerically identical through time. In GC
A5 he examines the process of growth and argues that a hylomorphic
analysis of the process can explain why a single substance persists through
the change:393 it is because the food is transformed into the same form as
the substance being nourished.304

The problems surrounding flux and growth continued to be discussed
in the form of famous paradoxes such as the Growth Argument395 and
Theseus’ Ship, 396 but it is only with the Stoics that one finds unparalleled

298 DK 22 B12, B49a, B91. Kahn, for example, attributes an extreme flux theory to
Heraclitus (1979: 223), but such an attribution is disputed by, e.g. Reinhardt (1942), Kirk
(1954), and Marcovich (1967), who downplay the importance of flux in order to empha-
size the constancy involved in change.

299 DK 65 A3 and A4.

300 Aristotle Meta. 98729 ff. Cf. Phaed. 78c—79a, 83b; Phil. 58a—59d; Crar. 432a,
439d-440b; Theaet. 155d-157c, 159aff., 182c—d; Symp. 207d—e; Rep. 477¢—480a; Tim.
45b—d, 51b-52c, 67c¢—68b.

301 .o Cornford (1935: 36).

302 But cf. Symp. 207d—e where even the soul is said to be changing.

303 Ymouévovrds Te Tol avéavopévov, 321°12.

304 322%1-2. Michael Frede (1987b) also takes problems of diachronic identity to be
central to Aristotle’s Meta., but there is no clear indication in the Meta. that this is Aris-
totle’s concern.

305 Plutarch tells us that one of the premises of this argument was that ‘all particular
substances are flowing and in motion’ (Mor. 1083b). According to Chrysippus this prob-
lem derived from Epicharmus (Plutarch, Mor. 1083a; cf. Mor. 559b).

306 Plutarch, Theseus XXII. Plutarch’s own interest in such problems is epitomized in
the title of his lost treatise, 7/at We Do Not Remain the Same since Our Substance is Always
Flowing (cf. Mor. 741c).
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accounts aimed at solving problems of diachronic identity—especially
concerning the identity of the universe.3%7 Plutarch ascribes one such
account to Chrysippus (third century BCg), the third head of the Stoa:

[E]ach of us is two substrates, the one substance and the other (what is peculiarly
qualified), the former being always in flux and motion, neither growing nor
diminishing nor remaining of any character at all, and the latter persisting and
growing and diminishing and being affected in all respects contrary to the other,
though coalescent with itand conjoined and commingled and nowhere affording
sensation a perception of the difference.308

Each living thing consists of two substrates.3%® One is the thing’s
matter,310 and the other is called ‘what is peculiarly qualified’. The con-
cept of a material substrate is not unfamiliar to most, and it is with respect
to this that a living thing is said to be in flux. The idea of a peculiarly
qualified substrate by virtue of which each individual living thing is said
to remain numerically identical over time is clear enough: a certain qual-
ity makes us the individuals we are. Socrates, for example, is and remains
the individual he is because he alone possesses a quality, call it ‘the quality
of being Socrates’, that makes him this individual. However, as David
Sedley has shown, spelling out more precisely what the peculiar quality of
an individual person is supposed to be—a common quality, a bundle of
common qualities, memories, external relations—proves difficulc.31?

This difficulty becomes all the more pronounced when one considers
the Stoic application of this distinction to the universe. As Diogenes
Laertius reports, the Stoic word ‘cosmos’ has three senses:

They call God himself, who is peculiarly qualified from the entire substance,312

307 Cf. Sedley (1982: 255 and 271 n. 3).

308 Plutarch Mor. 1083d, Cherniss’s translation slightly revised: 8do #udv ékaords
G)O'TLV lj‘fTDK(L’,U.EVa, 7'6 IJ.G‘V O'L’)UL’O. 'T[‘) 56‘ <ZSL/(U§ ﬂOLéV)' Kat‘ TO‘ ‘U.E‘V (iEL‘ l;([ K(ll‘, (ﬁE/PETaL, fl.ﬁ'T)
adédpevoy uiTe perotpevor, uild’ GAws oldy éoti Srauévov, 7o 8¢ Srapéver kal adédverar
K(ll‘, /L(LOﬁTaL, KU.I: 770/.1)7'0. 7T(7I.O'X€L T(iVU.VTL/O. OaTép(y, GUH#€¢UK6§ KU.I: UUV?'}P,U.OO'/_L(’VDV K(la
ovykexvpévov kal Tis Suaopds T alobjoe undapod mapéyov dpachar. Regarding ((Siws
moudv), see Sedley (1982: 273 n. 26). Similar accounts of Chrysippus’ solution are found in
Arius Didymus, Epitome, fr. 27; Simplicius, In DA 217.36 ffand In Car. 140.24F.

309 Cf. SVF2.374.

310 For the Stoics matter is substance (SVF 1.87; 2.316, 318, 320, 323, 380).

311 Sedley (1982) himself concludes: ‘the Stoics never, to my knowledge, decided what
such a criterion might consist in’ (266).

312 Thjs is a difficult phrase: Tov ék Tis amdons ovalas dlws moldv, as the Variety of
translations shows: ‘den Triger der eigenartigen Qualitit der gesamten Substanz’ (Apelt);
‘die ewige qualifizierte Substanz’ (Pohlenz (1959: 2.44); ‘the individual being whose qual-
ity is derived from the whole of substance’ (Hicks). Hahm glosses it with ‘the whole mass
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‘cosmos’; he is indestructible and ungenerated, being the demiurge of the order-
ing of the world, and throughout the duration of a certain period consumes the
entire substance into himself and brings it forth from himself again. And they
say that the ordering of the world itself is a cosmos; and thirdly, that which is
composed of both.313

One of these senses simply refers to the active principle of the cosmos,
i.e. the designing fire that the Stoics called a god and that is said to be
everlasting, ungenerated, and indestructible. This is said to be the pecu-
liarly qualified substrate of the universe. Thus, according to Stoic theory
the universe remains numerically the same for all time despite the peri-
odic conflagrations; these conflagrations destroy the universe only in the
second and third senses of ‘cosmos’: the ordering of the cosmos and the
ordered cosmos are destroyed. But these are presumably as inessential to
the universe’s individuality as job titles are to our own.

It is easy to see why one might find this account dissatisfying. How is
one supposed to believe that the ordered whole consisting of the earth,
the ensembles of water and air, and the heavens with all their contents
of regularly moving spheres is numerically identical to a mass of fire?
It should come as no surprise, then, that when the problem of the dia-
chronic identity of the universe emerges as a standard philosophical prob-
lem,314 philosophers looked for new solutions. Centuries later, when
Plotinus turned to examine this problem, he was also dissatisfied with
the Stoic account of the universe’s numerical persistence. He wanted to
secure more than just nominal identity, and not just for the universe but
for the heavens and the heavenly bodies. To do so he required a slightly
more elaborate explanation of diachronic identity, which I elucidate in
the next section.

of qualified matter (odola) that constitutes our world. The cosmos, in the sense of cosmic
material’ (1977: 264). He is, no doubt, led to this interpretation by the second and third
senses of ‘cosmos:” if the second is the ordering and the third is the composite of the first
and the second, the first must be the matter. But this cannot be completely right. As we
have just seen, it is the peculiar quality that persists; the matter does not. Moreover, it
would be strange to call the matter ‘demiurge of the ordering of the world’. Nevertheless,
insofar as the Stoics identify the active demiurgic principle and God with creative fire, one
could concede to Hahm that the first sense of ‘cosmos’ is in a way material.

313 7.137 (= SVF2.526). Similar accounts are given in SVF2.528 and 590.

314 Hippolytus reports that even prior to Plotinus, Platonists had been thinking about
the diachronic identity of the universe (Refier. 1.19.5), and it should remain a topic of
interest as long as thinkers are concerned with the everlastingness of the world. Cf. e.g.
Philoponus, A2 502.8-10, 502.15-503.7.
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Plotinus’ Theory of Diachronic Identity

Plotinus, like the Stoics, accepts the initial hypothesis that all sensible
body is constantly in flux.3!5 More precisely, all sensible body is con-
stantly undergoing external flux, that is, constantly gaining and losing
parts.316 This might lead one to conclude that all sensible things are con-
stantly perishing. Indeed, two passages would also appear to support this
conclusion.

1.1v.3.8.22-30. For it is necessary that the realities stay fixed, and that the intel-
ligibles be the same, and each be one in number. For this is what individuality is.
For some things, since due to the nature of bodies their individuality is flowing
because the form is imported from the outside, always have their being formally
by imitating the real things [i.e. the Forms]. Other things, because they are not
composites, possess being in what is numerically one and has existed since the
beginning, and are neither coming to be what they previously were not, nor will
be what they are not now.

2.v.9.5.32-48. For none of the realities is outside or in place; rather, they always
remain in themselves and are receptive of neither change nor destruction. For this
reason, they are truly realities. Now what comes to be and is destroyed will em-
ploy reality imported from the outside; and therefore they will not truly be, rather
that reality will truly be. And it is by participation that the sensible things are
what they are said to be, as their underlying nature has its shape from somewhere
else. For example, bronze has its shape from the art of sculpture, and wood from
carpentry; for while the art enters into them through the image, the art itself re-
mains external to the matter and in self-identity and possesses the true statue and
the true bed. And the same thing occurs with bodies. This universe, by partaking
in images, shows that the realities are different from these bodies: the realities are
unchanging, while these change; the realities are set firm upon themselves and
have no need of place since they are not magnitudes; they have an intellectual ex-
istence which is sufficient for them. But the nature of body wants to be preserved
by something else, whereas Intellect upholds by its wonderful nature the things
that would of themselves fall down, and it does not seek its dwelling place.

In each of these passages, Plotinus makes a simple division between intel-
ligible things and sensible things and says that only the former remain
numerically the same. He underlines that the problem with the latter is
that they have their forms ‘imported from the outside’, and this prohib-
its them from truly being and thus remaining the same. Does Plotinus,

315 11.1.1.24-5; 11.1.2.5-6, 18; 11.1.3.1-2.
316 As opposed to mere internal flux which would refer simply to a body’s parts being
in motion.
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then, mean to say that // sensible things are constantly perishing? Not
necessarily. Judging by his examples in the second passage, it seems that
he is mainly interested in illustrating the superior nature of the intelligible
things by means of a polar contrast, that is to say, by contrasting them
with those sensible things which are most unlike the intelligibles—arte-
facts and lifeless bodies. These things clearly have their forms ‘broughtin
from the outside’. But there is no indication here that this is meant to be
applied to /iving things.

In this connection Plotinus’ routine practice of considering living
things gua lifeless bodies is also important. Strictly speaking, Plotinus’
own ontological theory precludes bodies completely bereft of soul, since
it is ‘a trace of soul’ which makes each body a body. But it is surely con-
ceptually possible to consider bodies—even bodies of living things—as
completely lifeless, and Plotinus takes recourse to this sort of reflection
in order better to classify the sensible world as such.3!7 Throughout v1.3,
for example, Plotinus ignores the psychic element of sensible things and
considers them only gua lifeless bodies. This is why he is comfortable
characterizing sensible substance as just ‘a conglomeration of qualities
and matter’.318 This suggests that in the two passages above, the class
of things which do not persist numerically through time is restricted to
genuinely lifeless things including the individual bodies of living things
considered gua lifeless.

This conclusion is confirmed in 11.1.3 where Plotinus likens the uni-
verse to a human being. After admitting that sublunar elements are
constantly changing into one another, Plotinus claims that the universe
nevertheless remains the same living thing and he argues for this claim
by analogy: ‘For our parts, too, are always changing and flowing away
into what is exterior, and yet each of us persists for a long time.”3!? Here
Plotinus makes it clear that he does think that sensible /iving things (or at
least human beings) do persist numerically though time. Given that life-
less sensible things do ot persist, we should now ask ourselves by virtue
of what this diachronic persistence is possible. Surely, it is by virtue of
one’s soul, but this response is not specific enough for Plotinus, given the

317 v1.3.1.21-8.

318 v1.3.8.20; v1.3.10.15-17; v1.3.16.36—7. Cf. 1.4.11.1-2. I do not think it has been
emphasized enough that these characterizations of sensible substance are all subject to the
initial qualification of v1.3.1.21-8—cf. Bréhier (notice to vi.1-3, p. 48), Rist (1967: 108),
Wurm (1973: 250-4), Gerson (1994: 104-8). When every trace of soul is conceptually
abstracted from a sensible substance, you could describe it as a conglomeration of qualities
and matter, but no sensible substance is actually just matter and qualities.

319 11.1.3.9-10.
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sophistication of his account of soul. Plotinus partitions individual souls
up in several ways,32° but for questions of diachronic personal identity
the following trifold division provides helpful orientation. First, there is
alower soul that informs the body, making it ‘a body of a certain sort” or
‘abody which has been given life’.321 In this composite of body and lower
soul we can also include the faculty of sense perception, and in general
those of all non-cognitive life-activities. Next, reason, or what Plotinus
sometimes calls the middle soul,322 is set over the composite and is the
agent of discursive thinking. Whereas the non-cognitive activities can-
not be performed apart from body, reason is to some extent separable,
although it does require a prior contribution from the body. On top of
these is the highest part of soul which is impassible, never descends into
body, and always exists.

Given this psychic ontology, by virtue of which of these powers or parts
of soul can a human being be said to ‘persist for a long time’? Surely not by
virtue of the undescended soul. For this soul is completely impassible and
unchanging, with the result that any human being g#4 undescended soul
will persist for @// time.323 Similar considerations rule out reason. Since the
rational soul is an image of the undescended soul and separable from the
body,324 it would appear to survive death and metempsychasis, a doctrine
according to which one’s soul will some time after one’s death be born
again as another living thing—and not necessarily as a human being.325

320 See note on 5.6 (kal Tas nNperépas 8¢°).

321 11.5.1-3;1.1.10.6-7; 1v.4.28.5.

322 11.9.2.9.

323 Similar reasons also rule out individual Forms. The exact status of these Forms is
disputed. The first dispute concerns whether Plotinus consistently maintained the exis-
tence of Forms of individuals. Blumenthal (1966 and 19714: 112-33) argues that the
evidence is contradictory and that Plotinus seems to have gone back and forth on the issue.
He is opposed by Rist (1963 and 1970), Gerson (1994), and Kalligas (1997), all of whom
hold the evidence to be clearly in favour of taking Plotinus to have consistently accepted
ideas of individuals. A second dispute concerns which particulars can be said to have cor-
responding individual forms—whether all particulars (Blumenthal (1966: 73) seems to
indicate that a doctrine of individual forms would have to apply to all individuals), or
only particulars with souls (Cherniss (1944: 508); Rist), or only particulars with intellects
((Gerson (1994: 254 n. 19); Kalligas (1997: 212)). A third unresolved issue concerns
what the ontological status of these Forms of individuals would be. Cherniss asserts that
these Forms would simply be identical to the individual souls i.e. the higher undescended
souls, and Kalligas recently defended this view (1997: 214 ff.). Rist (1967: 86-7) criticizes
this account, charging Cherniss with abolishing the distinction between the noetic and
psychic hypostases. Gerson (1994: 75), starting from Rist’s criticism, proceeds to identify
the Form of an individual with that individual’s intellect.

324 11.11.10.

325 111.4.2.
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Thus, if Pythagoras were to be reincarnated as Socrates, Socrates’ rational
soul would be identical to that of Pythagoras. The identity of the rational
soul from one incarnation to another is accounted for by shared mem-
ories.326 Moreover, even when a man is reborn as an (irrational) animal,
the rational soul is said ‘to be present without being present’,327 which
I take to mean that the rational soul still exists but the animal cannot
make use of it. Reason, then, like the undescended soul, can only account
for everlasting persistence.

Thus, it must be the lower soul that is responsible for one’s persisting
for a long time, and this makes good sense of the context. Plotinus is
concerned about the persistence of the composite, or as he refers to it, the
living thing ({¢ov),328 and as he repeatedly emphasizes in 11.1.5,32 it is
the lower soul that is responsible for making and maintaining the body.

The Diachronic Identity of the Universe, Heavens, and
Heavenly Bodies

The Universe

When one turns to Plotinus’ full accountin 1.1 of the diachronic identity
of the universe, the heavens, and the heavenly bodies, one immediately
encounters a barrier. Presumably, three different arguments are called
for, one for the numerical everlastingness33° of the universe, one for the

326 This thesis is complicated by the following problem. If Pythagoras is reincarnated
as Socrates, we need some sense in which they are two distinct individuals, but we also
need some sense in which it is not arbitrary to say that Socrates (and not Antiphon) is the
reincarnation of Pythagoras. If memory helps us with the latter, we cannot count on it to
help us with the former. One way of cutting this Gordian knot is to insist that Socrates
would not have Pythagoras’ memories in the same way that Pythagoras had them. For
instance, Socrates need not be conscious of the memories (Plotinus does stress that un-
conscious memories have the strongest effect on the soul (1v.4.4.7-13), and he emphasizes
that the nature of a soul is heavily determined by its behaviour in past lives (1v.3.8.5fF.,
11.4.2.11.)). Alternatively, one could be conscious of these memories without as it were
affirming them to be memories of one’s own life, like an actor in the midst of playing one
role remembering a previous role (see Gerson 1994: 144, 180-2). See also Blumenthal
(1971a: 94-5).

327 11.11.11.

328 1.1.7.17-20 where Plotinus also notes that in a wider sense ‘living thing’ can refer to
this composite of body and lower soul plus reason.

329 See note on 5.18-23.

330 Plotinus distinguishes between everlasting and eternal. The universe, the heavens,
and the heavenly bodies are everlasting: they always exist and are in time. What is eternal,
e.g. intellects and the One, ‘always’ exists but is in fact outside of time (see 11.7.3). It
should be noted, however, that Plotinus does not use the terminology of the later tradi-
tion—diduos for everlasting, alwvios for eternal—to mark this distinction. Rather, both
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heavens, and one for the heavenly bodies, but Plotinus seems to shift
much too readily from one subject to the other; in addition, grammartical-
ly the subject is often left implicit and must be supplied by the reader.33!
For this reason I shall first isolate Plotinus’ account of the numerical ever-
lastingness of the universe, and then proceed to his arguments for heaven
and the heavenly bodies.

The ontology of emanation provides Plotinus with a succinct argu-
ment for the everlastingness of the universe. Each level in Plotinus’ on-
tological hierarchy from Nowus on down to matter is a necessary product
of the activity of the level preceeding it, such that one level cannot exist
without producing the one beneath it, e.g. Nous cannot exist without
producing Soul (1v.8.7.19-21). Moreover, the universe is the necessary
product of soul. Thus, as long as the intelligibles exist, the universe exists,
and since the intelligibles always exist, so too does the universe (see note
on 1.1-2). But this argument, as least as it stands, is too weak since it is
also compatible with the Stoic and Empedoclean thesis that the world
undergoes an infinite number of ordered periods, punctuated by periods
of destruction. That this Stoic thesis runs counter to Plotinus’ world-view
is clear from 11.1, nor do his scattered references to cosmic periods332
suggest otherwise, since such talk of cosmic cycles need not entail any
commitment to the periodic destruction of the cosmos.

The very first lines of 11.1 attest to the general importance and cen-
trality to the treatise of establishing the everlastingness of the universe.
Nevertheless, it is not immediately clear where the argument to this con-
clusion is to be found. A careful reading, however, reveals that the ever-
lastingness of the universe is still an open question at the end of 11.1.2 and
ceases to be a topic of discussion after 11.1.4. Thus, the argument must be
contained in 11.1.3—4.333

The argument needs to address the following difficulty. According to

the conclusions we have reached so far, composite living things should

dtdios and aldvios are used synonymously to refer to the timelessly eternal. Plotinus’ term
for everlastingness is 76 del. See Beierwaltes (1967: 156 fF.).

331 Cf. 11.1.6.1 ff. where Armstrong and Beutler—Theiler take Plotinus to be referring
to the heavenly bodies, but Bouillet and Bréhier take him to be referring more generally
to heaven.

332 1.2.13.3;1v.8.1.38; v.7.1.12-13, 23-5; v.7.2.18-23; v.7.3.16-18; v1.4.16.3. Al-
though for the Stoics cosmic periods were defined by conflagration (SVF 1.106; 2.596,
620, 625-6), talk of cosmic periods in Plotinus mostly serves to fill in the details sur-
rounding metempsychosis such that every soul receives one incarnation per period. See esp.
1v.8.1.38—40 where he discusses the Phaedr. myth in such terms.

333 See notes on 3.2 mjv 709 kbopov dfavaciav and 4.16-33.
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persist as the same individual living things for their entire lifetime. But
in Plotinus’ eyes a problem arises when one wishes to maintain that their
lifetime is everlasting. This is due to an implicit assumption he makes
regarding the body’s relation to the soul. If the body of a living thing does
not persist numerically through time, the living thing will itself eventu-
ally perish. The reasoning, though admittedly subtle, is Aristotelian at
heart334 and appears to run something like this. Material flux signals a
lack of harmony between the living thing’s body and soul. The union
is in some sense unnatural so that the soul has to force the body to stay
together as best it can, and this tension between the body and soul eventu-
ally manifests itself in the perishing of the living thing.335 Thus, external
flux, which brings with it the immediate destruction of the body, also
signals a tension between body and soul that inevitably leads to the com-
posite living thing’s destruction.

Thus, the core of Plotinus’ argument for the numerical permanence
of the universe is to establish that the universe suffers no external flux.
To this end, he need only appeal to the fact that the universe has no
exterior.336 This, however, is apparently not suflicient. In the course of
11.1.3—4 Plotinus adds two further conditions for the numerical persist-
ence of the universe. The first is hardly surprising and adds nothing to
our previous discussion of the diachronic identity of living things: the
World-Soul must persist.337 For we have seen that all composite living
things persist in virtue of their (lower) soul. It is the second condition
that surprises: in order for the universe as a whole to persist numerically,
heaven must persist numerically.338 This condition is not easily explic-
able, but we can go some way toward explaining it by considering the
relation between heaven and the universe as a whole, and in particular
between the psychic life of the heavens and that of the entire universe. It
will turn out that for Plotinus, as for many other philosophers, the celes-
tial region functions as a sort of command centre for the World-Soul, and

334 For Aristotle, if a soul had to work to keep the body together, the composite could
not persist everlastingly: DC 269°7-9, 28617-18, 296'32-3; Meta. 1015°14-15.

335 These ideas find their point of origin in Aristotle’s DC 284275, where he criti-
cizes Plato’s theory of celestial motion. Plato maintained that although the heavens are
composed of the four sublunar elements, the World-Soul makes them move in a circle.
Aristotle’s criticism is that this motion would be unnatural and achieved at the cost of the
World-Soul’s labour, and further that this constant exertion prevents the universe from
being everlasting. Hence Plotinus repeatedly states that the activity of the World-Soul
must be without labour (11.1.4.31, 11.9.2.13, 111.2.2.40-2, etc.).

336 11.1.3.2f.

337 See 11.1.4.29-30 and note on 4.30.

338 See notes on 3.23—6 and 3.29-30.
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it is not unreasonable for Plotinus to think that if this does not stay the
same, neither will the universe as a whole.

In order to see that the celestial region does serve this function, one
should first look to the 7imaeus. There, the World-Soul is said to be
present throughout the universe, ‘being completely interwoven from the
centre to the outermost heaven [i.e. the sphere of fixed stars]’33? despite
the fact that according to the account of the construction of the World-
Soul?40 the substance of the World-Soul is divided exhaustively into eight
circles which are designated as the circles of the seven planets and the
fixed sphere. It was probably this peculiarity that led Proclus to ask where
Plato goes about positing a soul proper to the heaven:341

Where did Plato grant a soul (&Jdxwoev) to heaven specifically, as (he granted a
soul) to the Earth when he said that the Earth is ‘the oldest of the gods in heaven’
[Tim. 40c3]. For every god might be said to (have a soul corresponding to its
own ordery), just as divinity (16 kpeirrov) in general {requires both a body and) a
soul. If Plato (granted a soul to heaven) when he created the universal soul, why
did he call this soul the All-Soul (and why does he keep on calling it that)? This
difference in terminology is not trivial because the heaven was not the All when
he created the cosmic (soul). [. . .] One can ask these questions because Plato
nowhere explicitly establishes a soul proper to heaven.342

Here Proclus begins by assuming that there is a soul of heaven since the
heaven, like all divinities, requires a soul, but wonders where it is that
Plato explicitly discusses this. He thinks this celestial soul might just be
identical to the World-Soul but sees that there are problems with this
conjecture. Proclus tries to get around these problems by showing how
the identity of the World-Soul and the celestial soul would not hinder the
latter from belonging primarily to heaven:

The solution to these difficulties is the following. One must say at any rate that
the soul which is created in the psychogony [i.e. 77m. 34bff.] is the cosmic soul.
For Plato said that God ‘began to fashion within it [viz. the soul] all that is bodily
[7im. 36d9—e1] and not just the heaven. But one must say that this soul, even
though it belongs primarily to the universe, illuminates the heaven and yet en-
livens the sublunar region because the latter is attached to heaven. And for this
reason it is also primarily celestial. And you could extract a sufficient model of this

339 36e2.

340 Tn particular 36b5-d7.

341 The Greek text of the next two passages is plagued with lacunae, but the main points
are clear. On some details Tam following the conjectures Festugitre suggested in his French
translation.

342 Proclus, In Tim. 3.181.9-18.
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from the human soul. For Plato says [ 7im. 44d] that even though this directs the
entire body it nevertheless obtains the head as its dwelling place, since from there
it directs the rest of the body by carrying sensation to every part. In the same way,
then, one must also say that the (World-Soul) also {enlivens) the (universe) but
that it pri{marily commands) the heaven.343

Proclus’ formulation of the solution might appear crude (the same soul
both primarily belongs to the whole universe and is primarily celestial)
but hisanalogy to ahuman soul makes his meaning clear: even though the
human soul is extended throughout the entire body, it has a command
centre locally concentrated in a certain part of the body, namely the head.
Spatially situating different parts of the soul in different parts of the body
is a solid piece of Platonic doctrine, as is locating the command centre,
i.e. reason, in the head.344 Thus, on Proclus’ account, the celestial soul
is not really distinct from the World-Soul; it is a part of it—indeed, the
most important part.

The Stoics came to essentially the same conclusion. For them, as for
Plato, the universe was a living being, and a human being was a micro-
cosm exhibiting the same order found in the universe. Thus, since on
Stoic theory the human soul pervades the body and has a command
centre, the fyepovikdy, localized in some part of the body (although for
the Stoics it was the heart rather than the brain),345 the same is true of
the universe as a whole. As we saw above, the cosmic nyepovicdy was
located in different places by different thinkers. On one (anonymous)
view it was located in the Earth itself,34¢ and Cleanthes took it to be the
sun.347 Chrysippus, however, perhaps like Plato before him and certainly
like Proclus after him, located the 1jyeuovindy in the heaven.348 Posido-
nius did, t00,34° and this becomes especially significant if one accepts
the thesis that Plotinus directly took over much of Posidonius’ natural
philosophy.350

Proclus and some Stoics, then, are generally in agreement on this issue:
there is no celestial soul which is distinct from the World-Soul; rather, a

343 Proclus, In Tim. 3.181.19-182.10

344 See Tim. 44d—e.

345 SVF2.838, 848, 879, 885, 886.

346 Cf. SVF2.642.

347 SVF1.499; SVF2.644.

348 SVF2.527,605, 634, 642, 644. One report (SVF 2.644) suggests that Chrysippus
might not have thought the entire heaven formed the #yepovicdy, but only the purest

art.

P SVF2.644.

350 This thesis has been put forth by many scholars including Theiler (1930: passim)
and Reinhardt (1953: coll. 820-1); but see Dillon (1977: 106-7).
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part of the World-Soul, namely the command centre, is locally concen-
trated in the heavens, and the celestial soul is simply identical to this part.
Given such uniformity, it is surely likely that Plotinus, too, adopted some
such theory, yet there seems to be a serious problem with this suggestion.
Although Plato and the Stoics both held that different parts of the soul
are spatially located in different parts of the body, Plotinus ascribed this
theory solely to the Stoics and vigorously attacked it. In its place he taught
that the soul is everywhere present as a whole without parts35! and parts
of soul are not present in parts of the body.352 Thus, since the order of
the macrocosm mirrors that of the microcosm, it would seem that the
World-Soul could not have one of its parts localized in a particular region
like the heavens. However, a closer look at Plotinus’ account of the rela-
tion between body and soul suggests that there might still be a way for
Plotinus to accept something like Proclus’ solution.

It would have been difficult for Plotinus to deny that the soul’s power
of perception and motion do seem to be located in specific parts of the
body. The power of sight is exclusively positioned in the eye, and the
power of smell in the nose. Plotinus’ thesis that the soul is everywhere as a
whole has to accommodate in some way for the selective spatial presence
of these psychic powers. He does this by maintaining that not all body is
equally capable of receiving soul.353 In order for certain aspects of soul
to appear certain material conditions must be in place. For example, all
powers of perception require a specific organ. In this way, there are parts
of the body where certain functions of the soul—which are themselves
present everywhere and not spatially restricted to a certain place in the
body354—are performed exclusively. The dynamis of sight, for example,
is present everywhere but is only performed (or actualized) in the eye.

Furthermore, there is even a sense in which Plotinus can say that one
region of thebody contains one’scommand centre. Although these powers
of perception and motion of the soul exist indiscriminately throughout
the body and are actualized (or performed) by the appropriate organs, this
actualization begins at the starting point of each organ, and the starting
point of every organ is located in the brain.355 Since these powers belong
to the perceptive soul,356 one can say that the perceptive soul begins its
work in the brain. But since the perceptive soul also makes judgements

351 1v.2.1.62-76;1v.3.22.14-15; v1.4.3.27-31; v1.4.13.18-19; v1.9.5.40—6.
352 1v.3.20.

353 v1.4.3.10-11.

354 1v.3.23.19-20 and cf. v1.4.9.36.

355 1v.3.23.12-16.

356 1v.3.23.21-2.
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in a way,357 it needs to make use of reason which, metaphorically speak-
ing, lies above it.358 This means that even though reason is not really in
place, there is a place where it, as it were, comes into play. Just as certain
material conditions must be met for certain psychic powers to obrtain, so
too reason requires certain psychic conditions (which are then in turn
dependent on material conditions). As Plotinus sums up, ‘So the reason-
ing part is not there [v7z. in the brain] in the sense of being in a place, but
because what is there [v7z. the starting point of the perceptive part] makes
use of it.’35% Thus, there is a command centre spatially located in the body
but not in the sense that Plato and the Stoics thought, that is, not in the
sense that a part of the soul exists exclusively in some region of the body.
The parts of the soul exist throughout the body; the command centre
simply marks the place both where all psychosomatic powers commence
their activity and where these powers, as it were, touch reason.

Plotinus, however, never uses the Stoic term 1jyepovicdy to refer to
this ‘part’ of soul. He does employ 76 7yeuovodv to refer to the com-
mand centre of the soul but almost exclusively in anti-Stoic contexts
aimed at demolishing the concept.36® This, however, as has been noted
by others,36! is not at odds with Plotinus’ view that the brain does serve
as the seat of perception. Plotinus’ attack is restricted to certain aspects
of Stoic philosophy of mind that are incompatible with his own: that the
command centre is extended and material, that perception only takes
place in the command centre, that sensation is physically transmitted to
the command centre. The Plotinian ‘command centre’ outlined above
does not incorporate any of these features.

Returning to the macrocosm, it is now clear that Plotinus can adopt
Proclus’ solution to the problem of the celestial soul without restricting a
partof the Word-Soul to a certain region of space, by positing the heavens
as the cosmos’s command centre from which the functions of perception
and movement commence and where the World-Soul accesses reason
and intellect. In fact, there are a number of parallels between Plotinus’
characterization on the microcosmic level of the relationship between the
powers of the soul and the brain and his characterization on the macro-
cosmic level of the relationship between the parts or powers of the World-
Soul and the heavens.

357 1v.3.23.31 and 11.2.3.3.

358 1v.3.23.23.

359 1v.3.23.33-4.

360 111.1.4.12;1v.2.2.13;1v.7.6.23-37; 1v.7.7 .5-6.

361 Blumenthal (19714: 73-5), Emilsson (1988: 105-6).

-
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First, the powers (and parts) of the World-Soul run through the entire
cosmos but require certain material conditions to be actualized, just as is
the case with individual souls. As in any living thing, there isa great variety
of powers in the universe.362 However, Plotinus sometimes appears to
place these powers in specific regions of the cosmos. For example, in

I1.2.3 Plotinus describes two powers of the World-Soul:

This, too, is another way of putting it; there is the ultimate power of soul which
begins at the earth and is interwoven through the whole universe, and there is the
power of soul which is naturally perceptive and receives the opinionative kind of
reasoning; this keeps itself above in the heavenly spheres.363

Recall that Plotinus firmly believes that all psychic powers are ubiquitous
and none are located in particular regions of space. This passage, then,
can be understood only in the manner outlined above. That is to say that
strictly speaking both powers pervade the universe, but certain material
conditions prevent the perceptive power from being actualized in the
sublunar region. Presumably, it is the sublunar body itself that inhibits
the perceptive power of the World-Soul, since as Plotinus repeatedly says,
it is inferior and less pure than the celestial body.3¢4 This is surely to be
explained in part (but only in part) by the translucence of the heavenly
body?365 which seems necessary to bring about a sort of visual percep-
tion.366

Second, just as the brain is determined to be the starting point of the
body’s motion, so too the heaven is said to be the starting point of the
universe’s motion. Psychic movement proceeds from the superlunar re-
gion and from there is conveyed to the entire universe, and bodily motion

362 1v.4.36.8-9.

363 11.2.3.1—4, and cf. 11.4.6.25f.

364 11.1.4.8-10; 11.1.5.9; 11.1.6 and 7 passim; 11.1.8.221.;11.9.8.35-6; 1v.4.37.17 where
I take ‘nature’ to mean ‘bodily nature’; 1v.8.2.7-8.

365 11.1.7.47.

366 1v.4.24. But what about Plotinus’ assertion that the Earth, too, has (visual) percep-
tion (1v.4.22.43—4; 1v.4.26.28-9; 1v.4.27.13—-15) since the Earth would seem to lack the
necessary matter for (visual) perception? Plotinus attributes this ability to see to a translu-
cent breath (7vedpa) that runs through the Earth (1v.4.26.23-9). If this is so, the material
conditions for visual perception seem to be met in both the superlunar and the sublunar re-
gions, and it becomes difficult to see why Plotinus would attribute the power of perception
primarily to the superlunar region. The answer to this puzzle brings the macrocosmic case
even closer to that of the microcosm. We saw above that in ahuman being perception is not
limited to the brain, but the beginning of the actualization of the power of perception does
take place in the brain. Likewise, perception in the universe is not limited to the superlunar
region, but it does begin there; the sublunar region receives any perceptive power it has
from there (11.2.3.5-6; 1v.4.26.27-8; 1v.4.27.13—15. Cf. DA 418"11-13).
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follows upon this psychic motion.367 Finally, on the microcosmic model
the brain was also said to be the place where soul ‘touches’ reason and
makes use of it since perceptions both involve and lead to judgements.
Something analogous is found on the macrocosmic level. The heavens
function not only as a starting point for (downwardly directed) psycho-
somatic activity, butalso for (upwardly directed) psychonoetic activity. It
is in the heavens that reason and intellect come into play.368

Thus, Plotinus does seem to have considered the heaven to be a sort of
command centre for the entire cosmos in the following sense. The World-
Soul and all of its powers pervade the entire cosmos, but certain material
conditions configure the actualization of its powers. The material struc-
ture of the universe is such that the starting point of actualization of the
power of perception begins in the heavens. These same material condi-
tions place the principle of motion in the heavens. This allows one to say
that, loosely speaking, the power of perception and motion is located in
the heavens. The celestial soul is essentially identical to this power.

Our conclusions are, again, not necessarily a reflection of Plotinus’
own vocabulary. He does often speak of the #yepovoiv or 7yoduevor
of the cosmos, but these terms refer variously and opaquely. Generally
they refer to the World-Soul, but it is usually unclear whether specifically
the higher transcendent or the lower immanent World-Soul is meant,
or whether Plotinus has any particular ‘part’ or ‘power’ of it in mind.36?
They can equally refer to the reason379 or intellect3”! of the cosmos. Simi-
lar terminological flexibility is also found in his discussions of individual
souls.372 But the point I am making here is one not of terminology but of
content. Plotinus clearly does envision a soul for the heavens, and his own
remarks indicate, as the discussion above has shown, that the best way to
understand this soul is as a ‘part’ or ‘power’ of the World-Soul. We can
call it a command centre insofar as it is analogous to the brain, being the
seat of perception, the initiator of motion, and the access point to reason
and intellect.

367 11.2.3.5-10.

368 11.2.3.1-4 and 17-18.

369 Cf. 1.2.1.8; 1m.3.13.29; 11.9.9.32; 111.3.2.3; 1v.2.2.48; 1v.4.10.4-16; 1v.4.12.14;
1v.4.42.19. At 11.3.17.8 it clearly refers more narrowly to some higher ‘part’ of the World-
Soul. Plotinus also mentions the 1yoduevov of the Earth at 1v.4.26.7.

370 111.1.9.9.

371 111.5.8.7-14.

372 As mentioned above (p. 54) Plotinus generally uses 7jyepovoiv and 7jyoduevor in
anti-Stoic contexts, but at several points he does employ the term sincerely. The soul is said
to receive nyepovia at 1.1.7.16; at 1v.4.40.31 vjyotuevor refers more narrowly, perhaps to
Intellect.
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Seen in this light, it is not entirely unreasonable for Plotinus to make
the persistence of the heavens a necessary condition for the persistence of
the universe. And so, once the other two conditions373 of the universe’s
persistence are shown to be satisfied, the question of the universe’s ever-
lastingness is reduced to a question of the heaven’s everlastingness. This
explains why a treatise eight chapters in length that begins with an inquiry
into the everlastingness of the universe devotes the last four chapters to
the heavens and the heavenly bodies. It is to these arguments that we now
turn.

The Heavens

The problem of the heavens’ everlastingness is similar to that of the uni-
verse’s. In both cases, it would be unproblematic, according to Plotinus’
views on diachronic identity, to maintain that it persists numerically for
some time. But in order to establish everlasting numerical persistence one
must demonstrate the required harmony between body and soul. As we
saw above, this involves showing that the body in question does not suffer
any external flux of matter. This was easy enough in the case of the uni-
verse since there is no exterior to the universe, but it is more difficult to
show this for heaven. One must show that there is no material exchange
between the sublunar and superlunar regions.

To this end Plotinus provides two separate arguments. The primary
argument is found in I1.1.4, where he makes appeal both to the superior
nature of celestial body as well as to the power of the World-Soul in the
heavens,374 though the place of the heavens also appears to play a role.375
The soul of heaven, its body, and the place in which it resides are all
superior to their respective sublunar counterparts. The primacy of the
celestial body in II.1 is clear.37¢ Plotinus also clearly holds both that the
superlunar region is superior to the sublunar377 and that this superiority
plays an important role in explaining why superlunar things are capable
of everlasting numerical persistence whereas sublunar things are not.378
Itis not clear whether Plotinus offers any arguments for the pre-eminence
of the superlunar region. Plotinus mightin I1.1.3.16 fI. be trying to derive

373 See above, p. 50.

374 11.1.4.6-11.

375 See note on 5.9—14.

376 11.1.4.8-10; I1.1.5.9; 11.1.6 and 11.1.7 passim; 11.1.8.22 f. The primacy of the celes-
tial body is discussed in the final section of this introduction.

377 11.1.3.20;11.1.4.10; 11.1.5.10; 11.1.8.22.

378 11.1.5.10 and 11.1.8.22.
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the superiority of the celestial region from the fact that it has no exterior,
but this would only seem to explain why the outermost rim of heaven is
superior. Plotinus most likely just took over the idea of the pre-eminence
of the heavenly region from Plato and Aristotle37® and was not at all con-
cerned with offering additional arguments for the thesis.

Plotinus also asserts and defends the thesis that the World-Soul is
more powerful than the souls of sublunar living things and that this
helps account for the numerical everlastingness of the heavens.380 In
the heavens, the World-Soul has a ‘marvellous power’38! derived from
the fact that it is ‘next to the best things’382 and has ‘proceeded from a
god’.383 He explains and supports these assertions with an exegesis of
Plato’s Timaeus in 11.1.5, in which the celestial things are products of the
World-Soul whereas sublunar things are products of lower souls.384

Plotinus understands this creation story from the perspective of his
own ontology. Plato’s Demiurge is replaced by Plotinus’” Nows,385 and he
identifies the generated gods of the T7maeus, i.c. those entities which are
here characterized as the immediate products of the Demiurge, with the
World-Soul and the stellar souls,386 which are then responsible for creat-
ing the souls of individual sublunar creatures.38” More precisely, they
are responsible for producing our Jower souls, whereas our higher souls
are, like the World-Soul itself, immediate products of Nows.388 Thus,
the World-Soul enjoys a certain advantage over our lower souls since it
is ontologically closer to Nous, and this is the reason for its ‘marvellous
power’. For according to a conception common to Platonists and Stoics,
one of the powers of soul is to bind the body together,38? so that this

379 For Plato, see e.g. Phaed. 109b7-8; for Aristotle, DC 28610 and the spurious DM
400°6.

380 11.1.4.14-16;11.1.5.11-14; 11.1.8.21.

381 11.1.4.15.

382 j.e. the Forms11.1.4.14.

383 11.1.4.17.

384 See note on 5.7 wdalua.

385 Plotinus often explicitly identifies the two; see: 11.3.18.15; 11.9.6.21-2; v.1.8.5;
v.8.8.5f.

386 This is a difficult passage, a full exegesis of which will be found in the commentary.

387 11.1.5.6-8.

388 11.1.5.5-6, 18-20. The hypostasis Soul is left out of the picture here. See note on
5.5-6.

389 See e.g. Plotinus, 11.2.1.18; Alcinous, Didask. 14.4; Numenius, fr. 4b; Sextus
Empiricus, Adv. math. 7.234 and 9.81; SVF 2.454 and 719. Cf. Aristotle, DA 410°101F.,
411°7-8 and [Aristotle] DM 397°9 ff. Reportedly denied by Epicurus (see Poseidonius,
fr. 149 (E-K) = fr. 400a (Th) and note on 4.17).
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ontological seniority of the World-Soul over other souls brings with
it an increased power to bind.3%° In virtue of this power, the World-Soul
can always harness the celestial body and prevent any loss of parts.39!
Importantly, this includes not just celestial matter physically exiting the
superlunar region and entering the sublunar region, but also the loss of
celestial matter that would occur if one celestial element were to go out of
existence and change into another celestial element.3°2 Sublunar things,
on the other hand, are held together by their lower souls,393 and these lack
the strength to hold their bodies together for all time.3%4

These three features work together to form Plotinus’ primary account
of why there is no natural loss of parts from the celestial region: the
heaven is of a purer body held together by a more powerful soul operating
in a better place. Plotinus adds, however, a second argument against the
heaven’s losing any parts, aimed at refuting those who do not accept his
appeal to the power of soul.395 This argument Plotinus again divides into
two parts. Since downward motion is not natural to fire, if superlunar fire
were to enter the sublunar region, it would have to be by force, and the
cause of this force would either be superlunar or sublunar. But a super-
lunar cause is unthinkable since no heavenly body could force another
heavenly body down. For then the former body would itself be either
moving down naturally or likewise subject to force. Thus, such explana-
tions can only lead in a circle. This leaves only the case of sublunar causes
forcing the superlunar fire down, and the only possible candidates for
such causes are those sublunar bodies which are adjacent to the heaven:
air and fire.3°¢ Plotinus immediately dismisses air,3*7 presumably either
because air does not border on the heaven directly but is separated by
the fire sphere or because if there is air directly adjacent to heaven this
air is too fine to act on anything.3?8 Plotinus gives two reasons against
fire’s forcing the celestial body down: (1) sublunar fire cannot even come
into contact with superlunar fire; (2) and if there is any fire in the upper
air, it is simply not suited for acting on the heavenly fire. Flame cannot
even contact the superlunar fire because ‘it would change direction by its
downward force before that heavenly fire could suffer anything.’3® Or,

390 Cf.11.9.2.16. 391 11,1.3.20-2; 11.1.4.14-16.
392 q1.1.4.14-16. 393 11.1.5.18-20; 11.1.8.24-5.
394 11.1.5.12—14; 11.1.8.25-6. 395 11.1.8.

396 11.1.8.7-8. 397 11.1.8.8.

398 11.1.7.40.

399 11.1.8.10-11. Note that my translation differs considerably from Armstrong’s. See
note on 8.10-11.
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as Plotinus elsewhere409 expresses this same point: ‘Since flame goes up
together with earth it is cast down, not being able to pass to the above
[viz. to heaven].” Any fire which inhabits the highest sublunar stratum is
not suited for acting on the heaven due to its inferior strength.4°! That
is to say, for fire to act is to heat; thus, if sublunar fire in the upper air is
to act on the neighbouring superlunar fire, it must do so by heating it.
But the fire in the upper air is incapable of heating the superlunar fire
both because the supetlunar fire is per se hot and per se hot things cannot
be heated492 and because the fire in the upper air ‘if it remains, slowly
goes out and becomes softer’.493 Thus, since the heavenly body cannot
be forced from the heavenly region by either a superlunar or a sublunar
cause, and since any natural loss of celestial matter has also been ruled out,
the heaven never loses or gains any parts.404

The Heavenly Bodies

Once thisaccount of the superlunar realm has been sketched out, it is easy
to see how it could be made to suit the heavenly bodies. Again, one must
show that they do not suffer any external flux, but since they, too, reside
in a better place, are made of purer body or matter, and since their souls
are, like the World-Soul, direct products of Nous, they should also not
lose or gain any parts and should thus persist numerically and everlast-
ingly. Indeed, this is exactly Plotinus’ approach to the problem in11.1.5.

A couple of passages in other treatises, however, appear at first glance
to suggest that there is some sort of external flux from the stars. At the end
of 1v.4.42 where Plotinus examines the manner in which heavenly bodies
act on the rest of the universe, he states:

And if they (sc. the stars) give something off by means of their soul, their soul
is not diminished and their bodies remain the same; and if something flows off
from them, it goes off imperceptibly; and if something comes to them, it comes
to them inconspicuously.405

400 11.1.7.38-9.

401 11.1.8.111.

402 11.1.8.12-13.

403 11.1.7.40-1.

404 Two passages (11.1.3.13-20 and 11.2.1.20f.) appear at first glance to suggest that
there is some material exchange between the sublunar and superlunar regions, or at least
that some fire passes from the sublunar into the superlunar. However, neither passage truly
implies this; rather both are exclusively focused on the activity of fire in the superlunar
region.

405 1v.4.42.26-30.
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One might think, as Beutler—Theiler do,46 that Plotinus is here express-
ly admitting the possibility that corporeal parts of the stars are in flux.
This interpretation might find some justification in 11.3.2 where Plotinus
writes:

However that may be, they (sc. the stars) will determine our given destiny only
in our bodily nature, since there is a corporeal transference from them to us, and
one of such a kind that the alteration they produce in our bodies is not great, since
the outflow from each individual star is the same, and they are all mixed together
into one on earth, so that the only differences are local differences, according to
how near or far we are from the stars.407

This ‘corporeal transference’ might likewise suggest that Plotinus at times
did think that pieces of the stars’ bodies actually separate off and enter
the sublunar region. Neither of these passages, however, need imply that
he ever seriously thought it possible that the stars’ bodies could suffer
external flux. In 11.3.2 Plotinus is reporting the views of certain astrolo-
gers. 498 There might nevertheless be a sense in which Plotinus would say
in propria persona that there is some corporeal transference from the stars
to the sublunar region, but this would not be in the sense that a (piece of)
body is itself transferred from one whole to another but that something
which pertains to body is transferred from one body to another. Perceptual
qualities, for example, which are corporeal insofar as they can only be
perceived through bodily organs,4® might be transferred from the stars
to the sublunar regions, and this could occur without a piece of body
breaking off and acting as a carrier for these properties. That this is in
fact the sort of corporeal transference that Plotinus has in mind is made
clear in 111.1.6.5-7. A transference of qualities could take place through
cosmic sympathy, and this is likely to be the reason why it happens ‘im-
perceptibly’.

Thus, rather than undermining the impact of flux, as the Stoics did
with their theories of two substrates, Plotinus takes material lux and its
consequences for diachronic identity very seriously: even for ensouled
sensible things, external material flux inevitably entails a thing’s destruc-
tion since it indicates a lack of harmony between soul and body. Yet, by

406 Beutler—Theiler translate €i 7 dmexpei, dvawocbirws dmdvros with ‘und wenn
ihnen ein Stiick Korper entweicht, so geht es unvermerkt ab’ (emphasis added).

407 11.3.2.4-9, Armstrong’s translation.

408 Here Beutler—Theiler are right to make explicit what is only tacit in the Greck—
that this is all an account of the astrologers’ views: ‘jedenfalls, ihre Gabe wird nach dieser
Lebre nicht iiber unsere Kérperlichkeit hinausreichen . . .’ (emphasis added).

409 Seee.g. 1v.2.23.33.
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isolating external flux as the culprit, Plotinus is able to argue succinctly
for the numerical everlastingness of the universe, the heavens, and the
heavenly bodies.

Natural Motion of the Elements

In the section on Aristotle’s cosmology above we saw that Aristotle was
the first to characterize and explore the four elements earth, water, air, and
fire in terms of natural motions. It will be helpful here to review several
of the points examined there. First, Aristotle posited a fifth body that
naturally moves in a circle. It is imperative that this motion be natural
since for Aristotle every motion is either natural or forced, 410 and if the
heavens were not moving in a circle naturally, they would be doing so by
force. Consequently, the heavens would constantly be subject to force
and in an unnatural state, and since Aristotle also claims that nothing can
persist forever in an unnatural state,4!! the eventual destruction of the
heavens would be entailed. So the natural motion of the heavens is closely
connected to their everlastingness. Secondly, Aristotle’s theory of natural
motion goes hand in hand with his theory of natural place. Earth moves
down and fire moves up because each strives to be in its own natural place.
When elements achieve their natural places, they naturally rest. Thus,
the elements only have their natural motions when they are nor in their
natural places. The fifth body is, of course, an exception. Its natural place
is the heaven in which it everlastingly resides, and so it does possess its
natural circular motion in its natural place.

Aristotle’s arguments for the fifth body were attacked by Xenarchus
in the first century BCE in his work Against the Fifth Substance. Although
this treatise has been lost, Simplicius has preserved some of its content,
including Xenarchus’ criticisms of ten separate hypotheses used by Aris-
totle in his arguments for the fifth body.4!2 Of these ten objections, three
are particularly important here.4!3 First, Xenarchus argued that one of

410 Tn fact, there is a certain disparity surrounding Aristotle’s remarks on natural
motion. See above, pp. 27-8.

411 Cf. DC269"7-9, 28617-18, 29632-3; Meta. 1015°14-15.

412 See note on 2.13.

413 The others are: that there are not two simple lines (/z DC 13.22 ff.); that not every
simple motion corresponds to a simple body (23.11ff.); that circular motion does not
belong to a simple body (24.21 ff. and 42.8-10); that mathematical arguments are not
proper to the study of nature (25.11-13 and 42.6-8); that one thing can have more than
one opposite (55.25 ff.); that Aristotle did not define ‘lightness’ properly (70.20ff.); and
that there is indeed void outside of the universe (286.2 f.).
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the four sublunar elements could, in addition to its primary rectilinear
motion, also move naturally in a circle.4'4 Secondly, he applies this ob-
jection specifically to fire and argues that the circular motion of the fire
in the hypekkauma is also natural 415 Finally, he pursues a more sweep-
ing line of argument. Recall that in De caelo A3 Aristotle explains that
‘something’s moving to its own place is its moving to its own form’,416
and from this a certain ambiguity concerning the relation between the
four sublunar elements and natural motion follows. For if an element
only achieves its form in its natural place, then despite all of Aristotle’s
talk about the natural motions of the elements, the #7ue elements have no
natural rectilinear motions at all; rather, it is their nature either to rest or
to move in a circle. Xenarchus draws precisely this conclusion, thereby
denying Aristotle’s principle that to every simple body belongs a simple
motion,*!7 since only fire would seem to possess a simple motion.418
Thus, when Plotinus ultimately rejects Aristotle’s position regarding
the fifth body in heaven, preferring rather to keep to the Platonic doctrine
that heaven consists of (mostly) fire,%1? he can look to Xenarchus’ criti-
cisms for support. In particular, Plotinus can look to Xenarchus when
faced with the following dilemma: If, on the one hand, the fire in the
heavens does not naturally move in a circle, then the heavens will even-
tually perish since every movement is either natural or unnatural and
nothing in an unnatural state can persist indefinitely; if, on the other
hand, the fire in heaven does move naturally in a circle, then fire would
seem to have two distinct natural motions which, one would think, is
absurd. The first horn of the dilemma is irremediable as it was just about
axiomatic in later Greek thought that nothing in an unnatural state can
persist forever42? and Plotinus by no means wanted to claim that the
heavens were going to perish. As we have seen, however, the second horn
offers some leeway. First, one could simply try to develop Xenarchus’

414 [n DC23.31-24.7.

415 Jn DC50.18-24.

416 31(0°33-b1.

417 DC269'3-4.

418 Jn DC21.33-22.17 and 42.10-14. Here Xenarchus is assuming fire to be the sub-
stance of the heavens.

419 A full discussion of the superlunar substance follows below in the section entitled
‘Constitution of Heaven’.

420 Cf. Simplicius, /n DC 51.20-1, 53.4-5, 376.8-9; 399.15, 536.31-2; In Phys.
918.291F; Philoponus, /n DA 101.32-3, 137.11; In Phys. 437.1; AP 279.12-14;
Asclepius, In Meta. 313.22-3; Olympiodorus, /n Gorg. 23.3.34-5; 50.2.25; In Phaed.
4.6.2-3; Proclus, In Remp. 2.148.7; In Tim. 1.105.20-1; 3.130.20—1.
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suggestion that fire has two natural motions.42! Second, one could utilize
Xenarchus’ other objection and argue that the rectilinear motions of the
elements are not natural at all; the true elements, i.e. those elements in
their proper places, naturally cither rest or move in a circle. There are,
of course, non-Xenarchian possibilities as well. One could, for example,
deny Aristotle’s dictum that every motion is either natural or unnatural:
while the upward motion of fire is natural its circular motion is neither
natural nor unnatural; one might say it is rather hypernatural.422

Proclus interprets Plotinus as adopting this second solution to the
dilemma:

One must give the Plotinian account, that every body which is simple and exists
in its own place remains motionless or moves in a circle. For by this motion it
will not leave its proper place. For if something moves in any other way, it will
either no longer be in its own place or it will not be in it yet. So if the celestial
element, which must be fire, moves, it moves in a circle, since the earth too, if it
were to move, would move in a circle, if it is not to leave the middle place. For
whenever the fire moves upwards, it moves upwards as something which is in a
foreign place, and the lump of earth moves downwards in the same manner, and
in general the straight motions of the elements are unnaturally disposed. There-
fore, it is false to say that fire moves in a straight line by nature. For it exists most
naturally whenever it occupies its own place, but when it is carried to its own
place, it does not yet occupy its natural place [0 xara ¢pdow]. This having been
shown, it is clear how even the celestial fire, since it does move, moves in a circle
and nothing troubles the Platonic account.423

I hope to show that this is an inaccurate account of Plotinus’ position. He
is much closer to the first alternative sketched above—fire has two natural
motions—only he complicates this view by linking it to a psychosomatic
account of fire. Thus, the straight upward motion of fire is natural to fire’s
body, and fire’s circular motion is natural to its soul.

Proclus’ account implies that sublunar bodies do not naturally move
in a straight line, but there is ample evidence in the Enneads that they do
move in this way naturally. At 1v.5.2.37-8 Plotinus says that the stone’s
downward motion is natural; at 1v.5.2.10 it is said that light moves in a
straight line.424 Although he does not explicitly mention the elements in
this passage, at v1.3.24.7 he acknowledges that some upward (and down-

421 This is, according to Simplicius (/z DC 35.14-16), Philoponus’ proposal in AA.

422 Roughly Philoponus’ (earlier) view in AP (278.21-8; 492.20-493.5).

423 [n Tim. 2.11.27fF.

424 The context here is visual perception. The light involved in our vision moves in a
straight line. Cf. also 1v.6.1.17. And again v1.9.9.58, where Plotinus says that light (¢&s) is
light (kod¢os), which presumably implies some upward motion (cf. v1.3.24.7).

9
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ward) motion is natural and that its pulsive force is levity (or gravity in
the case of downward motion). In his discussion on the movement of the
heavens in 11.2, Plotinus explicitly asserts that ‘body is naturally trans-
ported in a straight line’.425 A few lines later one finds this: ‘Fire moves
in a straight line till it comes to its ordained place; for as it is ordained,
so it appears both to rest naturally and to be conveyed to the place where
it was ordained to be.’426 As Armstrong translates this passage the scope
of ‘naturally’ is limited to its resting, but what is important here is that
Plotinus says that fire’s being conveyed to its own place has been ordained.
And ‘Nature’, Plotinus adds a little further down, ‘is just what has been
ordained by universal soul.”#27 Thus, it is natural for fire to go to its own
place. Itwould seem, then, that fire might have two natural motions. This
appears to be confirmed by a further passage where Plotinus says that in
the heavens the soul moves the body ‘in a manner natural to it there’.428
So what counts as the natural motion of fire will depend on where the
fire is.429

The one piece of text that would seem to support Proclus’ claim is

11.1.8.15-19:

Therefore, the heaven does not require another body in order to persist, nor again
is another body required for its natural circular motion. For it has not yet been
shown that its natural motion is to move in a straight line. For what is natural for
them is either to stay put or to move in a circle—the other motions would belong
to them only if they were forced.

Proclus seems to have derived his Plotinian account from this passage3°
by taking the ‘them’ (adrois) in line 19 to refer to the elements in general:
the elements naturally either rest or move in a circle and possess the other
movements if they are forced. On this interpretation Plotinus defends
the more specific thesis that heaven (and Proclus probably takes this to
mean the heavenly body, fire) does not naturally move in a straight line
by appealing to the more general proposition that none of the elements
moves naturally in a straight line. Yet, for reasons given in the commen-
tary, it is better to understand the ‘#hem’ with most modern translations

425 11.2.1.17-18. Armstrong’s translation (italics added).

426 11.2.1.20-3. Armstrong’s translation.

427 11.2.1.38-9. Armstrong’s translation.

428 11.2.3.17, my emphasis. And see 1v.3.18.16 f. where Plotinus says that the celestials
perform each of their tasks in accordance with nature.

429 Cf. SVF1.101.

430 Diehls refers to 11.2.1, but this passage seems more likely.
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as referring to the things in heaven,43! and once it has been determined
that this passage is only concerned with celestial things and not with all
the elements, there is no longer any pressing reason to see it as confirming
the thesis that no straight motion is natural.

As regards the circular motion of the heaven and its contents, Proclus
correctly assigns to Plotinus the opinion thatitis natural. Two passages32
that evince this doctrine were reviewed above, and additional material
confirms this attribution. 433 Yet, the thesis that a single element has two
distinct natural motions screams of incongruity; a fuller account is re-
quired which reconciles the two motions by spelling out just how each
motion naturally belongs to fire.

Harder believed that Plotinus repeatedly changed his mind on such
issues surrounding the motion of the heavens, citing a total of six texts
that span Plotinus’ career.434 In fact, all of these passages build a consist-
ent account of celestial motion. In order to see this, each passage will be
considered here in chronological order.

1.2 (14).1. In his earliest account and the only treatise devoted entirely
to the issue of celestial motion, Plotinus develops a theory that would
serve as a basis for all his subsequent statements on the matter. First,
we are told that the nature of fire is to be in motion and that the natural
motion of body is rectilinear.435 Thus, we should expect celestial fire to
keep moving in a straight line, thereby leaving the universe, but Plotinus
explains why it does not in fact behave this way:

It is an act of providence—or rather something in the fire that it has from provi-
dence such that when it is in heaven it moves in a circle of 7zs own accord. It desires
to go straight but there is no place left, so it bends back and slides around the area
it can; for beyond itself it has no place.436

The important points here are that although fire’s corporeal inclina-
tion“37 is to go straight, providence has given it a second inclination—for
soul.438 If soul were located at any one place in the celestial region, the
fire would move in a straight line to that location. Soul, however, is in

431 Cf. Armstrong’s ‘heavenly bodies’; Harder and Beutler-Theiler’s ‘der Oberen’;
Bouillet’s ‘des choses célestes’; Bréhier’s ‘les corps célestes’.

432 11.1.8.15-19 and 11.2.3.17.

433 Cf. e.g. 11.1.3.19 in conjunction with v1.9.8.2; 1v.4.16.23 fI.

434 Beutler—Theiler 1b, 534-5.

435 11.2.1.17-18 and 23—-4.

436 11.2.1.25-9.

437 epiéuevov, 11.2.1.27.

438 qdris mdvrn épleTar, m.2.1.44 (H-S*°). H-S' follows the MSS adTis, TavTos
epletar.
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fact everywhere in the heavens, so that fire’s inclination for soul draws
it in a circle.43? To this extent, one can even say that soul is leadingt4®
the heavenly body in a circle. The soul’s circular (though non-physical)
motion is in turn attributed to its desire for and imitation of Nous.441

There is nothing in the other five accounts of celestial motion that
does not fit into this picture. In v1.4 (22).2 Plotinus reiterates these same
points. The celestial body cannot keep moving upwards since there is
no more space,*42 and again fire is described as having a second, more
fundamental inclination for an ontologically prior substance that fills the
heavens.443 If this substance were at a particular location in heaven, the
fire would simply move there in a straight line. But since this substance
permeates the heaven, the celestial body encounters it everywhere and is
free to turn in a circle.444

1v.4 (28).16 contains an extremely brief explanation from which many
details are surely missing, but what is there is not new. The celestial body
desires to move in a straight line.445> The soul moves in a circle out of
its desire for what is ontologically prior to itself.44¢ Without going into
specifics—no doubt because they have already been discussed in 11.2—
Plotinus tells us that as a composite of these two desires, the celestial
region moves in a circle.44”

Again in 11.1 (40). 3 Plotinus emphasizes that fire’s nature is to keep
moving and that its initial desire is to move in a straight line and thus
exit the universe.448 Since there is no place outside of the universe,44? it
acquires a second natural motion by being drawn by soul in a circle.450

The last two passages are particularly concise. In 111.7 (45).4 Plotinus
remarks that the cause of the universe’s circular motion is its hastening to
the future,#5! which he glosses as ‘a sort of desire for substance’.452 This
is a murky passage, but there is nothing necessarily incongruous about it.

439 11.2.1.43—4 and 49-51.

440 mepidyor, 11.2.1.38; dyovoa, 11.2.1.46 and 48; dyew, 11.2.1.46; xwei, 11.2.1.46;
kwoboa, 11.2.1.47.

441 11.2.1.1ff. This is clearly the core of 11.2.1’s explanation of celestial motion. Bréhier
(1955) exaggerates the importance of 1l. 16—19. These lines serve only as an introduction to
the problem (Il. 19-20) of how body and soul work together to produce celestial motion.
In what follows, Plotinus works out his solution to this problem, as presented above.
By crediting the circular motion of the heavens to the celestial soul’s imitation of Nous,
Plotinus is almost certainly drawing on Alexander. See Sorabji (2005): vol. 2, 338-40).

442 v1.4.2.35. 443 v1.4.2.34-8.
444 v1.4.2.39-41 and 43-7. 445 1v.4.16.29.
446 1v.4.16.24-7. 447 1v.4.16.27-31.
448 11,1.3.14-16. 449 11.1.3.17.

450 11.1.3.18-20. 451 111.7.4.28-33.

452 111.7.4.31.
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This movement towards the future might just be a redescription of how
soul, which is in time, imitates Nows, which is not. In any case, the final
passage 111.2 (47). 3 makes clear that Plotinus still endorses the accountin
11.2. Celestial motion is ultimately due to the soul’s desire for and imita-
tion of Nowus.453 Plotinus adds only that it seeks nothing outside of itself,
thus reiterating a point from 11.2.1 and v1.4.2: since soul is everywhere
wholly in the heaven, there is no need for the celestial body to keep mov-
ing outwards; it can surrender itself to circular motion.

Constitution of Heaven

The question of the material constitution of the heavens is critical for
what is the primary focus of II. 1: the examination into the everlastingness
of the universe, the heavens, and the heavenly bodies. For, as became clear
above, one of the reasons for the numerical persistence of the heavens lies
in the purity of its body. Now, Plotinus has to give some account of how
it is purer than sublunar bodies. This requires finesse. Plotinus cannot
just say that it is a different kind of body since this would amount to the
Aristotelian thesis that Plotinus rejects. He rather wants to keep near to
Plato’s theory in the T7maeus according to which the heavens are mainly
fire.454

Plotinus takes up this task in 11.1.6—7. He begins by sketching out what
he takes to be the prima facie content of the Timaeus.455 Anything visible
and solid consists of all four elements. Thus, the heaven and its contents
also consist of all four elements, but mostly of fire. Fire’s presence is re-
quired to make things visible, earth’s to make things solid; air and water
are required as intermediates to bind these two together. Any theory,
however, which identifies the ultimate constituents of heaven with those
of the sublunar region is unappealing to one who wants to maintain that
the heavenly body is somehow better than the sublunar bodies, and so
Plotinus begins an attack on it. He starts by criticizing specific theses,
e.g. that air and water are present in heaven.#56 Amidst so much fire, he
argues, any portion of water would be destroyed, and air would change
into fire. Furthermore, Timaeus used mathematical considerations to
argue for the celestial presence of air and water, but Plotinus responds to

453 11.2.3.29-31.

454 See above, pp. 10-16.

455 Plotinus begins by distinguishing between the character Timaeus and Plato in such
a way that this prima facie theory is attributed to the former but not the latter. See note
on 6.6-8.

456 11.1.6.12f.
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this with the natural criticism that just because two solid numbers require
two intermediates, this does not imply that two physical solids behave
similarly.457 This leads to a more general criticism. By Timaeus’ reason-
ing, no element can exist in a pure state without the others mixed in. This
is a consequence that Plotinus finds unacceptable.

Plotinus’ strategy for refutation is simple: he singles out earth and asks,
first, whether earth’s existence requires any other element and, second,
whether any other element’s existence requires earth.458 In the discus-
sion that follows, some specific questions are left open, but on the whole
Plotinus provides good motivation for denying Timaeus’ thesis.

It remains for Plotinus to show that although he is opposing the
account that was drawn from the 77maeus, he is not really opposing Plato.
Plato’s own theory is to be found not by looking to other texts or literary
figures, butby looking more deeply into Timaeus’ own words. Thus, Plato
strictly speaking does not disagree with any part of Timaeus™ account,
but the superficial understanding of Timacus’ account fails to penetrate
into the depth of Plato’s genuine theory. This means that although some
parts of Timaeus” account are quickly seen to harmonize with Plato’s
own views,*5? other parts are prima facie incompatible and require deeper
reflection. 69 When Timaeus, then, says that a thing requires earth to be
solid and fire to be visible, Plato does not intend his readers to expect the
presence of an actual piece of earth in every solid thing nor the presence
of an actual portion of fire in every visible thing. T'o advance to the text’s
deeper meaning, one has to be aware that although we only recognize one
thing as fitting under the classification ‘earth’, namely that element which
we can perceive with our senses, is cold and dry, has colour, etc.,461 Plato’s
application of the name ‘earth’ is wider than ours. Here, for example,
Plato is using ‘carth’ in the sense of ‘solidity’.462 Thus, when Timacus says
that earth’s presence is required in heaven, all that is meant is that solidity
must be present. So, too, with the other elements. The actual element air
need not be present in heaven, only its softness; not actual water, but its
cohesive power.

457 11.1.6.14f. Cf. Xenarchus’ objection to Aristotle that mathematical arguments
should not be used in natural philosophy. See above, n. 413.

458 11.1.6.2111

459 Much of what Plotinus attributes to Plato stems from Timaeus™ account; e.g. at
11.1.7.19-21 Plotinus cites Timaeus’ own words as if they were Plato’s.

460 ¢.g. when Timaeus asserts that the heavens and the heavenly bodies consist of all
four bodies, Plato only agrees that this view is probable (11.1.6.7-8), but since this assertion
turns out to be false, we ‘must listen more carefully to Plato’ (11.1.7.1-2).

461 11.1.7.32-3. 462 11.1.7.31-2.
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With fire the case is different. It is not simply fire’s visibility that is
present in heaven, but the element itself. Plotinus describes the celestial
fire as being both a body*63 and warm.464 But this element is not the flame
that we are accustomed to call ‘fire’ down here in the sublunar region.465
Itis rather corporeal light, which Plotinus, following Plato, calls a species
of fire.466 This corporeal light possesses solidity, softness, and cohesion
by virtue of the cosmic sympathy maintained by the World-Soul.467

The greatest virtue of this revision of the Timaean account is its com-
patibility with the Aristotelian theory of natural places. If the actual
sublunar elements were present in the heavens, they would not be in
their natural places and would thus be there by force. But nothing held
together by force and in an unnatural state could be everlasting.

This is, then, the true meaning of Timaeus’ account, and Plotinus
appeals to several passages in the Platonic corpus to show that they are
closer to his interpretation than to the superficial account. It is not by
mixing the four elements together that the Demiurge is said to produce
the sun; rather, He ‘kindles alight’.468 Moreover, the sun is called ‘bright-
est’46? and ‘whitest’,47 and this is no doubt meant to appeal to the intui-
tion that any earth whatsoever in a thing would detract from the thing’s
brightness; a particle of earth would block the light behind the particle,
and if the earth were somehow blended into the fire one would expect
the totality of fire to be dimmed as a result. Therefore, the brightest thing
has to be pure fire, and the more superficial understanding of Timaeus’
account is mistaken.

Thus, Plotinus offers an account of the composition of the heavens
which, although drawn from the T7maeus and hermeneutically defended
as the correct interpretation of Plato, departs somewhat from what is said
in the dialogue. But this departure is necessary for Plotinus to defend
effectively a very Platonic thesis, the everlastingness of the heaven, against
the new waves of Stoic and Christian arguments to the contrary. Plotinus
develops a comprehensive account of the numerical everlastingness of the
universe, heaven, and heavenly bodies, but it is an account that needs to
be buttressed by specific understanding of the body of the heavens and
natural motion.

463 11,1.7.26. 464 11,1.7.25.
465 11.1.7.25. 466 11.1.7.24—6; Tim. s8c5—7.
467 11.1.7.14-16. 468 11,1.7.19—21; T7m. 39B4—5.

469 11.1.7.22; Theaet. 208d2 and Rep. 616¢9.

470 11.1.7.23. The only occurrence of Aeviéraros, -1, -ov is at Rep. 617a3, but there it
is not the sun (the planet in the seventh whorl) that Plato calls Aevkérarov, but the planet
in the third whorl (Jupiter).
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ON THE UNIVERSE

[1.1] When we say that the cosmos both has always existed in the past
and will always exist in the future even though it has a body, if we refer
the cause of its everlasting existence to the will of God, then first although
we might perhaps be speaking the truth we would not be supplying any
clarity. Second, the changing of the elements and the destruction of the
living things on earth, which preserves their form [i.e. their species], will
perhaps require this to happen in the case of the universe as well since
the will of God is capable of this (even though body is always flecing and
flowing), namely, of placing the same form at one time in one thingand at
another time in another so that while its unity in number is not preserved
forever, its unity in form is. After all, why should some things possess only
formal everlastingness, while the things in heaven and heaven itself will
possess individual everlastingness?

[1.12] If we assign the cause of its not being destroyed to the universe’s
enveloping all things, and there being nothing into which the universe
will make a change, and there not being anything exterior to the uni-
verse, which upon encountering the universe, could destroy it, then from
this account we would be granting to the whole, i.e. the universe, that it
would not be destroyed, but the sun and the substance of the other stars,
by virtue of the fact that they are parts and none is a whole or universe,
will not by this account possess the assurance that they will persist for all
time, rather they will only possess the assurance that their permanence
will be formal, just like fire and such seem to possess only this formal per-
sistence. And even the entire cosmos itself will seem to have only formal
persistence. For even if it is not destroyed by another thing exterior to
itself, nothing prevents it from being destroyed by itself, persisting only
in form, and constantly perishing while its parts destroy each other; i.e. if
the nature of its substratum is constantly flowing and something else
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is providing its form, nothing prevents the same thing from happening
with the universal living thing that happens in the case of man and horse,
etc. For man and horse always exist, but not the same man or the same
horse. Further, it will not be the case that one part of it [viz. of the whole
living thing], i.e. the heaven, will always persist while the parts around
the earth perish; rather, all things will behave similarly, and they will only
differ with respect to the duration of their existence. For we can let the
things in heaven be longer-lived.

[1.31] If, then, we end up agreeing that this is how everlastingness
belongs to both the whole and the parts, the difficulty of this opinion
would be diminished. Rather, we might get completely clear of the
difficulty, if it might be shown that the will of God is sufficient to hold
the universe together in this manner. But if we say that any part of it, no
matter how small, possesses individual everlastingness, it must be shown
that the will of God is sufficient to do this. Yet still the difficulty remains as
to why some parts persist in this way, while others do not but persist only
in form, and as to how the parts in the heaven for their part persist, since
it would seem that the totality for its part too exists in that manner.

[2.1] If; then, we accept this opinion and say that the heaven and every-
thing in it possess everlastingness individually, whereas the things below
the lunar sphere possess everlastingness in form, we must show how the
former things, even though they each have a body, will everlastingly pos-
sess individuality properly in what is the same, meaning that they will be
particulars and the same despite the fact that the nature of body is always
flowing. This seems right to certain other natural philosophers and in
particular to Plato himself—not only for the other bodies, but even for
the celestial bodies themselves. For how, Plato asks, could things which
have bodies and are visible be undisturbed and the same? On these issues
Plato clearly agrees with Heraclitus who said that even the sun is always
coming to be.

[2.12] For Aristotle there would not really be any difficuley—if some-
one were to accept his hypotheses concerning the fifth body. But for those
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who do not posit this, since the body of the heaven must be composed out
of the same elements that the living things down here are composed of,
how could the heaven possess individual permanence? And this question
becomes even more imperative for the sun and the other bodies in the
heaven since they are parts.

[2.17] Since every living thing is composed of soul and the nature of
body, if the heaven is to persist numerically forever, it must do so either
through both of the things within it [viz. body @nd soul] or through one
or the other of them, viz. through soul o7 body.

[2.20] Whoever grants the quality of being indestructible to body
would not require the soul for this purpose, except that it would always
have to be together with soul in order to constitute a living thing. But
whoever says that body is per se destructible and confers the cause of ever-
lasting numerical persistence to the soul, must try to show that the state
of body is not itself opposed to the constitution and persistence, and that
there is naturally no discord in these composite substances, and that even
the mactter is appropriately agreeable to the will of Him who has produced
the composite.

[3.1] How, then, might the matter and body of the universe co-operate
towards the immortality of the cosmos even though they are constantly
flowing? We could answer that it is because the body of the universe only
(flows internally); for it does not flow out of the universe. If, then, it flows
internally and not away from itself; it, remaining the same, could neither
increase nor decrease. Therefore, it could not grow old, either.

[3.5] One must observe that even the earth has always from all time
remained the same in figure and bulk. Air, too, never runs out. Nor does
the nature of water. And further, however much elemental change goes
on in these ensembles, it has not transformed the nature of the universal
living thing. For our parts, too, are always changing and flowing away
into what is exterior, yet each of us persists [numerically] for a long time.
But for that which suffers no external flux, the nature of its body would
not be discordant towards its soul, as far as its being the same living thing
and always persisting is concerned.

[3.13] Fire is swift and quick because it does not remain down here,
just as earth [is immobile and plastic] because it does not remain above.
But when fire has come to be there—where it must stop—one must not
think that it, when seated in its proper place, is not such as to seek posi-
tion in both directions, as is the case with the other elements. But since
fire could not move higher (because there is no place left) and fire is not of
a nature to move down, it remains for fire to be easily led, drawn by soul
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in accordance with a natural attraction to a very good life in a noble place
and to move in soul.

[3.20] For even if one is afraid that the celestial fire might descend,
he should be confident that this will not happen. For the revolution of
the soul outstrips any downward tendency, so that the soul masters the
celestial fire and keeps it up on high. And if celestial fire does not per se
have any inclination downward, it will remain in the heavens without
resisting.

[3.23] Now, once our members have been formed, they demand parts
from other things in order to persist because they do not sustain their
constitution. But if the celestial fire does not flow out from the heaven,
the heaven will not require any nourishment.

[3.26] If, however, celestial fire does flow out from the heaven by being
extinguished, some other fire must be ignited. And if the heaven partakes
of some other element and this flows out from heaven, another element
of the same sort is required in place of that one. But because of this the
universal living thing would not remain [numerically] the same, even if
this is how things were.

[4.1] But we should still consider this question all by itself and not
in relation to what is still under examination: Does anything flow out
from heaven so that even the celestial things would require ‘nourishment’
(though this is not strictly speaking nourishment), or is it rather that the
things that once for all have been ordained to be there remain there natu-
rally and suffer no external flux? And, is the heaven solely fire or mostly
fire? Le., is it possible for the other elements to be mastered by the World-
Soul and born up and suspended in heaven by it?

[4.6] Now, if one would add the most sovereign cause, the soul, along
with the bodies which are so pure and thoroughly better (since even in
other living things nature selects the better bodies for their sovereign
parts), one would obtain a solid opinion about the immortality of heaven.
For even Aristotle correctly defines flame to be a sort of ‘boiling’ and a fire
that, as it were, runs wild because of its excessiveness, whereas the fire in
heaven is uniform and gentle and suitable to the nature of the stars.

[4.14] But the greatest argument is this: seeing that in heaven the soul
moves next to the best things and is situated with a marvellous power,
how will any of the things that were once placed in it escape from it into
non-being?

[4.16] [And regarding the universe,] to think that the World-Soul,
having proceeded from a god, is not stronger than every bond is a notion
of men who are ignorant of the cause that holds all things together. For it
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would be strange if the World-Soul could hold all things together for any
time at all—however short—and did not do so for ever, as if their being
held together came about by force and the natural state of affairs were
different from this one that now obtains both in the nature of the universe
and in the things that have been nobly placed, or as if there were some-
thing that would overpower the universe and dissolve its constitution—
disbanding the nature of the soul as if from some kingship or rule.

[4.25] And the fact that the universe never had a beginning (for its hav-
ing a beginning was already said to be bizarre) gives assurance concerning
its future. For why should there be a time when the universe no longer
exists? For the elements do not wear out like wood and such. And if the
elements persist, the universe persists. Even if the sublunar elements are
constantly changing into one another, the universe persists; for the cause
of elemental change perists.

[4.30] And it has been shown that it is empty to suppose that this soul
changes its mind, since its administration of the universe is without toil
or harm. Even if it were possible for all body to perish, nothing would be
much different for this soul.

[5.1] How is i, then, that the parts in heaven persist [everlastingly and
numerically], whereas the elements and living things down here do not?
Plato says that the former have come into being from God, whereas the
living things down here have come into being from the gods who have
in turn come into being from Him. And he says that it is not allowed
for the things that come into being from Him to perish. But this is just
to say that next to the Demiurge is the celestial soul, and our souls, too,
and that from the celestial soul an image of it goes forth, flowing out, as
it were, from the things on high, and makes the living things on earth.
And since this sort of soul [v7z. the image] imitates the celestial soul but
lacks power (because it uses worse bodies for its making and is in a worse
place while the elements that it has received for composition are not will-
ing to persist), the living things down here are not able to persist for ever
[numerically] and the sublunar bodies are not mastered in the same way
they would be if another soul ruled over them directly.

[5.14] Since it is necessary for the entire heaven to persist [everlasting-
ly], it is also necessary for its parts, the stars in it, to persist [everlastingly].
How else could the heaven persist if these parts did not persist in the same
way? For the things beneath the heaven are no longer parts of heaven. Or
else the heaven would not extend only as far as the moon.

[5.18] We, however, have been forged by the soul dispensed from the
gods in heaven and from heaven itself. This is the soul by which we are
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joined to our bodies. For the other soul, by which we are ourselves, is not
the cause of our beingbut of our well-being. At any rate, itis only when the
body has already come to be, that the higher soul, by using reason, comes
to contribucte a little to its being.

[6.1] But now we should examine whether only fire exists in heaven,
whether anything flows out from heaven and whether the heaven requires
nourishment.

[6.2] It seems to follow from Timaeus’ first having made the body of
the universe out of earth and fire so that it will be visible due to the fire
and solid due to the earth, that he also makes the stars not completely
but mostly of fire, since the stars obviously possess solidity. And Timacus
might, perhaps, be right, since Plato also judges this opinion to be likely.
For perception, both by sight and by the apprehension that belongs to
touch, makes it evident that most or all of the heaven is made of fire, and
to those who consider the heaven through reason, if there could be no
solidity without earth, the heaven should be made of earth, too.

[6.12] But why would the heaven require water and air? For it would
seem strange for any water to exist in so much fire; and as for air, if it
should exist in so much fire it would change into the nature of fire. But
even if two mathematical solids that have the feature of being extremes
do require two intermediates, one might doubt whether this is also the
case with physical solids, since one could mix earth with water without
requiring any intermediate.

[6.17] If we answer that one can mix earth with water because the other
elements are already present in earth and water, perhaps we mightbe onto
something. But someone could respond that the other elements are not
present in earth and water in order to bind the two [viz. earth and water]
together when they meet. But all the same let us say that because each of
them contains all the elements the earth and water are now bound.

[6.21] But we must consider whether earth is not visible without fire,
and whether fire is not solid without earth. For if this is the case, none of
them will have its being by itself; rather, they will all be mixed and will be
named according to whichever element predominates. For they say that
not even earth can exist without moisture because the moistness of water
is a cohesive agent for earth. But even if we grant that this is the case [viz.
that there are no pure samples of the elements], it is odd for one to say
that the individual element is something, and yet not grant it any exist-
ence by itself, but only grant it existence when it is together with the other
elements as if the individual element itself were nothing. For how could
there be any nature or essence of earth if no particle of earth exists which
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is earth without water being present as a binding agent? What would the
water bind if there is absolutely no quantity of earth for it to attach to
another neighbouring particle? For if there is any quantity of earth itself,
it will be possible for earth to exist by nature even without water. And
if ¢his is not the case, there will be nothing for water to bind. And why
would a piece of earth need air in order to exist—air that keeps on being
air before changing? Concerning fire, it was not claimed to be neces-
sary in order for earth to exist, but rather in order for both earth and the
other elements to be visible. Surely it is reasonable to agree that visibility
is achieved by light. For clearly it is not the case that darkness is visible;
rather one must say that it is invisible, just as noiselessness is inaudible.
Fire, however, need not be present in it. For light is sufficient. Snow,
in any case, and many other quite cold things are bright without fire.
But it was in it, someone will say, and coloured it prior to its departure.
And further one should be puzzled about water, too, whether nothing is
water unless it partakes of earth. And how could one say that air, which
is easily dispersed, partakes in earth? And what about fire? Does it require
earth as if it were neither per se continuous nor extended in three direc-
tions? And why wouldn’t solidity—not in terms of extension in three
directions—rather, clearly in terms of resistance—belong to it simply gua
natural body? It is rather hardness that belongs to earth alone. For even
the density of gold, being water, is increased—not by adding earth—but
by density or freezing. And when soul is present, why shouldn’t fire all
by itself gain a solid constitution by the power of soul? After all, there are
even fiery living things among the daimons. Of course, we will upset the
belief that every living thing is constituted by #// of the elements. One
could say that the terrestrial living things are constituted by all elements,
but that to raise earth up into heaven is unnatural and contrary to what
nature has ordained; and that for the swiftest revolution to carry along
earthy bodies is both implausible and a hindrance to the brightness and
whiteness of the superlunar fire.

[7.1] Perhaps, then, one must listen more carefully to Plato; he says: in
the cosmos as a whole there must be this kind of solidity, i.e. resistance,
in order that the earth, being seated at the centre, may be a solid founda-
tion for the things that stand upon her, and that the living things upon
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her necessarily possess this kind of solidity; but the earth has the quality
of being continuous per se, and is illuminated by fire, and partakes of
water so as not to be dry and not to prevent the joining of parts to parts;
and air lightens the masses of earth. But as for earth’s being mixed with
the fire above, it is not in the constitution of the stars, but since both are
in the universe, even fire derives some benefit from earth just as earth,
t0o, derives some benefit from fire, and in general each thing benefits
from each thing; not in the sense that what has benefited is constituted of
both, of itself and of that of which it partakes; rather each thing benefits
by being subject to the community in the cosmos, and this is to receive
not the thing itself but something of the thing, e.g. earth receives not air
but air’s softness, and fire’s brilliance. It is the mixture that furnishes all
the properties, and so it is the combination (and not simply earth or the
nature of fire) that produces this solidity and fieriness.

[7.19] And even Plato bears witness to this when he says ‘God kindled
a light around the second revolution from the earth’, where by ‘light” he
means the sun; and somewhere else he calls the sun ‘most brilliant’, and
he calls the same thing ‘most white’. And he does this in order to stop
us from thinking that the sun is anything other than fire—and not just
any of the other kinds of fire, but light, which he says is different from
flame and is only warm in a gentle way. And this light is a body, but it
emits from itself what is homonymously called light, and this, we say, is
incorporeal. This incorporeal light is produced from that corporeal light,
shining forth from itas if it were the blossom and brightness of that which
is the truly white body. We take what is earthy for something worse than
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Plato who understands earth in the sense of solidity—we, in any case,
only call one thing ‘earth’ whereas Plato distinguishes varieties of it. And
the sort of fire that produces the purest light is located in the upper place
and is naturally seated there. And one has to suppose that sublunar flame
is not mixed up with the bodies there, but that it rather hastens only so
far, namely to its extinction since it meets a great quantity of air, and
since it goes up together with earth it is cast down, not being able to pass
to the above, but rather stops beneath the moon with the result that it
makes the air there finer and, if it remains, it slowly goes out and becomes
softer and does not have enough radiance to blaze but only enough to be
illuminated by the light above. But regarding the light there, some of it
is variegated in proportions, so that a differentiation in the colours of the
stars is produced as well as in their sizes. The rest of heaven is itself of this
same sort of light, but it is not visible because of the non-resistant fine-
ness and transparency of the body, just as with pure air; and in addition
because of the distance.

[8.1] Since this sort of light remains above in the place it was ordered
to be in—the pure in the purest—what manner of external flux from it
could occur? For this sort of nature is not such as to low out downward;
nor again is there anything there that would forcefully push it downward.
(Every body with soul is different and not the same as if it were only body;
and the body in heaven is of this sort and is not like body alone.) And
what borders upon the heavenly body is either air or fire. And what could
air do? And concerning fire, no kind is fit to do this; it cannot even come
into contact with the superlunar fire in order to accomplish this task. For
it would change direction by its downward force before that heavenly fire
could suffer anything, and it is less powerful and not equal to the flames
on the earth’s surface. Further, for fire to act is to heat, and what is to be
heated must not be itself hot. But if something is to be destroyed by fire,
it must first be heated, and in being heated it must come to be in an un-
natural state.
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[8.15] Therefore, the heaven does not require another body in order to
persist, nor again is another body required for its natural circular motion.
For it has not yet been shown that its natural motion is to move in a
straight line. For what is natural for them is either to stay put or to move
in a circle—the other motions would belong to them only if they were
forced. Therefore, one must not say that the celestial things require any
nourishment either. Nor should one make any statements about them
based on sublunar things; for they do not have the same soul holding
them together; nor are they in the same place; nor does the same reason
for nourishment apply there: sublunar things use nourishment because
they are composites and always in flux, and the change that these sublunar
bodies undergo is a change away from themselves since another nature
is set over them. Due to its weakness this other nature cannot keep the
body in being; rather, in becoming and generation it imitates the nature
prior to itself. But, as was said, it does not remain absolutely the same as

the intelligibles do.



Commentary

This treatise has come down to us under two different titles, but neither
is from Plotinus himself (see Porphyry’s VP 4.16). Porphyry, in his VP,
twice refers to it with the title JIEPI TOY KOXMOY.. This is also how
Philoponus (4P 524.27) and Simplicius (/z DC 12.12) refer to it. But the
MSS give the tidle IIEPI OYPANOY. This terminological divide, how-
ever, is easily narrowed. Although usually 0dpavds is taken to refer to the
heaven as opposed to the sublunar region and xdouos to the entire uni-
verse composed of both the sublunar and superlunar regions, both can be
quite similar in meaning. This is very clear in Aristotle who distinguishes
three senses of ovpavds in DC A9 (278101, ): (a) “The substance of the
extreme circumference of the universe, or the natural body which is in
the extreme circumference of the universe’s this is the sphere of fixed stars
which Aristotle often calls ‘the first heaven’ (DC 288215, 29222, 298%24;
Meta. 1072%23) but occasionally ‘the last heaven’ (DC 27015; cf. Tim.
36¢2). Taylor (1928: 175) reports that this use of 0dpavds ‘appears to be
specifically Pythagorean’, butitisalso Stoic (cf. DL7.138). (b) “The body
which is continuous with the extreme circumference of the universe in
which the sun, the moon, and some of the stars reside’—the heaven in
its usual meaning. This is the most common meaning of odpavds in the
Enneads, and Plotinus defines it as such at 11.1.5.16-17. (¢) ‘The body
encompassed by the extreme circumference: For we are accustomed
to calling the whole and the universe “odpavds”’. Aristotle sometimes
makes it clear that he is using odpavds in this third sense by calling it 6
atvodos ovpavds or & Slos ovpavds (cf. Plato’s 6 mas odpavds in Tim.
28b2), but quite often odpards all by itself has this meaning (see Bonitz
541°56fF.). In DC A10 (280°22), Aristotle even uses odpavds epexegeti-
cally for kéouos: ‘the combination of the whole is a cosmos, i.e., heaven.’
Plotinus sometimes employs odpavds in this meaning (cf. 111.2.4.7,
1v.3.7.4-5), though not in 11.1. Additionally, odpavds often is used in
a fourth sense in the Enneads, namely to refer to the intelligible region
(m11.2.4.6-7,v.8.3.32-4).

6 kéopos can be equally flexible. Although its common meaning is
‘universe’, Philo lists three senses of kdawos (Aet. mundi §4), one of which
clearly has the meaning ‘celestial region’. Aristotle uses 6 mepi 71y y7jv SAos
kéopos (Meteo. 339%20) to refer exclusively to the sublunar region, and ¢
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mepl Tas v opas kdapos (Meteo. 339018, cf. Meta. K 1063*10) to refer
to the superlunar region. The author of the Epin. even uses 6 kdopos to
refer just to the sphere of fixed stars (987b, and in general see Festugicre
(19504, 2.244 n. 4), some of whose examples are questionable).

Nevertheless, Plotinus uses xdouos and odpavds in 1.1 in their regu-
lar senses of ‘universe’ and ‘heaven’ respectively. With this in mind, we
should be able to decide in favour of whichever title best captures the
content of the treatise. Although most scholars have opted for the title
ITEPI OYPANOY (Armstrong, Beutler—Theiler, Bouillet, Dufour),
Ishall adopt IIEPI TOY KOXMOY with Harder and Bréhier. The sub-
ject of the treatise is clear: Plotinus is concerned with the entire universe.
He repeatedly discusses sublunar phenomena. While it is true that he
pays extra attention to the heaven, this is because the heaven and its con-
tents are the most likely candidates for everlasting, numerical persistence,
and this will have consequences for the status of the everlastingness of the
entire universe (see notes on ch. 3).

m.1.1

Argument of 11.1.1 Plotinus assumes that the cosmos, i.e. the universe,
is numerically everlasting, but he is concerned in 1.1 to provide a satisfac-
tory explanation for this everlastingness. He considers two non-exclusive
explanatory accounts, both of which are found to be insufficient:

(I) Will of God (l. 2). This account is found to be insufficient on two
grounds:
(a) lacks clarity (I 4);
(b) the ‘God’s will” explanation is also compatible with the mere
formal (as opposed to numerical) everlastingness of the universe
(1. 4-12).

(11) All things are contained within the universe; there is nothing out-
side of it which could destroy it (Il. 12-15). This, too, is inadequate for
two reasons:

(a) this explanation cannot account for the numerical individuality
of the heavenly bodies (Il. 15-21);
(b) nor can it even account for the numerical persistence of the uni-

verse (1. 21-31).

Since both of the accounts share the shortcoming of not providing a con-
vincing reason for attributing numerical (as opposed to formal) everlast-
ingness to the universe, Plotinus suggests that it would be easier just to say
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that the universe and its parts are formally everlasting (Il. 31-6). He con-
cludes by making three demands on any account claiming the numerical
everlastingness of any part of the universe (I. 36-7):

(i) one must show God’s will to be sufficient for this (l. 37);
(ii) one must explain why this thing does have numerical everlasting-
ness when everything else is only formally everlasting (Il. 37-9);
(iii) one must explain how the parts of heaven exist (Il. 39-40).

1.1-2 Tov kbéopov del Aéyovres . . . kal éoecbar. Quite generally,
there are three possible positions on the status of the world’s everlasting-
ness: (1) The present cosmos came to be at some definite point in time
and at some point will perish. (2) The present cosmos came to be at some
pointin time but will never perish. (3) The present cosmos has always ex-
isted and will never perish. (No one seems to have thought that the world
has always existed but will nevertheless perish.) Although the treatise is
an investigation into the everlastingness of the world, Plotinus starts off
by taking the everlastingness of the world in both directions, i.e. (3), for
granted and devotes his entire attention to the examination of the type
of everlastingness—whether it is numerical or formal. This is perhaps a
surprising approach, since many of his contemporaries and predecessors
believed that the cosmos did have a temporal beginning. Further, it is
important to keep in mind that when Plotinus rejects (1) and (2) he is
not simply denying creation ex nibilo. In Pre-Socratic Greek philosophy,
for example, where cosmogony was a dominant and constant theme, the
everlasting pre-existence of the cosmos was consistently rejected, and
yet none of these early thinkers held that at some time nothing existed.
Creation ex nihilo was a concept foreign to Greek thought. Rather, they
thought that the matter of the cosmos always existed, and at some point
in time this matter became ordered (‘cosmos’ is Greek for ‘order’); for
Thales there was water; for Anaximander there was the apeiron, etc.! In
DC301°30-3029 Aristotle argues that creation ex nihilo is impossible.
Creation ex nihilo has become part of the standard understanding of
Christian and Jewish doctrine even though nothing in the scriptures of
either of the two traditions explicitly advances the view (see Grant, 1994:

1 Hesiod is a more difficult case and depends on the meaning giving to ‘Chaos’. It is cer-
tainly incorrect to say, as Leggatt does (1995: 208), that for Hesiod there was always Chaos
from which all else came to be, since Chaos itself came to be (Theogony 116). If ‘Chaos’
means ‘space’ or ‘water’ as Aristotle and the Stoics thought respectively, then creation ex
nibilo is at least a possible reading. Modern scholars, however, take it that the meaning is
closer to ‘gap’, and Chaos’ coming to be signifies the separation of an already existent mass
into heaven and earth (cf. Kirk, Raven, and Schofield, 36-9).
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89). The beginning of Genesis might ‘strongly’ suggestit (as Sorabji, 1983:
194) believes), as might the pronouncementin 2 Maccabees7: 28 that God
created the heaven and earth ‘not from things that exist’ (0dx é¢ 8vrwv)—
this latter passage falls short since matter is often said ‘not to exist’ in some
sense (cf. e.g. Aristotle, Phys. 192*3-5 and Meta. 1029*20—-1; Alexander,
In Top. 418.11-12; Plotinus 11.5.4.3-8 and 111.6.7.2-3). However, other
passages suggest that God generated the world from some pre-existing
chaos (e.g. Book of Wisdom 11: 17; see Sorabji, 1983: 194). The catliest
ex nihilo account was probably formulated in the latter half of the second
century simultaneously but independently by Tatian, a teacher in Rome,
and Theophilus, Bishop of Antioch (May, 1980: 1511.), and although
this pre-dates Plotinus and is at odds with his own account that matter
is everlasting, he rarely, if ever, considers it (see Rist, 1967: 118-19). It
is difficult to account for Hierocles’ opinion that Plotinus, insofar as he
kept to the true philosophy of Plato (Photius 173a15-40), also taught
that the sensible world (as well as the intelligible world) was created out of
nothing (Photius 461b6-8), although in a certain sense it is true that the
Neo-Platonic God needs no matter for creation: even matter is ultimately
derived from the One (1v.8.5.14-16).

Aristotle, by his own profession (DC 279°12-13), was the first Greek
to put forward the view that the present cosmos had no beginning, but
this is only true if one interprets the 7im. as giving an account of the
actual, temporal creation of the cosmos, as Aristotle admits to doing (DC
280°27f.). In fact, thisis not the best way to understand the 77. (see Intro-
duction, pp. 6-7). Plotinus, however, understands the 77m. differently;
notsurprisingly, he sees the 7. as being in accord with his own position
denying a temporal origin of the cosmos: there is something prior to the
cosmos only in an ontological, not a chronological, sense (111.7.6.50£.;
1v.3.9.15-17; 1v.8.4.40-2; and cf. Proclus, /n Tim. 1.276.301t.).

None of the Hellenistic schools, however, would have agreed with
Plotinus on this issue of the beginninglessness of the cosmos. Epicurus
certainly held that there were always moving atoms, but he denied that
this world-order had always existed; at some point in time the present
cosmos was generated as a result of some random atomic motion (Lezter
to Herodotus §73, Letter to Pythocles §§89-90; cf. Lucretius 5.416L.).
The Sceptics predictably took the issue to be indeterminable (cf. Sextus
Empiricus, Adv. math. 7.68-72). The Stoics, like the Epicureans, held
that the present cosmos had a beginning out of ungenerated principles
(SVF1.102—4; 2.574-5); an initial state of pure creative fire gives way to

the concentric strata of elements that form the frame of our cosmos (see
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Introduction, p. 35). Contemporaneous with Plotinus were also many
Gnostics who accepted a temporal beginning of the cosmos (see May,
1980: 401F.).

Thus, Plotinus’ claim that the world is without a temporal beginning
(e.g. 11.9.8.1f.) was in agreement with two of the major contemporary
schools of thought—the Platonists and the Peripatetics—but a great
number of thinkers (Presocratics, Hellenistic schools, Christians, Gnos-
tics) would have objected. We should expect, then, Plotinus to give some
account as to why the universe has no beginning in time, and he does give
such an account. He does not, however, utilize any of the arguments that
Aristotle had introduced for this purpose (see Introduction, pp. 321f.).
Aristotle argued, for instance, that there could not have been a temporally
first motion, since motion is only started by motion, and that it would
be arbitrary for the cosmic order to begin at some point in time after an
infinitely long period of rest (Phys. 236b32ff. and ©1; DC 28311fF;
Meta. 1050°3-6, 1071°6-7). Similarly, since ‘time is either the same
thing as motion or an attribute of motion’, if motion started with the
creation of the world, there would have been a time before time, which is
nonsensical (Meta. 1071°8-10 and Phys. 251°10-13).

Plotinus, rather, defends this claim via considerations internal to his
own system of thought. First, Plotinus argues from the nature of emana-
tion. Each stage of emanation is necessary. Futhermore, each thing has
two activities—that of its substance and that which proceeds from its
substance; the former is identical to the thing, and the second is different
(v.4.2.27f). And it is necessary for a thing, if it is to be what it is, to per-
form each of these activities—that of sustaining itself and that of produc-
ing another (v.1.6.30f.). Thus, Noos, for example, is not Nods unless it
produces the subsequent hypostasis Soul (1v.8.7.19-21; 11.9.3), and the
same reasoning entails the beginninglessness of the sensible world. For
the sensible world is an image of the intelligible world (11.3.18.19-22;
11.9.4.26; 111.2.1.25-6), and so the sensible world is a necessary product of
emanation (111.2.2.8; 111.2.3.3; cf. 1v.8.6.20-1); as long as the intelligible
realities exist, so does the sensible world (11.9.7.1f.; 11.9.13.14—18).

Plotinus also gives a second, related argument against a temporal
creation of the cosmos. A temporal beginning of the cosmos would
require some sort of rational planning on God’s part (11.2.1.15ff; cf. 111.
2.14.1f.), but such rational planning is impossible since there are insur-
mountable difficulties involved both in God’s acquiring this plan and in
its implementation (v.8.7.8-12). The way to get around these difficulties
is to have the creation of the sensible world be immediate and continuous
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(v.8.7.13f.). The ‘creation account’ of the heaven offered at v.1.2.18fF.
stands by no means in opposition to Plotinus’ position on the beginning-
lessness of the cosmos. There, he is concerned to offer readers an exercise
designed to lead their souls to comprehend their identity with the World-
Soul; itis a meditation thatlends its practitioner a certain mental attitude
towards the pre-eminence and hegemony of soul—that is, of one’s own
soul (v.1.2.50-1).

Plotinus also holds the world to be without end (e.g. 111.3.6.24;
1v.8.6.25f.). Again, he has the Platonic and Peripatetic traditions on
his side and must do battle against the Hellenistic schools, Christians,
and Gnostics, and again his position is explained in part by the necessity
involved in emanation: the sensible world must existaslong as the intellig-
ible world does. Here in 11.1 Plotinus is working to give other arguments
that are more specifically directed at showing numerical everlastingness.
1.1-2 kai wpbdobev eivar kai éoecbar. According to Beutler—Theiler,
itis an ‘axiom of Greek thought’ that what is without death is also with-
out birth (IVb, 400), and indeed, Proclus calls it an dé{wpa at In Tim.
3.212.25-6. There are approximations of this thought at 7im. 37d3—4
(‘it is not possible for this [viz. being eternal] to attach completely to
whatis generated’) and 41b2-3 (‘since you [viz. created gods] were gener-
ated, you are neither wholly deathless nor indissoluble’); DC279*17-18
(‘to say that it comes to be but is nevertheless everlasting [d{diov] is to
assert the impossible’); and see 111.2.4.17. Still, its status as an axiom for
all Greek thought is questionable. After all, Aristotle himself remarks in
Meta. 1026°15-19 not only that discussions did take place concerning
‘whether everything which is, but is not everlasting, has come to be’, but
also that these discussions really fall into the domain of sophists since
they deal ‘above all with the accidental’, and both of these stand as good
reasons for not taking the proposition in question as axiomatic. Aristotle
also, despite his own convictions on the matter, reports: ‘All say that
(the universe) was generated, but some say that although generated it
is everlasting [d{Scov], while others say it is destructible’ (279°12-13).
Simplicius relates Alexander’s hypothesis as to whom Aristotle had in
mind: ‘Of the men who say that the universe was generated, some say that
it is everlasting [didwov], just like Orpheus and Hesiod and, after them,
Plato, as Alexander says’ (/n DC293.13-15, cf. 296.5-6), and this is par-
tially confirmed by Aristotle in 298°28-9 where he mentions Hesiod and
his followers. For Hesiod and in Orphic literature, cosmogony is simply

theogony; earth and heaven are included among the immortal gods (e.g.
Theogony 1161L.).



100 Commentary

1.2 odpa éovra. Plotinus is conscious of the fact that Plato put
forth conflicting views on the relationship between body and soul (see
1v.8.1.2711.), and so it should come as no surprise that one can find
Plotinus himself issuing opposing statements on the matter. Often Plato
depicts body as confining, and being in body as something culpable. In
the Phaedr. myth a soul’s presence in body is due to its incompetence
and its growing heavy with evil (248¢51T.); the Phaed. presents the body
as a prison from which the soul is better freed (67d1-2); Plotinus also
understands the cave in book VII of the Rep. to represent the sensible
world in general (1v.8.1.34-5). And yet this characterization of body and
its relationship to soul is difficult to reconcile with the 77m. where the
Demiurge is said to fashion a body for the soul so that ‘His work might be
most noble and by nature very good’ (30b5-6).

Plotinus inherits both of these attitudes towards body. He quite often
considers body to be deficient and a burden on soul: it is ‘an evil’ (1.8.4.1)
and ‘of a nature opposite to soul and opposed to soul in substance’ (111.6.6.
74-6); ‘one attains virtue by separating oneself from body’ (1.8.7.13; cf.
1v.8.1.11L) since the body fills the soul with desires, pleasures, and pains
(1v.8.2.44-5;111.2.4.41-2); for the soul, to die is to sink into body (1.8.13.
211f.); body is a ‘river of forgetting’ and impedes one’s memory (1v.3.26.
50-5); italso interferes with the soul’s reflection (1v.3.19.25-7;1v.8.2.44)
And yet, one also finds Plotinus praising the sensible world (cf. Schwyzer,
1951: 567.34L.): it is a necessary image, indeed the best possible image,
of the intelligible world (111.8.11.28-31); its only drawback is not being
the intelligible world itself (11.9.4.261F; v.8.8.22f); it is a ‘wonder’
(111.3.3.30—1); the World-Soul did not decline when it made the sensible
world (11.9.4.6-7). And this approval is also placed upon body in general,
especially when Plotinus is engaged in refuting Gnostics. The identifica-
tion of matter with evil in Gnostic thought was as fundamental as it was
thoroughgoing—the Gnostics condemned the entire cosmos along with
its creator (Rudolf, 1987: 60). Thus, Plotinus lectures the Gnostics that
whatis ontologically posterior, like body, should not be reviled (11.9.13.4—
5); the body is a tool given to us for good reason (1.4.16.27-8).

It seems, in general, that when Plotinus esteems body and the sensible
world, he has the process of emanation in mind and is considering body
as the product of higher entities, and when he looks down on sensible
things, he has his eye on the soul’s ascent.

For ‘body’ Plotinus could have just as easily written ‘matter’, since
bodies are bad because they have matter (1.8.4.11F). For body’s vulner-
ability to flux, see note on Il. 8-9 below.
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1.2-12 el pév... 70 &el. Plotinus begins by suggesting two prominent
explanations for the numerical everlastingness of the universe, and both
are found of themselves to be insufficient. (I) The first is simply ‘the will
of God’. This is rejected on two counts: (a) lack of clarity; (4) the ‘God’s
will” explanation is also compatible with the mere formal everlastingness
of the universe, since God’s will is equally capable of bestowing the same
form on different bundles of matter. Moreover, the universe’s formal ever-
lastingness seems more likely given the sublunar phenomena we witness.
The second explanation is offered at 1.12.
1.2 v BodAnow 7100 Beol. In the 77m., the Demiurge creates the
heavens and the celestial bodies, which because they were generated are
also dissoluble (see note on Il. 1-2 kai wpdabev eivar kai éoeabar). Yet the
Demiurge prevents their dissolution by his will alone: ‘my will is a still
greater and more sovereign bond than those bonds that held you [v7z. the
heavenly bodies] together when you came to be’ (41b4-6; cf. 29¢-30a;
Laws 896¢, 967a). This appeal to the Demiurge to preserve what would
otherwise perish is made again in the Staz. myth (269¢fl.). There, the
universe continuously goes through a cycle of two stages (see Introduc-
tion, p. 21 and n.): In the first stage it is caused to rotate by God in one
direction, in the second God lets go and the world spins in the opposite
direction. The stranger explains that if the universe were left on its own,
it would surely perish because ‘to turn itself by itself forever is, I dare say,
impossible for anything except the one who guides all things’. Therefore,
‘at times it is helped by the guidance of another, divine, cause, acquiring
life once more and receiving a restored immortality from its Demiurge’
(269¢5-6, 270a3-5 Rowe’s translation; see Introduction, p. 21).
Although Christian authors generally denied the world’s everlasting-
ness, Plato’s appeal to God’s will as a cause for everlasting existence was
absorbed into ecclesiastical explanations—in particular, in debates on the
status of individual souls. Those who believed that individual souls did
not exist for all time but were rather created by God, would then appeal
to God’s will as a cause for their (otherwise improbable) everlasting exist-
ence, e.g. the apologist and martyr Justin in his Dialogue with Trypho:

Then are you saying the sort of thing that Plato intimates about the cosmos in the
Tim. when he says that the cosmos itself is destructible insofar as it was generated,
but will not be dissolved nor encounter the fate of death due to the will of God?
Does it seem right to you to say this about the soul, and simply about all things?
For whatever is after God or will be at some time is by nature destructible, and is
capable of being destroyed and of being no more. For only God is ungenerated and
indestructible (and for this reason He is God), but everything else was generated
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after him and is destructible. (5.4.1-9. Cf. Hippolytus, Refuz. 1.19.10.1-4 and
Georgius Cedrenus, Compendium historiarum, 1.279.23-280.3)

More importantly, a number of Plotinus’ immediate predecessors
reflected on the efficacy of God’s will. Alcinous writes ‘and the universe
admits of no dissolution owing to His will’ (Didask. 15.2.2-3). Plotinus’
teacher Ammonius Saccas is reported to have thought that ‘God’s will
is sufficient for the subsistence of beings’ (Photius Bibliotheca 461b8-9,
cf. 172a25). Further, one of Ammonius Saccas’ students, Origen (the
Christian), seems to have followed him (De principiis 3.6.6; Contra
Celsum 5.23.22). In addition, Proclus (/n Tim. 3.212.61F.) tells us that
Plutarch of Chaeronea, Atticus, and Severus all considered the world ‘per
se dissoluble and yet indissoluble due to the will of the Father’, and we
should bear in mind that Porphyry relates explicitly that the works of
Atticus and Severus were studied in Plotinus’ school (VP 14). Alexander
of Aphrodisias, on the other hand, who is also reported to have been read
in Plotinus’ academy, devoted several pages of his treatise S to this issue
(on the authenticity of PS, see Thillet (1984: pp. Ixiii-Ixv) and Moraux,
1942), and he developed a more critical stance on the limits confining
the power of God’s will. The eighteenth problem runs: “That it is not
possible for the cosmos to be indestructible through the will of God, if it
is destructible by its own nature’ (2.5-6). Alexander’s solution (30.25—
32.19) involves distinguishing between things which are impossible be-
cause they are prevented by some circumstance (e.g. it is impossible for a
pebble to be seen when it is in an abyss) and things which are impossible
by nature or necessity (e.g. it is impossible for the diagonal to be com-
mensurate with the side). What is impossible in the former sense can also
become possible but not what is impossible in the latter sense. Witch this
distinction in hand, which can also be found in Aristotle (MA 699*17—
21), Alexander considers the cosmos:

If then the cosmos, being generated, has in itself the capacity both to be destroyed
and not to be destroyed, it is possible for it, by being prevented from destruction
from something, to become incapable of being destroyed. But if destruction is
necessarily in the nature of everything that has come to be, then having to perish
would necessarily belong to everything that has come to be. But if perishing
belongs to something by necessity, it is incapable of not perishing due to the fact
that its nature cannot attain everlastingness. Therefore, even the cosmos, being
destructible by necessity (if indeed it is begotten), by its own nature does not
admit of everlastingness. [32.1] And it is impossible for what in this way does not
admit of everlastingness by its own nature, to receive everlastingness. But what is
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impossible in this way is impossible for all things and would even be impossible
for the gods. For what belongs to something by necessity is incapable of ever
being prevented from belonging to the things that it belongs to [reading ofs Ay
with Bruns] in this way. (PS 31.24-32.5)

One must conclude that Alexander is dissatisfied with Plato’s explana-
tion of the everlastingness of the world in the 77m. For, as Alexander sees
it, Plato’s cosmos is by its own nature destructible (In Meta. 212.13-15)
so that not even a god could grant it everlastingness. In 11.1 Plotinus is
clearly following Alexander; not all states of affairs can obtain simply in
virtue of God’s will. God’s will has to be up to the task (Svvauévns 1.7,
{kavéy 1.34, {kavi) 1.37). When Plotinus (near the end of ch. 1) calls
for a demonstration that God’s will is up to the task, he is not seeking
an investigation into the nature and limits of God’s will (and no such
discussion follows). Rather, he seems already to have a certain concep-
tion of what falls within the limits of God’s will, and showing God’s will
to be sufficient to bring about a certain state of affairs involves showing
something about that state of affairs. Presumably, it involves showing
that it is not unnatural or that the opposite is not necessary. The rest of
1.1 is accordingly devoted to the demonstration thatalthough the heaven
is embodied, it can nevertheless persist numerically for all time owing to
the nature of its soul, body, and place. See note on Il. 3-4.

Simplicius and Proclus will follow Plotinus and Alexander in limiting

the power of God’s will to what by nature is not impossible (Simplicius,
In DC369.26-8 and In Phys. 1334.25; Proclus In Tim. 3.212.6ff. and In
Crat. §185). Proclus, for his part, objects that ‘it is ridiculous to say that
things which are per se dissoluble are indissoluble solely through the will
of the Father’ (In Tim. 3.212.23-4).
1.3 v airiav. Should one translate air{a with ‘cause’, or is it better to
translate it with ‘reason’ or ‘explanation’ The word appears seven other
times in 1.1 (1.15; 2.25; 4.7, 18, 30; 5.21; 8.22), and it is best to con-
sider its translation on a case by case basis. Translators are divided here:
Bouillet, Harder, Beutler—Theiler and Armstrong have ‘cause’, Bréhier
has ‘reason’, and Hankinson (19984: 419) has ‘explanation’. ‘Reason’
and ‘explanation’ are usually taken to be broader concepts than ‘cause’ in
that they need not imply any causal relation. The will of God is the air{a
in question here, and the will of God is nothing other than the activity of
the One, which is in turn identical to the One itself (see note on 1. 3—4).
Further, Plotinus surely envisioned the One as being causally efficacious;
all things and states of affairs are ultimately caused by the One. This
reason alone makes it better to translate airia with ‘cause’.
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1.3 pev...pév. Although some MSS do not offer the second pév, both
seem to belong. mpdTov név is answered by éreira (1. 4), and dAnbes pév
by cagijverar 8¢ (1. 4).

1.3-4 &4An0és pev dv iows Aéyopev. Plotinus does not entirely object
to bringing God’s will into the picture. This raises the question as to what
a Neoplatonist like Plotinus understood by the expression ‘the will of
God’. ‘God’ in the Enneads can refer to any number of things: any soul
or intellect (including the hypostases), the One, any of the visible gods
(including the sun, all the stars and the cosmos) or invisible gods. As
Arnou (1921) comments, ‘bref §éos chez lui n’est pas du tout un terme
réservé’ (108 and cf. Beutler—Theiler vi 146fF.; Dodds, 1963: 268).

An entire treatise is devoted to expounding upon the will of the One
(v1.8), on which Georges Leroux (1990) has furnished a helpful com-
mentary (see esp. pp. 23—61, and cf. Kenney, 1991: 79-80). For our
purposes, it suffices to say that if by ‘the will of God’ Plotinus has the will
of the One in mind, when he concedes that the will of the One might be
the cause of the everlastingness of the world he in no way wishes to imply
that the One is actively considering the everlastingness of the world. He
only means that the activity and substance of the One (which is syn-
onymous with the will of the One, v1.8.7.6-8) is the first principle of all
things including the evetlastingness of the world in question. Thus, if the
world turns out to be numerically everlasting, its being so is ultimately
caused by the will of the One. However, that is not very informative since
this weak sense of willing could ‘explain’ any obtaining state of affairs. If
by ‘will of God’ Plotinus means the will of the Intellect, Soul, or World-
Soul, a similar interpretation will follow. No superior beings deliberate
(Leroux 32), nor is any of their willing contingent.

1.4-12 &merra . .. 76 &ei; The second reason why Plotinus rejects the
will of God explanation. Here it becomes clear that he has all along been
concerned about the numerical persistence of the universe. For he objects
that the will of God explanation is also compatible with the universe’s
mete formal persistence.

1.5-6 T@v otoielwv 1 petaBoln kai T@v {Wwv TOV Tepl ynv
1 $0opa. The elements undergo peraBotsy while living creatures suffer
$bopd. It is true that the individual elements, like individual living
creatures, come to be and perish, but, as Simplicius observes, ‘the sub-
lunar elements come to be and are destroyed but have their generation
and destruction by changing into one another (kara mjv els dAApAa
weraBoly éyovra)’ (In DC366.30-1).

1.6 76 €idos owlouoa. The participle refers back to ¢popd (K-G 11.i. 81



ml.1 105

n. 3), since this process preserves their form insofar as the species persists
while the individuals perish.

1.6 pnmore. In later Greek, ‘perhaps’ (LS] puimore 1.3).

1.7 4&wdoer. The requirement that Plotinus has in mind is clearer than
the reasoning behind it. The requirement is surely that the universe
should undergo destruction, but there are two possibilities as to why this
should be the case: First, the changing of the elements and the destruction
of the creatures on earth require the universe also to change and undergo
destruction because it should behave analogously to the elements and liv-
ing things. Second, the constant destruction of the universe is required
because its constituent parts, the elements and creatures, are constantly
being destroyed and thereby cause its own continual destruction. The
reason that Plotinus gives in l. 10 (and see note) suggests he probably has
the former in mind.

1.7-9 &el OmekdedyovTos kai péovros Tol gwparos. There is a long
history of thinkers associating body and flux (see the argument of ch. 3).
Plotinus often says that body flows (11.1.3.1-2; 11.1.8.22-3;1v.3.20.50—1;
1v.7.3.18-20; 1v.7.8.45; v1.3.2.1-4; v1.4.15.20-1; cf. v.1.9.3-5) and for
this reason body is only called ‘substance’ homonymously, being more
propetly called ‘generation’ (v1.3.2.1-4). Because of this flux, bodies are
said to ‘escape reality’ (1.8.4.4—5; cf. 11.9.7). When Plotinus says that sen-
sible things are in flux or becoming, he does not have in mind what many
scholars take to be the sense of becoming in Platonic dialogues, namely
compresence of opposites (see Irwin, 1977); Plotinus is more concerned
with succession. Moreover, Plotinus seems to be less concerned with
objects taking on different properties in different contexts, and he in fact
does not use properties (either compresent or in succession) to expound
what he means by flux. Plotinus’ is a theory of material flux; the nature of
body is in motion (1v.7.3.18-20) and thus body does not have its being in
what is numerically one (1v.3.8.27-30); this is also clear from 11.1.3.11F.
where Plotinus distinguishes between internal and external flux. Thus,
soul is required to keep bodies in being; soul contains body and keeps it
from dispersing (1v.7.3.18-20; cf. note on 1.35-6). The bodies which
make up the heaven are exceptions because their bodies and souls are
finer than the sublunar ones and they are also located in a better place (see
Introduction, pp. 57fF.).

1.9 76 &v &pOp@. Aristotle typically uses this expression to individuate
things synchronically. For instance at time # Socrates and Coriscus are in
the agora; Socrates and Coriscus are each individually one in number, and

taken together they are one in form (Meza. 999°33-1000°1; 1016°31-6).
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Plotinus is using 76 é&v dpiBud diachronically: Socrates at ¢, and Socrates
at £, are one in number. This use of 76 év dp:fu is not entirely absent in
Aristotle. In GC 338b6-19, where Aristotle is concerned to clarify why
some things are individually everlasting, while others are only everlasting
in species, he explains: “Whatever has a substance which, although subject
to change, is indestructible, it is clear that these things will be the same
in number [dptBud TadTa éorad] (for the change is consequent upon the
thing undergoing the change). But whatever has a substance which is not
indestructible but rather destructible, these necessarily recur in form [
eldet dvardpmrew], but not in number.’
1.11 76 dei. Plotinus’ standard expression for everlastingness as opposed
to eternity (cf. 1.5.7.26), though he sometimes uses it in the latter sense
(e.g. 111.6.6.19) or as a blanket term for both senses (111.7.2.28).
1.10-12 é&wei 8u1d i . . . 70 dei; Plotinus has just suggested that both
super- and sublunar objects persist in form only; this suggestion is now
supported by the reflection that prima facie there does not seem to be any
reason why superlunar things should behave differently than sublunar
things.
1.12 kata 70 168€. See note on 2.2.
1.12-15 €i8¢... o0 $pBopas. Plotinus now offers a second explanation:
(IT) Because all things are contained within the universe, there is nothing
outside of it which could destroy it. Whereas the first explanation was
derived ultimately from Plato, the second one can be found in both Plato
and Aristotle. In T7m. 32c5ff. it is related that all four elements were
entirely used up in the creation of the universe for three reasons, the last
of which is ‘that it might be without age or disease as the Demiurge real-
ized that when hot and cold and whatever else possesses strong powers
surrounds and attacks a composite body from the outside, they dissolve it
prematurely and by bringing discases and old age they cause it to perish’
(33a2-6). Further down one reads that the universe has no need of any
organs since there is nothing external to it on which any organ could
perform its function. In particular, ‘there would be no need for its hav-
ing any organ by which it would receive nourishment into itself or by
which it would later expel the nourishment that it previously digested.
For nothing could leave it or enter it from somewhere (because there was
nothing [v7z. outside of it]); for it supplies itself with nourishment by its
own waste’ (c4—8, and cf. 1v.8.2.18-19; 11.9.7.30f.).

In Aristotle such an argument can be found in DP fr. 19 (= Philo, Aez.
mundi §21): ‘If the universe perishes, it must be the case that it will perish
either by one of the powers external to it or from one of the powers in
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itself. But each of these cases is impossible: For there is nothing outside
the universe as everything has contributed to its completeness. Therefore,
in this way it will be one and a whole and ageless.” These are, in fact, the
same three reasons that Timaeus gives in the above passage. Some com-
mentators (Bouillet, Henry—Schwyzer) see a reference here to DC 4.9
279, where Aristotle does say that all matter is used up on the universe
so that there is no mass outside of it. Aristotle does not go on to say that
this makes the universe indestructible or ageless, rather he says: “There-
fore the things there (tdxei) are neither naturally in place, nor does time
cause them to age, nor is there any change in any of the things arranged
beyond the outermost motion; they are rather changeless and impassive
and possess the bestlife ... (279*18-21). Opinions are divided as to what
Aristotle intends to refer to with ‘the things there’ (cf. Wilberding (2005:
324) and see below, note on 5.9-14). In any case it is clear that it is by
no means the universe that Aristotle is calling ageless. Bouillet also refers
the above passage to Heraclitus (referring to Diogenes Laertius 9.8), but
here he is certainly mistaken. Heraclitus does say the universe is limited
(memepdvBar) and one, but he does not credit its lasting unity to that fact
that there is nothing outside of it.

This argument was not at all uncommon. Chrysippus seems to have
employed it: “The cosmos alone is said to be sufficient because it alone
contains in itself all things that it requires; further, it is nourished and
grows from itself when the other parts change into one another’ (SVF
2.604). And Philo credits Ocellus with a similar argument: ‘If some-
one were to think that the universe is to be destroyed, it will either be
destroyed by one of the things exterior to the universe or by something
in its interior. But it will not be destroyed by anything exterior. For there
is nothing exterior to the universe . . . Nor will it be destroyed by any-
thing in its interior . . .” (Harder, 1966: 13.24-8). Although Harder sug-
gests that Plotinus had little interest in Pythagoreans like Ocellus (1966:
p- xiv), there is no reason to doubt that Plotinus had access to Ocellus” Oz
the Nature of the Universe which scholars date around 150 BcE (the work
is considered spurious on account of the strong Aristotelian influence);
Plotinus could have also found the argument in Middle Platonists like
Alcinous (Didask. 12.3) and Epicureans like Lucretius (De rerum natura
3.806ff. and 5.3511f.).

Plotinus finds two faults with this explanation: (4) it cannot account
for the diachronic numerical everlastingness of the heavenly bodies (but
only for the universe as a whole); () it could still be the case that the
universe is destroyed from the 7nside. Plotinus does in fact admit that
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the universe is complete and contains everything in itself (11.9.17.52ff;
111.2.3.201F,; 1v.3.10.41-2), although this deserves some qualification; it
is not complete and self-sufficient in the sense that the intelligible realicy
or the One is (v1.6.18.501L.). It is rather the body of the universe that is
complete in the sense that it neither requires nor suffers from any external
bodies (1v.8.2.14ft.). This is in stark contrast to our own bodies which
are constantly in need of nourishment and suffering attack from foreign
bodies (1v.8.2.12—14). The closest Plotinus ever comes to actually em-
ploying this argument is in I.1.2.13ff. and 1.2.1.11-12 where he states
that the World-Soul has nothing to fear because there is nothing outside
of the universe.

1.13 pn eivan els & v peraBolnv mooerar. ‘there being nothing
into which the universe will make a change.” Prima facie this seems to
say that the universe cannot change because its changing requires some-
thing external to it into which it can change, but it is hard to make any
good sense of that. This is presumably what led Dufour to translate ‘Cest-
a-dire qu’il n’existe rien avec quoi il pourra faire un échange’, but this is
hardly an adequate translation of eis 6. Plotinus probably has an argu-
ment in mind similar to that found in Ocellus 11.8-10 (and cf. 13.18—
23): ‘and if someone thought the universe were destructible, he would
not find anything into which it might perish and dissolve [. . .] whatever
it perishes into will be the end of the universe [eis 8 Te mdAw pbaprioera,
éreivo éoxarov Tod mavtos €otar].” Ocellus’ point is simply that the uni-
verse cannot be destroyed by changing into e.g. fire, because fire is a part
of the universe.

1.14 pndé . With H-S?, though there is no authority for 7. H-S' and
H-S$% had unde 76 which would read ‘nor can what is exterior to the uni-
verse, upon encountering the universe, destroy the universe’. Armstrong
translates H-S'?s undé 76 as if it were undé 7.

1.15 v aitiav. See note on . 3.

1.15 s ov ¢pBopas. Beutler—Theiler note that such negated nouns
occur frequently in Plotinus (e.g. v1.3.18.42).

1.15-21 7@ pév 8w . . . 7@ kéopw. Plotinus’ first objection to this
explanation: it cannot account for the diachronic numerical everlasting-
ness of the heavenly bodies.

1.16-17 68&éMfAwos . .. 1N oloia. The parts of heaven pose a particularly
difficult problem for Plotinus. See note on 2.17. Some manuscripts offer
7 ouvovola which occurs only four other times in Plotinus—always with
the sense of ‘union’. Here it would have to mean something like ‘the com-
pany of other stars’. But since Plotinus here is concerned with the stars as
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individual parts, it is better to follow most manuscripts and all modern
texts by opting for 1 odala.

1.19 péver. Unless further qualified, puévew tends to have the meaning of
numerical persistence. (Cf. 3.10, 3.12, 3.25, 3.29, 5.1, 8.16.)

1.21 mapeivar kai adT® 8¢ mavti 7@ kéopw. | mark a break after
mapeivar in my translation to emphasize that Plotinus is now giving a
new objection: This second explanation cannot account for the numeri-
cal persistence of the universe.

1.22-31 008év yap kwller . . . é&v obpav@. Plotinus gives a reason for
this second objection: The universe can destroy itself from the inside.
1.23 $O0eipévrav, v PpBopav. Bréhier prints dpbeipdvrwv ovirw v
$bopav, the ofrw being found in two MSS in rasura. Although the
explicitness brought about by the odrw is desirable, the sense is already
clear without it: it perishes by having its parts destroy each other.

1.24-5 peolons del Tis dUoews oG Gmokepévou. See 2.5-6 which
seems to suggest that ‘substratum’ here simply means ‘body’. Moreover,
sometimes ‘the nature of body’ seems to mean nothing more than ‘body’
(2.18; 3.7; 3.11; Plato, Stat. 269d6-7). Cf. 3.2 and Miiller (19166:
323-4).

1.26 700 mavros {ou. Armstrong is somewhat off here, and is forced
to translate 709 mavros {hov ungrammatically as ‘every living thing’
and leave the §mep untranslated. The cosmos is ensouled and thus a
living thing, cf. 1.1 passim; 11.3.7.8; 111.2.7.37; 111.2.16.47-8; 111.3.6.8;
1v.3.17.28-9; 1v.4.32.5—a thought clearly in Plato (see Introduction,
pp- 81.). For an account of this conception of the universe from the Pre-
Socratics to Aristotle, see Lloyd (1966: 232-72). Theophrastus had some
reservations about viewing the world as a living thing (Reydams-Schils
(1999: 46-60), and according to Hahm ‘it was the Stoic achievement
to rejuvenate the ancient idea by taking literally again the metaphori-
cal language’ (1977: 66; cf. 631f.). In particular, it has been argued that
Plotinus’ brand of vitalism is essentially derived from that of Poseidonius
(Reinhardt (1926: 108; 1953: 618.68—619.21; Theiler (1930: 704F.).
1.26-7 émidvBpomou kaiimmou kal T@v dAAwv. Cf. Phaed. 78d10—e4.
1.27 éei yap dvBpwmos kai immos, &AN’ odx 6 adtéds. Cf. 1m.3.12.5
and 111.4.2.16. Elemental exchange—or parts destroying each other—
leads to identity in form only because inevitable destruction is entailed
(see Introduction, p. 50). Thus, Plotinus switches over to the point about
man and horse: if the universe’s parts destroy each other, it will persist
everlastingly only in form just s man and horse do—eventually it will be
destroyed and another with take its place (as the Stoics say).
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1.30 &orw. Cf. Schwyzer (1951, col. 517.26-31): ‘Der Imperativ wird
hiufig im konzessiven Sinne (fiir ein vorliufiges Zugestindnis an den
Gegner) verwendet, so v1.1.10.28. Oft steht er, wo man den Potentialis
(v1.1.5.17) oder Irrealis (11.1.1.30) erwartet.” Thus, there is no need to
follow Volkmann and emend to éo7ai. Cf. Plato, Epin. 982a2-3.

1.31-40 €i pev obv . .. wévra eivar. Plotinus gives his conclusions for
the section in the form of an alternation: Either nothing in the universe
persists numerically for all time, or something does. Since both explana-
tions suggested above were shown to have a single shortfall in common—
neither could provide convincing reason for thinking that the universe
(or anything in it) has everlasting numerical persistence—DPlotinus points
out that by relinquishing the demand for the everlasting numerical per-
sistence of the universe, one’s account (whatever it turns out to be) will
be less problematic. Here it also becomes clear that the two explanations
explored above were not meant to be exclusive. No matter what sort of
persistence one attributes to the universe and its parts, the will of God
has to play some part in the explanation (cf. v.1.2.29-30). In particu-
lar, Plotinus demands that God’s will be shown to be sufficient for the
production of such persistence. This is, however, the last we shall hear
of God’s will in 11.1. As remarked above (note on 1. 2 77y BodAnow 100
feod), Plotinus probably conceives of the limits to God’s will as Alex-
ander did where the obtaining of a given state of affairs was labelled as
being within God’s power if and only if the state of affairs in question is
not by its very nature impossible. Thus, in what follows, Plotinus shows
that the everlastingness of the cosmos is within God’s power, not by some
analysis of God’s efficacy, but by showing that it is not unnatural.

1.35-6 ouvéxew 16 wav. In the Phaed. Socrates, after criticizing past
attempts at natural philosophy, remarks that the explanation of natural
phenomena that one should strive for takes the Good as its focal point:
the Good is a power which makes things as they are and must bind and
hold all things together (99¢1-6). Plotinus takes up this challenge and in
his system makes the One hold itself and everything that exists together
(v1.8.21.19-21). Thus, the activity or will of the One holds the universe
together. Nevertheless, ina more proximate sense it is the World-Soul that
acts as the bond of the universe (11.9.7.14), holding it together (11.1.4.18—
20511.1.8.21; 1v.2.2.42-6), just as generally body is held together by soul
(1v.3.20.50; 1v.4.22.21), but the universe is not exactly held together by
soul in the same way that sublunar bodies are. The World-Soul, that
is, the lower part of the World-Soul which acts on body (11.9.7.15-18),
commands the ensembles of the elements to stay in their strata while
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‘running, as it were, on the surface’ of the universe (11.9.7.27-8); ‘run-
ning on the surface’ is not to be taken literally, and in particular does not
mean that the lower World-Soul is only at the periphery of the cosmos;
the lower World-Soul pervades the cosmos (1v.2.2.42). The facility of the
World-Soul’s activity is no doubt due in part to the ensembles’ already
being in their proper places (11.9.7.30-2;1v.8.2.10-11). The constituent
elements of individual bodies, on the other hand, are not in their proper
places and are thus always trying to escape to their natural places. Accord-
ingly, it takes a little more effort to hold the bodies together; these bodies
require a ‘second bond’ (11.9.7.29-30). This second bond is, presumably,
each body’s lower ‘bodily’ soul or physis (1v.4.28.34-5), the first bond
being the World-Soul itself which governs all things in the cosmos in-
cluding individuals. This individual lower soul appears to keep the body
together in a different way, by either ‘arresting it together from the inside
or pushing it in from the outside’ (11.9.7.31-2). Again, the spatial meta-
phors must be taken with a grain of salt; the true contrast seems to be
that the lower World-Soul simply ‘commands’ and ‘wills’, whereas the
individual lower souls have to ‘arrest’ or ‘push’ the elements.

That it is the World-Soul’s responsibility to hold the body of the
world together is a point made by Plotinus’ middle-Platonic precursors,
cf. Alcinous, Didask. 14.4; Maximus of Tyrus, Dialexeis 9.5¢ . (and cf.
Nemesius Nat. hom. 2.113.6-8). Dillon rightly observes that this thought
is not found in Plato (1993: 127). In the 77m. both the proportion among
the elements (31b4 ff.) and the Demiurge’s will (41b4-5; cf. 32c3-4) are
called bonds of the world’s body. Also, the circumference of the universe
‘binds all things together’ by denying the elements exit (58a4—7—note
the similarity between this and Plotinus’ World-Soul which ‘runs along
the surface’ of the cosmos; cf. Empedocles, DK 31 B 38.4). When the
Demiurge introduces the World-Soul to its body (36d8ff.), the soul is
only said to ‘cover the body from the outside’ (36e3; and cf. Rep. 6162
where light, not soul, is said to bind the heavens). The World-Soul in the
Tim. is at most a bond in the sense of being a link between the sensible
and intelligible worlds (see Baltes, 1987-98: iv. 322). Nor are other souls
allotted the function of binding the body together; if anything, they are
bound #0 the body (73b3—4). It is rather ‘invisible pegs’ which are said
to hold our bodies together (43a3). Perhaps the closest Plato ever comes
to this idea is in Simmias’ account of the soul in the Phaed. (85¢3—-86d4)
where the body is said to be held together by physical qualities like the
hot, the cold, the wet, and the moist, and then the soul is said to be ‘mix-
ture and harmony of these’.
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The notion of soul holding body together is rather Aristotelian and is
clearly expressed in DA: “What, then, would hold the soul together if it
were by nature divided? Surely not the body [contra Democritus], since
on the contrary the soul seems rather to hold the body together. In any
case, when the soul has departed the body disperses and rots” (411b6-9;
and cf. 416a6-9 where Aristotle censures Empedocles for not providing
plants with a soul to hold them together—for Empedocles this role was
probably performed by friendship, cf. Soph. 242e¢). Aristotle, however,
did not apply this thought to the entire cosmos. The Stoics, who genet-
ally took the body to be held together by (material) mvedua (SVF2.439,
440, 444), were the first to apply this model explicitly to the cosmos as a
whole (SVF2.447, 448; cf. Hahm (1977: 142ff. and 1651f.).

1.36-40 i 8¢ kara . .. wavra eivar. The alternative to saying that no
individual persists for all time: There is at least one thing that does persist
in this way. Although this represents Plotinus’ own opinion, he lists three
problems (7€ . . . 7€ . . . 7€) that those advocating individual everlasting-
ness must address.

1.36 kara 76 168e. H-S’sensibly adopts Igal’s emendation of kara. for
xal. The difficulty with the text as it stands is producing a sensible transla-
tion of 76 768¢ Tt adT0d. 76 T6€ Tt generally either refers to the property
of individuality or can simply mean ‘the individual’ (e.g. Philoponus, /»
Phys. 164.27). But neither of these translations will do here (see Bréhier
for a failed attempt to translate according to the former sense—the prob-
lem is what to do with émocovodv). The sense required here is indefinite:
some or an (individual) thing, and nearly all modern translations try to
force this sense onto 76 788¢ 7. Igal’s emendation offers a simple way to
achieve the required sense: some part of the universe (7¢ ad709), no mat-
ter how small, has individual (kard 76 768¢) everlastingness (76 dei). See
1. 12 and note on 2.2.

1.37 1 1€ BoUAnots . . . woietv Tob7o. First problem: God’s will must
be up to the task. See note on 1. 31-40.

1.37-9 76 7e dwopov . . . €ider povov. Second problem. If one wishes
to assert that something in the universe (or the universe itself) persists
everlastingly as the same individual, one has to explain not only why the
will of God is up to this task but also why only these things persist in
this way and why other things persist only in form. Cf. Proclus, /n Tim.
2.43.14-16.

1.39-40 vévepépn...wavraeivar. Third problem: How do the parts,
i.e. the heavenly bodies, persist numerically for all time without all indi-
viduals persisting in this way? The solution is offered in chapter 5.
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1.40 émedn olTw kal adTa & wavra eivar. Schwyzer reports ‘[o]ft
steht auch ein Akkusativ mit Infinitiv statt eines Verbum finitum, wobei
man sich ein Verbum des Sagens oder Miissens hinzudenken muf [. . .]
Einen Akkusativ mit Infinitiv im Nebensatz treffen wir in 1v.4.21.4°
(520.62-65, 521.6-8), and here we have another such example in a sub-
ordinate clause. Thus, as it stands, some finite verb needs to be mentally
supplied. Beutler—Theiler remark: ‘bei efvar miifite man an Aéyoiuer
(1. 36) weiter denken’, but Armstrong and Bouillet appear to supply a
doroi and Bréhier’s ‘sera’ and Harder’s ‘wiren’ are closer to a tacit def
than Aéyowuev. Beutler—Theiler avoid this problem themselves by adopt-
ing Volkmann’s emendation of ein dv in place of elvar.

This line is difficult and variously construed. Plotinus seems to be sug-
gesting here that in whatever manner the parts of heaven persist, the total-
ity (ra mdvra) or the universe will persist in the same way. Armstrong’s ‘all
the parts’ for 7a mdvra would more appropriately translate [ra] wdvra.
I follow Beutler—Theiler’s suggestion of taking both instances of kai adrd
as ‘for their part’ (cf. K-G 11.i. 653 n. 2f.). That the permanence of the
universe is not independent of celestial permanence is also mentioned at

3.29-30 (see note ad loc.).

1m.1.2

Argument of 11.1.2 Plotinus begins to examine these problems (see note
on 1.36-40) for the specific case of the everlasting numerical identity of
the heaven and its contents. He mostly focuses on the second problem
(the third is a particular instance of the second), reformulating it more
acutely for the case of the heavens by distinguishing several intuitions that
would seem to speak against their being numerically and everlastingly
identical:

(I) First, he presents an argument against both the whole and the parts
of heaven. They have body (just like everything else) and body is in flux
(1. 1-12). Aether might get you around this problem, but Plotinus rejects
this route (II. 12-16).

(IT) Then, he produces an argument just against the everlastingness of
the particular heavenly bodies. The heavenly bodies are parts, so how can
they be individually everlasting (1. 16-17)?

Plotinus then begins to construct the frame of the answer to these
intuitions (Il. 171.). The individual everlastingness of the heavens (and
its contents) has to be explained by reference to (4) its body, or (4) its
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soul, or (¢) both its body and its soul (Il. 17-20). Thus, it becomes clear
that regardless of which of these three one thinks explains the heavens’
numerical persistence, since body is the limiting reagent one will have to
explain how the body is either responsible for or co-operates towards this
numerical everlastingness (Il. 20-8).

2.1-3 Eioiv. .. kat’ €idos. This will turn out to be Plotinus’ con-
sidered view. This is a particular case of the second alternative above
(1.36—7)—particular in that Plotinus is specific about what is to have
everlasting numerical persistence.

2.2 76v pév olpavov kai mwavra 1d év adT®. The heaven (i.e. super-
lunar region) and all of the heavenly bodies. This picks up on the third
problem Plotinus indicated above (1.39).

2.2 kard 70 768¢. ‘Individually’. Plotinus’ contrast of kara 76 766€ and
kata 70 €ldos makes clear that kard 76 748¢ is equivalent to dpfud
which Plotinus uses much more frequently.

This expression is not found outside of Plotinus and is only found
twice in the Enneads—here and at 1.12—and in both cases some MSS
do not give the 6. (In addition, H-S’ emends xai 76 748€ to xara 7o
780¢ at 1.36.) There is, however, good reason to retain the 7o. First, al-
though kara 76 788€ is found only twice in the Enneads, kara 768¢ is
found only once (11.3.1.24). Secondly, only B and M omit the 76 here.
It is true that the manuscript evidence is more evenly divided at 1.12,
but one can reasonably assume that in these manuscripts the expression
less common in other authors was changed into the more common one.
Finally, when Plotinus discusses Aristotle’s other categories, the expres-
sion kara 76 p is more common than kard p (katd 76 ToLov occurs twice
(11.4.6.18,v1.1.20.3), kara mowov never; karo. 0 wogoy occurs five times
(11.4.16.10, 11.8.1.23, v.5.4.33, v1.3.11.7, v1.3.25.15), kata mooov only
once (11.8.1.15) ). kara 76 mowov and katd 76 mooov both in fact appear
very frequently in philosophical authors, and Plotinus just seems to have
extended the use of the 76 to the category of substance.

2.4-6 8ewcréov. .. peolons dei. Thisaccounts for the second problem
listed above (1.37-9), and this leaves only the first problem (1.37)
unaccounted for at this point (see note on 1.31-40). Plotinus comes back
to the first problem in II. 27-8.

2.4 oopa éxwv. Cf. 1.2 and note ad loc.

2.4-5 &eL 76 168¢€ émi ToU alToU KUpiws, @S T6 kab’ €kacTov kal
70 woalTws. Plotinus spells out what he means by individual identity.
Unfortunately, the Greek is unclear, and this has forced all modern trans-
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lations to paraphrase rather freely. Armstrong and Beutler—Theiler both
follow Sleeman’s suggestion of translating 76 76d¢ émi 700 adTod with ‘its
individual identity’, the sense of which seems right, but it is not immedi-
ately clear how to get that from the Greek. In particular, it is uncertain
how émi 700 ad70? is meant to function in this phrase. 1v.3.8.24-8, a
passage concerned with individual identity and for this reason discussed
in the Introduction (p. 45), offers some help here: ‘For some things, since
due to the nature of bodies their individuality is flowing because the
form is imported from the outside, always have their being formally by
imitating the real things [i.e. the Forms]. Other things, because they are
not composites, possess being in what is numerically one and has existed
since the beginning.” As in the present passage, Plotinus contrasts formal
diachronic identity with numerical diachronic identity, and the latter
is distinguished by having its being in what is numerically one (76 efval
éotw & 7 6 éotw aplbud év). Here Plotinus appears to be making a
similar point: what is everlastingly identical has its individuality properly
in what is the same (émi 700 avT00). For ém{ in this sense, see 111.4.6.40—1
(compare 111.7.11.52), 111.6.10.15, and 1v.3.19.1.

Sublunar things harbour their being and individuality in what is not
the same over time—their composite bodies which are in flux—Dbut the
heavens and their contents are individuals that persist over time and have
their individuality in what is the same over time—composite bodies
which are 7ot in flux. Thus, what must be shown here is that the compos-
ite body of the whole heaven (as well as the particular composite heavenly
bodies) is not in flux.

This leaves &s 76 kad’ ékaoTov kal 76 WoadTws. The word order sug-
gests that the ds is working together with kvplws: what follows the ds
explains what it means to have individuality properly in what is the same.
Beutler—Theiler take the scope of ¢is to be limited to 76 xaf’ ékaorov;
on this interpretation the heavens will possess two things: 76 78¢ émi
700 adTob and 70 WoalTws; kvplws modifies 76 788¢ émri 700 adTo0 and
is explained by ds 76 ka8’ €kaorov. Other translations seem to take the
scope of ws to include both 76 kaf’ ékaorov and 76 dyoadTws, and this
seems more likely. (It is impossible to tell, based on Bréhier’s translation
(‘abody can retain its individuality in the proper sense and its identity to
itself’) how he understands this phrase. Armstrong (‘in the sense that each
particular detail remains unchanged’) and Kalligas (‘in the strict sense of
the word, i.e. each of its parts is the same’) overtranslate.)

Hence, to have one’s individuality properly in what is strictly the same
is to possess (the €€ew is understood) (1) 76 kab’ ékacrov and (2) 70
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woadTws. (1) is transparent: it will be a particular. (2) is more opaque: it
will possess 76 dyoadTws. As the paraphrase of Rep. vir 530b2-3 in ll. 9—
10 demonstrates, woavTws is a word with strong Platonic roots. Plato
often uses woadTws together with kard Tad7d to characterize the Forms
(see Phaed. 78c6, d2-3, 6; Soph. 248a12) in such a way that the two
expressions are practically synonymous (Gallop, 1975: 137; Rowe, 1993:
182): whereas sensible things are ‘different at different times’ (dAlo7’
dAAws), the Forms are always the same. Since in Plato it is the Forms that
are said to be the same, one can expect the sense of sameness to be rather
austere. This is probably what led Armstrong to take dyoadTws in an
equally austere sense here (‘each particular detail remains unchanged’),
but 8.27-8 shows that this cannot be right. For there Plotinus reminds
the reader that this strict sense, woadTws mdvry, is reserved for the intel-
ligibles and cannot be applied to the heavens.

The presentcontext, then, calls foramorelenient meaning of dycavrws,
and Damascius (/n Parm. 209.24-7) offers an analysis of &oadrws that
hits on the appropriate sense: ‘Plato further shows that the difference
between what resembles and the thing that it resembles is not one of
“more” or “less” but of “Woadrws,” i.e. sameness of form (ravroetdds).
For the “bs” means an analogy (mapafBols) to or likeness (dpolwow) of
“atTws”. Therefore, what resembles and the thing that it resembles are
not indistinguishably the same, but roughly the same (do7e 00y adTws
dmapaldrTws, AN’ ofov adrws).” It would certainly be mistaken to
insist that dycadTws always has this weaker meaning—in both Plato and
Plotinus it can have the stronger meaning that Damascius is trying to
avoid (e.g. 1v.4.2.16)—but it does seem right for this passage: for Plotinus
the heavens and the heavenly bodies are always roughly the same. (Inci-
dentally, Plato also permits himself to use dycadrws in this more lenient
sense; see 77m. 82b3 where he says healthy bodies remain xard radrov
kal woavTws.) This qualification of remaining ‘roughly’ the same would
account for the slight changes they do undergo—changes of location.

Finally, the translation should take into account that the context here
is dialectical. On the one hand, the heavens and the heavenly bodies have
to be dycavTws in order to remain numerically one over time, but on the
other hand they cannot be dioadTws because they are bodies (as both
Plato and Heraclitus explicitly say). They are both the same and not the
same. The solution to this difficulty lies in distinguishing these two senses
of woavTws. Although only the intelligibles, being free of body, can be
woadTws in the strict sense (WoadTws mdvry), the heavens are WoadTws
in this more lenient sense—they are roughly the same. Thus, in order to
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allow this aporia to be set up, one has to translate woavTws generically:
‘the same’.

2.5-6 11s pUoews 1ol ocwpartos peolions dei. Cf. 1. 18; 1.24-5; 3.2.
2.6-7 7ois 1€ &ANois Tois mepl PpUoews eipnrdol. Someone who
mepl pvoews elpnke is a natural philosopher. of dAXou refers to certain
natural philosophers other than Plato—not, as Armstrong translates, a//
other natural philosophers. Armstrong’s reading is uncharitable since
many philosophers in Antiquity who had discussed nature would deny
that body is always flowing. Melissus and Zeno, both of whom wrote
treatises (later) entitled On Nature (mepl ¢pioews), denied that anything
was in motion; similarly Parmenides’ Way of Truth and Georgias’ On
Nature or On the Non-existent. It is better, then, to follow Ficino’s trans-
lation (‘aliorum (as opposed to ceterorum) qui de natura disputaverunt’)
(cf.1.4.1.9).

It remains to ask whom Plotinus did have in mind. One possibility
is that Plotinus had access to a copy of Hippias’ Zuvvaywy, a sort of
encyclopaedic lexicon of passages from various authors organized under
certain lemmata one of which probably dealt with everything being in
flux (Patzer, 1986: 49-55, Kerferd and Flashar, 1998: 66). On Patzer’s
reconstruction, this lemma would have included passages from Homer,
Hesiod, Orpheus, Epicharmus, Empedocles, Heraclitus, Protagoras, and
Cratylus. This is not exactly what one would immediately characterize asa
group of natural philosophers, but the appellation is not as inappropriate
as one might think. Although Epicharmus wrote comedies, a number of
quasi-scientific works including one on nature were attributed to him in
antiquity (Kaibel, 1907:40.17-20; cf. VP24.6-9). No book on nature is
attributed to Protagoras, but Plato’s authority would have sufficed (7%e-
aet. 152ctt.). And the Homeric Allegories by a certain Heraclitus (1st cent.
cg), which declares ‘Homer is the single leader of all the natural doctrines
on the elements, too, and became the instructor of everyone after him’
(22.2.1-3), shows how epic authors also came to be known as authorities
on nature (and cf. DK 22B105).

Plotinus certainly also had later authors in mind. The Stoics admitted
that matter was in perpetual flux (Plutarch, Mor. 1083b); Epicurus needed
to invoke material flux to explain perception (Letter to Herodotus $48.2—
6). Similarly, Alexander (In Meta 308.7-10; PS 13.26-32), Alcinous,
Didask. 11.2.1-3 and others.

2.7-8 t@v &AAwv. ‘the other bodies’, i.e. the sublunar bodies.
2.8-10 mads yap &v . . . 76 woaldrws. This is a close paraphrase of
Rep. vi1 530b2-3: odk dromov, olet, fyfoerar 7ov voullovra yiyveslal
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T€ TaUTA el WOoaUTWS Kal 00dauT) 008eV TapaANdTTew, cOUA TE ExovTa
kal oppeva (‘. . . and don’tyou think that he [viz. the guardian in train-
ing] would think strange the man who considers these things [viz. the
celestial phenomena] to be always the same and never to change in any
way, though they have body and are visible . . .”). This passages expresses
what Adam called ‘a cardinal principle with Plato’ (2.130) that celestial
bodies, since they are corporeal and visible, must suffer some deviation
and change.

mapdAaéis did come to have a technical meaning in astronomy which
Proclus defines in the case of the moon as ‘the difference between the
moon’s position with respect to the centre of the earth, and its position
with respect to the earth’s surface’ (Hyp. astr. 4.53). When viewed from
the earth’s surface, the moon and sun will likely (depending on where one
is standing) appear to be in slightly different parts of the ecliptic than they
would if viewed from the centre of the earth (see Ptolemy, Alm. 5.11-19
= Heiberg 1.401-59). The five planets did not produce any visible paral-
lax (A/m. 9.1 = Heiberg 2.207.14-15), and the fixed stars are by defini-
tion not subject to parallax. Hipparchus appears to have been the first to
discover parallax, at least for the sun (see Boll, 19094: 2347.151T.), which
rules out that Plato had anything like this technical sense in mind.

Adam, therefore, is probably right to say that Plato uses mapdilais
‘half-technically of any change or deviation in the courses of the heavenly
bodies’ (2.130), as is confirmed by Staz. 269afl. There, Plato begins by
making the same point as Rep. 530b (‘Being always constant and un-
changing and identical (76 kard TadTd kal doadTws éyew del kal TadTov
elvay) is only ficting for the most divine things of all, and the nature of
body is not of this order’ (269d5-7)) and concludes that the universe
must also have a reverse rotation which is ‘the smallest mapdAdaéis of
its motion’ (269¢4; see Introduction, pp. 16-19). Thus, mapdAaéis
here simply refers to the counter-revolution that the cosmos periodically
undergoes. Consequently, in the Rep. 0d8auij 008ev mapalldrrew might
just be a reference to retrograde motion.

One must further ask whether Plato in Rep. 530b is claiming that the
movements of the celestial bodies are necessarily 7rregular. There is, after
all, nothing in the Star. passage that suggests that the counter-revolutions
occur irregularly, and from that one might wish to conclude that in Rep.
530b Plato simply wants to say that motions of the celestial bodies are not
simple. This is comparable to asking whether Plato ever changed his mind
regarding the regularity of the heavens, since in the 7im. and the Laws
(which are universally taken to be later dialogues) Plato insists on some
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form of regularity of the heavenly bodies. At 77m. 47a—c it is suggested
that one can recalibrate the revolutions of one’s soul by using one’s eyes
to observe the regular and kindred motions of the heavenly bodies. And
the Athenian in the Laws declares that ‘this doctrine concerning the sun,
moon and other stars—the one, namely, which states that they sometimes
wander—is incorrect; precisely the opposite of this is true. Every one of
them perpetually revolves through the same route—not many routes but
a single one, although it appears to move through many’ (822a4-8; note
how this passage also apparently runs together the question of regularity
and that of simplicity). Heath (1913: 139) and Skemp (1967: 146) con-
clude on this basis that Plato did rethink this issue of regularity.

This conclusion, however, is unsatisfactory, and Shorey (1953-63:
note on 530Db) is right to oppose it. The same tension that some scholars
have believed to find between the Rep. and the 77m. can be found within
the Tim. itself. For in spite of what Timaeus says at 47a—c, at 39d1-2 we
are told that ‘the wanderings of these bodies is time, although they are in-
conceivable in number and astonishingly diverse’. The diversity in ques-
tion is that of their motions, as Proclus tells us. By isolating this passage
from 47a—c and comparing it to Laws 822a, other scholars (e.g. Burkert,
1962: 305) have been led to group the 7im. together with the Rep. and to
conclude that Plato re-evaluated his position on the regularity of heavenly
motion sometime between 7im. and the Laws.

Simplicius also noticed this ‘discrepancy’, and his solution to it is prob-
ably on the right track:

Plato appears on the one hand to say in the Laws [822a] that although the planets
appear to move in diverse ways, they surely do not truly move like this; but on
the other hand in the 77m. [39d], he agrees that their motion is rather diversified
as they are intermediates between the things that are completely ordered and the
things that are completely disordered and for this reason have an ordered devia-
tion. Accordingly, even in the Laws he is inveighing against those men who only
affirm their wandering and do not think that this motion also partakes of order
and belongs to them naturally. (/n DC489.5-11)

Simplicius maintains that there is no real contradiction. Since the celestial
souls have been formed from a mixture of ‘indivisible Being [Sameness,
and Difference] thatis always the same (kard rad7a)” and ‘divisible Being
[Sameness, and Difference] that comes to be in bodies’ (77m. 35a; see In-
troduction, pp. 8-9), their paths should be both ordered and disordered.
We should then expect Plato sometimes to remark on their orderliness
and at other times on their disorderliness.

Following Simplicius’ lead we can maintain that there need not be
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any contradiction between any of the passages discussed here. Sometimes
(Rep. 530b, Tim. 39d) Plato emphasizes the disorderly aspect of the mo-
tion of the celestial bodies, and sometimes ( 77m. 47a—c, Laws 822a) the
orderly aspect. Furthermore, since 47a—c and the identification of celes-
tial movement with time at 39d provide sufficient proof for the regularity
of heavenly motion in the 7im. (see Skemp, 1967: 79-80), and since
there is no reason to assume that Rep. 530b is alluding to anything other
than periodic retrograde motion, there is no warrant for saying that Plato
ever thought that celestial motion was irregular. He seems rather to have
maintained consistently that while the motion of the fixed stars is singular
and uniform, lunar, solar, and planetary motion is complicated by their
diverse paths but nevertheless regular.

2.9 oopara éxovra. Marcovich (1967: 314), H-S, and Kalligas write
odpd Te éyovrafor odyuarta éyovra, whichrestores Plato’s original formu-
lation in 530b3, but this is unnecessary. Plotinus is closely paraphrasing,
not quoting; he is concerned with not one but all heavenly bodies; and
this is a phrase he uses elsewhere (111.2.5.7, 1v.4.5.17). Moreover, one of
the Rep. manuscripts offers 76 odyuara for cdua there.

2.11 ‘HpakAeitw, 6s én el kal Tov fAov yiveobar. Armstrong’s sug-
gestion that Plotinus drew this line from Aristotle’s Meteo. B2 is more
probable than Bréhier’s suggestion that the source is Plato’s Rep. 498a
both because the latter passage more strongly suggests a periodic destruc-
tion and generation of the sun and because the context of the former
passage is more related to Plotinus’ present concern. It has also been sug-
gested that Plotinus might have had direct knowledge of Heraclitus’ book
(Roussos, 1968: 100) (but see Lasserre’s (1970) criticism).

In Meteo. B 2 Aristotle discusses those of his predecessors who, by
likening the sun to sublunar fire which can burn only as long as it is nour-
ished by moisture, maintained that the sun, too, is nourished by moist
exhalations from the sublunar region. He objects: ‘But the cases are not
similar. For the flame comes to be through the continuous exchange of
moistand dry and is not nourished (for it so to speak never remains identi-
cal for any time) [see note on 4.3]; but it is impossible for this to happen
with the sun, since if it is indeed nourished in the same way, as these men
say, then clearly kai 6 fAwos 00 pévov kaldmep Hpdrdeirds dnow, véos
éd’ uépn éotiv, AAN’ del véos ovvexds’ (355a8-15). This last line can be
translated in two different ways, depending on what one takes the scope
of the Heraclitus fragment to be:

(1) “...then clearly not only “is the sun new each day”, as Heraclitus

said, but always continuously new.’
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(2) “... then clearly “the sun is”, as Heraclitus said, “not only new
each day but always continuously new”.’

On reading (2) Aristotle brings in Heraclitus’ opinion that the sun is con-
tinuously changing as the impossible consequence of assuming that the
sun and fire behave similarly. The most immediate interpretation of (1) is
that Aristotle is drawing a consequence that is unacceptable to Heraclitus:
Heraclitus wants the sun to become new every day (periodically), but
if it truly behaves like fire, it would have to become new continuously.
It is also possible to limit the Heraclitus fragment to 6 1jAws . . . véos
éd’ juépy éotiv, as (1) does, and yet to interpret it in a sense that comes
close to (2) (see Reinhardt, 1942: 235, and Kirk, 1954: 266-7). Almost
all scholars go with (1): DK 22B6; Alexander, /n Meteo. 72.31-73.1;
Olympiodorus, [n Meteo. 136.4-15; the scholiast on Plato’s Rep. 498a
(Greene, 1938: 240-1); Robinson, 1987: 12-13. Kirk accepts (1),
remarking that (2) is ‘conceivable’ and ‘does not weaken Aristotle’s
sense’, but ‘if this were the meaning kafdmep HpdrAeirds ¢mow would
more naturally precede o0 udvor’ (266). The only exception appears to be
Conche (1986: 306).

Both periodic and continuous readings of the sun’s identity are com-
patible with Heraclitus’ cosmology (see Diogenes Laertius 9.9-10 = DK
22A1 and Kahn’s criticism of it (1979, 290-3) ) according to which the
heavenly bodies are solid bowls (of some undetermined material) that
are filled with fire. This fire is maintained by exhalations issuing from
the sublunar region. The manner of maintenance is, like so much else in
Heraclitus, disputed. According to Diogenes Laertius (who is in turn re-
porting Theophrastus’ account of Heraclitus) there are two exhalations:
a bright exhalation issuing from the sea, and a dark exhalation from the
carth. When the bright exhalation that collects in the sun’s bowl is pre-
dominant, it ignites and brings about day, and when the dark exhalation
is predominant it is night. I am inclined to follow Kirk, however, who
disputes the presence of two distinct exhalations (270-6): for Heraclitus
there was only exhalation from the sea, and this nourished the sun (and
the other heavenly bodies) (cf. [Aristotle] Problems 934b34); no other
exhalation is needed to explain night, which occurs when the sun slips
beneath the horizon. On what I am going to call the extreme continuous
reading (Conche, Reinhardt) the sun is constantly gaining and consum-
ing the rising exhalations and for this reason is constantly becoming a new
sun. A moderate continuous reading is put forth by (Kirk (266-9) and
Guthrie (485) who seem to think that the sun is continuously nourished
but mightstill retain its identity for an entire day. On the periodic reading
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(Alexander, Olympiodorus, the scholiast on Plato’s Rep., Marcovich) the
sun’s bowl would be filled at dawn and then extinguished at dusk.

What interests us here is not whether Plotinus got Heraclitus right,
but the more preliminary question of exactly what doctrine Plotinus is
actributing to Heraclitus. This passage together with v.1.9.3-5 shows
that Plotinus did attribute to Heraclitus the doctrine that the sensible
world is in flux, which he could have drawn from doxographical sources
like Diogenes Laertius 9.8.3—4 as well as from Aristotle (70p. 104*22; DC
298°29-33; DA 405*38; Meta 987*33—4, 1010°13,107814—15; and see
Phys. 25310 and 265°3) and Plato (7heaet. 152e1-3, Crat. 402a8-10).
Furthermore, as 11.1 makes clear (e.g. 3.1-4), the sort of Heraclitean flux
at issue is material as opposed to aspectual (as it is perhaps in Plutarch
Mor. 392bff.; the ‘Hux’ that Plato and Aristotle attribute to Heraclitus
might not have been the material change over time that we now under-
stand by ‘flux’; they could have had aspectual ‘flux’ in mind by which a
thing is in flux if under one aspect it is (or appears) p and under another
it is (or appears) not-p; see Irwin 1977). But what sort of material flux
did he attribute to Heraclitus, the extreme continuous, moderate con-
tinuous, or periodic variety? Those who endorse the extreme continu-
ous reading have appealed to Plotinus for help (Reinhardt, 235, 244;
Conche, 307), and even those opposed to this reading seem to concede
that this is Plotinus’ interpretation. Kirk (1954: 269), for example, com-
plains that ‘Plotinus is of negligible evidential value, being an extremist
follower of the mdvra pef interpretation’. This does indeed seem to be
Plotinus’ interpretation of Heraclitus, but unlike Reinhardcand Conche,
I do not think this interpretation can be inferred from this passage alone;
to this end 11.1.4.3 is critical (see note there).

kal Tov vs. kawov. All the manuscripts as well as Philoponus (AP
525.7) have kal Tov—"even the sun is always coming to be’—which pre-
sumably reproduces Aristotle’s xai ¢ at 355°13. H-S* emended «ai 7ov
to kawov—"the sun is always coming to be zew’—and has been recently
followed by Kalligas. (NB: the Greek 7jAwos does not require the definite
article as the English word ‘sun’ does, and Plotinus often uses it with-
out the article (e.g. 1.6.9.31, 11.3.9.34, 111.1.5.11, etc.).) The idea behind
the emendation was that with del kawov Plotinus would be reproducing
Aristotle’s del véos at 35514 (cf. a comparable use of kawnv at11.9.5.24).
If there is a difference in sense between the two texts, it is that the latter
more readily attributes to Heraclitus the doctrine that the sun has no
diachronic identity at all. But given the flexibility of words like det and
ylveaBa, this could or could not be the meaning of either text. Never-
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theless, I think that good reason can be given for retaining the MSS text.
First, the word-order det kai Tov is not un-Plotinian (cf. 11.9.7.2). Sec-
ondly, Plotinus is hardly citing Aristotle verbatim; he uses yivesfar in
place of Aristotle’s éo7iv (355*14; but cf. yiyverar in *10) and leaves out
other words like é¢’ juépn (*14) and ovveyds (*15). Finally and most
decisively, Plotinus can make better use of the «ai here than he could of
kawov. Plotinus appeals to Plato and Heraclitus as examples of natural
philosophers who hold that not only the sublunar bodies buz even the
heavenly bodies are in flux (Il. 7-8). Thus, it is more on target for Plotinus
to report that Heraclitus said ‘ever the sun is always coming to be’. Cf. kal
mepL TAV 0Vpaviwy adTdY in 1. 8.

Lastly, one should bear in mind that although (1) Plotinus does buy
into some form of flux theory for the sensible world, (2) Plotinus as-
sociates this theory with Heraclitus, and (3) Plotinus portrays Plato as
agreeing with Heraclitus, there are several critical points of Heraclitus’
cosmology to which Plotinus would not assent. Heraclitus’ account of
the sun probably formed part of an attack on the prevalent belief in the
sun’s divinity (Marcovich, 1967: 318), whereas Plotinus (e.g. 1v.3.11.23)
agrees with Plato (77m. 40c) that all the heavenly bodies are indeed gods
(see note on 5.18-19). Plotinus obviously also disagrees with Heraclitus
about the sun’s persistence and about Heraclitus’ belief that there is ele-
ment exchange between the lunar and sublunar regions. The aim of 11.1
is, after all, to show that the sun and the other heavenly bodies can enjoy
everlasting numerical persistence by virtue of the fact that there is no such
elemental exchange (v1.4.10.27-8, as Tornau (1998) observes, is purely
hypothetical and does not contradict 11.1 in any way). Cf. Plutarch, Mor.
1084e (= SVF2.8006).

2.13 1ds Omobéoers ol mépmTou mapadéfaito owparos. On the
fifth body in Aristotle, see Introduction, pp. 22 ff. Armstrong and Bréhier
translate 7as vmoféoeis with the singular: ‘his assumption of the fifth
body’, but Aristotle did not just assume that there is a fifth body. Plotinus
probably has several hypotheses in mind. For Aristotle each branch of
science must begin from non-demonstrable principles not shared by any
other science. Some of these principles are definitions, and others are
hypotheses that something exists or is the case (AP0 71b19{L.). In DC
Aristotle repeatedly makes explicit mention of his use of such hypotheses
(DC269°18, 27434, b11, 276"8), and it is only by means of these that
Aristotle is able to argue for the existence of the fifth body. Both Proclus
(In Tim. 1.237.22-238.2) and Simplicius (/n DC12.6-16 and 115.30—
116.2) take Plotinus to be referring to several hypotheses from which
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Aristotle could ‘demonstrate the substance of the fifth body” and from
which ‘the everlastingness of the heaven follows’. And both even go to the
trouble of isolating the hypotheses Plotinus had in mind. Proclus locates

five hypotheses:
(1)  Simple motion belongs to simple bodies (DC 2694, cf. 302°6—
9);
(2)  Simple bodies have some simple motion naturally (DC 26934,
6-7,8-9);

(3) There are two simple motions (DC268"18-19; cf. 270°29-30);
(4)  One thing has one contrary (DC 269*14; cf. Meta. 1055°30,
Phys. 261°161t);

(5) What has no contrary, has no destruction (DC27022).
Simplicius provides a total of eight hypotheses (six at 12.6-16, two at
115.30-116.2): in addition to (1), (3), and (4) he divides (2) into two
separate hypotheses:

(24) Simple bodies have simple motions (DC269*3-4);

(26) There is one natural motion for each thing (DC269°8-9);
and adds

(6) The heavens move in a circle (as perception confirms) (cf. DC

2691317, 270°12-16);
(7)  There is no motion contrary to motion in a circle;
(8) What comes to be and is destroyed comes to be from contraries
and is destroyed into contraries.

It is precisely these hypotheses which formed an argumentative battle-
ground in the second century ck. Xenarchus sought to cast these prin-
ciples into doubt while Alexander tried to defend them. (See Simplicius,
In DC 13.224F,; cf. Moraux, 1967: 1424.111F. and 1433.57ff.) Neither
of these lists exhausts the number of assumptions that Aristotle makes
in the first book of DC; recently Leggatt has come up with an admit-
tedly non-exhaustive list of 14 hypotheses (1995: 14 n. 26). As for which
hypotheses Plotinus means here, Simplicius suggests that Plotinus ‘might
mean a// the hypotheses and premises from which the demonstrations
were deduced’, but he then says it is ‘more appropriate’ to take him to be
referring specifically to (7) and (8). Plotinus’ list is likely to have included
some or all of the hypotheses that Proclus and Simplicius suggest, but it
probably also included one other hypothesis that they do not mention. At
11.5.13.19-20 Plotinus reports that ‘for example, even Aristotle says that
the fifth body is immaterial’, and it could very well be that he took this to
be one of Aristotle’s hypotheses. The immateriality of the heavens would
in any case eliminate the problem of accounting for the constancy and
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identity of the heavens, given the strong connection between immaterial-
ity and dmdfewa (cf. Proclus in Simplicius’ 7 Phys. (612.20-1): ‘every
immaterial body is dmafés’; 111.6.2.52).

Aristotle, of course, never said that the fifth body is immaterial; he
is quite explicit that it does have matter, but only local matter (Meta.
1044°6-8). That is to say, since all change requires matter (Meta. 1069°
24-5) and the heavenly body changes, it, too, will require matter, but
since its change is limited to change of place, it only needs matter for this
sort of change. Many considerations, however, might lead one to think
he held it to be immaterial. First of all, consider Aristotle’s explicit state-
ments on the fifth body. Itis neither generated nor corruptible and has no
properties for which there are contraries. This means, for example, that
it is neither heavy nor light, which would make it essentially weightless.
This seems already to be only a short step away from immateriality, and
there are two specific passages that could encourage one to take that step.
In GA he likens the warm 7vedpa in a living thing’s body to the fifth ele-
ment, and in a post-Stoic intellectual environment which identified soul
with 7vedua, this could be interpreted as making the fifth body into a sort
of psychic substance (see Moraux, 1963: 1206.44—63). And Aristotle is
reported to have said in DP that aether is the stuff ‘out of which stars and
minds are constituted’ (e quo essent astra mentesque, Cicero, Acad. 1.7.26).
Moreover, other aspects of his natural philosophy might have confused
later readers into believing this. Many later thinkers, Plotinus included,
called the celestial body ‘light’ (¢@s), and Aristotle certainly does say that
light is immaterial (DA 418°14-15), and Aristotle’s enigmatic talk of
fire being nearest of all elements to form (GC 335a18-20) is also likely
to have contributed to the misunderstanding (cf. Simplicius, 7 Phys.
597.22-3). Finally, in DC Aristotle calls the fifth body ‘impassive’, butin
GC he maintains that ‘however many powers have form without being
in matter, these are impassive; however many are in matter, are passive’
(324°4—6). Taken together, Aristotle’s statements could easily be inter-
preted as a doctrine of some immaterial, almost psychic body, and many
later thinkers understood him in precisely this way.

Thus, Alexander, although he usually only uses the word ‘immaterial’
of mathematicals (/n Meta. 169.12; cf. Ps.-Alexander 738.27-8,739.17—
18) and God or Intellect (/n Meta. 171.9; DA 88.2, 89.19; cf. Ps.-
Alexander In Meta. 695.1-2), explains that ‘Aristotle added “perhaps”
to “every nature has matter” [Meta. 995*17] since the body that moves in
a circle is also natural, but its substratum is surely not matter’ (/n Meta.

169.17-19; cf. PS 40.3-10 and John Philoponus, /n Meteo. 51.26-30).
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And in his criticism of the fifth body Atticus complains that ‘Aristotle
says it is a body which is a non-body: he grants it the name, but demol-
ishes all the powers by which a body naturally comes to be” (Eusebius,
Praep. evang. 15.7 805a-b). Origen (Contra Celsus 4.56 = SVF 2.417)
critically remarks that Celsus is forced to take refuge in ‘Aristotle and the
Peripatetics who say that the acther is immaterial’. Jamblichus appears to
have been the most emphatic defender of the doctrine of immaterial ae-
ther (De myst. 5.4; cf. Nasemann, 1991: 80-2). Cf. Hermias, /n Phaedyr.
111.24ff., where Hermias works out a way to admit that the heavenly
body is everlastingly self-moving without resorting to its immateriality.

As Simplicius would have it, these thinkers were not all that mistaken
to say that the heavenly body is immaterial:

It is clear that those who say that the heaven is immaterial do not mean that it is
immaterial in the sense that it is intelligible, but in the sense that it transcends
this matter which is in generation and corruption and receives and sheds forms.
For Aristotle says in Meta. viii [1044b3-8]: ‘One must understand natural and
generated substances in this way, if one is to understand them correctly. For these
are as many as there are causes, and one must know the causes. But in the case of
everlasting natural substances there is a different account. For perhaps some do
not have matter, or do not have matter of this sort, but only local matter.” For
since (i) Aristotle has observed from change that matter is everywhere, and (ii) he
sees only local change in the heaven, he reasonably allotted to it only this sort of

matter. (/n DC 133.29-134.9)

Simplicius” own position is that the heaven is not, strictly speaking,
immaterial (/n DC 139.9, In Phys. 615.12—13), since it has matter for
local motion, but it does behave immaterially as far as the procession of
the sun’s rays is concerned (/n DC441.2-5).

In addition to the immateriality of matter, Plotinus also denies (2b)
that a single simple body has only one natural motion (see Introduction
pp- 62-8).

Both Proclus and Simplicius report Plotinus’ text to have run ras
vmoféoeis Tds mepl Tod méumrov... on the basis of which Volkmann
inserted (ras mepty into the text (an insertion which Beutler—Theiler call
‘nicht unbedenklich’). The ras 7epi would perhaps make clearer that
Plotinus is not interested in ‘Aristotle’s assumption of the fifth body’ but
rather ‘Aristotle’s [several] assumptions concerning the fifth body’, but
it is not necessary and should not be inserted. Compare Xenophon’s wév
700 kuros Adyov ‘the tale about the dog’ (Mem. 2.7.13) and in general
K-G11.i. 335-6.

2.17 pépra dvra. Cf. 1.16-17 and 5.14-15. (II) Plotinus now states a
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second problem, which is identical to the third problem raised at the end
of ch. 1: How do some parts, i.e. the heavenly bodies, persist numerically
for all time (cf. 1.15-20 and 1.39-40)? What is so problematic about the
heavenly bodies’ being parts of heaven? So far, the only specific problem
that Plotinus has mentioned is that the second explanation offered in
ch. 1 (Il. 12-15) for the numerical persistence of the universe—there is
nothing outside of it which could destroy it—would not account for the
numerical persistence of parts (1.15-21). But since Plotinus apparently
rejected this explanation in light of the possibility of internal destruction
(1.21-31), it is not immediately clear what special difficulties Plotinus
sees the parts of heaven to raise.

In fact, Plotinus does adopt something similar to this second explana-
tion as part of his account of the numerical persistence of the heavens. In
11.1.3 he works out an account of the heavens which rules out external
flux and thereby aims at making the heaven as a whole everlasting, and
while this is not by itself a sufficient account (cf. note on 3.3-4), italready
creates a problem for the parts of heaven which resembles the one raised
in 1.15-21: If (i) external flux is a sufficient condition for not persisting
asan individual and (ii) the heaven as a whole is undergoing internal flux,
then it would seem that the parts within the heaven are subject to external
flux and therefore cannot persist as individuals. So Plotinus here might
be anticipating this problem.

There s, however, alonger story to tell concerning Plotinus’ uneasiness
about parts, and it has to do with his doctrine of affection (7dfew), since
affection is the ‘road to destruction’ (111.6.8.9-10). Form and (prime)
matter are not subject to affection (v1.4.8.12; cf. 11.4.9.4-5); only com-
posites are affected (111.6.11.12-13). The reason for this is that being
affected is a process of change with two important features: (a) it proceeds
from one property to its opposite (111.6.8.11F., 111.6.9.33), and (b) the sub-
ject of affection persists through the change (111.6.10.14-17), but prime
matter has no properties and any change in a form would be an essential
change through which the form itself could not persist (111.6.9). So far
there is nothing in this doctrine which would make the parts of heaven
better candidates for affection than the heaven as a whole, since both are
composites possessing properties to which there are opposites. Parts are
rather singled out through Plotinus’ doctrine of cosmic sympathy:

One must posit that this universe is a single living thing which encompasses all
the living things that are within itself [ 77m. 30d3—31al]; it has a single soul for
all its parts, in so far as each individual thing is a part of it; and each thing in the
perceptible All is a part of it, and completely a part of it as regards its body; and
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cach thing in the sensible universe is a part—that is, as regards the body it is
completely a part, and insofar as it partakes of the World-Soul, it is even a part in
this way. And the things which only partake of the World-Soul are entirely parts;
however, whatever partakes additionally of another soul has an existence which
is not altogether that of a part, but they are nevertheless affected by the other parts
insofar as they have something of the universe and in accordance with what they have.
(1v.4.32.4-13, my emphasis)

Simply by virtue of their being parts of the universe, particulars are sub-
ject to affection (cf. 1v.4.39.26, 1v.4.43.12, v1.5.3.7-8). Plotinus draws
this conclusion about the heavenly bodies specifically a couple times
(1v.4.12.14-15, 1v.4.42.23). The problem, then, that Plotinus faces
regarding the heavenly bodies could be formulated as follows: How can
the heavenly bodies persist forever (numerically) given that as parts of
the universal living being they are subject to affection which is in turn
the ‘road to destruction’ (111.6.8.9-10)? He solves this problem by dis-
tinguishing different manners of affection. One form of affection might
be called bodily affection or nourishment, and this is undoubtedly the
sort of affection that leads to destruction. Bodily affection occurs in
that ‘which needs something to enter it or exit it and has a deficient
constitution in this thing’s absence and is only complete when this is
present’ (111.6.11.13-15), and those composites which have no need of
nourishment, i.e. the heavenly bodies, are 7ot subject to bodily affection
(111.6.11.13; cf. 11.2.2.6-7). But bodily affection is distinguished from
the affection which occurs by virtue of cosmic sympathy (1v.5.3.36-8).
All particulars in the universe are subject to this sympathetic affection,
regardless of whether they require nourishment or not. As in the case of
bodily affection, Plotinus is willing to characterize sympathetic affection
in terms of something ‘entering’ or ‘exiting’ the subject, but the some-
thing in question is quite different in each case. In bodily affection a
body (nourishment) is entering the subject and changes the subject’s con-
stitution. In sympathetic affection what enters the subject is a quality,
e.g. solidity (cf. 11.1.7), which, unlike a body, can enter the subject incon-
spicuously (cf. Introduction p. 61).

One could still ask why sympathetic affection, which introduces quali-
ties to a subject, does not likewise lead to the destruction of the subject. It
would seem, after all, that by introducing solidity to a subject that is not
solid, the constitution of the subject would change (perhaps even more
than in the case of bodily affection). Plotinus, to my knowledge, never
addresses this question.

2.17-28 ocuykepévou 81 mavtos Lou . . . mpoorket. Plotinus begins
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to outline a solution to the problem surrounding the diachronic numeri-
cal identity of the heavens and the heavenly bodies by pointing out the
three possible causes of the heavens’ numerical everlastingness: () the
composite, () the body, or (¢) the soul. But what does Plotinus mean by
‘a cause of a thing’s everlasting persistence’? It is tempting to interpret
these causes as three possible criteria of identity. If x is a criterion of iden-
tity of y, then the persistence of x from ¢, to ¢, is sufficient for the persist-
ence of y from 7, to #,. This does not, of course, prohibit there being some
z (z # x) such that y must have z to exist, without z having to remain the
same from ¢, to £,. For example, if we take Bob’s brain to be the criterion
of Bob’s diachronic identity, then Bob will persist as long as Bob’s brain
remains identical (the sense of ‘identical” here would need to be spelled
out). We might also insist that Bob needs a head, heart, etc. in order to
exist, but these do not have to remain the same like the brain does; they
could, for example, be surgically replaced without affecting Bob’s iden-
tity. If chis is right, then Plotinus is essentially saying that the criterion of
identity of a living thing is either

(a") the body (In this case the soul would be a necessary constituent,

but it would not have to remain identical; only the body would);
or

(6") the soul (The body would be a necessary constituent and would

not have to remain the same over time); or

(¢") the body and the soul (Each must remain the same for the com-

posite to persist).

Plotinus, however, probably has something else in mind. One can also
say that x is the cause of the persistence of y, not necessarily because x is
the criterion of identity of y, but because x somehow acts on y and keeps it
in existence. The soul, for example, might be the cause of the composite’s
persistence because it prevents the body from flowing or dispersing. In
this case, soul need not be the only criterion of identity. Both soul and
body could function together as the criteria of identity, or I suppose it is
even theoretically possible that the body is the only criterion of identity
and different souls could perform the task of keeping the body identical.
If this is what Plotinus has in mind, then he is claiming that a composite
persists because either

(a") the body accomplishes the composite’s persistence (That the soul

also persists is a given, but the soul does not contribute to the task
of preserving the composite); or

(6") the soul accomplishes the composite’s persistence (Body must

assist the soul by cooperating); or
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(¢") soul and body each contribute equally to the persistence of the
composite.

Itis important to note the difference between (4”) and (¢”). In (6") soul is

the true cause and body only an auxiliary cause, whereas in (¢") both are
true (equal) causes.

As Ficino rightly observed, Plotinus ultimately decides on (4"), but it
is understandable why Kalligas thinks Plotinus settles on (¢"). After all,
Plotinus devotes much effort to showing how body cooperates with the
soul. Nevertheless, as ll. 24-8 make clear, this cooperation is part of ex-
planation (6"). (¢") presumably demands more than the body’s coopera-
tion, as it proposes that body and soul are causes on a par with each other.
See note on . 24-8 and 3.1 cuvepyov.

2.18 s owparos pUoews. Cf. 2.5-6. See notes on 1.24-5.

2.22 8éoito 1) Tol Opol dei eivar wpods {@ou olorTaow. There are
two possible translations for this clause which have scholars divided.
(1) One could take the % to be comparative and, taking oddev . ..
7 together (almost as if it were 0ddév dAo . .. 7, see K-G 1L.ii. 304,
Anmerkung 4), translate:

(1) “Whoever grants the [quality of being] indestructible to body would

not require the soul for this purpose, except that it would always have to be
together [with soul] in order to constitute a living thing.’
This is the sense given to the passage by Armstrong, Bouillet, Cilento,
Harder, H-S', and Kalligas. (2) The % can also be understood disjunc-
tively, as Beutler—Theiler, Bréhier, H-S?, MacKenna, and Miiller inter-
pret it. This gives something along the lines of:

(2) “Whoever grants the [quality of being] indestructible to body
would require to this end neither the soul nor the everlasting conjunction
[with soul] which makes it a living thing.” (Beutler—Theiler, MacKenna;
cf. Bréhier).

The note on the emendation in H-S? suggests that on reading (1) there
should be a comma between 6éoiro and 1), on reading (2) there should not
be, but this suggestion has not been followed in practice: Beutler—Theiler
and Bréhier keep the comma, and Kalligas does not print it.

2.24-8 meparéov . .. Gmapyew mpoonket. If one says that the soul is
the cause of the immortality of the heavens, one must show three things:

(1) That the state of body is not opposed to its constitution with soul
nor to the persistence of this constitution (Il. 24-5)

(2) That there is not naturally any discord between the body and the
soul of the heavens
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(3) That the matter of the heavens must rather be agreeable to the will
of God.

In fact, all of these amount to the same thing. To show that the matter
is agreeable to the will of God is simply to show that it is not naturally
opposed to its everlasting conjunction with the soul. See notes on 1I. 26—
8,1.28, 1.2, and 31-40. The explananda described here form the subject
for the remainder of 11.1, and from this we can conclude that Plotinus
does in fact believe the protasis, i.e. that strictly speaking the soul is the
cause of the everlastingness of the heavens.
2.26-8 &1 pndév . . . Gmapxew wpoorker. Cf. 11.9.13.14-18. There
are two translational issues here. The first concerns the sense of ¢7¢. It
could be taken to have a causal sense, in which case Plotinus is giving a
reason why one must show body is not opposed to being together with
soul (Beutler—Theiler, Bouillet, Ficino), or it could just mean ‘that
and depend on the Setkvivar immediately preceding it, in which case
Plotinus is claiming that more than one thing has to be shown (Arm-
strong, Bréhier, Kalligas). The latter sense is more appropriate. The scope
of the §ri-clause runs until the end of the chapter and thus includes the
remark about matter’s submitting to God’s will, and this is precisely what
Plotinus said must be shown (1.34-5). Moreover, in 11.1.3-8 Plotinus
shows that there is no discord between the soul and body of heaven.
Secondly, there is some ambiguity as to what kard ¢dow is modi-
fying. It could either be modifying éori—"‘there is naturally no dis-
cord among the composites’ (Armstrong, Kalligas), or it could modify
ouveornréaw——"there is no discord among what is composed naturally
(Beutler—Theiler, Bouillet, Bréhier, Ficino). Here, the former sense is
more likely. I take it 2// living things are composites of body and soul
which are naturally composed (cf. e.g. Alexander, /n Meta. 169.17-19),
but there is still something discordant about the sublunar which prohib-
its them from living forever. Thus, Plotinus wants it to be shown that this
discord is naturally absent from the heavens.
2.28 d&moreléoavros. A conjectured emendation in H-S?* which seems
right, even though all MSS offer dmoreAéouaros (as printed in H-S?).
Beutler—Theiler object that the emendation is ‘not necessary’ and trans-
late ‘agreeable to the intention of the completed product’, by taking the
700 dmoTedéopartos as an objective genitive. Plotinus, however, only
very rarely uses BovAnua or BovAnaus with an objective genitive (perhaps
only once, at v1.9.6.40, but probably also at v1.8.6.42). Moreover, in the
context of 11.1 the object of God’s will is not the product per se but the
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everlastingness of the product (cf. 1.1-3). Cf. Plato’s use of dmoréew of
the Demiurge’s activity in the 7im. (28b1, 37d2) and his reference to the
Demiurge as 70d yewijoavros in the Stat. (269d9).

n.1.3

Argumentof11.1.3 At the end of 11.1.2 Plotinus insinuates that the soul
is the cause of the numerical everlastingness of the heavens qua living
thing (see note on 2.24-8) but insists that for this to be the case the celes-
tial body must in some way cooperate with the soul. Here he produces an
account of the body’s cooperation: Body cooperates by not flowing out,
i.e. by not being subject to external flux (Il. 2-3). This lack of external
flux alone apparently secures for the universe that it remains the same, i.e.
its size neither increases nor decreases; and because of this (rof{vvv) it does
not grow old (Il. 3-5).

In Il. 5-12 Plotinus begins to show that the body of the universe co-
operates in this sense with the World-Soul. He starts by considering each
of the three sublunar ensembles of elements—earth, water, and air—
about which he wants to make three points:

(I) Observation tells us that these ensembles have always remained the
same in form and quantity (1. 5-7).

(IT) The generation and destruction of the individual sublunar ele-
ments does not entail that the universe cannot persist numerically.
After all, we humans, qua composite living things, persist numeri-
cally at least for a lifetime—even though the elements of our bodies
are subject to these same processes of generation and destruction
(Il. 7-10).

(ITI) Though the universe and the sublunar composite living things both
persist numerically despite the generation and destruction of their
constituent elements, there is a crucial difference between them: the
universe persists numerically for 2// time. This is possible because of
the cooperation of its elements: they do not flow out of the universe

(. 10-12).

It has been shown that the sublunar elements cooperate in the requi-
site sense. It remains to show that the superlunar element, fire, also co-
operates, and a stricter sort of cooperation is needed here, since Plotinus
now has two tasks in mind. First, it is important that no fire exit the outer
periphery of the heaven so that the universe can be free of external flux
and thus persist numerically for all time. Secondly, it is equally important
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that no superlunar fire descend into the sublunar region, since Plotinus
also wants to show that the heavens persist numerically for all time, and
this involves showing that they do not undergo any external flux, either.

Plotinus, then, first argues that superlunar fire itself must remain in
the heaven (Il. 13-23). Fire cannot move beyond the periphery of the
universe, since there is no place outside of the universe (Il. 13-17). And
fire is not of a nature to move down (Il. 17—-18). Even if one does not ac-
cept this Aristotelian thesis about the unnaturalness of downward motion
for fire (the Stoics, for example, thought that downward motion was also
natural to fire), superlunar fire will nevertheless remain in heaven thanks
to the masterful power of soul (1. 20-2). It is better, however, to say that
fire has no such downward inclination, since then it would remain more
harmoniously (Il. 22-3).

At this point it would seem that Plotinus has shown everything he
wanted to show: superlunar fire cannotitself exit the heaven. If this s true,
we can conclude that nothing in the superlunar region requires nourish-
ment, since nourishment is only required where there is loss (Il. 23-6).
There is, however, another possibility for loss of celestial fire that has yet
to be considered: Celestial fire could extinguish, thereby changing into
another element that would then naturally descend into the sublunar
region (Il. 26-7). Plotinus offers a transcendental argument against this
possibility: If this were to happen, it would ultimately mean that the
universe would not remain numerically the same (Il. 27-30). Thus, these
final lines make clear that the universe’s numerical identity depends on
more than just lack of external flux—it depends no less on the numerical
identity of the heavens.

3.1-2 N&s odv . . . el péov; Plotinus begins to comply with the
demand he set for himself at 2.20-8, which is to show how the body of
the universe is able to cooperate with the soul so that the composite can
achieve numerical everlastingness.

3.1 OAn kai 76 odpa. The two terms are not exactly synonymous for
Plotinus. Some matter (i.e. prime mactter) is incorporeal, and it is at least
theoretically possible to imagine a body that is immaterial (as Plotinus
understood acther, it was an immaterial body; see note on 2.13). Plotinus
uses both terms here to make it clear once again that he is rejecting Aris-
totle’s solution to the problem which involves making the heaven com-
posed of an immaterial fifth body which is incorruptible.

3.1 ouvepyov. Body and soul are not egually responsible for the numeri-
cal persistence of the heavens; body is only cooperative (ouvepyov).
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Plotinus’ choice of word here is almost certainly influenced by a three-fold
distinction of causes that goes back to the Stoics and that, as Sextus Em-
piricus tells us, most philosophers accepted (Ouz. Pyrr. 3.15). Although
there are some discrepancies among the various accounts of this distinc-
tion (cf. Cicero, De fato 19.41; Clement, Strom. 8.9.25.3 and 8.9.33;
[Galen], Def. med. 19.392—-3 and Hist. phil. 19; Sextus Empiricus ibid.
and Adv. math. 9.237-43), one can without many misgivings represent
it as follows. Some causes are said to be perfect (adToTed)) or contain-
ing (ouvexTucd). A cause is of this sort if it is in some sense sufficient
for bringing about an effect all by itself. Other causes are said to be co-
causes (ovvaitia). The Greek word cvvairia is familiar from Platonic
(e.g. Tim. 46¢7) and Aristotelian (e.g. Meta. 1015*21) contexts, but the
Stoics give the word a new sense. When two or more things are roughly
equally responsible and together sufficient for bringing about an effect,
they are called ovvairia. Sextus” example of cuvairia is two oxen pull-
ing a plough (ibid.). Finally, there are what are called ovvepyd which
are helpful in some way toward the production of the effect but do not
themselves produce the effect; rather, they work together with either a
single perfect cause or two or more co-causes (which in turn diminishes
the sense in which these latter causes are said to be sufficient). Thus, the
Stoic ouvepyd correspond to Platonic ovvairia. The exact status of ouv-
epyd is somewhat unclear; Clement (ibid. 8.9.28.3-5) and Simplicius
(In DC729.31-2) even deny that they are causes at all. Sextus gives the
example of wood being a ouvepydv for burning of which fire is the proper
cause (Adv. math. 9.241). See Frede (1980), Hankinson (19984: 20-7),
Sharples (1991: 198-201).

Plotinus does not take over this distinction wholesale—he never uses
CUVEKTLKGS, -1), -6V OF adToTeNs, -€s. But he does regularly distinguish
between aiTia and cuvepyd inaway thatapproximates the Stoic adToTels
(or ouvektird) aiTia—ocuvvepyd distinction. Thus, at 11.9.13.14-16
Plotinus can call the heavenly bodies cuvepyoivra for all the things that
come to be naturally. This remark finds some elucidation in 111.1.6.1-7:
Man is the cause of man, and horse is the cause of horse; ‘let the universal
circuit be a cuvepydv, yielding the real burden (76 moAd) [of causation] to
the things that come to be’, i.e. the causes, man and horse. A similar point
is made again in 111.1.1.32-5: The father is the cause of the child, but
there are several ouvepyd, including a particular diet, easily flowing seed,
and a woman well adapted to bearing children. Other examples can be
found in 11.3.14 where the possible causes of wealth (virtue, wickedness)
are contrasted with possible ocuvepyd (body) and cvvariovs (the givers



1.3 135

of money—this is the only occurrence of suvairios, -ov in the Enneads,
and it is tempting to take it in the Stoic sense; but Plotinus might just be
using it as a synonym for ovvepyd) and in 1v.5.1.19-23 where Plotinus
appears to concede that although the medium of sight is not affected
and does not play any strong causal role it is a ovvepydy insofar as the
wrong sort of medium (dark or dense) can hamper one’s vision. Finally,
at1v.4.30.10-11 Plotinus refers to the difficulties involved in making the
gods guvepyods or aitiovs of indecent actions (the xal is linking alterna-
tives and has the sense of 7 (see Denniston 1954: 292); Bréhier gets it
right, Armstrong and Beutler—Theiler do not). While cuvepydy might
not have precisely the same meaning in all of these passages, a general
commitment can be recognized to distinguish cvvepyd from true causes.
Cf. Dodds (1963: 240-1).

With this distinction in hand, Plotinus insists that the universe’s body

must be a cuvepydv: the soul is the cause, and the body must cooperate.
This means that it must be suitable (mpdagopos) to the will of God and
to the nature of the stars (2.27; 4.13). This compatibility seems to be a
necessary condition for the everlasting persistence of the heavens, despite
the fact that Plotinus sometimes suggests that the celestial soul is power-
ful enough to hold any body together for ever (3.21-2; 4.14-18). See
notes on 2.17-28 and 2.24-8.
3.2 v 100 kéopou dBavaaiav. Plotinus begins this chapter by asking
about the everlastingness of the universe (mv 700 kéopov dfavaciav),
but it is not immediately obvious where in 11.1 his argument for the ever-
lastingness of the universe is to be found. This is to be expected given
his notorious breviloquence (see Schwyzer, 1951: 520.11-521.10) along
with his interest in showing the everlastingness not just of the universe,
butalso of the heaven and the heavenly bodies. The everlastingness of the
universe is still a live question at the end of the chapter (Il. 29-30), but it
appears to be wrapped up by the end of ch. 4, since in chs. 5-8 Plotinus is
concerned exclusively with the heavens and heavenly bodies. In fact, the
everlastingness of the universe has simply been reduced to a question of
the everlastingness of the heavens. A synopsis of Plotinus” argument for
the numerical everlastingness of the universe might look something like
this: The universe persists numerically for all time if three conditions are
met:

(1) There can be no external flux from the universe (3.3-5, 10-12).

This is shown to be the case in ch. 3.
(2) The heavens must also remain numerically the same for all time

(3.26-30). This is shown in ch. 4 (4.6-16) by an appeal to the
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power of the World-Soul and buttressed in ch. 8 by an argument
that makes no appeal to soul.

(3) The World-Soul must persist (4.29-30).

This argument is supplemented by several considerations in ch. 4: Soul
is the strongest bond imaginable (4.16-25); since the universe has always
existed, it should always exist in the future (4.25-30); and the soul would
not change its mind and dissolve the universe itself (4.30-3).

3.2 &ei péov; Cf. 1.24-5; 2.5-6.

3.2-3 1 81, daipev &v, (pei év adT®’) pet yap ovk é€w. The text with-
out something like H-SVs addendum, 9 871, daiuer dv, pei yap odx ééw,
poses the following problem. The 67 would either have to be a plain
conjunction (‘that’) or a causal conjunction (‘because’). But the plain
conjunction seems unlikely for two reasons. First, Plotinus mostly uses
the first person plural of ¢dva. with oratio 0bliqua (Sleeman 1073.34-5).
Secondly, the ydp would have to be part of the dependent substantive
clause (‘we could say hat it is because it does not flow out’), but Plotinus
never uses ydp in this way (in 111.4.5.19, 11.6.3.4, 1v.4.29.15, v.4.1.38,
and v1.1.1.18 the ydp is not part of the é7i-clause).

For this reason Miiller suggested that é7. and ydp are both causal
and work together, appealing to an analogous construction in German
‘eben darum, denn er flielit ja nicht nach aulen’. The lack of analogous
constructions in other languages (the nearest English equivalent I can
think of is: ‘Tt just does, because it does not flow out’) might explain why
the only more recent edition to follow Miiller is the German edition of
Beutler—Theiler (but not Harder). Plotinus, however, nowhere else uses
both 87t and ydp to explain a single clause. One does often find them
together, both in causal roles, but then the ydp modifies an entire com-
pound sentence and the 87« introduces just one part of that sentence: For
(ydp), because of (67t) p, ¢—e.g. For, because Socrates is a man, he is
mortal—cf. 111.8.4.33; 1v.4.3.10; 1v.4.39.19; v1.7.18.49.

Thus, one must either accept an addendum like H-S"s {pei év adrd),
Harder’s (év ad7-) or Volkmann’s {pei), or perhaps just get rid of the
yap. I follow H-S', in part because in ll. 3—4 év ad7¢ is already contrasted
with odk am’ adTod.

3.3—4 eiolv...oUte ¢pBivor. The tentativeness first signalled by the
optative with dv (paipev dv) is carried through here with the conditional.
Nevertheless, this is clearly part of Plotinus’ solution. Thus, Bréhier’s
translation which breaks this condition into two assertions is acceptable.
The supposition that what is not subject to external flux remains the
same, i.e. neither increases nor decreases in size, and thus does not grow
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old, resonates with the second explanation offered in ch. 1: that the uni-
verse has no exterior (cf. 1.12-15 and note there), but there are important
differences. In ch. 1 Plotinus placed just as much if not more emphasis on
the fact that there was nothing outside of the universe that could arzack
it (1.14) as on its not flowing outside of itself (1.13), here it is solely this
latter consideration that is important. Moreover, the explanation here
has a more general form: it is not limited to what has no exterior (only the
universe fits this description), rather whatever is not subject to external
flux can persist everlastingly. This solution, however, is similar enough
to the one in ch. 1—which was put forth (1.12-15) only to be rejected
(1.15-31)—that it needs to be shown how this account gets around the
two objections raised there:

(@) it cannot account for the diachronic numerical everlastingness of the

heavenly bodies (but only for the universe as a whole), and

(6) it could still be the case that the universe destroys izself internally.
With regard to (@), the general form of the explanation here allows it to
be applied to the heavenly bodies as well. It must only be shown that the
heavenly bodies are not subject to external flux, either, and Plotinus turns
to this task in ch. 5. As for (4), in addition to this argument, Plotinus
offers some reasons for why the universe would not destroy itself inter-
nally. He does this by considering and evaluating various scenarios:

(i) The generation and destruction of particular sublunar elements does

not lead to the destruction of the universe (Il. 5-12; 4.27-30).

(ii) Although the generation and destruction of superlunar elements
would seem to amount to the destruction of the universe (Il. 26-30), no
such generation and destruction obtains (4.6-16; 8.11t.).

(iii) Finally, the World-Soul could never simply change its mind and dis-
solve the universe itself (4.30-3).

3.4 pévov 16 adTo. ‘remaining the same’. The exact sense of uévew here
is spelled out by 097’ v ad¢oiro odire pOivor in 1. 4: it remains the same
size.

3.4 ¢bivour. It is important to distinguish between ¢pivew and pleipew.
Although both can mean ‘to perish’, the former denotes the kind of
perishing caused by diminution—wasting away—and is the opposite of
adéavew. Cf. Aristotle, Phys. 245*12—14 and Tim. 81b4-5.

3.5-7 6pav 8¢ et ... U8aros puots. Plotinus appears to be providing
some sort of partial proof of the claim he just made that if the body of a
living thing is not subject to external flux, then it will remain the same,
i.e. neither increase nor decrease, and therefore it will not grow old. The
firststep is clear enough: if no parts are entering or exiting the universe, its
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size will remain constant. But how does it follow from this that it doesn’t
grow old? Dufour (77) acutely points to 77m. 81b—d where old age is
said to result from a lifetime of nourishment and digestion which dull
the body’s triangles so that the consumed food divides them rather than
the other way around (cf. 7im. 33a). This is not as far as one might think
from Aristotle’s account of old age as resulting from a loss of heat (PN
478°31-2, 479°151F.; and cf. Plutarch, Mor. 736a3—4), since for Plato it
is pyramidal fire that is primarily responsible for cutting (77m. 56a5-b2).
One should conclude, then, that the universe is not growing older and
will not perish (cf. 1v.3.8.34-5).

That the sublunar ensembles are meant in what follows is clear, since
we could never say of an individual element of air or water that it doesn’t
run out. This is only true of the ensembles. The absence of fire is imme-
diately apparent. Plotinus is here considering the sublunar world which
consists entirely of these three ensembles. The hypekkauma is thus in-
cluded under the rubric ‘air’. (Identifying the hypekkauma with air is not
unusual for Plotinus (see notes on 7.33—43 and 8.7-8), or for Aristotle
for that matter (see Introduction, p. 23); Plotinus, indeed, has better
reason to make this identification than Aristotle. Having rejected Aris-
totle’s fifth body, the ensemble of fire must properly be seated in the
celestial region.) One can see (presumably by comparing one’s present
observations with older, historical descriptions of the world) that each of
these ensembles has remained roughly the same in shape. For instance,
one does not see the surface of the ocean (which is identical to the surface
of the ensemble of water) taking on radically new shapes (say, the shape of
a pyramid). Despite the irregularities of the waves at its face, the ensemble
always looks roughly spherical.

Likewise, these ensembles remain the same in quantity. Plotinus prob-
ably wishes to call on the intuition that (e.g.) the size of the ocean rela-
tive to the earth never increases nor decreases. This is a disappointing
argumentative strategy. If he is arguing against the Stoic position that the
universe suffers periodic destruction, he is doing so by means of a premise
that no Stoic would accept. The Stoic doctrine of conflagration stands
in direct conflict with this premise. Plotinus does not appear to be aware
that he is making a controversial claim. Both Jews and Christians might
have considered the Flood (Genesis 6-8) as a counter-example, and there
are even passages in Plato that would seem prima facie hard to reconcile
with this assertion, e.g. 77m. 22d—e (and cf. Laws 111 667a, 679d) reports
the destruction of all things by fire and water in alternate recurring inter-
vals. Yet presumably these sorts of objections could be answered by the
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account that Aristotle gives in Meteo. A14 with which one should com-
pare Il. 5-9.

3.6 &£ dwdiou. It might scem presumptuous of Plotinus to assume that
the world always existed. At the start it appeared, in any case, that this was
one of the propositions that Plotinus wanted to argue for (see 1.15 4.25).
This ‘observation’, then, that the universe has always existed sheds some
light on what Plotinus is actually arguing for in this treatise. He is nor
concerned with those thinkers (Christians and Jews, as well as Platonists
like Atticus and Plutarch) who claim that the universe came to be at some
definition point in time prior to which no universe existed. He is simply
assuming that there was always some universe. The question he is really
interested in is whether this universe has always remained numerically the
same or whether it is only the same in form. Given this starting point, his
claim here that the sublunar ensembles have always remained the same 77
form should not strike us as question-begging.

3.7 émhelm. ‘dry up’.

3.7 1 68aros dlots. As remarked above (1.24-5; 2.18) Plotinus often
seems to use ‘the nature of x” synonymously for ‘x’, cf. Beutler—Theiler
(v1, 121).

3.7-9 kaitoivuv...¢uow. The generation and destruction of individ-
ual elements does not entail the universe’s own destruction. It can persist
through the change just as composite human beings do. Plotinus wants
to meet the concern that the body of the universe is constantly flow-
ing—some individual elements are going out of existence while others
are coming into existence—and that the universe accordingly does not
persist over all time numerically but only in form. This is essentially the
problem concerning Theseus’ ship applied to the universe—an applica-
tion that is also found in Philoponus, AP (502.8-10, 15-503.7):

[A] thing whose parts are generated and destructible must itself be generated
and destructible [. . .] Now, if there is no part of water which is neither gener-
ated nor destructible, and if the whole is nothing other than all the parts taken
together, then how can what has no ungenerated and indestructible part itself
be ungenerated and indestructible? For what is properly ungenerated and inde-
structible must be numerically the same, but no element [i.e. no ensemble] can
remain numerically the same over an extended period of time since all of its parts
are being destroyed while some other parts come to be [. . .] justas the ship which
is changed plank by plank is not numerically the same ship but is rather entirely
changed over time and is a different ship than the one it came from, so too, what
is presently water [i.c. the ensemble of water] is not numerically the same as the
[ensemble of] water that existed, let’s say, three thousand years ago, nor again is
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it the same as the [ensemble of] water that will exist a long time from now since
all the parts of the previous [ensemble of] water would now be destroyed and all
the parts of the current [ensemble of] water will in turn be destroyed. And the
same argument applies to the rest of the elements, too. So how can we say that the
ensembles of the elements are ungenerated and indestructible when they are not
always numerically the same?

Hippolytus (Refisr. 1.19.5) reports that some Platonists flatly denied that
this sort of material flux would jeopardize the universe’s identity, believ-
ing that the everlastingness of the world could be guaranteed by the con-
stant replacement of its parts:

Some Platonists.. . . use this sort of example: justas awagon can remain for all time
undestroyed if it is repaired with respect to its parts—for even if on each occasion
the parts are destroyed, the wagon as a complete whole always persists—in this
manner the cosmos, too, even if it is destroyed with respect to its parts, remains
everlasting if the destroyed parts are repaired and replaced.

Plotinus takes the middle path. He agrees with the general point these
Platonists are making, namely that the generation and destruction of the
universe’s elements do not in fact entail the universe’s own destruction,
but he could also agree with Philoponus that 7f'the universe were to lose
parts externally (like Theseus’ ship and the wagon), it would eventually
perish, although it could persist numerically for some time—just as we
composite human beings do.

3.8 peraPalAe ...NMANoiwoe. In the Aristotelian tradition dAolwats
is usually distinguished from weraBols in that the former is taken to be
a species of the latter. peraBod) is often, then, the most generic term
for change, being synonymous with x{vmous, and includes substantial,
qualitative, quantitative, and local change (Car. 15*13fF., Phys. 200°33—
20129, Meta. 1042*33 1., 1069*9—10; Bonitz 391°34—7 and 459.24—7.
But see Phys. 225*20-34 and 22931 and *14 where Aristotle asserts that
kivnous is a species of peraBolr). dAdolwots is qualitative change (Car
4*30; Phys. 226*26-7; GC 320°14) distinct from substantial change (GC
319°61L.) where a single substratum persists through the change (GC
31428-3153).

Plotinus takes much of this over into his own usage. peta o7 is often
used generically of all sorts of change as a synonym for xivyois (esp.
v1.3.22.1-2; 11.9.14.20; 1v.3.25.21; 1v.4.15.11; v1.5.2.10), but it and
its verb form weraBdAew also take on a narrower sense of substantial
change (11.1.1.13; 11.1.8.23-4; 11.4.6.7; 11.9.8.4; 111.2.15.28; 1v.7.8°.39;
1v.7.9.15) and in particular substantial elemental change (11.1.1.5;
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11.1.4.30;11.1.6.14;11.1.6.36; 11.7.1.54; 11.4.6.3—4; 111.6.8.7-8).. Likewise,
dAolwats is often reserved for qualitative change (v1.1.20.3—4 where he
presents Aristotle’s definition; 11.3.13.38; 111.6.8.7-8; 111.6.12.16 L), but
aMoiwaois anditsverb form dAoodofaiare notlimited to thissense in the
Enneads; both can also refer to substantial change (111.6.10.23; 1v.7.12.17;
v1.3.21.40 and Beutler—Theiler’s note ad loc.; also 111.6.12.16ff. where
Plotinus does go on to object that dAMo{waots cannot be a change of form,
i.e. a substantial change, but the objection only pertains to dAdolwats of
prime matter).

Here perafBdAder probably has the sense of elemental change, and
Plotinus” argument requires HANolwoe to have the sense of changing a
thing’s nature: ‘And further, however much elemental change goes on in
these ensembles [literally, however much of these [ensembles] changes],
it has not transformed the nature of the universal living thing [i.c. it has
not made the universe a different individual living thing].” Cf. 11.1.8.23~
5 and Sorabji, 2005: 2.66-8.

3.9 dei peraBalAévrov popiwv. Given that Plotinus is drawing a
comparison between the universe and a human being, one would expect
weraBdAew to have the same sense in 1. 8 and 1. 9 so that here, too,
Plotinus would be referring to the substantial elemental changes that go
on in our bodies.

3.10-12 @ &¢. .. &el pévov. Plotinus has just argued, on the basis of the
comparison between the universe and a human being, that the universe
can persist as the same individual living thing even though its parts are
changing, but strictly speaking this comparison only justifies the con-
clusion that the universe remains the same individual living thing /s
moAi—foralong time, i.c. alifecime. Thus, Plotinus now turns to explain
why it is that the universe, but not human beings, can persist as the same
individual living thing for #// time.

His answer, in short, is that the universe is not subject to external flux:
& 8¢ w undév [sc. pet or perhaps dmead]. The verb must be supplied
mentally. Most translators mentally supply ‘is’: & 8¢ é€w undév [sc. éoriv]:
‘that for which there is no exterior’. The problem with this translation is
that it falls victim to Plotinus’ criticism in chapter 1: it only accounts
for the everlastingness of the universe, and not that of the heavens or the
heavenly bodies (see note on I. 3—4). Thus, it is better mentally to supply
‘Hows’, as Ficino seems to do: ‘ubi vero extra nihil exbalat’. Where there is
no external flux, body and soul enjoy a harmonious symbiosis that allows
for everlasting composite existence.

3.10-11 &...7100Twv. AsH-S'note, the ¢ isindefinite and answered by
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the plural rod7wv (cf. Schwyzer (1951), col. 515.32-4). Beutler—Theiler,
Bréhier, Creuzer, and Kalligas follow Perna in changing the rodrwv to
7067, This emendation is prompted in part by their understanding an
implicitéor{vinl. 11 (see note on ll. 10-12), since there is only one thing
thatdoes not have any exterior—the universe—so that the plural becomes
inappropriate. Since we understood an implicit pei at 1. 11, the plural is
not offensive (there are several things which are not subject to external
flux: the universe, heaven, and each of the heavenly bodies), although itis
grammatically surprising. Thus, although I have not been able to find any
other instance in the Enneads of a singular relative being picked up by a
plural, I am still inclined to follow the MSS. Some manuscripts also offer
del in place of dv, but, as Sleeman (79.34-42) reports, Plotinus is quite
capable of using dv without a verb.

3.11-12 7 owparos piois wpos Yuxnv. Cf. note on 1.24-5.

3.12 716 adTo eivar {Pov kal dei pévov. The universe, since it is not
subject to external flux, can persist everlastingly as the same individual
living thing.

3.13 wip. Plotinus now turns to consider the final elemental ensemble,
the ensemble of celestial fire. Several considerations make clear that a
sublunar ensemble of fire is not meant: (1) Plotinus already dealt with the
sublunar elements in Il. 5-9. (2) We are told there is nothing beyond it
(1. 17). (3) This fire is drawn in a circle by soul (Il. 19-20). If the Aypek-
kauma moves in a circle at all in Plotinus’ system, its motion would pre-
sumably be caused not by soul but by the motion of the superlunar body,
as Aristotle explained it. Finally, (4) in 7.35f. Plotinus gives a description
of the ascent of sublunar fire that is incompatible with this one.

Prima facie it would seem that here Plotinus is describing the ascent of
sublunar fire into the superlunar region, as this is strongly suggested by
language like ‘fire does not remain down here’ and ‘when [it] has come to
be there—where it must stop’. Yet this cannot be the case since Plotinus
elsewhere denies any elemental exchange between the sublunar and supet-
lunar regions (11.1.7.35f,; 11.1.8.19-20). For consistency’s sake we must
assume that Plotinus is describing an almost pre-cosmic state of the uni-
verse, similar to what Timaeus does at 53a, where he describes the state of
affairs ‘even before the birth of the heaven’ (cf. Taylor, 352). It is almost
as if Plotinus is giving an account of the creation of the heaven (although
not a literal account, of course). This reading finds some confirmation in
1. 23f. where Plotinus compares the heaven gua part or member of the
universal animal with the parts of the human body. He contrasts the two
saying ‘Now, once our members have been formed (év popdyj yevéueva),
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they demand parts from other things in order to persist because they do
not sustain their constitution.” Thus, in Il. 13f. Plotinus must be describ-
ing the (hypothetical) taking shape of the heavens in order to assert that
afterwards the heavens can sustain their constitution. For another exam-
ple of hypothetical pre-cosmic description, cf. v.1.2.25-6.
3.13 68U peév kal Taxy 7@ pr @de pévewv. As H-S note, the 8£0 and
Tax? are likely derived from 77m. 56a, where fire is called edxwnrérarov
and é¢drarov, in which case 7¢ w1 dde uévew is probably a dative of
cause ‘because it does remain down here’ (K-G 11.i. 438-40; cf. DC
307*31-2). This is in accord both with 11.1.7—8 where Plotinus attributes
the weakness of sublunar fire to its encounters with the other sublunar
elements and in general with Plotinus’ doctrine of the efficacy of place
according to which the celestial region itself contributes to the cause of
everlastingness (see note on 5.9-14). If this is right, one has to supply the
missing predicates in the next line: ‘just as earth (is immobile and plastic)
(Tim. 55e1-2) because it does not remain above’, as H-S* suggest (sed
Svorilvmros et orepea vel édpala subintellegi potest). Yet this is a great deal
to supply mentally, and Igal’s suggestion of inserting (Svox{(vmTos kal
orepea) into the text is tempting. That the earth’s immobility is caused
by its location, rather than by its size or shape or by some sort of vortex, is
also Aristotelian doctrine (DC294"13ff.). Cf. Poseidonius, fr. 307 (Th.):
where there is an over-abundance of fire, the soul makes the living thing
more active and spirited, and the body 8¢V kal edxivnrov.
3.13 @8e. Cf. v1.1.14.10-14 where Plotinus uses &d¢, évratba, and
& 7¢de synonymously for ‘here’. This is the only occurrence of &de
in this sense of ‘sublunar region’. Usually Plotinus prefers évradfa for
the sublunar region (cf. 5.1, 5.3, 5.12, 11.3.9.12, etc.). All three of these
expressions can also refer to the sensible as opposed to the intelligible
world (d8e: v1.1.12.52, v1.7.9.9; évraidfa: 1.1.10.10, 11.9.4.27; év & de:
11.9.9.31, v1.4.6.7). See note on 8.11.
3.14 yevdpevov 8¢ ékel, 06 ornvar 8et. “When it has come to be there
[v7z. the celestial region]—where it must stop’. The yevduevov here cor-
responds to the yevdueva in 1. 24. This describes the hypothetical forma-
tion of one of the universe’s parts, namely the heavens. According to
Aristotle all simple bodies are naturally at rest in their proper (i.e. natural)
places (Phys. 253°33-5; DC 27622fF., 279°1-2, 300°28-9, etc.; see
especially the similar formulation at DC 300°5-6, though the context is
not the same).

Plotinus, like Aristotle, holds that when elements are in their proper
places they either naturally rest or naturally move in a circle—sublu-
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nar elements naturally rest, and the celestial body naturally moves in a
circle. This is clear enough from 11.2.1.23fI., where Plotinus considers
why, although other elements naturally rest (éordva kara ¢pvow) in their
proper places, fire moves in a circle. Hence, Plotinus is not, as Beutler—
Theiler claim, polemicizing against the Aristotelian thesis that an element
rests in its proper place, though he does disagree with Aristotle regarding
the behaviour of fire. As Proclus would have it, the doctrine that all ele-
ments in their proper ensembles naturally either rest or move in a circle is
clearly stated in 8.17-19, but see my note there.

3.14 éxei. In 1.1 and 1.2 ékei regularly means ‘in the celestial
region’,although elsewhere its more common meaning is ‘in the intel-
ligible realm’ (see Sleeman 347.29-349.11).

3.14-16 oltou Setv . . . dpdow {nreiv. A difficult construction: ‘One
must not think that fire, when seated in its proper place, is not such as
to seek ordaos in both directions, as is the case with the other elements.’
That is to say, one should think that fire, when seated in the heavens, does
seek ordos in both directions. But do the other elements seek ordous or
not? And what is ordous?

Generally, Plotinus reserves the use of ordois for one of the five
Platonic categories of the intelligible world (cf. Plato’s Soph. 254d—
257a). It is a sort of ontological ‘rest’ (111.7.2.201F., v.4.12.17, v.1.4.36,
v.1.7.25, v.9.10.13, v1.2.7.271f., v1.2.8.191F., etc.). Plotinus even tells
us that o7d ots is an inappropriate expression for the sensible world where
we should rather speak of 7peuia (v1.3.27), since the sensible world
involves matter and there can be no ordows of matter (v1.3.2.31-3).
Nevertheless, Plotinus does sometimes use ordos, as he does here, to
refer to certain aspects of the sensible world, and in these cases it can
have several different meanings: rest from motion (111.7.12.18, 111.7.13.8,
1v.4.8.44, 1v.5.5.21), position (111.1.5.3, 1m1.1.6.7), and standing (as
opposed to sitting, v1.1.6.9 and 25). We can disregard the third meaning
and ask ourselves whether the elements, once they are already in their
proper ensembles, seck rest (Beutler—Theiler and Bréhier) or position
(Armstrong). These two meanings seem to exclude each other: for an ele-
ment to search for rest in its ensemble is simply to rest; but for an element
to search for a position in its ensemble would seem to involve continued
motion. Which of these two alternatives we decide on will inform how
we read Il. 16-20.

(1) If we take fire to be secking rest with respect to upward and down-
ward motion, then ll. 16-18 will be providing the reason (ydp) why it
must seek rest, namely because it is not free to move up and down. And
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1. 18-20 makes the additional point that since it is at rest in this respect,
it is free to accept a new, circular motion.

(2) If, on the other hand, we take fire to be secking position with
respect to upward and downward direction, then we have to take the first
ydp in 1. 17 as anticipatory (the inception of the main clause is marked
by the 6¢in 1. 18; see Denniston, 1954: 70), so thatll. 16-18 would serve
as a reason why fire moves in a circle: fire seeks position primarily in the
upward or downward direction, but since (ydp) it is not free to move in
either of these directions it is left to move in a circle.

Choosing between these alternatives is difficult, but a decision can be
made by appealing to 11.2.1.26ff. There, Plotinus maintains that when
fire is in heaven, itstill desires to move upward, but it fails to do so because
there is no more room. Thus, it has no other choice than to move in a
circle. After all, ‘fire did not come to be [in heaven] in order to rest, but in
order to move’ (11.2.1.30-1). This is basically the theory presented in (2).
Now we canalso see how to understand dhomep xai 7a dANa. The other ele-
ments clearly do seek to rest in their respective ensembles (11.2.1.20—4);
fire is unique in its desire to keep moving. Thus, we should translate:
‘... one must not think that fire, when seated in its proper place, is not
such as to seek position in both directions, as is the case with the other
elements.’

Ficino has amplificationem in place of ordow, and this led Miiller and
Volkmann to revise o7dow into ékracw so that fire in its proper place
would be seeking extension rather than rest or position. Presumably, this
means that, whereas a portion of fire down here on the surface of the earth
is concentrated in a small area (e.g. the tip of a match), when a portion of
fireis in its ensemble it seeks to spread out and disperse (see note on 3.14).
But while this is a plausible account of what happens when an element
reaches its ensemble, it does not fit into the context of the passage. One
would expect the portion of fire to spread out horizontally, but é7’ dugw
has to mean ‘vertically’ in light of 1. 16-18.

3.15 olrws. .. os p. Although this construction does not occur in
Plato or Aristotle (but cf. Pseudo-Aristotle, De Mel. 977%9), it is common
in Plotinus, cf.1.4.7.35;11.9.8.10-11; 111.4.5.20; 1v.4.30.6; 1v.4.32.21-2;
1v.7.10.23;v.3.15.31; v1.2.10.12.

3.17 o0udév yap éru. Cf. Plato, Tim. 33¢7. This claim, which Plotinus
makes repeatedly (cf. 11.2.1.27-9; 11.9.7.30; 111.2.3.31), is stronger than
one might think, especially if 11.1 is aimed at refuting Stoic doctrine. The
Stoics held that the universe (76 mav) was surrounded by an infinite void
(76 kévov)—as did Xenarchus (Simplicius, /n DC 286.2—6; see Moraux,
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1967: 1427.22—49)—and the combination of the universe and the void
they called ‘the whole’ (76 8Aov) (SVF 1. 95-9, 2.522-5, etc.; Lapidge’s
attempt (1978: 171) to water this down is unconvincing). Two reasons
are presented for positing a void outside of the universe (see Furley, 1999:
441-2): (1) if one were to position oneself at the edge of the universe and
stretch out one’s hand, it would either extend out (in which case there
is void) or hit something (in which case there is body), but since all body
is by definition in the universe there must be void (SVF 2.535; a com-
mon argument that goes back to Archytas (Simplicius, 7 Phys. 467.26—
35)—cf. Lucretius (1.957-83) and Alexander’s counter-argument PS
(106.36-107.4) ). By the same route one can argue that the void must
be infinite (Cleomedes, Caelestia 1.1.106-9 Todd). More important for
our concerns is the second reason presented for the void: (2) The void
is required by conflagration. When solid bodies like wood turn into a
more rarified substance like smoke, they cover a much greater area; so
during conflagration, when all bodies are turned into fire, a much greater
area than the universe will be required (Cleomedes, Caelestia 1.1.43—-54
Todd).

Plotinus never argues that there is no void outside of the universe,
and he probably accepted the doctrine on Aristotle’s authority; he held
that outside of the universe there is neither place, void, nor time (DC
279°111L.). Plato might also have held that there is no void outside of the
cosmos (see Introduction, pp. 9-10).

3.18-20 Aeimerar8¢. .. 14 Yuxmn. This passage, along with 11.2.1.19F,,
presents Plotinus’ views on the natural motions of the elements. Aris-
totle established the view that nothing which is in an unnatural state
or undergoing an unnatural activity can be everlasting (DC 269*6-10
and 286°17-18), and this view became very widespread if not axiomatic
among thinkers in late antiquity (see e.g. Philoponus, AP 279.12-14;
Simplicius, 72 DC399.15; Proclus, /n Rep. 2.148.7 and In Tim. 3.130.20—
1). Plotinus, too, connects being unnatural to destruction (11.1.8.13-15;
11.2.1.38; 1v.4.42.21-3) and being natural to everlastingness and eter-
nity (11.9.12.33—4; 1v.8.2.35-8). For Aristotle, however, this view goes
hand in hand with his doctrine of a fifth body: since every simple body
has exactly one natural motion and every sublunar body has a rectilinear
natural motion, the circular motion of the heaven cannot be natural to
any of them. Thus, the heaven must be composed of another simple body
that naturally moves in a circle, since otherwise it could not be everlasting
(DC269°6-17). Thinkers, then, like Plotinus, who denied the existence
of a fifth celestial body but nevertheless maintained that the heavens and
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the heavenly bodies are everlasting had to address the question of the
naturalness of the circular celestial motion.

Plotinus’ solution to this problem, as I presented it in the Introduction
(pp- 62-8), which should be consulted for a fuller account, is to deny
one of Aristotle’s critical premises, namely that one simple body can only
have one natural motion (see note on 2.13). Fire, according to Plotinus,
has two natural motions—moving upwards and moving in a circle—and
this is pushed into the foreground by Plotinus’ method of explication in
11.1.3. Despite the fact that Plotinus maintains both that celestial fire is
in some sense a different sort of fire than sublunar fire (7.24—6) and that
there is no elemental exchange between the sublunar and celestial regions
(7.35-6), he presents a quasi-mythical account here of fire travelling from
the sublunar into the superlunar region. This is in part due to Plotinus’
desire to contrast the sustaining power of the universe with that of other
living things (see note on 3.13), but it also serves to underline an import-
ant article of Plotinus’ theory, namely that celestial fire is not so distinct
from sublunar fire that it is to be considered (with Aristotle) a separate
substance—just a different species of fire. See Introduction pp. 16-17 and
Sorabji, 2005: 2.364-6.

Celestial fire is so unequivocally of the same substance as sublunar fire

that Plotinus is ready to describe a hypothetical formation of the heavens
out of sublunar fire. This means that it is the same fire that naturally
moves up and moves in a circle. Plotinus repeatedly says that celestial fire
also has an inclination to move upwards (3.16; 11.2.1.27). Nevertheless,
its circular motion is not unnatural nor forced but natural, as he says
several times (8.15-19; 11.2.3.17). It is not, after all, the circular motion
that impedes the upward motion but the spatial limits of the universe.
This thought finds its expression here, too: since fire secks to move up
even when situated in the celestial region (ll. 14-16) but cannot move
up on account of the spatial limits of the universe (Il. 16-18), it is left to
move naturally in a circle (Il. 18-20, see following note).
3.18-19 ebaywyw Te eivar kai katd Guoiknv OAkTV EAkopéve UTO
Yuxtis. The fire in the heavens is said to be ‘easily led” and ‘drawn in
accordance with a natural inclination by soul’ (i.e. by the lower power of
the World-Soul, 11.2.3.8-10). As Plotinus represents it here, these two
properties follow from fire’s being inclined to move but not being able
to move vertically. As Plotinus later makes clear, this is not the whole
story; celestial fire is not exactly the same as sublunar fire, and this surely
contributes to its tractability.

If it seems that there is something incongruous about saying that a



148 Commentary

thing is ‘drawn by a natural inclination’, it is because this locution makes
it sound as if the motion is coming to fire from the outside, and would
therefore appear to be in conflict with Aristotle’s definition of natural
motion according to which a thing moves naturally if it moves in accord-
ance with the principle of motion that it has within itself (Phys. 192°13—
14). Moreover, the imagery of drawing or dragging something would
seem to imply a sort of resistance on the part of the thing being drawn.
Buct in fact neither of these features is incompatible with natural motion.
First, there is nothing objectionable (even to Aristotle) in saying that a
natural motion of a thing is caused by something external to that thing,
as Aristotle himself says as much (MA 700*16-17, ®6; cf. Solmsen, 1960:
101). Of course, the objection can be given a more specific form, but
since the soul is the cause of motion in question and it is not really exter-
nal (cf. Plato, Phaedr. 245¢4—6, Simplicius, In Phys. 285.35-286.2), our
efforts are better spent focusing on the more specific question of whether
soul can be an efficient cause of natural motion. Two considerations are
likely to lead one to think that psychic motion (i.e. motion caused by the
soul) cannot be natural motion. Psychic motion tends to be distinct from
natural elemental motion. Living things like human beings have bodies
thatare predominantly earthy and for this reason naturally fall down (DC
269°1-2), but the local motion originating in our souls, e.g. walking, is
generally a horizontal motion. Psychic motion also tends to be opposed
to natural elemental motion. If the elements that constitute our bodies
had their way they would disperse and go to their own respective natural
places, but they do not do this because the soul holds them together (DA
4166-8; cf. 11.2.1.18). But both of these considerations assume that the
natural motion of the living thing is its predominant e/emental motion,
and there is no pressing reason to make this assumption. One could just
as casily say, as Philoponus does at one point (AP 484.261L.), that the
predominant elemental motion is natural to the thing gua lifeless body,
and the psychic motion is natural to it qua living thing. Is such a move
un-Aristotelian? Hardly (see Phys. 254*15-20), and Aristotle does repeat-
edly emphasize that ‘nature’ can refer to soul (PA 6412258, Meta. A4)
and that the natural scientist for this reason must also study the soul (DA
402°4-7; PA 641%21-2). This could give one some reason to say that
psychic motions are in some sense natural, but admittedly this manner of
speaking is more Platonic than Aristotelian (see Introduction pp. 16-19).

Buct even if it is admitted that the psychic motion of a living thing is
natural to it gua living thing, Plotinus seems to be making the stronger
claim that the psychic circular motion is natural—not to the heavens
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gualiving thing but to the fire that constitutes the heavens. It is certainly
implausible to claim that when someone runs 100m the elements that
constitute his body naturally move horizontally (regardless of whether
this movement is natural to this person qua living thing), but the case of
the fire that constitutes the heavens is not analogous to this. Fire belongs
to its ensemble, the heavenly region, in a much stronger sense than any
element belongs to a human being, and the motion of the ensemble is to
this extent much more the element’s o2z motion.

One might still complain about Plotinus’ choice of locution here. For
it would seem that if A draws or pulls B, B’s motion cannot be natural. In
fact, Plotinus seems to say as much himselfin 11.2.1.38: ‘For the soul does
notdraw (éAxet) the superlunar fire, nor is the circular motion unnatural.’
Here Plotinus not only assimilates the soul’s drawing the superlunar fire
to fire’s moving unnaturally but also explicitly denies that the fire is drawn
by the soul. Plotinus does often use é\rew in a sense that is synonymous
with unnatural and forceful motion (e.g. 111.2.8.12;1v.5.6.19; v1.8.7.11),
but it does not always have this negative connotation. Sometimes éxew
refers to the sort of gentle attraction of affection (1.6.1.18; 1v.4.40.10;
1v.9.3.3), and it is also used to describe the action of form on matter: form
draws or attracts matter into a certain shape (111.6.15.30; v1.3.2.31)—
and here it is explicitly denied that the action is forceful or unnatural
(111.6.17.29-30). This gives us good reason to conclude that there is no
contradiction between 11.1.3.19-20 and 11.2.1.38. In the latter passage
Plotinus is using E\xew in its negative sense, but here kard dvokyy sAxyy
makes clear that such connotations are absent. Further, éAcopéve and
6k are probably meant to pick up not just on the action of drawing but
also on the experience of attraction or inclination, which would resonate
with two Aristotelian theses: that matter desires form (Phys. 192:20-2)
and that heavenly bodies move by virtue of their desire for the unmoved
movers (Meta. 1072*26-7).

The language of this passage is reminiscent of Plato Laws 890a6-7:
... oTdoeis Te Sua TadTa ENkdvTwy mpos Tov kaTa piaw Spfov Blov, but
the unrelatedness of the content makes a clear reference questionable.
Schwyzer (1951: 551.19-30, 62-6) is in any case sceptical as to whether
Plotinus ever clearly refers to the Laws.

3.20 évkal® Toémw kwvetoBar év 1 Yuxy. Miiller (19164: 918) argued
that év 75 Juyy is a gloss and should be bracketed on the following
grounds: ‘Fire does not move 77 the soul, rather it voluntarily follows the
circuit of the soul which mightily holds it up. It is in the upper region
that fire is in its natural place and not in the soul.” Curiously, H-S' and
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H-S$% acknowledge Miiller’s suggestion while retaining the original text,
but H-S* brackets év 7 vy, citing only Miiller’s article as justifica-
tion. And this is presumably what prompted Kalligas to bracket it as well.
Miiller’s reasons, however, do not hold up under scrutiny. He assumes
that fire is ezzher in the upper region (which is a noble place in its own
right, see note on 5.9) or in the soul, but in fact it is in both. The soul
in question is the (lower part of the) World-Soul (11.2.3.8-10; see note
on 3.18-19), which is itself in some sense located in the celestial region.
Thus, when fire comes to be in the celestial region it is also necessat-
ily in the World-Soul (Plotinus prefers to speak of body being in soul
rather than soul being in body, see 1v.3.22.7-9, v.5.9.29-31; cf. Tim.
36d9—el). This is confirmed in 4.15—-16 where Plotinus asks ‘How will
any of the things that were once placed 72 7 (i.¢. in the soul—r v dmaé év
a7y TeBévTwv) escape from it into non-being?’ Nor is the double use of
év withouta connective necessarily un-Plotinian, cf. 1.4.10.33; 111.5.9.21;
1m.7.2.10-11; 111.7.3.20-1.

3.20-3 kaiydp...olk &vTiteivov pével. el 7o péfos un méoy: literally,
‘if a fear belongs to one that it might fall’. Plotinus is providing additional
justification for his claim that celestial fire moves everlastingly in the ce-
lestial region. Up undil this point Plotinus’ argument was more or less
intended for those who, like Plotinus himself, bought into Aristotle’s
theory of natural motion according to which fire does not naturally move
down (Il. 17-18). But such an argument would fail to convince a Stoic
since on Stoic theory all elements, including celestial fire, have a natural
tendency towards the centre of the universe (SVF 1.99, 2.549, 550; see
esp. Gilbert, 1907: 2467, but also Pohlenz, 1959:1.76, ii.43, and Sam-
bursky, 1959: 1111L.). Thus, Plotinus argues here in Il. 20-2 that even if’
(kai. . . €l) you, like the Stoics, do not accept the peripatetic premise that
fire does not naturally move down, you still have to admit that there is
no flux from heaven owing to the dominating power of the celestial soul
(cf. 4.14-16). For kai ydp € in this sense, cf. Isocrates, Panegyricus 28.
Yet even this argument would surely fall short of convincing any true
Stoic since Plotinus just shifts the burden from the natural motion of
fire to the activity of the celestial soul. The Stoics do have something
in their cosmic ontology that corresponds to the World-Soul: creative
fire or cosmic mvedpa (Zeno and Cleanthes refer the life and tension in
the universe to creative fire; only Chrysippus introduces cosmic mvedpa
(Lapidge, 1978: 169{; Furley, 1999: 440), where mvedua is identified
with soul (e.g. SVF 1.135-40) ), and some Stoics like Chrysippus and

Poseidonius even recognize the celestial region to be the governing part
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(yeuovircdv) of this World-Soul (SVF 2. 605, 634, 642, 644). Yet they
are under no pressure to concede that the soul in the celestial region keeps
the celestial fire in the heaven. Plotinus does try to motivate this conces-
sion, both here and at4.14-16. Here he reasons that since in general soul
masters (kpaTodoav) body, it should be the case that whatever inclination
body has is forfeited in its servitude to soul, with the result that in the
heavens the celestial soul holds the celestial body up (dvéyew). Plotinus’
suggested solution is similar to Galen’s: ‘he equally counter-balanced
the innate downward inclination (o) of the body with the upward
motion due to the soul’s tension’ (SVF 2.450). It should also be noted
that Plotinus is not interested in arguing that fire does not naturally move
down, and for this reason he seems to admit that Stoics are not required
to say that fire remains there without resisting.

3.21 1 s Juxns mepraywyn). A very common Platonic expression,
but here with a more literal meaning than is usual. In Rep. 521¢6-7 Soc-
rates metaphorically defines true philosophy as a ‘turning away of the soul
(fvxmis meprarywyn) from a sort of nocturnal day to true day’. References
to this definition can be found throughout later Platonic authors (e.g.
Alcinous, Didask. 1.1; lamblichus, On Mysteries 8.7.4 and Comm. math.
6.58; Syrianus, [n Meta. 83.11; Proclus, In Alc. 1235.14). As Schwyzer
notes, such ‘Platonic expressions and images are sometimes only decora-
tion’ (1951: 551.68-552.2), but here its employment is legitimated—
not so much by the 77m. where the Demiurge is said to make the universe
revolve (mepudyyew 34a, 36¢) but by the Laws where the Athenian repeat-
edly says that sou/ makes the heavens revolve (mrepidyew, 898c2—d4).
3.22 @s kpatoboav dvéxew. The soul is said to master or dominate the
fire. Plotinus might be thinking here of 7im. 40a7-b2 where each fixed
star is said to rotate around its own axis in addition to being mastered by
(i.e. subject to) the revolution of the same (and see 39a1-2). And this
should be compared to 43a where we are told regarding living things in
the sublunar world (at least prior to studying philosophy and astronomy)
that the soul neither masters nor is mastered by the body. So in the Tim.
it is suggested that soul dominates body more completely in the celes-
tial region than in the sublunar region, and in 11.1 this becomes one of
Plotinus’ major principles. In general, for Plotinus the soul masters the
body (1v.8.2.9), but among sublunar living things the lower soul is sus-
ceptible to being mastered by the body (1v.8.8.4). For the cosmos’ being
mastered by the World-Soul, see 1v.3.9.35 and 1v.4.10.17.

3.23 wap’ adr0i. Per se. Some MSS offer map’ aditod (which Beutler—
Theiler and Bréhier read), and others have 7ap’ ad70d; debating between
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these two readings is pointless since they all ultimately go back to MSS
without breathings. On the use of non-reflexive pronouns in reflex-
ive contexts, cf. Sleeman 280.56-60 and 282.37ff; Schwyzer (1951:
514.38-9).

3.23-6 14 pév odv . . . o08ev Set Tpédeabar. Plotinus draws a pro-
visional conclusion: If no matter exits the heaven, there will be no need
for any matter to enter the heaven, i.e. it will not require nourishment.
Thus, there are two features of corporeal cooperation, one of which is
derivative of the other: it is not subject to outward flux, and it has no need
of nutrition.

3.24 pév odv. The uév is prospective and is answered by the first 6¢ in
3.26. The odv is transitional (cf. Denniston, 1954: 470f.).

3.25 pévor. Numerical persistence, see note on 1.19.

3.26-30 €i8¢amoppéot ... €l kaiobTws. Plotinus’ argumentagainst the
need for nourishment in the heavens rests on his claim that celestial fire
cannot flow out of the heavens into the sublunar region (ll. 25-6). This
claim is in turn supported from two different perspectives: the Peripatetic
perspective that fire does not move down because it is unnatural for it to
do so (Il. 17-18); and the Stoic perspective that fire does have a natural
inclination to move down but does not do so because the celestial soul
masters it and holds it up (Il. 21-2). Here Plotinus acknowledges that
there is another way in which fire could escape from the celestial region,
namely bybeing extinguished and thereby changinginto another element.
For if celestial fire could change into water or earth, it would then have
a natural inclination to move down, and Plotinus seems to think that
the celestial soul, while having the power to master fire and keep it up in
heaven, could not similarly overpower the stronger natural inclinations
of earth or water (i.e. of true sublunar earth and water as opposed to their
celestial counterparts; this question is specifically addressed in 4.4-6). In
1. 26-30 Plotinus presents a transcendental argument against this sort of
flux by elemental change. The gist of the argument is that if such change
occurs the universe could not remain numerically identical.

Miiller (1916: 918) noted regarding 1l. 26-30 that ‘[d]er Ausdruck
ist ungewohnlich hart’, and the truth of his remark is witnessed by the
variety of interpretations of these lines. The best exegetical starting point
is the conclusion in ll. 29-30 where Plotinus says that if the state of
affairs described in Il. 26—9 were to obtain, the universe could not remain
numerically the same. What state of affairs could Plotinus have in mind?
The only condition for the universe’s numerical persistence mentioned
so far is lack of external flux. This suggests the following interpretation.
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(1) 1. 26-9 describe a scenario in which the universe is subject to
external flux:

(o) If [celestial fire] is extinguished and flows out from [the uni-
verse], some other fire must be ignited.

(B) And if [the universe] has [this other fire] from some other [uni-
verse] and it lows out from [that other universe], then still other
fire is required to replace that.

On this interpretation Plotinus is describing a continual exchange of fire
between our universe and some other hypothetical universe. This would
indeed account for his conclusion in Il. 29-30, but there are insurmount-
able problems with this reading. First, Plotinus has already made clear
that there is nothing beyond the universe (l. 17, see note). Moreover, if
fire is extinguished, one should expect this fire to move toward the centre
of the universe and not away from it.

(2) Similar problems infect Beutler—Theiler’s reading of the text.
As they see it, Plotinus is worried about the exchange of fire between
heavenly bodies within the heavens:

(o) If [fire] is extinguished and flows out from [one celestial body],
some other fire must be ignited.

(B) And if [this celestial body] has the fire from some other [celestial
body] and it flows out from [that celestial body], then still ocher
fire is required to replace that.

While there are some merits to this reading, it is unlikely that Plotinus
is concerned about heavenly bodies nourishing each other. In ancient
celestial physics, the question of whether the heavenly bodies require
nourishment had always been a question of whether they receive nourish-
ment from the sublunar region (see Gilbert, 1907: 445f. and 685f.).
Moreover, if fire is being borrowed from another heavenly body, why
does Plotinus say that it must be ignited? Finally, this reading simply
does not fit well into the present context. Plotinus is concerned with
refuting the suggestion that the celestial region receives any sort of
influx of material nourishment from the sublunar region (see note on
3.23-6).

(3) A third interpretation has been offered by Miiller and Gollwitzer
(Miiller, 19164: 981):

(o) If [celestial fire] is extinguished and flows out from [the celestial
region], other [sublunar] fire must be ignited.

(B) And if [the celestial region] receives some of this other [sub-
lunar] fire such that some flows out of [the sublunar region],

then a [third] fire must be kindled [and so on ad infinitum].
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The biggest problem with this reading is that it is not at all clear why the
sublunar fire must be replaced. It is clear that the heavens, upon losing
some constituent fire which by being extinguished sinks into the sublunar
region, would need that fire replaced. The heavenly region is made up
solely of corporeal fire; if some of this corporeal fire is lost the heavens
would diminish in size, and this would entail its destruction (ll. 4-5).
Moreover, the celestial region is the natural place for fire; if any other
corporeal element were to exist there, it would do so unnaturally. But if
sublunar fire were to flow out into the celestial region, there is no pressing
reason to think that this fire has to be replaced. The sublunar region has
not grown smaller since it has received the ‘extinguished fire’, i.e. some
other element into which the fire has changed, from the celestial region,
and fire does not naturally belong in the sublunar region anyway. More-
over, Miiller—Gollwitzer think that Plotinus is alluding to a process of
elemental change that would have to go on ad infinitum, in which case
one might suppose the difficulty to be that eventually a// of the original
celestial matter would be replaced, but this cannot be right. Plotinus
is perfectly capable of making ad infinitum arguments explicit (e.g.
11.9.1.57; 111.6.1.6; 1v.7.9.10). Nor does it strictly speaking follow from
the fact that the process goes on for ever thatall of the matter is eventually
replaced; the process of exchange could simply go back and forth be-
tween one portion of sublunar matter and one portion of celestial matter.
Most importantly, the thesis is not theoretically desirable as it amounts
to saying that the universe remains numerically identical as long as
some portion (no matter how small) of celestial matter remains un-
changed.
(4) Only Bréhier’s translation avoids these problems:

(o) If [celestial fire] is extinguished and flows out from [the celestial
region], other fire must be ignited.

(B) And if [the celestial region] partakes of any other [element], and
this flows out from [the celestial region], then this, too, must be
replaced.

On this reading, it is still an open question (until 11.1.6-7) for Plotinus
whether other elements are also present corporeally in the heaven. The
idea is again that fire’s leaving the heaven has been ruled out, but other
elements might have the power to leave and fire could also leave by first
being extinguished and changing into another element. In both cases the
element would have to be replaced by its like: if fire extinguishes, other
fire must be kindled; if another element like water were to descend, other
water would be required. An unexpected consequence of this reading is
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that the numerical persistence of the universe depends on the numerical
persistence of the heavens (see note on Il. 29-30).

3.28 &ANou Tvos éxor kai ékeibev dmoppéor. All translations agree
that &yo: and dmoppéor must take different subjects. For éyew + genitive,
cf. 6.5-6.

3.29 &AMou. Theiler emends this to dAXo, which he takes to be the object
of an understood éédmrecfar (as in L. 27): ‘it is necessary for another [fire
to be ignited] in place of that one.” But the emendation is unnecessary if
one does not insist on supplying é¢dmreafar. Then dAov is the genitive
object of dei: ‘another [element] is required in place of that one.’
3.29-30 aAAa 8ia ToGTo 00 pévol dv 1O Tav {@ov TO alTo, €l kal
oUtws. Plotinus concludes that if the state of affairs described in Il. 26-9
were to obtain, the universe could not remain numerically the same. But
what is it exactly that prohibits the universe from remaining numerically
the same? As we saw in the note on Il. 26-30, interpretation (1), which
would most readily explain the lack of numerical persistence of the uni-
verse, did not turn out to be viable. According to the present interpreta-
tion of 1. 26-9, Plotinus is describing a scenario in which celestial matter
is lowing out of the heaven and being replaced. It is easy to see how this
would entail the impossibility of numerical everlastingness of the heavens,
since the heavens would be subject to external flux. But why does Plotinus
conclude that the universe could not persist numerically? He must think
that the numerical persistence of the heavens is a necessary condition for
the numerical persistence of the universe.

It is also worth noting that interpretations (2) and (3) cannot escape
this conclusion, or one similar to it. On interpretation (2), the persistence
of the heavenly bodies would become a necessary condition for the persist-
ence of the universe. According to (3) there is an everlasting exchange of
matter between the sublunar and superlunar regions. Plotinus, however,
has already clearly said that the continual generation and destruction
of the sublunar elements does not affect the numerical identity of the
universe (1. 7-12). Thus, it must be the continued generation and de-
struction of the superlunar fire that prevents the universe from remaining
numerically identical.

3.29-30 pévor... 76 adré. Numerical persistence, cf. note on 1.19.
3.30 i kai olrws. Although the precise content of this qualification is
unclear, this is only because Plotinus would surely assent to any of three
possible interpretations:

(1) ‘even if (the universe would remain) similar’, i.e. the same in form

(Armstrong and Sleeman 288.49-51, 788.12-13);
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(2) ‘even if (the universe would persist) in this way’, i.e. by virtue
of the elemental exchange between the sublunar and superlunar
regions (Beutler—Theiler, Harder, Kalligas);

(3) “(even) if this is how things were’, i.c. even if one allows the two
protaseis to be true (Bréhier and Ficino).

(3) is harmless, and it is easy to see how (1) and (2) amount to the same
thing. If (2) the universe persists by virtue of the element exchange, and
if the universe does not persist numerically (Il. 29-30), then (1) the uni-
verse can only persist in form. Thus, there is no need to force od7ws into
the sense of ‘similar’ as (1) does. (3) secems preferable on the basis of 6.16

and 6.26-7.

m.1.4

Argument of i1.1.4 Plotinus ended 11.1.3 with a weak argument against
the flux of matter into the heavens thatamounted to saying thatany efflux
of matter would destroy the numerical identity of the universe. But since
the diachronic numerical identity of the universe is itself at issue in 11.1,
Plotinus is not entitled to use it as a premise in his argument against the
influx or efflux of celestial matter. Thus, here he recognizes (Il. 1-4) that
anargumentis needed against the effluxand influx of celestial material that
does not call upon the numerical identity of the universe (o) ws mpos 76
{mToduevov, 1. 1). The second topic that Plotinus says deserves examina-
tion—whether the celestial region and its contents are made exclusively
of fire or whether the other elements are present as well (ll. 4-6)—also
goes back to considerations raised in 11.1.3 (see note on 3.26-30). Here
he only flags the question, and does not return to it until 11.1.6.

The rest of 11.1.4 (Il. 6-33) argues for the numerical everlastingness
of heaven and the universe. In each case Plotinus’ argument relies on the
power of the World-Soul. (In ch. 8 he argues for numerical everlasting-
ness of the heavens without appealing to soul.) It is clear from Il. 10-11
that Plotinus begins by arguing for the everlastingness of the heavens, and
from Il. 25-30 we can see that the end of the chapter is concerned with
the everlastingness of the universe. This is the logical order of discussion,
since as we saw in chapter 3 (3.26-30) the persistence of the heavens is
a necessary condition for the persistence of the universe. The transition
seems to occur at l. 16.

The numerical everlastingness of the heavens. Given the pure nature of the
celestial body and in particular the overwhelming power that the World-
Soul possesses in the heavens, nothing could escape from the heavens
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(Il. 6-16). Plotinus offers some preliminary support for the claims he
makes about the nature of celestial body and soul. Regarding the body,
he simply appeals to Aristotle (Il. 11-13); a fuller account is presented
in 11.1.6=7. However, Plotinus derives the efficaciousness of the World-
Soul in the heavens from his own hierarchical metaphysics (Il. 14-16).

The numerical everlastingness of the universe. The World-Soul also has
the power to sustain the numerical identity of the universe for all time.
Plotinus presents three arguments:

(I)The World-Soul is the strongest bond (Il. 16-25). What could pre-
vent that which can hold the totality of things together for even some
limited amount of time from doing so for //time? Plotinus dismisses two
possibilities:

(a) Iftheorder of the universe were unnatural, the World-Soul would
have to make a great effort to keep it together, and it could not
maintain this effort for ever (1. 20-2).

(b) If there were some other force, mightier than the World-Soul,
this could come along and overpower the World-Soul, just as one
kingdom can conquer another (ll. 22-5).

(IT) Since the universe has always existed, there is no reason to think
that at some point in time it will cease to exist (Il. 25-30). One might
object that the generation and destruction of the sublunar elements is
enough to guarantee the universe’s destruction. Plotinus disagrees: the
universe persists numerically, as long as the World-Soul persists.

(ITI) The World-Soul will not change its mind (ll. 30-3). One might
concede to arguments (I) and (II) that the World-Soul has the power to
sustain the universe for all time, but still insist on the possibility that the
World-Soul could choose not to use this power; it could simply change its
mind and dissolve the universe. Plotinus” cosmology, however, renders
this possibility insupportable: the World-Soul would never change its
mind since its administration of the universe is not toilsome.

4.1-4 AN\’ ad16 ye éd’ €auTol . . . mhoxer dmopponv. Plotinus
realizes that in 3.26-30 he only gave a transcendental argument of the
absence of flux from the heavens: If the universe really does remain
numerically the same, then it must be the case that heaven suffers no
external flux. Now he wants to consider this question all by itself (ad74
... é¢’ éavro?) and not in relation to (mpos) what is still under examina-
tion, i.e. whether the universe persists numerically for ever.
In11.1.3.25-6 Plotinus assumed that no eflux of celestial matter entails
that there is no influx of celestial matter (no eflux — no influx, or influx
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— efflux). Here he flips the logical relation around: if something flows out
from the heavens, then (&)ore) there must also be influx (eflux — influx).
From this it is clear that Plotinus thinks that there is celestial efflux 7fand
only if there is celestial influx. However, in 11.1 influx — efflux is the more
important conditional since his strategy in 11.1 as a whole is similar to his
strategy in 11.1.3: first argue that there is no efflux from heaven, and then
conclude that there is no influx (cf. 11.1.8.19-20).

4.2-3 xéxeiva . . . Ta éket TaxBévra. The plural might lead one to
believe, as Armstrong does, that Plotinus is interested in whether #he
individual heavenly bodies are subject to flux and need nutrition, but this
does not fit the context. He is simply restating the question that received
preliminary consideration in 11.1.3.25-30 (see note on 3.26-30): is
the heaven as 2 whole subject to external flux and therefore in need of
nutrition? Thus, the plural expressions add nothing that is not already
expressed in éxeifev (l. 2) and should be translated conservatively (as
Bréhier and Ficino do): the celestial #hings (which include not just the
heavenly bodies but also their regions of travel which are constituted out
of the same matter as the heavenly bodies themselves).

4.3 TMs Aeyopévns ob kupiws Tpodis. Plotinus shows his Aristotelian
colours by announcing that even if exhalations did enter the celestial
region and nourish the heavens, they would not strictly speaking be
‘nourishment’.

Many of Plotinus’ predecessors in natural philosophy believed that the
heavens were sustained by emissions from the sublunar region—Gilbert
(685, cf. 445 n. 1) goes so far as to call this ‘the universal conviction
among carlier and later thinkers’ (though he excludes Plato, Aristotle,
and the atomists, Herodotus (2.25) is meant to serve as an example of
its universal appeal). Heraclitus clearly held such a doctrine (DK 22A 1
(9) and (11) as did Xenophanes (DK 21A 32, 33, and 40); Anaximenes
might have (DK 13A 7 (5)). It should, however, be emphasized that we
do not have any fragments that attest to the willingness of any of them to
call this a process of nourishment. All this changes with the Stoics, where
Tpod1) and Tpépeabar are repeatedly encountered in this connection (e.g.
SVF2.572 = Poseidonius, fr. 289; SVF2.446, 612, 658). And such is also
the case with Porphyry—in a passage (AN 11.1) that Gilbert (685 n. 5)
calls ‘generally Stoic’. Why, then, would Plotinus insist that such emis-
sions would not count as nourishment?

There are a couple of passages in Aristotle that could lead one to a
narrower conception of nourishment. His remark (GC 335°11-13, cf.
DA 434°19-21), for example, that plants are not nourished by water
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alone, but by water mixed with earth, led Alexander to conclude that
no simple body could nourish anything all by itself and that only com-
posite bodies (i.e. bodies composed of more than one element zype) could
be nourished (/z DS 107.5-10, 18-108.6; cf. Philoponus, /n DA 1-2
282.31-2). This could provide some reason to deny that celestial things
are nourished by exhalations—if either the exhalations or the heavenly
things themselves are not compounds. But this is probably not what
Plotinus has in mind. Alexander’s true concern is that the quality of solid-
ity must be present in the nourishment and the nourished, and Plotinus
maintains that solidity is present in the heavens; it is conferred on the
heavens by cosmic sympathy, and there is no reason to think that exhala-
tions could not gain solidity in the same way. The genuine source of
Plotinus’ narrow concept of nourishment is surely a passage in the Mezeo.
that we have already encountered:

Therefore, all of those who take the sun to be nourished by moisture are ridicu-
lous [. . .] For they say observable fire lives as long as it has nourishment, and
moisture is fire’s only nourishment; for they draw the likelihood of their doctrine
from flame and assume that the sun acts in the same way—as if the part of mois-
ture that is raised up reached the sun or as if the upward path of moisture were
analogous to the generation of flame. But the cases are not similar. For the flame
comes to be through the continuous exchange of moist and dry and is not nour-
ished (for it so to speak never remains identical for any time); but it is impossible
for this to happen with the sun, since if it is indeed nourished in the same way, as
these men say, then clearly ‘the sun is’, as Heraclitus said, ‘not only new each day
but always continuously new’. (354°33-355"15; see note on 2.11)

Here Aristotle maintains that it is only by taking the behaviour of the
heavenly bodies to be analogous to fire that one could be led to the belief
that they are nourished. But even on this analogy, we are told, the heaven-
ly bodies would not really be nourished, just as fire is not, because in order
to be nourished a thing has to persist through the process of nourish-
ment. It would seem, then, that Plotinus denies that the contents of the
heavens could be nourished because he believes that they would not per-
sist (numerically) through such an acquisition. But there are, of course,
conditions for such a belief. By Plotinus’ own principles of diachronic
identity, since the heavenly bodies are ensouled they should be able to
persist as the same living things for some time even if their bodies are in
flux (see note on 3.7-9). This suggests that in ll. 2-3 Plotinus not only
has specifically Heraclitus in mind but has taken over Aristotle’s depic-
tion of Heraclitus wholesale and means to contrast this view with his own
(Il. 3—4). For even as Aristotle sees it, the constant regeneration of the
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heavenly bodies could only take the place of nutrition if they were lifeless,
since if they were alive, i.e. if they had a nutritive soul, they would surely
persist and be nourished (DA 4169-18; cf. Alexander, DA 34.7-14;
Philoponus, /n DA 1-2 278.321t., 285.2-5 and Philoponus[?] I» DA
3595.33-6). The alternative, then, would be between the ‘Heraclitean’
position that the contents of heaven are lifeless and in flux and therefore
always coming to be, and Plotinus’ position that the contents of heaven
are ensouled and not subject to flux. Thus, Plotinus’ first step in his battle
against the Heracliteans’ account of celestial flux is to bid them to add
soul to their account of the heavens (ll. 6—7). See note on 8.19-28.

4.3 dmaf 7a éxel TaxBévra. Although there was never any temporal
beginning of the heaven, Plotinus continually uses temporal language
to express some atemporal meaning. For this reason there is nothing in
itself objectionable in translating dmaé Taxfévra quasi-temporally as
Armstrong (‘once established’) and Beuder—Theiler (‘after they have
been placed (hingestellt) there once for all’) do, especially since in I. 16
Plotinus unmistakably says something along these lines (rév dma¢ év
ad7h) Te@évrwv). However, Plotinus’ use of 7dooew elsewhere in 11.1-2
(cf. 8.2 and especially 11.2.1.21-3) suggests a different, less temporal sense
here: fire is ordained to be in the celestial region once for all (Bréhier).
4.4-6 xai wéTepov . . . YO 10U kpatolvros. The second question:
Does the heaven consist exclusively of fire, or are rather all the elements
present with fire predominating? In the latter case, the other three ele-
mentswould be ‘born up and suspended’ (alwpeiofar xal perewpilechar)
in the heavens. Both words are probably meant to have connotations
of force. Plotinus generally uses alwpeiofar to refer to a constraining
and haphazard motion (1v.3.24.13; 1v.4.18.34; v.1.7.24; v1.4.7.14), and
while this is the only occurrence of perewp(lecfar in the Enneads Plato’s
use of the term in 77m. 63¢2 and Phaedr. 246d6-7 clearly gives it a sense
of force. If there is a difference in sense, perewpilecbar is probably more
static and alwpeiofar more kinetic (v1.6.3.23—4). More specifically, if the
other three elements are present, they are born up and suspended by 700
kpaTotvros. Most commentators (Armstrong, Beutler—Theiler, Bréhier,
Ficino) take this to refer to the fire that predominates (kpatodvros) in the
heavens, butI doubt that this is Plotinus’ meaning (‘predominate’ is better
given by émukpdrew, asin 6.24). In11.1.3 Plotinus quickly concluded that
the World-Soul can master (xparoioav, 3.22) any downward tendency
that fire might have, but he seemed less certain whether it could do the
same for the other three elements (see note on 3.26-30). And this is pre-
cisely the question that Plotinus is interested in here: Can the World-Soul
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master (kpaTodvros) the other three elements as well, and thereby bear
them up and suspend them in the heavens? This reading is partially veri-
fied in 5.13—the final instance of kpdrew in 11.1—where soul is the clear
subject of kpaToiro, nor need the gender of 709 kpatotvros stand in the
way; Schwyzer (1951: 515.20-5) provides a telling example of a neuter
participle referring to a feminine subject: in1v.7.13.4-9 soul is referred in
the neuter, and in 1. 9ff. in the feminine. Sleeman also takes this to refer
to soul in 578.36-7 but there is some tension between this passage and
49.36-9 and 653.42—3 where it is taken to refer to fire.

4.6-16 €l yép . . . adtf Tebévrov. Both of the above questions find
their solution by considering the nature of soul and body in the heavens,
but here Plotinus seems more focused on the first question. As we saw
above (note onl. 3) Plotinus is anxious to refute a sort of Heraclitean posi-
tion according to which the contents of heaven are lifeless and subject to
fluxand therefore constantly coming to be. He pleads that if anyone, even
a Heraclitean, were to add soul to his account of the heavens, then the
heavens’ immortality would be obvious. The ydp is probably explanatory
and is best translated with ‘now’.

4.7 v kupwTdTV aitiav, v Puxnv. As a note in the margin of
some manuscripts confirms, what is meant here is ‘the cause of the im-
mortality of the heaven’. Plotinus here again reveals his commitment to
establishing soul as a more primary cause than body. See notes on 2.17—
28 and 3.1 (cuvepyov).

4.8 1Qv 0UTw cwpdTWY Kabapdv kai Tavtws dpewvédvwv. Cf. 7.34,
48; 8.2 and note on 5.9-14. At this point it is still an open question as
to which elements are present in the heaven. Here we are only told that
whichever bodies turn out to be there, they will be pure and thoroughly
better. In the end, the only body that is strictly speaking present in
heaven is fire; the other three elements are present only as qualities (to
this extent Beutler—Theiler are not quite right when they remark that
owpdTwv kabapdv refers to ‘the elements, and not just fire’; see note on
7.10-19). With this, Plotinus articulates a Neoplatonic interpretation
of the Timaean doctrine that all four elements are found in the heavens,
an interpretation which is repeated in subsequent thinkers in late anti-
quity (cf. e.g. Simplicius, /n DC 84.151L., Proclus apud Philoponus, AP
524.4fI., and note on 3.18-20). Nowhere in the 77m. does Plato actually
say that the superlunar elements are purer or better than the sublunar ele-
ments (though such a difference between sublunar and superlunar beings
is to be found regarding their souls, see 77m. 41d); rather, for the con-
struction of the bodies of sublunar living things, the gods are said simply
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to ‘borrow’ elements from the universe (42¢). ‘Purity’ was a widespread
actribute of heavenly matter, whether that matter be fire or the fifth body
(cf. e.g. Anaximander, DK 12A1; Aristotle, Meteo 33930, 340°6-10;
Theophrastus, DI fr. 4.; Philo, De somniis 1.21.4; Galen, SVF2.1151).
Buct that the same four elements are found in a purer state in heaven seems
to go back to Plato’s Phaed. (esp. 109b7—1, d3—4, 111b5-6) and Phil.
(30a-b; see Introduction, pp. 14—16). There are also strong echoes with
Epin. 981e3-6.

4.9-10 émeikaiév Tois dANots. .. 1 ¢puaos. Cf. 111.3.5.3-8;v.1.10.23—
4. Itisan Aristotelian principle that nature uses the more honourable parts
for the more honourable ends (but cf. Rep. 420c6-7), and Plotinus might
even have PA 665°20-1 in mind, perhaps in conjunction with 672°19—
24 where Aristotle adds that the upper parts of the human body are better
than the lower—another point that Plotinus also adopts (11.2.8.21F.),
although by ‘upper part’ Aristotle primarily means the heart and Plotinus
the head. See also GA 744°12-27 where Aristotle uses the same principle
to maintain that the sense organs (the more honourable parts) are formed
from the purest material. This appears, in any case, to be a clearer case of
Plotinus referring to the Parts of Animals than any of those listed in H-S’s
index fontium. Dufour helpfully points to 77m. 73b—d where marrow—
an extremely important part of the body since the spirited and appetitive
parts of soul are said to reside in it—is described as being composed of the
best, i.e. ‘unwarped and smooth’ triang]es.

4.10 wéyrov. mdyos, which Plotinus uses only here, is the opposite of
elkds (cf. Sextus Empiricus, Adv. math. 7.110-11): instead of a weak
opinion, one would have a so/id opinion.

4.11-13 6pBids yap kai . . . wpdadopov dpioer. Cf. 7.42. In 1l. 6-11
Plotinus submits two claims that should lead one to a solid opinion on the
heaven’s immortality: that (1) the World-Soul is the most sovereign cause
in the heavens, and that (2) the matter of the heavens is in some sense
better than sublunar matter. Plotinus now offers some support for each
of these claims, beginning with the second: (2) that the body in heaven
is purer and altogether better than sublunar bodies Plotinus supports by
appealing to Aristotle. In the Meteo. (34023 and 341°22) Aristotle calls
flame ‘a boiling-over’ (cf. GC 330°25-9; [Ocellus] On the Nature of the
Universe 17.15-22; Aétius 1.3.20 (= DK 31A33); see 7.42). Aristotle,
however, means to contrast flame not with acther (or superlunar fire), but
with the ‘fire’ that makes up the hypekkauma. Philoponus (in his so-called
later period) accepts Plotinus’ reading of this passage (AP 526.13-17)
despite the fact that (in his so-called earlier period) he clearly understood
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that Aristotle was talking about the Aypekkauma and not the heavens (/n
Meteo. 36.2-7). These lines anticipate the theory of celestial matter devel-
oped in 11.1.6-7 in two ways: First, by only addressing the nature of fire
and not the other three elements, Plotinus signals his eventual response to
the question raised in 1. 4-6, that in some sense only fire is in the heavens.
Moreover, Plotinus will ultimately himself distinguish sublunar fire from
superlunar fire or corporeal light (7.24-8).

4.12 814 képov uBpifov. This is Plotinus” own expression but the idea
is Aristotelian. xdpos is a sort of excessiveness that is frequently a cause of
UBpts (see LS] on képos (A)). According to Aristotle flame is excessive in
two senses. First, flame is an excess (dmepBol) of heat (Meteo. 340°23;
GC 330*25-9). But fire generally is also excessive in a more hybristic
sense: it never stops consuming fuel, and in this sense there is no limit to
its excessiveness (DA 416*9—18).

4.14-25 70 8¢ 8 péyoTov . .. v Yuxns plow. Now Plotinus tries
to offer some support for the former claim that (1) the World-Soul is the
most sovereign cause: Soul, by its very nature, holds body together (see
note on l. 17). Its power to accomplish this increases with its ontological
status. That part or power of the soul that is proper to heaven has even
more power to preserve its matter because of its ontological proximity
to Nods (see note on 5.9-14). On account of this power, no matter can
escape heaven, and heaven is everlasting.

4.14 v Yuxnv. This refers to the World-Soul, or more specifically
that part or power of it that is proper to the celestial region. The issue (see
1. 2—4) is whether anything flows out of the celestial region into the sub-
lunar region. Plotinus wants to show here that this part of the World-Soul
has the power to keep its material contents in heaven. Moreover, we are
told that anything placed in this soul cannot go out of being. This would
be an absurd claim to make of the entire World-Soul as there are many
sublunar things that go out of existence.

4.14 &petns Tols apioTors. épefijs here has an ontological sense, i.c.
next in the hierarchy of emanation (cf. 111.9.3.6; 1v.4.13.8; 1v.8.7.22;
v.6.4.14), but it also probably has some spatial sense (cf. 1v.3.17.3-4).
I suspect it was in part out of a desire to eliminate or to at least dimin-
ish this spatial sense that several scholars have suggested exchanging the
participles, but that is unnecessary. See note on Il. 14—15 and Wilberding
(2005). In the scheme of emanation, the celestial soul is, on the one side,
next to the best things, i.c. the intelligible things (cf. 1v.6.3.5-6), and on
the other side, next to the sensible world (111.9.3.6). Tois dploTois prob-
ably refers to Nods alone. We are told at 5.5 that the celestial soul is said
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to be édeérs 74 dnuiovpyd, and Nods is often called the ‘Demiurge’ by
Plotinus (cf. note on 5.2-5). Plotinus probably does notintend to include
the One in 7ois dpioTois. The Intellect is the best part of the intelligible
realm (1v.1.1.1-2 = v.2.1.1-2 Armstrong), while the One is ‘beyond’
the best things in the intelligible realm (I.8.2.8; cf. also 11.4.3.2—4). The
use of the plural Tois dploTots to refer to Nods is not surprising, given
the Intellect’s nature; it is unity in multiplicity, or as Plotinus calls it, pia
$vois moAAd (v1.2.4.31-2).

4.14-15 wwoupévnv Suvape Bavpaocty ketpévny. The manuscripes
offer KLVO'U[_LE’VUV BUV(i,ueL Hav,uaGTﬁ K€L,LL€/V7]V, but there seems to have
been general dissatisfaction with this. kwovpévyy was erased in a couple
of MSS (thus Bréhier’s edition does not print it), and other MSS added
Kwov,u,évnv next to KéL,ué'W]V in the margin. H-S'? retain Kwov,ue'vnv
vad,ua Qau,uaO‘Tﬁ KELMéVnV, but H-S° CXChangCS the participles,
K€L,LL€/V7]V 3vvd,u,5L Hav,uvam'ﬁ Kwov,u,e'vnv, Citing a Suggestion by Creuzer.
Beutler—Theiler go even further: keyuévmy Svvdpet Bavpaoty xpwupérm.

Exchanging the participlesis not, however, an acceptable solution. This
would give: ‘secing that soul is situated next to the best things and moves
by a marvellous power . . .” The problem with this is that the ‘marvellous
power’ is important, not because it moves the soul, but because the soul
uses it to prevent any matter from leaving the celestial region. Plotinus
routinely ascribes to the World-Soul a power to act on matter in a certain
way, namely to order it (11.9.2.15) and to make (11.9.8.25; 11.9.17.18-
195 11.9.18.16) and sustain (6.53) body—without the soul itself being
affected (11.9.18.16; 1v.3.6.22-3). The celestial part of the World-Soul
is further credited with a ‘marvellous power’ to make the heaven one
(v.1.2.38-40). This is, no doubrt, the reason why Beutler—Theiler amend
to ypwpévny: the soul makes use of this power. Ficino also gets close to the
right sense: ‘anima optimis proxima, mirabili potentia praedita sic—the
soul is endowed with a marvellous power (Creuzer (3.87) suggests on the
basis of praedita that Ficino must have read xoopovpévmy for keuévmp,
but this conjecture is unwarranted).

Itis best, then, to keep the manuscript reading and to translate dvvdpuer
favpuaoth keywévmy as: ‘situated with a marvellous power’ or ‘placed
there having a marvellous power’ (cf. Plotinus’ description of Intellect
as évepyela reluevos éotchoy at 11.9.1.29-30 and Armstrong’s transla-
tion ‘resting in a static activity’). The fact that the soul is épeéis Tois
dpioTois kwovuévmy does some work towards justifying why it is Suvdue
Oavpaoty keywévmy. See note 4.14 épeéijs Tois dploTors.

4.15-16 wds éxpetéerai . . . adTy TeBévrv. The soul’s marvellous
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power prevents any celestial element from changing into another ele-
mentand thereby ‘escaping existence’. Plotinus sometimes talks of prime
matter escaping existence (111.6.13.22-3).
4.16-33 pm wavrtos 8¢ . . . yiyvorro. At this point Plotinus switches
from discussing the World-Soul’s function in the everlastingness of the
heavens to its function in the everlastingness of the universe. That the
transition takes place here can only be deduced from the following con-
siderations. Inll. 14—16 Plotinus must still be concerned with the heavens
since in ll. 6-11 Plotinus claims that a conviction regarding the immortal-
ity of the heavens would emerge from reflection on the body and the soul
of the heavens. He considers the body of the heavens in Il. 11-13. Thus,
1. 14-16 must concern soul’s role in the evetlastingness of the heavens.
Further, by starting at the end of the chapter and working backwards, we
can see that Plotinus’ discussion of the universe must begin here. 1. 30-3
refers to a previous argument to the effect that the World-Soul could not
change its mind and dissolve the universe. Likewise, 1l. 25-30 clearly
concern the universe’s persistence as do 1l. 19-25, as Il. 21-2 make clear:
‘both in the nature of the universe and in the things that have been nobly
placed (i.e. and in the heaven)’. This leaves ll. 16-18, and both 7a 7dvra
inl. 18 and ydp in L. 19 suggest that these lines, too, are about the entire
universe. Despite this transition, Plotinus is still initially (1. 16-25) inter-
ested in showing the World-Soul is the most sovereign cause (see note on
1. 14-25).
4.17 éx0eol @punpévny. The World-Soul hasa god asits starting point.
Strictly speaking, this god is the hypostasis Soul, but in 5.5-6. Plotinus
omits the hypostasis Soul and says the World-Soul comes from Noos (see
note ad loc.). For this reason it is stronger than any bond. By contrast our
lower souls, by which our bodies are bound together, proceed from the
World-Soul, that is to say that they are further down the ontological hier-
archy (though our higher souls and the World-Soul are siblings; see note
on 5.7 ({vdaAua)). Consequently, their power to hold bodies together
will not be as great (11.9.2.16; see Introduction, pp. 59-60). That souls
have a power to hold bodies together is both a Platonic and a Stoic idea
(see e.g. 11.2.1.18,11.9.7.101. and 1v.4.22.20-1; Alcinous, Didask. 14.4;
Numenius, fr. 4b; Sextus Empiricus, Adv. math. 7.234 and 9.81; SVF
2.454 and 719. Cf. Aristotle, DA 410°10ff., 411*7-8. See Festugiére,
2.216-17).

Talk of ‘strongest bonds’ calls to mind the 77m. where proportion
is called the ‘fairest’ bond (31c1-3). Plotinus criticizes Plato’s use of a
mathematical bond (which recurs in the Epin. 991e5) to achieve physical
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results (see 6.121F.) and replaces it with this psychic bond. The 77m. also
reports that the Demiurge’s will is a still ‘scronger and more sovereign’
bond (41b5), and Plotinus might be thinking of the World-Soul as a
proxy for God’s will. Showing that God’s will is sufficient to hold the
universe together involves showing that the World-Soul has the power to
hold the heavens together (see 1.31-40).

4.19 kal 6mooovoiv xpoévov. In the argument of Il. 19-20, the conclu-
sion readily follows if one translates 6mocovodv with ‘howeverlong’. Then
we would get: If soul can hold the heaven together for as long as it wants,
it would be strange for it not to do so forever. The problem with this is
that it begs the question. We do not know that the World-Soul can hold
the heaven together as long as it wants. Thus, the sense of émocovoiv,
as at 1.36, must be ‘however short’, as Armstrong and Beutler—Theiler
translate. But now we are left with another question: Why should it be
the case that just because the World-Soul can hold the heavens together
for some time, it can also do so for a// time? After all, our souls can hold
our bodies together for some time without being able to do so for @// time.
What, in other words, is so special about the way that the World-Soul
holds the heavens together?

The answer has to be that the World-Soul holds the heavens together
in the very strictest sense—nothing escapes. In this sense our souls do not
hold our bodies together; they are rather always flowing. The idea, then,
seems to be that a soul’s ability to keep any matter from escaping a body
for any time at all is a signal that the soul and the body, as it were, exist
in perfect harmony, i.e. that the soul does not have to use any force to
keep the body together. Plotinus concludes that if there is this degree of
harmony, then the soul should be able to hold the body together for all
time (see Introduction, p. 50).

4.20-5 &omep Bia . .. pvow. Plotinus now suggests a couple of hypo-
thetical reasons why the World-Soul might not hold the heavens together
for all time. (2) The natural state of the heaven is one of dissolution so that
the soul would have to bind it together by force. This would imply that
the heaven’s present ordered state is unnatural, and as Aristotle urged,
whatis unnatural cannotbe everlasting (DC286*17-18; this is then taken
up by later thinkers, see e.g. Alexander, 2§ 30.25-32.19 and Proclus, /n
Tim. 3.130.20-1). On Plotinus’ view it would be strange (dromov) if this
were the case because the harmony of body and soul required to keep any
body from escaping indicates that the body is not in an unnatural state.
(b) Although the present order of the heavens is natural, there might be
some god that could forcibly dissolve them into an unnatural, disordered



1.4 167

state. Plotinus might be thinking of the 7im. where the Demiurge is
said to have the power to dissolve the universe (32¢3—4, 41a6-b6) but
refrains from doing so because of his good will. Plotinus does not appear
to meet this objection here. This might be because within the framework
of his own cosmology, this objection cannot even get off the ground,
since emanation is necessary (see v.8.12.201L.). Elsewhere, he provides
some arguments against those who deny the necessity of emanation
(11.9.4.171F.).

4.21-2 év 1f 100 mavtds . . . kaA@s TeBetow. Plotinus claims that
the natural coherence is found &oz/ in the universe as a whole and in the
celestial region. The aorist participle here probably has the same meaning
as the one in 4.16: ‘the things that have been nobly placed’, i.e. the things
placed in the noble part of the universe—the heaven. Bréhier’s ‘la belle
ordonnance’, Armstrong’s ‘the noble disposition of things’, and Beutler—
Theiler’s ‘der schénen Ordnung seiner Teile’ seem to overreach.

4.24 oilov Baciheias Twvos kai dpxns. Dufour ingeniously suggests
‘cette image renvoie peut-étre & la mort de I'empereur Gallien, qui
fut assassiné en 268, 'année méme ou le traité 40 a probablement é¢é
rédig¢ (110). This may be, but it is more straightforward to take this
as a critique of the Stoic idea of the cosmos as a polis (cf. SVF 2.525,
645, 11271f; 3.327). See also [Aristotle], DM 6 398°6fL. (esp. 400°6 L.,
and cf. Aristotle, Meta. 1075*14) where [Aristotle] in Stoic fashion likens
the universe to a city whose ruler is God but also emphasizes important
differences between God and earthly rulers.

4.25-30 76 e pfmote . . . peraBolns airtia. In addition to the
principal hylomorphic argument, Plotinus adds as a second line of
justification that what has no beginning should have no end. This is the
converse of the received Platonic and Aristotelian axiom that what does
have a beginning must have an end (see note on 1.1-2). Aristotle himself
endorses the converse at DC 282*25-6. Plotinus supports this with an
appeal to something like the principle of sufficient reason: Why should
something that has a/ways existed all of a sudden cease to exist? Plotinus
supplies two hypothetical reasons: Its ultimate constituent parts could
wear out (Plotinus denies that this is possible); and even if its constituent
parts do not wear out, they are constantly changing; and one might think
that nothing whose parts are constantly changing can persist numerically
for ever. To this Plotinus responds that the universe nevertheless persists
because the cause of change persists (see note on 1. 30).

4.25-6 118n elpnrar. The reference is unclear. It could simply be to
11.1.1.1f,, but more likely it is referring to the chronologically eatlier 11.9.
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At11.9.3.121F. Plotinus explains that the sensible world is yevn7és not in
a chronological but in an ontological sense.

4.26 mwioTw . .. &el. ‘to give assurance’ or ‘to have persuasive power’
(cf.111.7.5.5and v.5.1.12).

4.30 1 s peraBolis airia. What is the cause of elemental change?
Aristotle pointed to the natural circular motion of the fifth body in the
heavens as the source of all motion and change; more specifically, it is the
motion of the sun along the ecliptic (GC336*311L., Meteo. 339°23—4 and
346°20-3). As the sun approaches and heats the atmosphere, moisture
is evaporated and rises; when the sun recedes, it becomes moisture again
and moves back down. Alexander clearly follows Aristotle in making the
heavenly bodies the primary causes of sublunar elemental change (De
mix. 225.28-34; De fat. 169.23—6; In Meteo. 6.17-19 and 72.7-8), as
did others in late antiquity (Simplicius, /n DC 405.3—4; Philoponus,
Meteo. 11.19-20 and In GC289.19).

Plato, however, points to soul as the cause of all change and motion
(Laws 896a5-bl and 904c6-7; Phaedr. 245c5 . cf. Phil. 30c). Plato
might see the heavenly bodies as being proximate causes of life and
motion in the sublunar region (7heaer. 153d1-5), but since he denies
that there is a fifth body in the celestial region that naturally moves in a
circle, he must ultimately explain the motions of the heavenly bodies in
terms of soul (77m. 38¢71L.). Platonists in late antiquity followed him on
this (Proclus, I Rep. 2.358.201F. and Damascius, /n Phaed. 1.465.1-2).

The Aristotelian answer is certainly open to Plotinus, since as we saw
above (note on 3.26-30) the identity of the celestial region is a neces-
sary condition for the identity of the universe. Nevertheless, Plotinus
almost certainly means 7 mjs peraBodijs airia to refer to soul. Soul is the
subject of the lines that follow (Il. 30-1), and Plotinus has already twice
called soul a cause—albeit of immortality and not of change (2.24 and
4.7). Elsewhere he more clearly endorses the Platonic doctrine that soul
is the cause of all motion (e.g. 1v.7.9.611.). This, however, seems to raise
a problem. If Plotinus means to say that the universe persists as long as
soul persists, then he seems to be committed to making the identity of the
soul the criterion for the identity of the entire universe. And if this is the
case, why is he so concerned to show that there is no external flux, and
especially that there is no external flux in the heaven?

The answer to this question must look something like this: In order
for a composite of soul and body to persist numerically, three things are
required: (i) the body must remain, at least formally (the body need not
remain the same in number, i.e. its matter can be in flux); (ii) the soul



1.4 169

must persist numerically; (iii) the soul must remain united with the body.
Flux becomes important because of (iii). Plotinus thinks that the pres-
ence of external flux signals a lack of harmony between the soul and the
matter of the body. This lack of harmony prevents the soul from remain-
ing united to the body for all time—eventually the composite must perish
(though the soul, or some part of it, might persist). See note on 3.7-9.
4.30-1 1) 8¢ petdvora . . . éomi 8éderkTar. Aristotle (DP fr. 21 [Rose’]
(= Fr. 19¢ [Ross])) refuses to admit that the creator god could have a
change of mind (uerdvoiav) because the creator god should be completely
dmabns (DC279*19-22; cf. Meta. 1073*11, DA 430°18) and this would
be an affection to the soul. As Kalligas points out, Simplicius (/n DC
289.11F) connects the argument in DP not only to the DC passage but
also to Plato’s Rep. 380d fI. where it is argued that for a god any change is
a change for the worse.

Plotinus says that this has already been shown to be an empty sug-
gestion, but the exact reference of 8édewcrar is unclear. In 11.9.4.171T.
Plotinus argues that if there is to be a change of mind, there is no reason
why it should come later and not now. The suggestion could also be
‘empty’ because the coming to be of the sensible universe is nota product
of decision or discursive thought; it is rather a necessary and automatic
result of emanation (v.8.7; v.8.12.17ff). In 1v.8.2.42f. Plotinus says
(drawing on Phaed. 66¢—d) there are only two reasons why a soul could be
displeased with its association with a body: either the body is a hindrance
to thought, or the body fills the soul with unfitting emotions. And he
denies that these apply to the World-Soul and the souls of the celestial
bodies (see also 1v.8.2.16F.). This is similar to what Plotinus intimates
here, namely that a change of mind could only result if the dwolknos
of the universe were hard work. Perhaps, then, the §édewxrar refers to
where Plotinus has shown that it is not, in fact, hard work (see note
onl. 31).

4.31 amovos. Cf. Plato, Laws 904a; Aristotle, DC 284%15; [Aristotle],
DM 400°9-11; SVF 2.688. Plotinus repeatedly emphasizes that the
World-Soul’s direction of the universe proceeds without toil (e.g.
11.9.18.16-17; 111.2.2.40-2; 1v.8.2.50f.). This is because the way the
World-Soul directs the universe is different from the way our souls direct
our individual bodies (11.9.7.7-8). One of the differences he indicates is
that individual souls are feztered by their bodies, while the World-Soul
is not fettered by the body of the universe. The World-Soul is, after all,
responsible for binding body together in the first place (11.9.18.15-17),
and itisabsurd to think that the binder is bound by what he himself binds.
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Plotinus is presumably expressing this same thought elsewhere when he
says that the World-Soul ‘does not come down’, rather the body of the
universe comes to it (111.4.4.5f.; 1v.8.2.38 f.) or that the World-Soul does
not ‘turn toward’ the sensible world (1v.3.12.8-12). Strictly speaking,
however, Plotinus should say, as he does elsewhere, that only the higher
part or power of the World-Soul does not come down or turn toward the
sensible world (e.g. 11.9.7.15-18; 1v.8.2.32-3) and again that the lower
part or power is indeed bound to body (11.3.9.31—4; cf. 1v.3.14.13-15).

It is, of course, fair to ask what Plotinus means when he says that the
World-Soul does not ‘turn toward’ the sensible world. After all, he clearly
does want to insist that the World-Soul is in some sense immanent in
the world. The answer lies in the way it is present in the world and in
its manner of directing the world. Importantly, the World-Soul ‘does
not direct the sensible world by thinking discursively about it nor by
amending it to itself, rather it orders it by contemplating with a wonder-
ful power what is before itself’ (11.9.2.14-15). This, we are told, is why
the World-Soul can remain untroubled (dmpayudvws, 11.9.2.13). This
is repeated in more precise terms in 1v.8.8: the World-Soul orders the
universe by means of its lower part, and it does so dmdvws because ‘it does
not do it by calculation, as we do, but by Intellect—just as art does not
deliberate’ (1. 13—16). The entire World-Soul can be said not to turn
toward the sensible world because, although its lower part is immersed in
the world, its higher part is constantly directed toward the Intellect. Its
management of the cosmos automatically follows from this contempla-
tion. For this reason the World-Soul remains unencumbered by plan-
ning and deliberation (e.g. v.7.3.7-12). Importantly, by insisting on the
absence of deliberation in the creation and maintenance of the sensible
world, Plotinus incorporates a very Aristotelian theme into an otherwise
Platonic picture. Whereas Plato in the 77m. describes the Demiurge as
thinking and deliberating (e.g. Aoytaduevos 30bl), Aristotle routinely
emphasizes that nature does not deliberate (Phys. 199°28, DC287°151L.,
Meta.1032*121t.). Since Plotinus further connects planning and delibera-
tion to toil (e.g. 11.9.2; 1v.4.12; 1v.8.8; cf. v.8.12.201T.), its management
of the universe can be said to be dmovos. This connection might have its
roots in Aristotle’s Meta. 1074°28-9, where Aristotle suggests that the
act of continuously thinking is not toilsome (ém{movov) for the unmoved
mover and, as Kalligas suggests, in the Epin. 982c7—d3, where the move-
ments of the celestial bodies are said not to involve constant decision
making.

In addition to the World-Soul’s freedom from deliberation, the behav-
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iour of the celestial matter itself helps eliminate toil. As Aristotle urges,
the World-Soul could not be without pain (dAvmrov) if it had to force
the celestial body to move as it does (DC 284°27). Plotinus accounts for
this by making the celestial fire ‘easily led” (edaydyw 2.18; see note on
5.9-14).-

4.32-3 o08év . . . &ANowdTepov. dAoidy Ti can be euphemistic for
rdrov 1v (LS] dAdotos). Thus, 008év dv dAloidrepov aivry ylyvoiro
could be translated ‘the soul would be no worse off” as Armstrong and
Beutler—Theiler do. But a more literal translation like Bréhier’s ‘elle n’en
éprouverait aucun changement’ seems better for the following reasons.
Sleeman does not indicate that Plotinus ever uses aAotos in the former
sense (61.42-8), and indeed, in the other three passages where Plotinus
uses dAoios (111.6.2.26; 3.25; 7.37), it clearly just means ‘different’.
Moreover, the latter translation lends itself better to the context. There is
no reason for Plotinus to assure us that soul would not be worse off if there
were no matter; presumably, none of his readers would have thought that
to begin with—if anything they would presumably expect soul to fare
better without matter. Rather, here Plotinus is concerned with refuting
the suggestion that the soul would change its mind and cease holding
the universe together. Thus, his point here is that the soul has nothing
really to gain by separating itself from the universe; its activity is already
without toil or harm. The same point is apparently made at 11.9.7.24-7
and 11.9.17.54-6. This proposal is, of course, strictly hypothetical. Body
is a necessary product of soul (v.8.12.171f.), and as 1v.3.13.12-14 sug-
gests, even soul’s dwolkmous of a living thing involves soul’s producing
(yevvdroms) body.

n.1.5

Argumentof1.1.5 Inch. 4 Plotinus worked to produce a ‘solid opinion’
that the heaven as a whole is immortal. Yet, as he has repeatedly signalled,
this is not sufficient: one must also explain why the parts of heaven, i.e.
the heavenly bodies, persist numerically while the sublunar parts, i.e.
living things, do not (1.38; 2.16-17). Here in ch. 5, Plotinus turns to
this task. His basic strategy is to distinguish between what is responsible
for creating and maintaining the heavenly bodies and what performs the
same activities for sublunar living things.

Plotinus begins by citing Plato’s explanation of why the superlunar
parts of the universe persist and the sublunar ones do not: the former are
made directly by the Demiurge, while the latter are made by the celes-
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tial gods (1. 2-5). Plotinus then translates this explanation into his own
metaphysical vocabulary: the World-Soul comes directly after the Demi-
urge (Nods), whereas the natures responsible for creating and maintain-
ing sublunar living things are derived in turn from the World-Soul (IL.
5-8). Although these individual natures try to imitate the World-Soul,
they are unable to achieve numerical everlastingness—both because of
their own inadequacy (in comparison to the World-Soul) and because
of the nature of sublunar bodies, elements, and place (Il. 8-14).

At this point Plotinus has explained why sublunar parts (living things)
do not persist, but he has not given any positive account of the perman-
ence of the superlunar parts (heavenly bodies). In ll. 14-17 he quickly
argues that they persist, although he does not explain Aow. The explana-
tion of their persistence must be abstracted from Il. 8-14 and 18-23.

In the final lines (Il. 18-23) Plotinus captures and answers a possible
objection to the preceding account: Even if we sublunar living things can-
not achieve numerical everlastingness gua composite living things with
our lower souls, why couldn’t we achieve it with our higher souls? Plotinus
explains that the higher souls are primarily concerned with our well-being
and not with our composite existence. It makes only a minimal contribu-
tion to our composite being, and even that is only made when the com-
posite living thing has already come to be.

5.1 7a éxet pépn. The parts there, i.e. in heaven. These parts correspond
both to 7a évraifa {Ha and to Ta évradba oroyeia and thus include
both the stars (and planets) and the physical elements that comprise these
bodies and the regions between them.

5.2-5 ¢noiv 6 NMAatwv . . . Bepitov $pOeipecBar. Plotinus takes the
starting point of his solution from Plato. In the 77m. the Demiurge him-
self is responsible for the production both of the World-Soul (which is
described as residing primarily in the heavens (36c—d) ) and of the World-
Body, along with the celestial gods, i.c. the ensouled heavenly bodies
(38cfl.), and the Olympic gods (40d—41a). However, he assigns the crea-
tion of the sublunar creatures to the generated gods because if he ‘made
these creatures come into existence and partake of life, they would have
been made equal to gods’ (41c2-3). That is why ‘He himself was the
creator of divine things, but the generation of the mortal things he com-
manded his engendered gods [i.e. the celestial bodies] to execute’ (69¢3—
5). The Demiurge began the process himself by concocting the immortal
part of our souls—mixing in roughly the same manner as he mixed the
World-Soul, ‘yet no longer in a uniform and invariable blend, but of a
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second and third vintage’ (41d6-7). The generated gods then created
‘another form of soul’ (69¢7), i.e. the mortal parts, spirit (fuuds) and
desire (émifupuia), and grafted them on to the immortal part (see Taylor,
498f. and Baltes, 1976: 48 n. 107). These gods then proceeded to create
our bodies (44c41L.). This genealogy is illustrated in Figure 1.

Demiurge
gods (bodies and souls) immortal part of souls of
/ \ sublunar individuals
bodies of sublunar mortal parts of soul of
individuals sublunar individuals

Fi1G. 1. Creation in the Timaeus

Thus, on the 77m. account, (1) human souls are inferior to the World-
Soul in two respects: (a) the immortal part of a human soul, although
mixed by the Demiurge himself, is not as pure as the World-Soul; () the
human soul also contains two mortal parts created by the generated gods.
Moreover, (2) human bodies are inferior to the bodies of the heaven and
its stars and planets because they were made by the generated gods and
are thus mortal.

5.4-5 yevépeva 8¢ map’ éxeivou ol Bepitov PpeipeaBar. In the Tim.
Plato says that the generated godsare technically dissoluble (Avév, 41b1);
itis the Demiurge’s wil/ that makes them indissoluble (41a8). Yet, the De-
miurge in some sense has no choice in the matter. Since the gods are well
crafted, it would be base to let them perish (41b1-2), and it is not per-
mitted (6éucs) for the Demiurge to do anything other than what is finest
(3026-7). Plotinus puts all of this together here (and cf. v1.4.10.28-9).
Others did so as well: cf. Apuleius, De Plaz. 1.8; Chalcidius’ In Tim. chs.
23-5; Proclus apud Philoponus, AP 55.251., and In Tim. 3.224.32—
225.13. As Baltes notes (1978: 64 n. 190), this idea was also often char-
acterized as Aristotelian: whatever comes to be by the agency of some
unmoved cause has an unending nature (cf. Aristotle, Phys. 25932 1F.).
5.5-6 To0TO 8¢ TalTOV . . . Tas fperépas 8é. Plotinus now translates
his exposé of the T7m. into his own ontology. He begins by implicitly
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identifying the Demiurge with Nods, as he does explicitly elsewhere on
many occasions (11.3.18.15; 1v.4.10.1f1;; v.1.8.5; v.8.8.5{1.; v.9.3.25-6).
This is a traditional Platonic interpretation (see e.g. Numenius, fr. 20;
Tamblichus, De myst. 8.3), even though, as is often noted (e.g. Beutler—
Theiler, 11b, 511; O’Meara, 1980: 370 n. 23; Armstrong, 1940: 87), it is
the World-Soul that often seems to perform the demiurgic functions (e.g.
111.9.1.34—7; 1v.3.6.1F,; 1v.4.9.9; v.1.7.42-9; cf. v.1.10.29-30). This
is probably what leads Porphyry to believe that Plotinus identifies the
Demiurge not with Noos but with the dmeprdouios or duébexros vy,
and that the Nods itself is identified with the paradigm or 76 adroldov
(see Proclus, In Tim. 1.306.31-307.4 = Sodano, fr. 41). Proclus argues
that neither Plato nor Plotinus holds this view (ibid. 1.307.4—17;
cf. 1.303.24-27). Proclus is certainly right about what Plato says in the
Tim. since there soul is created by the Demiurge, and hence cannot be
identified with him. However, in the Epin. (which Plotinus considered
genuine, see Introduction, pp. 14-15) it is the vyijs yévos that is said to
be fit to dnuovpyeiv (981b7-8; cf. 988d4—5 and Laws 892a21T.).

The generated gods of 77m. 38c fI. and 40d . are identified with some-
thing called the ‘celestial soul’ (see note on l. 6). See Figure 2.

Demiurge Notbs
generated gods immortal parts celestial soul immortal parts
of our souls of our souls

F1c. 2. A Comparison of Plato’s Demiurge and Plotinus’ Nods

This much seems clear, but there is one problem. Since Blumenthal’s in-
fluential article (19716), the canonical account of Plotinus’ psychogony
has been that Nods produces the hypostasis Soul (the so-called Urseele),
which in turn produces both the World-Soul and the individual souls
(cf. e.g. Helleman-Elgersma, 1980: passim; P. Hadot, 1990: 197-8;
O’Meara, 1975: 102 n. 27 and 1993: 67; Gerson, 1994: 63; Szlezdk,
1979: 176 n. 572; Atkinson, 1983: 42). Blumenthal’s thesis was antici-
pated by Harder (Beutler—Theiler, vol. 1b, 461); Beutler—Theiler (vol.
11b, 469 and vi1, 119); Pistorius, 1952: 84-90; and Deck, 1967: 33). This
replaced an earlier interpretative tradition that identified the hyposta-
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sis Soul with the World-Soul, see Kirchner, 1854: 71; Richter, 1867:
82; Zeller, 1855-65: 3b.592; Drews, 1907: 1731L; Inge, 1923 vol. I:
205; Bréhier, 1928: 63ff.; Armstrong, 1940: 84fL; Rist, 1967: 113; and
Dérrie, 1972: col. 942. Here, however, we find that the World-Soul and
(higher) individual souls are next to the Demiurge, which, as we saw, is
Nobs, and the language of ‘being next to’ does not leave any room for an
intervening hypostasis Soul. There are other passages in the Enneads as
well that describe the World-Soul as coming directly from Nods (e.g.
11.3.17.15-16 and 11.3.18.9ff.). Blumenthal’s explanation of these incon-
gruities is that what gets called the “World-Soul’ ‘may not always have the
same upper limit’ (19714, 58). Sometimes, then, what Plotinus refers
to as the World-Soul is meant to include the hypostasis Soul, but this
strategy does not work here, since if the odpavia vy includes not just
the celestial soul (that is, the higher power of the World-Soul, see note on
5.6) but also the hypostasis Soul we would be left with the unacceptable
conclusion that our higher souls bypass the hypostasis Soul and proceed
directly from Nods. If the canonical account is right, the Demiurge here
must represent not just Nods but also the hypostasis Soul, or perhaps we
could say that Noos does not always have the same lower limit.
5.5 édetns pév 1@ Snpoupy@. Cf. 4.14.
5.6 v Yuxnv v obpaviav. Most scholars take this to be the World-
Soul (Beutler—Theiler, 1vb 399, 405; Szlezdk, 1979: 191; Hadot, 1990:
54, 192). However, many scholars identify this as just the zranscend-
ent power or part of the World-Soul (e.g. Armstrong, 1940: 85; Zeller,
1855-65:3b.594; Romano, 1992: 286), that is to say that the odpavia
Jux1 lies outside of both the sublunar and the superlunar regions. The
reason for taking this to be only an upper portion of the World-Soul lies
no doubt in Plotinus’ description of the {vdéaApa that flows out of the
ovpavia Puxm. It is tempting to take this (véadua to be the lower part of
the World-Soul, Nature, in which case the odpavia vy could only be
some higher part or power.

This interpretation of the véaAua, however, is wrong (see note on
1. 7), and several other considerations also show that odpavia vy can-
not refer only to the transcendent power of the World-Soul. It is true
that odpavds can refer to the intelligible region, so that one could expect
ovpavios sometimes to have the derivative sense of ‘intelligible’, which
it certainly does have on occasion (e.g. v.8.3.33—4; cf. Hadot, 1990:
170-1), but Plotinus mostly uses it of the visible heavens, in opposition
to the sublunar sensible world (11.1.2.8; 11.3.14.7; 111.1.6.14; 1v.4.31.306;
1v.4.37.17; v1.3.9.14; v1.3.10.27). Moreover, the course of thought in
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11.1.5 demands that this soul be responsible for shaping and maintaining
the celestial region of the sensible cosmos. This discussion is meant to
answer the question posed in . 1-2: Why do the celestial things persist
while the sublunar do not? Part of Plotinus’ solution to this problem
involves establishing that the soul in charge of the celestial region is more
sovereign than souls that govern our bodies. Our lower souls are unable to
imitate Ty oy T odpaviav fully because they are working with worse
bodies (Il. 8-14); thus, the odpavia vy must be using better bodies, but
if it is using bodies at all it cannot be completely transcendent. Finally,
the odpavia fuyr appears here in place of the 77m.’s generated gods and is
responsible for our individual souls, and in 11.3.9.6-12 Plotinus describes
this same entity as ‘the moving gods’, i.e. the stars. Clearly, then, this
ovpavia Yoy is immanent in the visible heavens.

This raises several questions, the most pressing of which is to what
extent this odpavia vy is commensurate with the odpavia vy in
111.5.2-3 (and v1.9.9.281T.). There Plotinus distinguishes between two
‘Aphrodites’ or souls (cf. v1.9.9.30). The first is called odpavia and is said
to descend directly from Kronos (i.e. Nods 2.20 and 27) to which it in
turn directs its own activity (2.36-7). It ‘remains above’ (2.21), being
‘in heaven’ (2.18) and ‘only there’ (3.26); and cannot go down here
(2.21-3); it is ‘pure’ and ‘unmixed’ (2.21 and 26) and has no share of
matter (2.24). It is also called X(UPLO"TT‘]V Twa VTéaTACY (2.23) (but one
must keep in mind that $méoraots does not always mean one of the three
hypostases—sometimes it can just mean ‘reality’—in fact, the Erds pro-
duced by this Aphrodite is also called a $7doraots, 2.36-8). Finally, this
soul also ‘primarily illuminates the heaven’ (3.22-3) and is the source of
both our individual souls and the second Aphrodite (3.38). The second
Aphrodite is called the World-Soul (3.27-8), belonging to the cosmos
(3.30), and is next to and derived from the first Aphrodite (3.38).

On what is perhaps the standard line of interpretation, the odpavia
Jux in 115 is understood to be the third hypostasis (the Universal
Soul or Urseele) while the second soul or Aphrodite is taken to refer to
the World-Soul in its entirety (Beutler—Theiler, vib.122 (§41); Hadot,
1990: 511F.; Lacrosse, 1994: 46). Hadot (1990: 51-61, 169-75, 189-92)
has produced an in-depth exposition of this view that deserves examina-
tion. He begins by isolating two possible references of odpavia hvyii—the
hypostasis Soul (Urseele) or the higher (part or power of the) World-
Soul—and proceeds to argue that the former reference is correct (51).
Both the hypostasis Soul and the higher World-Soul, Hadot admits,
share many qualities that are attributed to the odpavia vy here includ-
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ing being transcendent and separate (52) and remaining immobile (53).
However, there are, according to Hadot, some properties attributed to
the odpavia Yy here that cannot be attributed to the higher World-
Soul: (1) it is called ‘simply or absolutely soul’ (the higher World-Soul
is the soul of something, namely the world) and (2) it is directly derived
from Nods (the higher World-Soul is derived indirectly from Nods by
means of the hypostasis Soul). Moreover, (3) Hadot adds that if odpavia
Yoy refers to the higher World-Soul, then Plotinus would be using the
expression “World-Soul’ to refer only to the lower World-Soul, which
Plotinus never does (55). Lastly, Hadot explains what it means to say
that the hypostasis Soul ‘primarily illuminates the heaven’ by developing
Plotinus’ own analogy to vods (111.5.3.25-6): vods can be ‘in us’ while still
remaining transcendent because it is we who lift ourselves up to it rather
than it coming down to us. ‘[I]n the same manner’, explains Hadot, ‘the
heaven, i.e. the soul of heaven, can be illuminated by the transcendent
soul [viz. the hypostasis Soul] to the extent that the former turns to-
wards the latter and participates in the contemplation of Noos, which
is the constant activity of that transcendent soul. In this sense, just as
the transcendent Nods is “ours”, the transcendent soul is “celestial”, not
because it comes into the heaven but because the soul of heaven rises to it’
(191). Hadot then concludes, correctly as I see it, that this ‘soul of heaven’
is what is referred to by odpavia pvy7 in 11.1.5. Thus, for Hadot the
ovpavia puyn of 111.5.2-3 is not identical to the odpavia vy of 1m.1.5:
the former refers to the hypostasis Soul, whereas the latter is the ‘soul of
heaven’ which is according to Hadot ‘probably identical’ to the World-
Soul (192). See Introduction, pp. 51-7.

5.6 kai tas fperépas 8¢ Our higher souls, see note on Il. 18-20.
Plotinus partitions our souls differently in different contexts. Often, as
here, he employs a simple two-fold division into the higher and lower
soul. Tripartite divisions are also common in the Enneads, though the
divisions themselves can vary. Sometimes the division is Aristotelian
(discursive, sense-perception (irrational), nutrition/growth (111.4.2;
1v.9.3.10-29;v.2.2.4-10; v1.7.5-6) ), sometimes Platonic (reason, spirit,
desire (111.6.2.221F), and sometimes Neo-Platonic (undescended, dis-
cursive reason, lowest (11.9.2.4ff.; 1v.3.12.1-8) ). There is even one case
of a four-fold division of soul: kafapds voovsa, dofactuit), alchnas,
yevwdoa (v.3.9.28-34). It is the higher (rather than the lower) soul that
is propetly said to be ‘ours’.

5.7 v8ahpa. Cf.11.3.18.10-13; 111.8.4.15-16; 111.8.5.1-16; 1v.4.13.1—
115v.9.6.195 v1.2.22.29-35. Plotinus does not mean that this ‘image’ of
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the World-Soul is an image in the sense that a portrait is an image of the
person portrayed. For the immediate cause of the portrait is not the per-
son portrayed, but rather the portraitist. It is rather an image in the sense
of a reflection in a mirror or a shadow (1v.2.22.29-35; v1.4.10.11F.). In
these cases the original is directly responsible for the image, and the image
cannot survive in the absence of the original. Thus, one of the virtues of
this imagery is that it brings out the dependence of the lower soul on its
continual contact with the higher soul (v1.4.9.37-45). Kalligas points
out that this imagery is Gnostic, and Plotinus himself says as much in
11.9.10.19-33 (see Jonas, 1963: 163—4).

Prima facie there are two good reasons for taking this ivdalua to be
Nature, i.c. the lower part of the World-Soul (see note on . 6): (1) Nature
is often called an offspring or even an wdadpa of a higher soul (e.g.
11.3.18.10-13; 111.8.4.15; v.4.13.11.); (2) Nature, like the {vdalua here,
is said to create living things on earth. Romano (1992: 286) has perhaps
produced the most detailed interpretation along this lines: Plotinus has
taken Plato’s distinction between the Demiurge who creates immortal
things and the generated gods who create mortal things and recast it in
terms of the two powers of soul, such that the higher, transcendent power
of soul (odpavia Yuy1) produces immortal things whereas the lower, im-
manent power (ivdadpa), Nature, produces mortal things. Such an inter-
pretation, however, encounters unanswerable objections: as was argued
in the note on 1. 6, the odpavia vy cannot be completely transcendent.
A more specific problem for Romano’s interpretation is that the #ran-
scendent part of the World-Soul could not be responsible for the produc-
tion of any composite thing—Dbe it mortal or immortal. Rather, Nature,
the lowest part of the World-Soul, is in some sense responsible for the
coming-to-be of a// sensible substances. Far from being an offspring of
the odpavia Yoy, Nature must be included in it.

This leaves us with the pressing question of what exactly this (véadpa is.
The answer must be that this is the individual soul, or more precisely, the
lowest part of the individual soul. This is what Plotinus generally refers
to as the ‘vegetative soul’ (111.4.2.23; 111.4.4.12; 111.6.4.38; 1v.3.19.19-20
(= 70 adénTikdv); 1v.3.23.35-6; 1v.4.27.12; 1v.4.18 passim; 1v.7.8°.25;
1v.9.3.21, etc.) but also sometimes as ‘nature’ (111.6.4.23; 1v.4.13.21;
v.9.6.20 (on which see Vorwerk, 2001: 93—4, and cf. Beutler—Theiler,
6.120). This part of the soul is in matter (111.6.4.32-3). Plotinus follows
Aristotle in making this soul responsible for the processes of both genera-
tion and nutrition (Aristotle: DA B4; Plotinus: 111.6.4.32-3; 1v.3.23.35—
6 and 1v.9.3.23-9); it causes growth, increase, and other kinds of change
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(111.6.4.38-41). In particular, this is the soul that Plotinus credits with
making and forming an individual’s body (1v.4.20.23-9; 1v.4.14.8-10;
1v.4.28.49-50; v.9.6.22). It does so by using the Adyot contained within
itself (1v.3.10.11-13; v.9.6.15ff.). Each of the features deserves a more
in-depth discussion than is possible here. That this is the reference of
vdaAua here can be seen with the help of v.9.6. There Plotinus describes
the sperma of a living thing as a composite of matter and form, and
although he is not interested in the specific constitution of the matter (he
suggests that the matter might be something moist), he says much more
about the form of the sperma: ‘the form is the sperma itself and the logos,
identical to the generative kind of soul’ (v.9.6.18-19; note that Arm-
strong’s translation is misleading here, cf. Bréhier, Beutler—Theiler, and
Vorwerk). All of the omepparicol Aéyot are contained in here, and each is
undistinguished in the whole. Thus, the generative soul is the form of the
sperma, and in a sense the sperma itself. Plotinus continues with a remark
very similar to what we find here in chapter 5: he says that the genera-
tive soul is an ‘{wdalpa of some other, better soul” (v.9.6.19-20). Once
again we are faced with a problem of reference: what is this ‘other, better
soul’? It is, perhaps, tempting to say that it is one’s higher, undescended
soul. This, after all, would seem to be in line with much of what Plotinus
says about the descent of soul into body. Nevertheless, this does not seem
to be what Plotinus has in mind. The ‘better soul’ in question appears
rather to be the World-Soul. Plotinus repeatedly refers to a part of one’s
individual soul that comes from the universe or the World-Soul. All liv-
ing things, we are told, have something (1) of the universe in them, and
this part of them is subject to cosmic sympathy and magic (1v.4.32.81T.).
We are further told that this something is irrational (1v.4.37.111f.), and
more specifically that it is an irrational part of the soul that originates in
the World-Soul (1v.4.43.1-5). All of this goes hand in hand with several
passages where Plotinus contrasts a higher individual soul with a soul that
is ‘from the universe’ (1v.3.7.29-31; 1v.3.27.11.; 1v.9.3.25-9). In 1v.9.3

Plotinus makes some of the connections more explicit:

The nutritive power [= the generative soul], if it comes from the universe, has
also something from the World-Soul. But why doesn’t the nutritive power also
come from our soul? Because what is nourished is a part of a whole. (1v.9.3.23-5,
Armstrong’s translation slightly revised)

The vdaua of the World-Soul, then, is the individual lower soul or
nature; it is, after all, individual natures that are responsible for the
production and maintainance of individual living things on earth.
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It is reasonable to ask how this fits into Plotinus’ understanding of the
Tim., and we should ask what in Plotinus’ view is responsible for creating
the superlunar bodies. Schematically, the 77m. cosmogony looks some-
thing like Figure 3.

Demiurge
Universe World-Soul ~ Heavenly Bodies Gods  Immortal Part

of Individual
/ \ Souls

Individual Mortal Parts
Bodies of Individual
Souls

F1G. 3. Creation in the 7imaeus 2

In the 7im. the Demiurge makes them himself (38cff.), but Plotinus
could hardly say that Nods produces anything bodily. The only other
candidates available to Plotinus in 11.1.5 are the odpavia vyx7 and the
#dalua, but it cannot be the (vdaAua because we are told that it is only
responsible for making the things oz earth. Thus, it must be the odpavia
Juxi—the World-Soul. More specifically, it is the lowest part of the
World-Soul, Nature, since this is the only part or power of it that creates
in matter. Thus, in 11.3.17.17-18 Plotinus can say that the lower part of
the World-Soul makes some things (i.e. the heavenly bodies) without
hindrance. This gives us the schema in Figure 4.

5.7 olov amoppéov 4mo T@v dvw. As Dorrie (1965: 83-5) shows, the
rarity of Plotinus’ use of expressions like dmoppeiv and dmdppoca has much
to do with their implications of diminishment: when x dmoppet from y,
y should be diminished. Thus, when Plotinus does use these words, he
generally qualifies them with ‘as it were’ (ofov), as he does here. dmdppoia
from the heavens already had an established physical sense as the counter-
part to avafvulaocts: sublunar matter is evaporated into the heavens
(@vabBupiaots), and superlunar matter flows out into the sublunar regions
(amdppora; see Dorrie, 1965: 74). Plotinus expressly denies that there is
dmdéppoua from the heavens in this physical sense (8.3—4). The dmdppoia
is rather psychic. The words dmo 7év dvw take on a double meaning since
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Notvs (including hypostasis Soul,

/ WﬁonSS

World-Soul (odpavia puyi) Individual Higher Souls
Heavenly Bodies Individual Lower Souls ({vdalua = vy, 1. 19)

Individual Living Things (ra émt yijs {da)

Fi1G. 4. Creation in the Enneads

the ivéaApa is flowing out from things that are both ontologically as well
as physically ‘above’ the sublunar sensible world (cf. 1v.3.17).

Plotinus shifts from a singular to a plural here: ‘from the celestial
soul . . . from the things above’ (cf. Il. 18-19). The ‘things above’ could
refer to any of several candidates: the generated gods of the 7im. (which
Plotinus identifies with the celestial soul); the celestial soul along with
Novs and the One; or the sense could be quite general, ‘from above” (K-G
1L.i. 594 fF).

5.8 Td émiyns {@a moieiv. Individual natures create sublunar individ-
ual living things, but not in their entirety. If a human being can be said
to consist of a body, a lower soul, and a higher soul, the individual nature
does not make the higher soul (which is a product of the Demiurge) nor
the lower soul (it 75 the lower soul). Rather, it makes the body, or perhaps
we should say it makes the body such. The World-Soul also helps in this
process. As Plotinus says in v1.7, the World-Soul provides preliminary
sketches of living things that individual natures use as blueprints to com-
plete their productions. This is just to say that the World-Soul furnishes
the individual natures with their Aéyor—the form-principles of creation.
Every individual nature contains these Adyou indiscriminately in itself,
and indeed they are present right from the start, when the generative soul
exists as the form of the seed (v.9.6.911.).

5.8 Yuxnis odv pipoupévns Toadtns. Cf. 8.26. Individual generative
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souls (or natures) imitate the creative activity of the World-Soul. The
Totadtys shows that the {vdadua is not a single thing (e.g. the World-
Soul’s lower power, Nature) but rather a 47nd of soul, namely individual
generative souls (cf. v.1.3.19-20 and Atkinson ad loc.). At 8.26 Plotinus
explains how this imitation is expressed. The World-Soul preserves the
heavenly bodies numerically. The individual natures cannot accomplish
this, but they can imitate it by (1) replacing lost parts via their nutritive
faculty and (2) creating a new individual via their generative faculty,
thereby making the species everlasting. See note on 8.24—7. This imita-
tion is thus of quite a different sort than that of 77m. 42e8 where the
generated gods imitate the Demiurge.

Although Plotinus here only discusses the imitation that takes place
between individual natures and the World-Soul, he sees imitation
occurring at all levels of his ontological hierarchy: Nods imitates the
One (11.9.2.2—4)—in fact all things try to imitate the One (v.4.1.25-6;
v1.2.11.9-10); soul imitates Nods (v.5.3.20~1; v1.6.7.5); not only can we
imitate the World-Soul and the stars’ souls (11.9.18.30—1; cf. Tim. 47c2),
but even things without ¢pdvyois can imitate the World-Soul (1v.2.2.49,
where 76 év refers to the World-Soul); and in general sensible things imi-
tate the intelligible things (1v.8.6.28; v.8.1.33-5; v.8.12.15; v1.3.8.32;
V1.6.15.4; v1.6.17.32-3), but, of course, what is nearer to the intelligible
imitates it better (v.3.7.33). Itis worth noting that Plotinus says that both
souls and sensible things imitate the intelligible region. This is because
Nobs is identical to the universal paradigm in which all the Forms are
present. Souls imitate the subjective side of the intelligible region, Nods,
while sensible things imitate the objective side (the Forms).

5.9-14 xeipooi cwpact . . . wpooex@s apyolvons. Four factors con-
tribute to the failed individual everlastingness of sublunar creatures:

(1) Worse bodies (xelpoat acdpacy), not simple bodies (these are re-
ferred to in (3)), but the complex bodies of individual living things.
Although Plotinus sometimes says generally that the nature of all body,
insofar as it partakes of matter, is itself base (I.8.4.1-2), he is also quick to
say that there is no baseness in the heavens despite the presence of matter
because the matter there is effectively mastered (1.8.5.30—4; 11.9.8.34-6).
The celestial bodies are indeed superior in size and beauty (11.9.13.14-15),
butitis their capacity to cooperate with soul thatis crucial (11.9.13.15 and
note on 3.1). Because sublunar bodies are worse, individual lower souls
must sink deeper into the universe to master them (kparoiro, 1. 13) and
keep them from dissipating (1v.8.2.71.).

(2) Worse place (év mémw xelpovt). Plotinus makes very clear that he
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believes some places in the sensible universe are ‘better’ than others (e.g.
111.3.7.1). More specifically, as he at one point (1v.3.17.3—4) says, ‘heaven
is the better part of the sensible region and borders on the last reaches
of the intelligible’. Thus, when individual souls descend from the intel-
ligible region into the sublunar sensible being, they first pass through
the sensible heavens (1v.3.15.1.; 1v.3.17.1.,; cf. v.1.2.17ff.) so that the
heavens become an intermediate point between the intelligible and sub-
lunar regions (1v.3.12.29-30; 1v.8.4.5-7).

The thesis that the intelligible borders upon the heaven can be traced
back both to Plato who refers to the Forms as being in the ‘place beyond
the heavens’ (Phaedr. 246d61E.; and cf. Xenocrates, fr. 83) and especially
to Aristotle who places his prime mover (called Noos at Meta. 1072°18—
27, 1074°15-1075°10) either at (Phys. 267°6-9) or outside of (DC
279*18-22 and MA 3—4) the heavens. In both cases Plotinus could find
a precedent of something intelligible being on the one hand aspatial (re-
garding the prime mover, cf. DC279°17-18; Phys. 266*10-11, 267°17—
26; Meta. 1073*5-6) and yet in some sense being nearer to the heavens
than to the sublunar region. Of course, the Plotinian position is made
more complicated by his added assertion that the intelligible region is
‘everywhere’ (e.g. v.3.15.19; v1.4=5 passim; v1.7.13.33). See Wilberding
(2005).

(3) Worse elements (rav els Ty cboracw AypOévrwv odk é0eAdvrwv
wévew). These are the simple bodies that compose the complex bodies
referred to in (1). At 11.3.17.23 Plotinus repeats this idea that nature
makes living things out of worse matter. This worse matter is found only
in the sublunar region, since the stars and the heavens are made of ‘fairer
and purer’ materials (11.9.5.9-11; cf. 1v.4.37.15-17). These superlunar
elements are not of a fifth nature, as Aristotle maintained (see note on
2.13), but Plotinus has not yet explained in what way they are better than
the sublunar elements. He will turn to this issue in chs. 6 and 7. In this
respect Plotinus disagrees with Numenius who appears to have held that
even the matter of the heavens was fundamentally deficient (Chalcidius,
In Tim. ch. 299 = Des Places, fr. 52).

(4) Individual lower souls or natures are themselves deficient (s dv
AAys puxtis adTdv mposexds dpxovans). Although Plotinus begins to
explain their inability by attributing it to external factors (bodies, ele-
ments, and place), in 1. 13-14 he intimates that these souls are them-
selves deficient and that the World-Soul has more power to hold these
bodies and elements together (cf. Svvdpet Bavuaors, 4.15). This point is
reiterated in 11.3.17.18-20 where this inadequacy is attributed to form-
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ing principles which are not primary, and in 111.8.4.27-31 where it is
attributed to weak contemplation.

5.14-17 vov 8¢ 6Aov . . . 6 obpavéds. So far Plotinus has given reasons
why sublunar parts, i.e. sublunar living things, cannot persist, but he has
not yet provided a positive account of the persistence of the superlunar
parts. He begins to do that here by arguing #hat they persist:

(1) Ifanything persists numerically for ever, then its parts must persist

numerically for ever.

(2) The heaven as a whole persists numerically for ever.

(3) Therefore, the parts of the heaven, i.c. the celestial bodies, persist

numerically for ever.

Plotinus argues for (2) in ch. 4 (cf. 4.10-11). (1) is practically tautologous
if it is equivalent to saying: x cannot persist if x’s parts fail to persist and
are not replaced. But that this is not Plotinus’” meaning is made clear by his
contrast to sublunar living things. Sublunar living things do not persist
individually, but they do keep replacing themselves so that they persist
in species. However, this sort of persistence is not sufficient. That is why
Plotinus insists that sublunar living things (ra $76 Tov odpavov) are not
parts of heaven (ll. 16-17). Thus, (1) is far from tautologous; it amounts
to saying: if x persists numerically, then xs parts must also persist numeri-
cally. But this would seem to contradict his concession at 3.9-10 that
individual human beings persist for a long time despite the flux of their
parts. The idea must be that if anything is to persist individually for a//
time, there cannot be any variation among its parts. For this would signal
a lack of harmony between its soul and body, which would in turn entail
its eventual destruction (see Introduction, p. 50). This argument for the
persistence of the celestial bodies is obviously much too quick, as Plotinus
offers no positive explanation of how they perist. But it is clear what the
building blocks of such an explanation must be: the stars and planets have
better bodies, made up of better elements; they exist in a better place and
are ruled by better souls.

Up to this point Plotinus has rather intimated that no parts can be
everlasting—simply by virtue of the fact that they are parts (1.17-18
and note on 2.16). The basic problem with parts is that they are not
self-sufficient; they must rely on other parts for nutrition (111.2.2.6-7;
cf. 1v.9.3.25). Thus, given his conclusion here that the parts of heaven
persist (cf. 111.2.4.6-8), we can anticipate his answer to the question he
poses in 6.1 regarding the need for nutrition.

5.18-23 npets 8¢ mhacBévres . . . culAapBavopévn. In the last lines
of ch. 5, Plotinus returns to explaining the impermanence of sublunar liv-
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ing things. Here he spots a possible objection to his account: In 1. 13-14
he suggests that a more sovereign soul would do a better job keeping an
individual’s body together. As it turns out, each of us is indeed in posses-
sion of a higher, more sovereign soul. Why doesn’t #is soul help us persist
as everlasting composites? Plotinus explains that our higher soul’s pri-
mary concerns do not include our composite body. It is rather our lower
souls that form our bodies (v.3.9.3-10; cf. 1v.3.7.14-15; v.9.2.17-18;
v1.9.1.17-19), or as Plotinus sometimes calls our lower souls, nature
(1v.4.14.8-10;1v.4.20.25-9).

5.18-20 Owo s Sidopévns . . . M yap &AAN Yuxn. Each individual
has two souls (see note on 1. 6). One soul, we are told, comes to us from
the heavenly bodies (see note on Il. 18-19). This is a clear reference to
Tim. 69c7 where the generated celestial gods create the two mortal parts
of soul (see note on Il. 2-5). Thus, this soul is identical to the vdatpa in
1. 7 (see note there). Line 8 (ra. émi yiis {@a moreiv) illustrates the genera-
tive and nutritive faculties of this soul, and 11.3.9.6ff. reveals that this
soul is the locus of pleasures, pains, desires, anger, and in general of our
moral characters. This is to say, it combines the lowest soul of Aristotelian
psychology with the lowest two souls in Platonic psychology. It s this soul
by which we are joined to our bodies. This is contrasted (ka7 éxelvnr. . .
kal’ 7v) with another soul, i.e. our higher soul, ‘by which we are our-
selves’. This is the soul that was made by the Demiurge himselfand is thus
to be identified with ras juerépas [huyds] inl. 6.

It is worth noting that the souls of the heavenly bodies are two-fold,
just as ours are (11.3.9.34). Yet, these stellar lower souls must differ con-
siderably from our own. Stars presumably have desires, fears, etc., since
they are responsible for giving them to us (11.3.9.6 1) and just as with us,
these passions do not affect their ed8aywovia since they are restricted to
the lower soul (1v.8.2.381L.). However, the lower souls of stars presum-
ably include neither a generative nor a nutritive faculty, since stars neither
come to be nor require nutrition. This is, no doubt, the critical difference:
our constitutions are ultimately due to an »dalua that can only imitate
everlastingness by means of nutrition and generation (see note on 5.8
1/1vxﬁg olv ,LLL,LLO‘UME’VUS TOLCLl;TY}S); not so with the heavenly bodies.

5.19 kal adtol Tob ovpavol. With the genitive kai adro? Tod 0dpavod
there is a question of whether we want to make it the co-object of ¥4
or mapd. Romano (1992: 286) sides with the former. Beutler—Theiler,
Armstrong, Bréhier, Kalligas take it to be the latter. Ficino could go either
way, but Creuzer’s punctuation sides him with the former. On the former
interpretation Plotinus would be saying that we are formed not just by
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our lower soul, but by heaven itself. This is a thought that Plotinus also
expresses elsewhere. At 1v.9.3.25-9 he says that the perceptive power of
soul does not need to shape (mAdrrew) the body since it ‘has its shape
from the Whole’ (13776 700 6Aov 7'7‘71/ TALGW é’xov). By this Plotinus means
that although individual lower souls form and nurture our bodies, they
do so by means of Adyov that they have inherited from the World-Soul.
On the latter interpretation Plotinus would be saying that our lower soul
is derived both from the heavenly bodies and from the heaven as a whole.
This idea is also echoed in other passages (1v.3.27.12; 1v.4.37.11-15;
v1.7.7.10-11). Here Plotinus might mean that the generative and nutri-
tive soul comes from the World-Soul (see note on l. 7) whereas desires
and dispositions would come from the stars (11.3.9.6 f1.).

5.18-19 1&vévolpav® Bewv. Thisseems to refer back to 7w yevouévwv
map’ avrod fedv of ll. 3—4, i.e. the generated gods of the 77m. Above
Plotinus interpreted these gods to be the World-Soul. Thus, Plotinus
could be saying that our lower soul is derived from the World-Soul. How-
ever, 11.3.9.6-12 is important in this connection, since there Plotinus
identifies these generated gods with the stars and explains that we get our
lower souls from the stars:

In the 7imaeus the Maker God gives ‘the principle of soul’, but the moving gods
¢ oa , . . . , ;

(of 8¢ pepdpevor Beol) give the ‘terrible and forceful passions, angers’, desires,

‘pleasures’, and ‘pains’ in turn, and ‘the other kind of soul’ from which these

affections arise. These words bind us to the stars from which we received soul

(map’ avrdv Yuxny xoplopévovs) and which subject us to necessity when we

come down here.

So 7éwv év 0dpavd Bedv should at least include the stars and planets, and
indeed, this is how Plato uses this expression at Rep. 508a4. Perhaps
Plotinus sees our generative and nutritive faculties as being derived from
the World-Soul (note on I. 7) while more character-oriented aspects of
the lower soul would come from the stars (11.3.9.6 ff.).

These gods, sometimes called secondary gods (Sevrépovs, 111.5.6.22),
are to be distinguished both from the primary, hypercosmic, intelligible
gods (11.9.9.30-5; 111.5.6.19-24; v.8.3.27-36; these are the individual
Forms and/or intellects, see Atkinson, 1983: 81 and Beutler—Theiler,
vi 147, §93) and from the daimons beneath them (111.2.11.6-9;
111.5.6.9F.) which seem to have bodies of air (111.5.6.37; v1.7.11.67)
or fire (6.54; 111.5.6.38). The belief that the celestial bodies were gods
was widespread in antiquity (cf. Boll, 19094: 2408.67-2409; Gundel,
1929: 2444.58-2446.17 and 1950: 2112.1-2122.47). Although the
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divinity of the heavenly bodies was denied by some Presocratic thinkers
(e.g. Anaxagoras, Heraclitus, Democritus), it was aflirmed by both Plato
(Tim. 39¢10-40b8; cf. Epin. 983¢6-984a2) and Aristotle (e.g. DC
29232, Meta.1074'30), and most subsequent thinkers followed them
(the notable exception being the Epicureans). Plotinus often expresses his
belief that the planets and stars are gods (1.8.5.30-1;11.3.9.7;11.9.9.30-2;
11.5.6.18-19; 1v.3.11.23-4; v.1.2.40-1; v.8.3.27-9; etc.).

5.20 7 yap AN Yuxn. This other soul is the one that in Il. 5-6 is said
to lie, along with the World-Soul, next to the Demiurge (see note on
1. 6).

5.20-1 ka®’ #v fpets. Cf. 1v.3.27.1-3. 7jueis is a technical term in
Plotinus (see Schwyzer 566.51-567.19; Beutler—Theiler 6.130-1, §60).
InI.1.10.5-6 Plotinus explains that jjueis has two differentsenses; it refers
either exclusively to the higher soul or to both this and the lower soul (76
Onplov, cf.1.1.7.18-21). But njueis, like {@ov, refers more properly to the
highersoul (I.1.7.17-21;11.3.9.10-16; 1v.4.18.14-15). See note on 1. 21.
5.21 700 €b eivar. ‘Being well-off” (ed elvar) is an expression that
Plotinus sometimes (e.g. v1.9.6.27) uses as a synonym for ‘living well’
(€3 L3jv) or ‘being happy’ (edSarpoveiv). Plotinus devotes Ennead 1.4 (46)
to this topic. He argues that living well is achieved in the fullest sense
when life in the fullest sense is attained (1.4.3.181L), i.e. in the intelligible
region (1.4.3.33-7). This is one reason why Plotinus says that it is by the
higher soul, being in the intelligible region, that we achieve true happi-
ness. The other reason has to do with the problems involved with making
the lower soul responsible for one’s happiness. The lower soul, described
in 1. 18-20, is in some important sense connected to the World-Soul,
i.e. thelower World-Soul or Nature, and for this reason is subject to neces-
sity and cosmic sympathy (11.3.9.10-12; 1v.3.7.25-7; 1v.4.43). Thus, by
making the higher soul the vehicle for one’s happiness, external circum-
stances, both good and bad, do not affect one’s happiness, but only one’s
being (70 efvar, 1.4.7.1-3).

5.21 o0 100 eivat. One’s lower soul is responsible for one’s (compos-
ite) being in the sense that this soul moulds the body and is responsible
for our [viz. our higher souls’] coexistence with bodies (Il. 18-20). That
composite existence is meant is made clear in the following lines (see note
on 5.21-2).

5.21-2 #8n yoiv 700 . . . cuNAapBavopévn Plotinus’ thought here
is difficult to grasp. What, for example, does it mean for the higher soul
to ‘come’ (épyerar)? The obvious meaning, ‘descend into body’, seems
unacceptable since Plotinus routinely says that the higher soul remains
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above. Yet, Plotinus explains his meaning in the participial phrase:
‘by using reason to contribute a little to its (composite) being’. That is
to say, one can use reason to make decisions that help preserve one’s
composite existence, e.g. figure out what is healthy and do that. Since
this sort of rational activity only gradually becomes available to one as
one matures (cf. the Stoic view that reason fully manifests itself at the
age of fourteen, SVF 1.149; 2.764; 3.17), it makes sense that Plotinus
would say that one’s body already exists before this activity is performed.
NB: Helleman-Elgersma (1980: 413) believes that these lines describe
the arrival of the rational soul in the foetus, though it is doubtful that
Plotinus thought that the rational soul entered the body before birth
(cf. Porphyry, Ad Gaurum 2.1).

5.22 pukpa. Neuter plural used adverbially of degree: ‘to a small degree’,
or (to the same effect) as the object of cuAlauBavouérn (mid.).

5.22 Aoywopoi. As Beutler—Theiler note, loytouds refers to discursive
reason. Our use of reason to help maintain our bodies is what distinguishes
us from the World-Soul, which orders the universe without reason or
planning (un8’ éx Aoyionod, 1v.8.8.13-15). See note on 1. 21-2.

5.23 ouM\apBavopévn. Some manuscripts offer cvAdauBavouévy
while others offer suvexdapBavouérn. Many earlier editions print the
latter (e.g. H-S' and H-S%, Armstrong, Bréhier), but ovvexkdapBdvesta
never occurs anywhere else in the Enneads and even elsewhere is quite
rare. Beutler—Theiler emend the latter manuscript reading to ovveio-
AapBavouévn, explaining that the elc (with crescent sigma) was cor-
rupted into éx, just as they see the reverse occurring with éxdiyer at
v.3.17.22. However, the TLG (E) does not confirm a single instance of
ovvetoAdufavew in any form. Thus, itis best to adopt the former reading
with Creuzer, H-§%, Kalligas, and Sleeman (662.13-14). The sense of
ovAapuBdveatar also fits: the higher soul uses reason to contribute to or
assist the lower soul in its governance of the body.

1.1.6

Argument of 11.1.6 Plotinus reintroduces the questions first raised in
4.2—6: whether there is only fire in the celestial region and whether there
is any efflux of celestial matter. The entirety of chs. 6 and 7 is devoted
to the former question. The dialectical style of these chapters is easily
recognized. Plotinus first raises a series of questions and objections before
delivering in ch. 7 his considered theory.

The starting point of this discussion is the doctrine put forth in Plato’s
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Tim. (31b4-32c4) that the body of the universe is made up of all four ele-
ments: fire (so that it may be visible) and earth (so that it may be solid), as
well as air and water (which act as means). Plotinus begins by separating
and defending the initial thesis that fire and earth must be present. From
this, he says, it would seem to follow that the stars, too, contain both fire
and earth (Il. 2-6). Plotinus then offers some additional support for this
conclusion. First, Plato himself seems to agree with it (Il. 6-8). Moreover,
our senses tell us that the stars contain fire, and our reason tells us that if
earth is required for solidity, they must also contain earth (ll. 8-12).

Plotinus then turns to the second part of the thesis and objects: Water
and air, however, could not be present (contra Tim.). He gives two argu-
ments for this objection:

(a) No water or air could exist in that much fire (Il. 12-14).

(b) There is no reason to think that two physical elements require two

intermediate elements in order to combine.

(i) In the Tim. itis argued that water and air are required because
two (mathematical) solids, if they are to be put in ratio, require
two means. However, Plotinus correctly objects that even if
this is true of mathematical solids, it needn’t be true of physical
solids, i.e. of physical bodies like fire and earth (Il. 14-16).

(i) Moreover, experience tells us that no means are required to
mix mud out of the two physical solids water and earth (Il. 16—
17).

Reply to (ii): Perhaps water and earth can mix to form mud only be-
cause the other elements (fire and air) are already present in the water
and earth. Plotinus concedes this much, even though, as he implies, one
would expect the means to be added from the outside (1. 17-21).

Beginning at . 21 Plotinus begins to examine the initial thesis more
critically. This thesis seems to imply that the elements are never found in
a pure state all by themselves but are rather always mixed together (Il. 22—
4). Plotinus attacks this apparent consequence by asking two questions:

(a") What does earth require in order to exist?

(1) Water. Earth seems to require water to bind it together (1. 24—
6). But it is unacceptable to say that on the one hand earth
is something and then on the other to deny that it has any
separate existence, asserting instead that it only exists together
with other substances (Il. 26-9). The problem with this view is
thatitis apparently self-defeating: if earth cannot exist without
water binding it, then there must be pure earth that the water

binds (Il. 29-35).
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(ii) Air. Nor does earth have any need of air in order to exist
(IL. 35-6).

(iii) Fire. Nor does earth require fire in order to exist or even to be
visible. If darkness is per se invisible, then its opposite, light,
will be the cause of visibility (Il. 37-41). Thus, fire need not
be present in earth—/ight is sufficient. After all, how else could
cold things like snow be bright (1. 41-3)? Of course, one might
reply that fire was in it, made it bright and then withdrew . . .
(1l. 43-4).

(6") What requires earth in order to exist?
(i) Water. It is perhaps an open question whether water requires
earth (Il. 44-5).
(i) Air. It is surely strange to suggest that air requires earth, since
the former is easily dispersed and the latter is solid (I. 45-6).

(ii1) Fire. The 7im. claims that fire needs earth in order to be
solid, but solid in what sense? Fire obviously does not need
earth in order to be continuous or extended in three dimen-
sions (Il. 46—8). Nor does it seem to need earth in order to be
physically solid, i.e. to have resistance, since a// physical bodies
should have this already (Il. 48-50). It is rather hardness that
belongs to earth alone (1. 50), and hardness is not necessary for
physical solidity. After all, it is not because they have taken on
earth that liquids like gold are dense (I1. 50-2). In like manner,
soul should be able to use its power to solidify pure fire, as
the existence of fiery daimons should show (ll. 52—4). This
might seem to upset the common belief that living things are
composed of all four elements, but this belief can perhaps be
restored by limiting it to terrestrial living things and insisting
that it is unnatural for earth to exist in the heavens given their
quick motion and bright appearance (Il. 54-60).

6.1-2 ANN& wéTepov wip . . . vOV okemTéov. Plotinus now poses again
the questions he asked at the start of 11.1.4. The difficulty here, as there, is
to figure out what exactly the subject of these questions is. There are two
possibilities: (1) the heavenly bodies, or (2) the celestial region (i.e. the
bodies p/us the area between them). Armstrong, Harder, Beutler—Theiler
opt for (1), while Ficino, Bouillet, Bréhier, MacKenna, Kalligas, and
Dufour go with (2). The two occurrences of 7a do7pa in Il. 5 and 6 lend
some support to (1), but this disappoints our expectations that Plotinus
is concerned with the entire heaven (see note on 4.2-3). By the end of this
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discussion it does become clear that Plotinus is indeed concerned with
the celestial region in its entirety (see 7.46). However, if any part of the
celestial region is entirely made up of fire, it would seem to be the celestial
bodies, bright and visible as they are. For this reason Plotinus might be
thinking more narrowly of the celestial bodies for most of chs. 6 and 7,
buct this is in service to a larger goal: if the celestial bodies can be shown
to be not exclusively of fire, then the same has been shown of the celestial
region as a whole.

6.2 8etrar. The subject of deirar must be different from the subject of
dmoppei, as Armstrong, Beutler—Theiler, and Bréhier translate, since it is
not what flows out but rather what has had something flow out from itself
that requires nourishment.

6.2-6 1@ pev odv Tipaiw . . . paiverar éxovra. Lines 2-16 are cited by
Philoponus in AP 525.13-526.3. Tim. 31b4—32c4 argues that the body
of the universe must consist of all four elements: earth, fire, air, and water.
Earth is required if it is to be tangible and solid (31b5-6), and fire is re-
quired for it to be visible (31b5). It is argued that air and water must serve
as means or intermediates in order to bind the fire and earth together (see
note on . 12). Consequently, all four elements must be present in each
individual body (if a given body is to be visible it must contain fire). On
the basis of this argument, Plotinus concludes that all four elements must
be in the celestial region and in the celestial bodies (as does Simplicius, /7
DC 17.25-6, Philoponus, AP 514.13-16, Proclus, In Tim. 2.42.281T.).
A problematic consequence is that no element can exist all by itself in
separation from the other three (unless one is prepared to say that it is
incorporeal). See note on ll. 21-4.

What the 77m., in fact, says about the constitution of the celestial
bodies is a little murkier (see Introduction, pp. 10-16). T7m. 40a2-3
only reports that the fixed stars and their sphere are made mostly out of
fire. The Demiurge has at this point already fashioned the bodies of the
wandering stars or planets, and there is no mention of their being made
mostly out of fire (cf. 38¢2 ). In fact, there might even be some reason
to think that at least the moon is not mostly of fire since, unlike the other
heavenly bodies, eclipses show that it receives its light (at least in part)
from the sun. After all, we are told: ‘in order that there might be some
clear measure of the relative swiftness and slowness by which the planets
move across their eight circuits’ the Demiurge created the sun ‘so that it
mightshine as much as possible through all of heaven . . .” (39b2-4, 5-6).

Furthermore, although Plotinus accurately recounts the fact that the
stars are made mostly out of fire, he, as it were, spins it around a different
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axis. The T7m. justifies why they are mostly out of fire rather than con-
sisting equally of all four elements (‘so that they might be as bright and
fair as possible to see’ (40a3—4) ), but Plotinus justifies why they are only
mostly fire rather than entirely of fire (‘since the stars obviously have
solidity’, I. 6).

6.3 wpdTov. Armstrong translates wpdrov with ‘primarily’ so that earth
and fire become the predominant ingredients in the body of the universe.
This might turn out to be true if one takes the mathematical analogy of
Tim. 31b8-32c4 literally as announcing the relative sizes of the elemental
ensembles. That is to say, given that p*:p°q = p’q:pq* = pg*:¢°, if these four
terms p°, p’q, pq* and ¢° each refer to the quantity or volume of one of
the four elements such that the quantity of fire and earth are the extreme
terms p*and ¢° (as Cornford (1937: 51) suggests), then it would be true
that fire and earth taken together are the predominant ingredients in the
universe, since (p°+ ¢°) > (p’q + pg?) for all p, g > 1. However, this puts
too much interpretative weight on the mpd7ov. It is far more likely that
mpdTov has the sense ‘at the outset’ or ‘first’ (as Beutler—Theiler, Bréhier,
and Kalligas translate) and is meant to paraphrase Plato’s own dpxduevos
in 31b7.

6.4 oreppov 8¢ 8o ™v ynv. In the 77m. the argument begins with
perceptible qualities: visibility (Spardv) and tangibility (damrdv). Solidity
(oTepedv) is used to mediate between tangibility and earth: ‘nothing is
tangible without something solid, and nothing is solid without earth’
(31b5-6). The virtue of starting with perceptible qualities is that the
argument is in some sense grounded in sensation. See note on ll. 8-12.
6.5-6 o0 wav, 8AN& 16 wAeloTov TUpos éxew. Both the mav and the 76
mAetoTov are adverbial. For the éyew plus genitive, cf. 11. 9, 12, and 3.28.
Plotinus seems to be arguing against the Stoic view that the heavenly
bodies are made up entirely out of fire. Cf. Chrysippus’ (SVF2.413.28)
and Poseidonius’ (fr. 17 E-K = fr. 312 Th.; cf. fr. 127-8 E-K = fr. 271ab
Th.; fr. 129-30 E-K = fr. 298ab Th.) claim that the sun is pure fire, and
Zeno’s view that the heaven consists of creative fire (SVF1.120).

6.6-8 kaiiows dpBds . . . yvopnv Tadmv. As Beutler—Theiler point
out, Plotinus, like A. E. Taylor, distinguishes here, at least provisionally,
between the character Timaeus and Plato with the result that not all of
Timaeus’ theories can be attributed to Plato (cf. Argument of 11.1.7), but
this raises the question of where Plotinus thinks Plato says in propria per-
sona that this thesis regarding the presence of fire and earth in the celestial
region is likely. Armstrong refers to 29b3—d3, Beutler—Theiler to several
instances of elxos and uidfov (29¢2, 30b7, 44b1), but all of these are



1.6 193

passages where Timaeus is speaking. Perhaps Plotinus is thinking of Soc-
rates’ response at 29d4-5: Apiora, & Tipaie, mavrdmac! Te ds keledeis
dmodextéov (‘Excellent, Timaeus, one mustaccept [your account] exactly
as you command’) where s kededers (‘as you command’) could refer
back to 7ov elxdéra uvfov (‘the likely story’) at d2: one must accept it as
a likely story.

However, this appears to be the only place where such a distinction
clearly occurs. Usually, Plotinus sees the Timaeus character as Plato’s
mouthpiece (e.g. 7.19-22 (Tim. 39b4-5); 11.2.2.24-6 (40a8-b2);
11.4.10.10-11 (52b2); 11.9.6 passim; 11.6.11.1-3 (50c4-5); 111.6.12.14L.
(47e3-53c3), etc.), and even here in chs. 6-7 this distinction only serves
as a dialectical starting point. By the end of ch. 7 it is clear that Plotinus
does think that Timaeus is presenting Plato’s view (7.19-22). At most
one can say that Timaeus’ presentation of Plato’s ideas is obscure and that
one must dig deeper or, as Plotinus puts it, ‘listen more closely’ (7.1-2) to
getat Plato’s true meaning.

6.7-8 ouvemkpivavros... 1@ eikdTi. See noteonll. 6-8. suvemikpivew
is very rare, both in Plotinus and elsewhere. Plotinus uses it only once
elsewhere, where it has the meaning ‘to judge in addition’ (1.6.3.3). 7¢
elkdTe is an instrumental dative, giving the literal translation: ‘Plato also
judges this opinion to be correct by appealing to likelihood’, but this
sense can be rendered more idiomatically with ‘Plato also judges this
opinion to be likely’. Of course, Plato’s use of e/« ds in the Tim. intimates
more than mere probability (see Witte, 1964), but these other senses
need not be present here. Plotinus uses el«ds in only three other passages.
Twice it seems uncontroversial to translate it with ‘probable’ (1v.5.2.18f.
and 1v.3.14.5), but cf. 111.6.12.11 where its meaning must lie closer to
‘appearance’.

6.8-12 mapa pév yap . . . &v éxor. The ydp seems to indicate that
Plotinus is now explaining why Plato thought it likely that fire and earth
are present in the heavenly bodies. This explanation has both an em-
pirical and a rational side. First, sense-perception testifies that they are
mostly or entirely fire. (1) Visually we can see that they are bright, which
suggests the presence of fire. (2) We can also tactually feel their warmth
(cf. 1v.5.2.53-5, 4.11-13, and 7.25-6). From this we can infer that the
heavenly bodies are mostly or entirely of fire. But (3) reason tells us that if
itis accepted that solidity and earth go hand in hand, then they must also
contain earth as well. Thus, we can conclude that the heavenly bodies are
mostly fire but also contain some ecarth.

However, what one finds in the 77m. is very different. None of these
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arguments is applied specifically to the heavens or the heavenly bodies. At
31b4 ff. Plato argues that if the universe as a whole is to be visible, it must
contain fire, and if it is to be tangible it must be solid and thus contain
carth. The differences between this and Plotinus’” explanation are strik-
ing. Most notably, whereas Plato grounds each of the extreme elements
in sense-perception, fire to visibility and earth to tangibility, Plotinus
grounds only fire in sense-perception. Both visibility and tangibility
serve to show the presence of fire. It is almost as if instead of the Tim.’s
X(UPLO'HE\V 86\ 7TUP6§ 07386\1/ &V TTOTE (;pa'T(‘)V '}/E/VOLTO, 07386‘ dﬂ'Tg‘V &IVG'U TW(BS‘
oTepeod, aTepeov 8¢ otk dvev yis (31b4—6), Plotinus read ywpiolév dé
7TUP6§ Ol}SE‘V (’II,V TTOTE (;paTév '}/E/VOLTO 07386\ (iTr’TéV, UTGPG(}V 86\ 01}85\]/ (’7:V€U
y1s. In addition, Plotinus applies these arguments directly to the heaven-
ly bodies (see note on ll. 2—6). Dufour (32-3) rightly points to Cicero
ND 2.40 (= SVF 1.504) where Cleanthes is reported to have argued in a
similar manner that the sun is constituted completely of fire.
6.11 €i 76 oTepedv dveu yhs oUk &v yévoiro. Plotinus provisionally
accepts Timaeus’ claim, but turns to examine itin 6.21f.
6.12 (8atos 8¢ kai dépos Ti v 8éorro; Plotinus now turns to the second
part of the 77maeus doctrine, that water and air must also be present. As
with his treatment of the first part of this doctrine, Plotinus is aware that
in the T7m. it is argued that the universe must contain air and water, but
he consciously applies this argument to the heavenly bodies (see note on
1. 2-6). Plotinus produces two arguments against the necessary presence
of water and air in the heavens and heavenly bodies:

(a) No water or air could exist in that much fire.

(i) No water could endure among so much fire (Il. 12-13).

(ii) Nor could any air endure, as it would change into fire (Il. 13—
14).
(b) There is no reason to think that two physical elements require two
intermediate elements in order to combine.

(i) Although it mightbe true that mathemartical solids require two
intermediates in order to combine harmoniously, there is no
reason to think that this also applies to physical solids like fire
and earth (Il. 14-16).

(i) We know empirically that no intermediates are required to

mix mud out of earth and water (1. 16-17).
(a) Aristotle supplies a comparable argument in Meteo. A3 340*1-3:
the heavens cannot be composed entirely out of fire. For, ‘[i]f both the
[celestial] bodies and the intervals between these bodies were filled with
fire, each of the other elements [i.e. the sublunar elements] would have
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vanished long ago.” This is in fact an application of a principle Aristotle
establishes in GC A10 328*24-8 for active and passive bodies that are
casily divisible: ‘Many large portions, when mixed with few tiny portions,
do not make a mixture, but an increase in what predominates. For the
other one changes into the dominant. (Therefore, a drop of wine does not
mix with a thousand litres of water; for its form is dissolved and it changes
into the totality of water)’ (and cf. Phys. IT'5 204°151t.). Such a doctrine
can also be found in the 77m. 56e—57a where it is expounded in terms of
the triangles that make up the elements.

(b)(i) Argument against Timaeus’ application of a mathematical argu-
ment to the physical world. In 31b8f. Timacus gives the following argu-
ment for water and earth also being needed in the body of the universe to
bind together the earth and fire: Proportion (dvaloyia) is the ‘fairest of all
bonds’ because it makes itself and the things it binds into the best possible
unity, but of course a proportion requires intermediates. Square numbers
(e.g. a% b?) require one intermediate (ab) in order to combine proportion-
ately (a%ab::ab:b?), and solid or cubic numbers (e.g. a’, b®) require two
intermediates (a’b, ab?) to combine proportionately (a*:a’b::a’b:ab*:ab%
b?). Since the body of the universe is solid and not square (i.e. three- and
not two-dimensional), it requires two intermediates. Thus, both water
and air are needed. To this Plotinus responds with the natural criticism
that just because two mathematical solids (i.e. the solid numbers that
represent their areas) require two intermediates, this does not imply that
two physical solids behave similarly. This criticism, which Plotinus might
have drawn from Xenarchus (Simplicius, /z DC25.11-13 and 42.6-8—
see Introduction, 621n.), is perhaps to be expected from Plotinus, who,
like Aristotle, generally downplays the mathematical in nature (Porphy-
ry’s testimonial at VP 14.7-9 notwithstanding). Compare, for example,
Plotinus proposed exegesis of the 77m.’s dvadoyla at111.3.6.27-8.

(b)(ii) Then, by appealing to empirical evidence, Plotinus offers a
counter-example to the 77m.’s claim: earth and water can mix withoutany
intermediate. He proceeds to offer a dialectical objection to his counter-
example: It could be the case that earth and water only appear to mix
without any intermediates, whereas in fact both earth and water already
contain all four elements and are capable of mixing only in virtue of this
(I. 17-18). Plotinus is not really able to respond to this objection head
on. He questions whether the four elements constituting the earth (or
water) can simultaneously function also as bonds to the water (or earth)
(1. 19-20). After all, even if a birdhouse is constructed out of wood and
nails, one cannot use these same nails to secure it to a tree. Yet for the sake
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of argument he grants that it might just be only in virtue of the original
presence of all four elements that the earth and water can combine and
seems to let this objection stand.

6.14 otepea. Note oreped is contrasted with the dvouwcd in 1. 16.
Plotinus, then, is using oreped to refer to mathematical solids. See note
on Il. 46-50.

6.20 18n. The %87 almost has a consequential sense: since each ele-
ment contains all elements, water and earth can now combine. Cf. K-G
2.2.120: “96n [. . .] wird [. . .] von dem gebraucht [. . .], was nunmehr
(zufolge der vorausgegangenen Handlungen) geschicht.’

6.21-4 &AN’ émokemTéov . . . émkpaTolv ékaaTov. The dAN’ goes
back to the wev odv in 1. 2. At this point Plotinus digs in his heels and
questions the initial thesis in the 77m. For according to that thesis, pure
fire would not be solid, nor would pure earth be visible. And since the
idea of invisible and/or unsolid elements sounds absurd, it would seem
to follow that no element exists all by itself in a pure state (see note on
Il. 2—6)—rather, every instance of e.g. fire contains the other three ele-
ments and is only called fire because fire predominates in the mixture
(Il. 21-4). Philoponus also draws this conclusion from the 77m.’s thesis
(In GC228.8-19).

This position that no element exists in a pure state all by itself was
not uncommon. Its most celebrated defender was Anaxagoras (e.g. DK
59B6), but there were also others, notably Numenius (Proclus, /n Tim.
2.9.4-5 =1r. 51 Des Places) as well as Simplicius (/» DC17.20-5, 85.15—
31, 605.2-20, cf. 616.10). According to Graeser (1972: 37-8) this is
a Stoic thesis (SVF 2.561 and 721; Seneca, NQ 3.10.4). Since for the
Stoics each element has only one characteristic property, the presence
of other properties is explained by the presence of the other elements in
them. Some of Aristotle’s remarks come close to this view (e.g. Meteo.
382%4—6) Alexander denies it (Alex. PS 62.13). Cf. [Alexander], Mant.
125.7-126.23, Timaeus Locrus 215.7-15, and Theophrastus DI fr. 8.
This doctrine does not appear to be an explicit part of the 77m. At least
we are told at 45d6 that neighbouring air is invisible because it contains no
fire (but cf. 46d6-7 where all four bodies are said to be visible).

6.24-60 émel o08¢. . . éxet mupds. Plotinus sets out to refute the theory
that there are no pure samples of the elements and, by consequence,
Timaeus’ theory, since the latter entails the former. In order to accom-
plish this, Plotinus need only show that there is one element that can exist
without the others. He does even more than this: he argues not only that
(&) earth does not need the other elements to exist (Il. 24—44; cf. 7.6-9),
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but also that (4") the other elements do not need earth to exist (1. 44—60).
6.24-35 émel o0dé. .. 1ol U8aros. (4)(i) Earth does not require water
to exist. Although people say that water binds earth, itis absurd to say that
earth cannot exist without water (see note on 1. 29-35). éme( here has the
sense of ydp, cf. K-G 2.2. 461 n. 1.

6.25 ¢aot. Theiler includes 1l. 25-6 as a so-called ‘erschlossenes Frag-
ment in his collection of Poseidonius fragments (fr. 308 £.; the attribution
is ultimately due to Reinhardt (cf. Theiler (1930: 154) where he refers to
Reinhardt (1926: 387)). He also gives other references of this association:
Plutarch, Mor. 952b (fr. 308a), Philo, Opif. mundi 38 (fr. 308b) and
131 (fr. 308c), Proclus, In Tim. 2.43.24 (fr. 308d) [cf. 2.26.31-3 and
3.321.25], and Stobaecus 1.468.24 (fr. 308¢). Kalligas adds Macrobius
1.6.37. And see Simplicius, /n DC 85.17 and 605.9-10. Graeser (1972:
37-8) agrees it is Poseidonian. The implicit subject of ¢aot is probably
notlimited to the Stoics, since the idea that water binds earth can be traced
back much further through Aristotle (Meteo. 381°31-2 and GC 335°1—
2; cf. Philoponus, In GC 278.24-6) to Empedocles (DK B19 and 34).
6.29 008evos éxdoTou dvtos. Following Harder’s translation: ‘(as if)
the individual {element itself) were nothing’.

6.29-35 m@s yap dv... 700 U8aros The argument runs as follows:

(1) Earth has no nature or essence of its own (i.e. there will be no pure
earth), if no particle of earth can exist without containing water
(IL. 29-31).

(2) But if this is so, there will be nothing for water to bind together
(1. 31-2).

(3) Thus, it is not the case that because water binds earth together
there is no pure earth uncontaminated by water. On the contrary,
if water binds earth, there must be some pure earth for it to bind
(1. 32-5).

6.31-5 7i 8’ &v koAMoete. . . To0 G8aros If Vbinds X, there must be
some pure X that Y'binds. There has to be something for a bond to bind
together. If water is to bind earth together, there must already exist some
earth, i.e. some pure earth, but in this case the theory is false. If; on the
other hand, there is no pure earth, water will not bind anything together
atall.

One could object that the water binds two impure portions of earth:

If water binds two portions of earth, 4 and B, each of which already con-
tains water, then Plotinus would presumably respond that the water in 4
must bind together two pure samples of earth, C and D. But one could
reply that C and D are also impure. Plotinus would then presumably
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respond that eventually this analysis will approach such small portions of
earth that they will have to be pure, but his opponent need not concede
this point. Plotinus’ argument only succeeds for a particle-based theory of
matter, but someone like Anaxagoras who holds that matter is infinitely
divisible does not have to meet this demand and can thus go on maintain-
ing that ‘all things are in all things’.

6.35-6 &épos 8¢ Ti. . . peraBaAAew; (2')(ii) Earth does not require air
to exist. The argument here is difficult, mostly due to the unclearness of
mplv peraBdArew. The idea seems to be that in order for earth’s existence
to require air, air would have change into another element. The intended
change is either into water so that it could function as a binding agent
(which would reduce this to case (2')(i), see note on Il. 24—35), or into
carth itself (on the principle that a small portion of Xin a large portion of
Ywould change into ¥, see ll. 14-15 and note on l. 12).

There is no clear indication that Plotinus is attributing to anyone the
view that earth requires air in order to exist, yet the Stoics are potential
candidates. The Stoics held that all things are held together by mvedpa
(SVF2.4391L.). Strictly speaking, mvedpa is not mere air but a mix of air
and fire (§VF2.310, 442), but this did not stop the practice of using the
term ‘air’ (d7p) to refer to mvedua (cf. [Alexander], Mant. 115.16-20).
Plotinus himself does this at 1v.7.3.27 (note the context: he is denying
that ‘air’ could be responsible for the cohesion of the universe). Thus,
Plutarch can ask ‘why does earth, existing in its own right, require air to
putitand keep it together?” and answer that ‘air creates earth by contract-
ing the matter . . . and making it dense’ (Mor. 1085d—e = SVF 2.444,
cf. Mor. 1053f = SVF 2.449). If, however, Plotinus had the Stoics in
mind, it would be hard to know what sense to make of mpiv peraBdAew.
For, according to the Stoics, the mvedpa does not change into another
element at all; rather, a total blending (xpdots) of the mvedua and the
matter occurs which preserves the nature of the mvedua (Alexander, De
mix. 217.324f. = SVF2.473).

6.37-44 mepi 8¢ mupos. («')(iii) Earth does not require fire in order to
exist, nor in order to be visible. Plotinus’ ultimate position on this issue is
obscured by three details. First, although Plotinus makes a case here for
earth’s not needing fire, elsewhere he seems to say the opposite: ‘Fire has
the rank of form with respect to the other elements, being above them in
place and finest of all bodies, since it is close to the incorporeal; it alone
does not admit the others. But the others admit it. For it warms them, but
it is not cooled; and it is coloured primarily, whereas the others receive

the form of colour from it’ (1.6.3.20-5; cf. Aristotle, GC 335*18-21).
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Secondly, Plotinus tries to deny that fire is required by distinguishing fire
from light and insisting that all that is needed for visibility is light, but in
the next chapter Plotinus calls light a species of fire (7.25-6). Finally, this
argument ends with an hypothetical objection (Il. 43—4) that Plotinus
does not answer. Despite these details there need not be any inconsist-
ency. It is corporeal light that is called a species of fire. In addition to this
there is also incorporeal light, the latter being an évepyeia of the former.
It is clear that this incorporeal light is 7oz a species of fire, since Plotinus
tells us that ‘fire’ is applied to them homonymously (7.27), which means
that although they share the same name, they have different natures (see
note on 7.27-8). Plotinus, then, probably has incorporeal light in mind
here which he correctly distinguishes from fire. 1.6 is a much earlier trea-
tise where Plotinus might not yet have distinguished between corporeal
light and incorporeal light. Nor does it necessarily say that the other
three elements require fire—it only says that they admit of receiving fire.
And Plotinus does not really need to respond to the final objection. It is
enough for him that the hypothetical objector is willing to concede that
bodies can be visible without fire simultaneously being present.

6.38 pev yap. The ydp is emphatic: ‘Surely’.

6.39 wapa pwros. Light, not fire, is necessary for visibility (cf. 1.8.9.19—
265 11.4.10.13-20). Plotinus follows the 77m. (45b) in holding that there
is internal light in the eye (e.g. v.5.7.22-30), and follows Aristotle (DA
418%29) in taking the proper object of vision to be colour (11.8.1.13),
which he often describes as a kind of light (11.4.5.10-11; v.3.8.20). This
similarity between the eye and colour makes the sympathy possible thatis
responsible for vision. See Emilsson, 1988: 42-62. Since corporeal light
is a species of fire for Plotinus (7.25-6) and the light in question is distin-
guished from fire, he presumably has incorporeal light in mind here.
6.39-40 76 oko6Ttos. Cf. Aristotle, DA 422°20—1. The argument here
seems to be that: since light’s opposite, darkness, is intrinsically invisible,
it is reasonable to take light to be responsible for visibility.

6.41-4 &ANa wip ye . . . wpiv dmeNOetv. One might concede that light
is a necessary condition of a body’s visibility but still think that fire must
be present in the body as well. In response to this, Plotinus calls attention
to the problems inherent in saying that visibility requires fire be presentin
a thing. Cold things like snow present an obvious problem for those who
want to maintain that things are bright because they contain fire. After
all, how could something hot like fire survive in something so cold like
snow (cf. note on 6.12, and Phaed. 103d5-6, 106a3—6)? The discussion

of the origin of snow’s whiteness goes back at least as far as Anaxagoras
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(DK 59A97). Aristotle’s answer is that snow is like a foam, a mixture
of moisture and air, and this accounts for its colour (GA 735°19fF;
cf. Meteo. 347°22 ff.; DM 394°321F.). Plutarch (Mor. 691f and 695b) and
Poseidonius (fr. 336b) give similar accounts.

6.43-4 &AN’ éveyévero . .. mpiv dmeNBeiv. Plotinus seems to be enter-
taining a dialectical objection. The objector concedes that fire cannot
be present in snow but nevertheless attributes snow’s whiteness to fire
by positing that prior to a thing’s becoming snow, fire was in it, made it
white, and then departed. Plotinus might be thinking of 77m. 59d4—¢3
where ordinary (liquid) water is said to consist of both elementary water
and elementary fire and that ice and snow result when this fire departs (no
mention is made here of snow’s whiteness). In any case, there is no need to
respond to this objection since the objector has already granted Plotinus
that there is a bright body, namely snow, in which fire is not present.
6.44-5 xai mepi U8artos . . . yis Aafot. (b) The discussion turns to
consider whether the other three elements require earth to exist. (b')(i)
Does water require earth to exist? The question appears to be rhetorical.
6.45-6 anp 8¢ mds &v Aéyorto petéxewv yiis etBpumros Gv;
(b')(ii) Does air require earth to exist? Plotinus suggests that the fact that
air is easily dispersed (cf. 1v.7.2.27-8 and Aristotle, DA 4208) speaks
against the presence of earth. Proclus (I Tim. 2.12.21-3) captures the
argument well: ‘For what is solid and is able to offer resistance to touch
[i.c. carth] is tangible, and what is easily dispersed (eZfpvmros) and does
not admit of touch is in no way tangible.” Thus, if being solid is tanta-
mount to being tangible, then being easily dispersed is tantamount to
being intangible and there is no need for air to contain earth. Plotinus
surely realizes that this argument is far from conclusive. Presumably one
could respond that air contains minuscule portions of earth finely dis-
tributed throughout, and that it is the earth in the air that accounts for
our ability to perceive that the wind is blowing.

6.46-50 mwepi 8¢ mupds . . . puoikov odpa. (b)(iii) Does fire need
earth to exist? According to Theophrastus (DI Fr. 3) fire is unique among
the elements because it alone requires one of the other elements as a sub-
stracum. With (b') (i) water and (b)(ii) air above, Plotinus did not specify
what earth was meant to contribute to the elements, but here he does.
Recall that in the 77m. (31b4-06) earth brings solidity and, transitively,
tangibility. Yet Plotinus, as we have begun to see (note on ll. 8-12), reads
the 77m. as attributing only solidity to earth and allotting both of the
perceptible qualities, visibility and tangibility, to fire.

Like the English word ‘solid’, the Greek orepedy or orepedrys can have
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both a mathematical and a physical sense. In the mathemartical sense a
oTepedy (or edpa—Aristotle’s preferred term for mathematical solids, as
Plotinus recognized (v1.3.13.25)), like a line or surface, is a continuous
magnitude (e.g. Aristotle, Cat. 4°23-5, DC 268°6-7; cf. v1.3.13.9-10)
and is extended in three dimensions, i.e. divisible in all three directions
(e.g. Aristotle, DC 26867, 274"20; Euclid, Elem . 11 Def. 1; Apollo-
dorus of Seleuceia apud Diogenes Laertius 7.135). Thus, one can say
with Simplicius (/n DC 7.8-9) that body is ‘completely continuous and
extended (mdvrn cuvexes kal Siactardv)’. The physical sense of orepedv
simply adds to the mathematical definition a tactual element—Aristote-
lians add ‘tangible (dm7év)’ (cf. Aristotle, DA 434°12; Alexander, In DS
78.16 and In Meteo. 179.18-19). Aristotle would say they are tangible
because they are necessarily characterized by contrary qualities like the
hot, cold, dry, and moist and these are the proper object of touch (DA
42327-9). Later philosophers (Stoics and Epicureans) add ‘resistant
(avriruméy or per’ dvrirumias)’ (cf. e.g. [Alexander], Mant. 125.15-16;
Galen, Incor. qual. 483.14; Porphyry, In Tim. fr. 38). It goes without
saying that the mathematical and physical senses were not always kept
neatly apart. In physical treatises like Aristotle’s DC and Apollodorus’
Phys., one can find mathematical definitions of body that make no men-
tion of its tangibility, and one could argue that Plato in the 77m. abol-
ished the distinction altogether by constituting physical bodies out of
mathematical magnitudes (as did the Pythagoreans, see Aristotle, Meta.
1090*30-2). Nevertheless, mathematical body was generally distin-
guished from physical body in these ways (cf. e.g. Xenocrates, fr. 146;
Alexander, In Top. 89.2-3; [Alexander], In Meta. 725.141L.), and Proclus
does a good job of summing up the difference: pvoikov yap dAo orepeov
ral pabnparicov dAo, 7o wev dvagés, 76 8¢ dmrdév (In Tim. 2.13.3-4).
And cf. v1.1.26.20-2; Simplicius, /n DC 567.13-16; Philoponus, /n DA
411.6-9.

According to the Tim. earth is responsible for solidity, but one must
ask oneself (as Philoponus does at /n Meteo. 41.25 fI.) what sort of solidity
does it provide—mathematical or physical? Plotinus quickly dismisses
the mathematical interpretation with some sarcasm (ll. 46-8). Under-
standing ‘solidity’ in this way would imply that fire is not per se extended,
and this would contradict the geometrical theory of the elements accord-
ing to which fire is a pyramid. Plotinus then turns to consider whether
the physical sense of solidity is meant, as Philoponus (op. cit.), Alcinous
(Didask. 19.5), and [Alexander] (Mant. 125.9) believed.

Compare this with Simplicius’ (/n Caz. 268.32-269.1) much fuller list
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of the different senses of ‘solid’: (1) three-dimensional (as opposed to a
surface or line); (2) firm (as opposed to unsound); (3) poorly divisible (as
opposed to easily divisible). And this last category he in turn divides into
(3)(a) hard (as opposed to soft) and (3)(B) dense (as opposed to rare).
6.47-8 16 ouvexes . . . 16 SraoTaTov Tpixy. Continuity and three-
dimensionality are two features essential to all body, yet the omission of
any more physical feature like tangibility (d77dv) or resistance (dvrirvmdy,
dvtepetoTikdv) shows that a more mathematical conception of solid-
ity is meant here. Thus, Beutler—Theiler’s translation of 76 cwvexés as
Kohiirenz (which Kalligas seems to follow) is wrong. Cf. 7.6-7 and the
contrast between péyefos and dvrépeias at1v.3.26.32-4.

6.47 wap’ adTou. See note on 3.23.

6.48-9 1 8¢ oTepedTNS AGT, OV kaTa TV SidoTacwy TV TPy,
4AAa katd v dvréperowy. After dismissing the mathematical inter-
pretation of ‘solid’ (Il. 46-8) on the grounds that fire is obviously per se
solid in that sense, Plotinus turns to consider the physical interpretation:
solidity in the sense of resistance. Again, Plotinus insists that fire should
be per se solid in this sense, too, simply in virtue of the fact that fire is
a physical body, since resistance is the distinguishing feature of physi-
cal bodies (v1.1.26.20-2; see note on ll. 46-50). In ch. 7 Plotinus will
back away from the thesis that fire’s resistance is achieved completely
independently of earth. Although fire gua physical body is necessarily
resistant, it nevertheless owes its resistance to earth. However, no earth is
mixed in fire’s constitution; rather, fire, as it were, borrows its resistance
(i.e. solidity) from earth via the cosmic sympathy of the universe (see note
on 7.10-19).

6.50 $uoikov odpa. puoukov is usually translated ‘natural’ (Armstrong,
Bouillet, Ficino), but given that Plotinus is pressing the distinction
between ¢vowa odpara and pabnpuarice oduara, ‘physical’ is more
appropriate (Bréhier, Beutler—Theiler).

6.50 okAnpds. G. H. Clark complains: ‘the distinction between solid-
ity and hardness is verbal . . . in these lines Plotinus is at his worst’ (1949:
136 n. 3). He is quite wrong. Neither sense of solidity that Plotinus has
distinguished is identical to hardness. That hardness is not extension in
three dimensions is obvious, but neither is it resistance. Clearly, there
are many casual contexts where dvrirvmdy or dvreperoTindy is used syn-
onymously for oxAnpdv (e.g. Plutarch, Mor. 1111e; for a not so casual
context, see Alcinous, Didask. 19.5), but here in chs. 6=7 both dvrirvmia
(avréperats) and oxAnporis function as technical terms. Hardness gets
defined in several ways, but the standard definition is probably the Peri-
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patetic one: ‘not yielding into itself on its surface’ (e.g. Aristotle, DC
299°13-14, Meteo. 38211-12; Alexander, PS 112.20; Simplicius, /n DC
571.21-2). Obviously, no matter how one defines hardness, its opposite
will be softness, and this, as Philoponus explains (In DA 411.6-9), is
completely different from the notion of resistance:

By ‘resistant’ (dvrirumdv) I do not mean the opposite of soft, i.e., what does not

; ) ) .
yield to touch, but rather every physical body that strikes or contacts touch (76
mpoamimTov kal Ouyydvov Ths dérs)—in contrast to the mathematical bodies
that do not contact or oppose (dvrifaiver) touch.

In short, while all physical bodies (including soft bodies) are resistant, not
all physical bodies are hard.

The distinctness of these two concepts holds for Plotinus as well,
although he does not exactly have the Peripatetic concept of hardness in
mind. His claim that hardness belongs to earth alone is drawn directly
from the 77m. At 59d6-7 Plato says that water ‘is soft because, since its
bases are less stable than those of earth, it yields’. The idea here is this:
the geometrical form of water is the icosahedron, which is by nature less
stable than earth’s geometrical form, the cube. Plato provides some math-
ematical justification for this: (1) only the cube is constructed out of isos-
celes triangles which are (somehow) naturally more stable than scalene
triangles (55¢3-5); (2) the square faces (or ‘bases’) of a cube are naturally
more stable than the triangular faces of the icosahedron (55¢5-7). So at
59d6-7 Plato essentially says that earth is hard because the faces of its
geometrical body are square, whereas all the other elements, because the
faces of their geometrical bodies are triangular, are soft. Hardness, then,
belongs to earth alone (and cf. 43¢2). The following consideration should
lend this position some intuitive force. If you construct a larger cube
out of smaller ones (placing, say, 125 cubes—5 x 5 x 5—tightly next to
one another), the resulting structure is rather stable and could probably
bear a significant amount of weight on its upper surface. But if the same
experiment is actempted with pyramids, octahedrons, dodecahedrons, or
icosahedrons, the resulting structure—if it can be built at all—would be
completely unstable and would likely collapse under any weight ac all. It
must be emphasized, then, that hardness applies better to compositions
of elements than to the individual elements themselves. Individual ele-
ments (e.g. a single cube of earth or a single icosahedron of water) can be
said to be hard or soft only in the sense that they have a disposition to
yield, i.e. to move, when pressure is exerted on them.

Theophrastus (DS 83.5, 87.3—7) comes to quite similar conclusions
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regarding Plato’s conception of hardness and softness. First, he agrees
that Plato’s definitions of these concepts are different from those of Ar-
istotle. For Aristotle softness is ‘what yields in depth without dislocation’,
but in the 77m. it is what yields in the sense of ‘particles exchanging
places (dvripuefiordpevor)’ (note Aristotle’s own application of dv7i-
webiordobar to water, where he defines it as pefiorauévov dAlov dAlw
woplov, Meteo. 386225, 31-3). Moreover, since whether a body yields
in this sense or not depends entirely on what sort of bases it has (Theo-
phrastus mistakenly supposes that the size of the base is the issue), one is
left with the (for Theophrastus absurd) consequence that ‘water and air
and fire are soft’.Earth alone is hard.

Yet, Plotinus never mentions hardness again in 1.1, and in ch. 7 it is

rather solidity in the sense of resistance that is attributed to earth (7.19
and 32). What quality, then, is proper to earth? The answer has to be both
hardness and resistance, but each in a different way. Both are qualities
that belong primarily to earth, but its resistance, as we shall learn in ch. 7,
can be lent to other bodies via cosmic sympathy; not so with hardness. In
order for a body to be hard, earth must be present in its constitution. Cf.
Tim. 59b7—-8 where the hardness of bronze is attributed to its containing
‘a small and fine portion of earth’.
6.50-2 émei kal 16 TUkVOV. . . § mHEews. lamblichus (2pud Simplicius,
In Cat. 267.27-268.11, 268.22-32) distinguishes two senses of density:
(1) a body is spatially (kara 8éow) dense when its parts are arranged
compactly; the opposite of this is spatial rarity where a body’s parts
‘stand apart from each other’, as is the case with, e.g., sponges and woven
articles. (2) Qualitative (kard moidmyra) density, by contrast, ‘is substan-
tial (0001d8és) and is present throughout” the body. Qualitatively dense
bodies are heavy and poorly divisible. This is opposed to the qualitatively
rare. It is not necessarily the case that a qualitatively rare thing’s parts
stand apart from each other; it is rather rare by virtue of its being light and
easily divisible, as is the case with air and fire. This second sort of density
is, according to lamblichus, better called ‘solidity’. Plotinus rejects this
distinction. For him, all density is qualitative density (v1.1.11.24-8;
Simplicius, In Cat. 269.2-6).

Clearly, not only is density distinct from hardness, it is not even meant
to entail hardness. Nothing is hard just in virtue of being dense, since
hardness belongs only to earth whereas even water can become dense
(1. 50-2). Aristotle (Phys. 217°16-20) also emphasizes that density
does not always entail hardness. Lead, for example, is dense and there-
fore heavy, but not hard. As Philoponus (/n Phys. 697.4F.; and cf. In
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GC 228.13-15) puts it, heaviness always follows density, but hardness
follows it only for the most part (Simplicius gets this wrong, In Phys.
691.17ff.). Theophrastus (Hist. plant. 1.5.5; cf. 5.4.1 and Caus. plant.
4.12.4) suggests that hardness results sometimes from density and some-
times from earthiness, and this might be what Plato had in mind in the
Tim. At 59b5 hardness is said to increase with density, but bronze is said
to be harder because it contains some earth (59b7—-8). Plotinus takes this
astep further: hardness never results just from density; it results only from
carth (although earthy bodies are also dense, 1v.5.1.19-20). One is still
left wondering how a qualitative notion of density differs from the quality
of hardness. Perhaps hard (and thus earthy) things are brittde (Ficino
suggests that earth’s hardness is ‘rough and dry’), whereas dense things
need not be (gold is malleable).

Plotinus seems to be introducing density (76 muxvéy) as a counterpart
to solidity (in the sense of resistence—dvrépeiots). The idea is that if
density can increase without the addition of earth, why shouldn’t solid-
ity be achievable without the addition of earth? (The émel in L. 50 has the
sense of ydp (K-G 2.2. 461 n. 1).) Nevertheless, I doubt that Ficino’s
proposal (Creuzer, ed. vol. 1, p. 173 = Ficino (1561) vol. 2, p. 1600) that
solidity itself is achieved through density is true to Plotinus’ thought.
Solidity in the sense of resistance is achieved through cosmic sympathy,
and solidity in the sense of hardness is achieved through the presence of
earth in a thing’s constitution.

6.51 79 xpuo® U8ati 8vri. Metals were often considered to be liquids,
no doubt because they liquefy when heated. Cf. Plato, T7m. 59b1-4; Aris-
totle, Meteo. 378'32-3 and 389%7; Seneca, Quest. Nat. 3.15.2-3. Gold is
dense, cf. Plato, T7m. 59a~b; Plutarch, Mor. 665f and 1005d; Porphyry
In Cat. 134.4—6. A similar lesson can be learned from Aristotle’s Meteo.
where he teaches that solidity is achieved by a process of heating or cool-
ingand not by augmenting the substance with earth (cf. Meteo. 37812 F;
cf. 3857, GC336%4, GA 743289 and 7831, Meta. 1042"28).

6.52 wip 8¢ éd’ alrob. Fire ‘all by itself” (K-G 2.1. 498 and cf. 1. 23).
Graeser’s comment (1972: 23—4) that this ‘pure fire’ is both different in
species from and superior to both flame and superlunar fire (i.e. corporeal
light) is without foundation. Plotinus seems rather to have the superlunar
fire in mind here.

6.53 Juxns mapovons. The World-Soul is meant.

6.53 ouotioerar. Armstrong translates this ‘attain existence’, but
ouviornue can also have the sense ‘to make solid or firm; to make congeal’
(cf. LS] ovviornue v) which seems more appropriate given the context.
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Aristotle, for example, often uses ovvioTyue in this sense (e.g. GC 3364
and GA 743"28-9). Thus, soul, by its presence, increases fire’s solidity
and resistance. Cf. 1v.7.4.30-3: ‘The soul produces different effects in
different living things, and even opposite effects in the same thing; it
solidifies (7nyvioa) some things and liquefies others, makes some dense
and others rare, and makes things black and white, light and heavy.’
6.54 kai {@a 8¢ mipwa éom Sapdvwy. Heinemann (1921: 91) wants
to delete this line as a later addition: ‘der Satz . . .[hat], wie man leicht
sieht, mit dem Ganzen keinen anderen Zusammenhang, als daf} er die
Erliduterung eines Dimonenfreundes zu den vorhergehenden Worten
darstellt’, but he is wrong to say that there is no connection to what pre-
cedes. Plotinus just appealed to the power of soul to help motivate the
belief that fire could gain a solid constitution without earth being present,
and now he is justifying that appeal by adding that there are in fact fiery
living things.

The belief in the existence of fiery daimons has three likely Platonic
roots: (1) Tim. 39e—40b which describes a theory of correspondence
between elements and living things: for each of the four elements there
must be a class of living things. As Olympiodorus observes (In Meteo.
301.16-25), Aristotle seems to oppose Plato’s correspondence doctrine
between elements and living things at Meteo. 382°6-9 where he says
that no animals live in air or fire (birds, as Alexander remarks (/2 Me-
teo. 199.23—4), come to be not in the air but on the earth), but at GA
761°16-32 this correspondence doctrine is found alive and well (on these
passages, see Lameere, 1949). For other statements of this correspond-
ence doctrine, see v1.3.9; SVF 2.686; Iambl. Theol. arith 34.10; Michael
of Ephesus, /n GA 160.11L.). Nevertheless, in the 7im. the living things
corresponding to fire are not daimons but stars.

(2) In the Epin. (981d6I. and 984d21T.) there are not four but five ele-
ments; a region of acther has been added between air and fire. It is again
claimed that corresponding to each of these elements there is a kind of liv-
ing thing, and again fire corresponds to the stars. But daimons are said to
correspond to aether (984el). Plato, however, never commits himself to
the doctrine that the bodies of these living things are made up exclusively
of the respective element; they are rather mostly constituted by that ele-
ment (cf. Tim. 40a2-3, Epin. 981d7—el). Finally, (3) Dodds (1963: 315
n. 35 cf. 319 n. 1) suggests that Laws 898¢8 fI. might have served as such
a source, where in order to explain how the celestial bodies are moved by

souls, an intermediate body of fire or air is posited. Cf. Philoponus, /»
Phys. 829.18.
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Demonology is widespread in Neo-Platonism (see Zintzen (1976);
Nasemann (1991: 154 ff.)). Let it suffice to say that, for Plotinus, daimons
receive an intermediate position between god and man; while the heavenly
bodies in the superlunar region are gods, the daimons belong to the sub-
lunar region (111.5.6.19) and have bodies of either fire or air (111.5.6.371T.).
It is also worth noting that while Porphyry does accept the existence of
fiery daimons, he is quick to add that they are not ‘resistant’ unless they
also partake of earth (Proclus, [ Tim 2.11.10-18 = Sodano fr. 43).

6.55 76 wav {@ov ék wavTwv v cloTacw éxewv. As H-S notes,
the 70 is to be taken together with éyew. The sense of kweiv here is ‘to
upset’ or ‘to call in question’ (LS] kwéw A.11.1), cf. Aristotle, DC271b11:
7a péyiora kwel Tov pabnuaticdv. What we shall call in question is
the doctrine that every living thing is composed of a// the elements,
because Plotinus is trying to motivate the belief that soul can svviordvas
(i.e. provide odoraats for) fire without any other element being present.
This doctrine is an implicit consequence of the Tim.’s theory that every
body, in order to be visible and tangible, must contain all four elements
(31b4fE; cf. 42c6-d1;42¢8-9), and explicitly stated in the Epin. 981d3—
2 (and cf. Protagoras 320c—d; Philebus 29a). But it also seems to follow
from Aristotle’s theory of perception according to which each of the four
elements is assigned to one of the senses (carth is assigned to both touch
and taste, since taste is a sort of touch), and some commentators mention
it in this connection (Theophrastus, DS 23.6-7; Themistius, Para. DA
34.15-17, 73.22-6; Sophonias, Para. DA 99.31-2). Thus, Themistius
can remark: ‘But if someone should posit fiery or airy bodies, it becomes
difficult to distinguish the five sensations and organs that each uses’ (Para.
DA 73.24-6).

6.55-6 7 Ta émi yns Tis épel. Ta éml yijs are the lving things on the
earth. Cf. Chrysippus (SVF 2.413.23-6): 7o {da kal Ta émi yhs mavTa
are made of all four elements, but the moon of only two, fire and air, and
the sun of only one, fire.

6.56-60 ymnv 8¢ €is . . . mupds. Plotinus concludes by pressing that it
is unnatural for any earth to be in the celestial region. He presents two
reasons for this: (1) earth’s sluggish nature makes it implausible that the
celestial revolutions would carry around earthy bodies (1v.4.22.26 and
1v.4.26.9; cf. Alexander, [n Meteo. 116.311F.) and (2) earth’s nontrans-
parent nature would detract from the brightness of the heavenly bodies
(1v.5.1.19-20 and 1v.5.6.32-3; cf. Alexander, DA 45.9, and note on
7.19-24). He could have added that earth is the element least tailored to
participate in soul (1v.3.17.6-8).
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1m.1.7

Argument of 11.1.7 In ch. 6 Plotinus argued that despite what the 77m.
seems to say it is not really the case that any and every body contains all
four elements. Now he is concerned to show that he and Plato are really
in agreement on this. According to Plotinus, if one listens closely, Plato
says three things (Il. 1-2):

(I) Solidity qua resistance belongs to the universe (. 2-3). This is for
two reasons:
(a) so that the earth can actas a base of support for all that is upon
it (Il. 3-4), and
(b) so that the living things upon it are themselves necessarily
solid in this sense (ll. 4-6).
(IT) Theelementearthispersecontinuous. Earthreceivessomeillumina-
tion, levity, and cohesion from the other three elements (ll. 6-9).
(III) However, even though earth does have these qualities from the
otherelements, itis notbecause the other three elements are present
in earth as constituent parts (nor does earth have to be present in
the superlunar region). Rather, these properties are transferred
via the cosmic sympathy that obtains in the universe (1. 10-19).

As evidence for this reading of Plato, according to which there is no earth
in heaven, Plotinus cites some texts where Plato, as Plotinus sees it, is
making clear that the sun is exclusively of fire (Il. 19-24). This leads to a
discussion of the different species of fire and earth, which Plato observes
but which tend to be ignored. It is this semantic space between Plato and
ordinary language that is partially responsible for the mistaken interpre-
tation examined in ch. 6. This discussion has three parts:

(I') A catalogue of the different species of fire and earth (Il. 24-33).
(@) Fire. There are at least two species of fire (Il. 24-30): (i) sub-
lunar fire, i.e. flame and (ii) superlunar fire, i.e. corporeal light.
One must not confuse (ii) with (iii) incorporeal light, which is
not fire at all.
(b) Earth. Different things are also meant by ‘earth’, one of which
is simply solidity (Il. 30-3).
(I") A meteorological theory that explains why de facto sublunar fire
does not mix with superlunar fire (Il. 33—43).
(IIT") A description of the superlunar fire, and how it varies both in
the different heavenly bodies and in the intervals between them

(1. 43-9).
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7.1-2 100 MAdrwvos Aéyovros. Plotinus now filters Plato’s true mean-
ing out of the Tim. and presents it here. This runs until . 19 where we
find the first full stop in the Greek text. Thus, Aéyovros governs all of
1. 2-19 (whence the repeated use of infinitives). This exegesis can be
broken up into three parts (uév (1.2) .. . 8¢ (1. 6) . . . 8¢ (I. 10)—see Argu-
ment of 11.1.7).

7.2-6 év pév 1@ wavti k6opw . . . €xm. (I) The first thing that Plato
reportedly says is that the one sort of solidity, namely resistance (cf. 6.48—
50), must exist in the cosmos. One would expect that the reason for this
is simply that resistance is found throughout the cosmos—i.e. wherever
there is a physical body (6.50). Yet the two reasons Plotinus supplies (for
Plato) are quite different. Neither reason gives any indication that resist-
ance is to be found outside of the earth and the terrestrial creatures.

(a) There must be resistance in the universe so that the earth, seated in
its centre, might be a steady base for the creatures that stand upon her.
Ficino, Bréhier, and Beutler—Theiler all translate Befnrdow with verbs
of motion, but Armstrong is right that the perfect is better rendered with
‘stand’ (K-G 2.1. 148, cf. DC 30728). Nevertheless, it is significant that
Plotinus chose the perfect of Baivw rather than the perfect of loryuc.
Plotinus is going after a thought that Aristotle discusses in his treatises on
animal movement:

. . . theanimal that moves always changes by supporting itself on whatever under-
lies it. Therefore, if what underlies gives way too quickly for the animal which is
making a move upon it to be able to support itself, or if in general what underlies
does not have any resistance (dvréperow) for the moving animals, then nothing
upon it will be able to move itself. (4 705*7-12)

Aristotle also makes clear that in the case of animal motion, this under-
lying thing is the earth (MA 699°25-6). Plotinus is making essentially
the same point here but more generally: resistance is needed not just
for things to be in motion but even for them to be stationary. As Baltes
(1972: 106) points out, it looks as if Plotinus is nearly quoting Timaeus
Locrus, Nat. mundi 215.7-15, where the earth is said to be both év uéow
{Spupéva and a piCa and Bdos of all the other elements (which all require
earth in order to exist).

(b) There must be resistance in the universe so that the creatures on
carth might necessarily have resistance, too. This is just the other half of
(a). If the earth is to offer resistance to the creatures standing or moving
upon it, then these creatures must themselves be receptive to this resist-
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ance, which is to say that their bodies must be resistant. Otherwise, no
interaction would occur.

Thus, the primary rationale for the existence of resistance in the cosmos
is found in the terrestrial. This is not to be found in the 77. It can only
be inferred from the 7im. that the earth is in the centre of the universe
(62d12-63a2; cf. 40b8—cl and Phaed. 108e4ft.), and that the element
earth is, as Timaeus Locrus (216.6-12) puts it, édpaidrarov because of its
cubic form (55e1-3, 59d6—7). See Baltes, 1972: 106-19.

7.3 16 avritumov 8v. ‘Solidity, i.e. resistance’. In 6.46-50 Plotinus
distinguished two sorts of solidity, mathematical and physical. Here he
makes explicit that Plato means the latter (dvrirvmia = dvrépeos). Yet
the sense of physical solidity or resistance here must be narrower than at
6.49. There, ‘resistance’ was being used in its broadest sense, according
to which 4/l physical bodies are resistant. Here, however, that sense of
resistance is not sufficient. Air, for example, is resistant in #bat sense, but
air could not function as a ‘solid foundation’ for the terrestrial things to
stand on. Plotinus seems rather to have a more specific form of resistance
in mind, namely hardness; this is resistance par excellence. See note on
1. 6-7.

7.6=7 1 8¢ yn 16 pév eivar ouvexns kal map’ adtis éxot. (II) The
second point that Plato makes (when one listens carefully) is that earth
possesses per se the property of being continuous (and receives other prop-
erties from the other three elements). This sentence is difficult for two
reasons.

First, the finite verbs éyot and émiAdumoiro are problematic. Since this
sentence is governed by the Aéyovros in 1. 2 we should expect infinitives.
For this reason, Beutler—Theiler take 7 8¢ y% 76 pév efvar ovveyns ral
map’ avris éxy (subjunctive instead of optative) to be a third compo-
nent of the va-clause, but much speaks against this. They are forced to
Change €,/XOL to é’xn and to bracket e’wL/\d,uﬂ'owo o€ vmo vaég. Clearly
1. 6-9 express a single thought, namely what earth has of itself and what
it ‘borrows’ from the other elements. Thus, either all of 1. 6-9 is part of
the {va-clause, or none of it is. And the infinitives peréyew and kovdiCew
speak for its not being a part of it. Moreover, the 7e . . . e makes clear
that there are only zwo parts to the iva-clause, and it would be hard to say
what sense could be made of the statement that there is resistance in the
cosmos 7 order that the earth might be continuous.

The second problem has to do with the meaning of ouveyis and its
relationship to dvrirvmia and oxdnpdrys. We encountered 76 cuvexes
map’ avTob already at 6.47, where it appeared to be a mathematical con-
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cept that referred to the genus of lines, surfaces, and solids. It is, however,
hard to imagine that Plotinus now wants to say that #/is s proper to earth.
He must mean something else here. Beutler—Theiler (whom Kalligas fol-
lows) suggest that cuveyrs means ‘coherence’. Yet this cannot be right,
cither, since we are specifically told that water provides for the earth’s
coherence (w7 kwdeabar ovvaywyiy, ll. 8-9). Perhaps Plotinus means
that the element earth is continuous in the following sense. Earth mol-
ecules, being cubes, can be stacked side-by-side and on top of one another
to form a larger, continuous body. This is not true of the other geometric
solids. If this is what Plotinus means, it would resolve some of the tension
with ch. 6 where Plotinus says that it is hardness that belongs only to earth
(6.50). For the Platonic conception of hardness is defined in terms of
parts not exchanging places, and earth’s hardness in this sense follows, as
we saw, from earth’s being of such a sort that it could be stacked continu-
ously (see note on 6.50-2).

This leaves the question of the connection of being ouveyrs to being
dvrirumdy, but this has already been answered. For the dvrirvmév inl. 3
is resistance par excellence, i.e. hardness (see note on l. 3), and we have just
seen how hardness results from continuity. Thus, Plotinus’ theory on
earth and its relation to the other elements can be summarized as follows:
the element earth, thanks to its cubic form, is per se continuous (Il. 6-7)
in the sense elucidated above. This continuity accounts for its hardness,
i.e. its resistance par excellence. The other three elements receive from
earth (via cosmic sympathy) a derivative form of resistance, i.e. solidity
(II. 19 and 32)—not hardness but the resistance that belongs to all physi-
cal bodies.

7.7 émAapmorro 8¢ imd wupéds. Cf. Proclus, In Tim. 2.49.7-9.

7.7-9 peréxew 8¢ . . . 8ykous. In the Tim. it is not the contribution
of properties that makes water and air necessary (as is the case with fire
and earth); rather, their necessity is mathematical—they must function
as intermediates (77m. 31b8-32c4). Here, however, water’s contribu-
tion is cohesion (uepdv mpos wépn wy kwdeobar cvvaywyiv, Il. 8-9;
cf. 6.24-6) and air lightens the earth (I. 9; cf. 6.35-6). That water must
be present for cohesion is a Stoic thesis (see note on 6.25). The source
of the thesis that air lightens earth is less clear; perhaps it is derived from
the 77m. where air is said to carry (¢pépew, 43¢3) and push (@feiv, 58¢5,
59a2) or perhaps it is derived from the Stoic view that the lightness of
air and fire counterbalances the heaviness of earth and water (SVF 1.99;
2.555). This shift in responsibility—from functioning as mathemati-
cal intermediates to providing properties—is consistent with Plotinus’
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rejection of the 77m.’s mathematical argument at 6.14-17. Yet even if
Plotinus had admitted the mathematical argument, some reinterpreta-
tion such as this would be required, since Plotinus does not want to allow
the concrete sublunar elements to exist in the superlunar region. Proclus
also sees air and water as providing properties: air delivers fineness, trans-
parency and cohesion; water binds and provides uniformity and smooth-
ness (In Tim. 2.43.23-5 and 2.50.10-12).

7.7 peréxew 8¢ H-S'2 have peréyew d¢, but H-S? replaces this with
é&you 8¢, transposed from . 8. Kalligas, however, points out that &you has
no conceptual advantage over pueréyou (elements can be said to peréyew,
see |. 14, 6.46 and v1.3.7.33), and for this reason emends to peréyor 8¢.
Beutler—Theiler, who think that this is still part of the va-clause (see
note on ll. 6-7), find both the infinitive and the optative unacceptable
and emend to €y 8¢. Yet there is no real reason not to retain the infini-
tive ,u,eTe'Xéw, which all the manuscripts have. [_LGTG/XGLV, like Kovd)L'Cew in
1. 9, is governed by the Aéyovros in l. 2. True, there is a somewhat abrupt
Shift from the Optatives é'XOL and €’7TL/\0'L,L,L7TOLTO to the inﬁnitive ILLGTE/XGLV,
but such abruptness is not eliminated simply by changing ueréyew to
wetéxor or éxou; one would also have to change kové{lew to rovdilo
(and dépa to drjp)—which is unacceptable.

7.7-9 wpds 16 (T0) u1j adxunpov Exew Te kal pepdv TPOs pépn pn
kwAUeoBar cuvaywynv. As H-S® explains, the mpos 74 also governs
the kwAveofar. The manuscripts almost unanimously offer: wpos 76 uy)
adypunpov €yor 8¢ kal . . ., but there is near universal agreement that the
é&you 8¢ cannot be retained, though H-S' and Bréhier try to salvage it.
Beutler—Theiler and Kalligas excise it; H-S* transpose it to l. 7 (see note
on L. 7). We are obviously reduced to guesswork here, but it is possible
to make sense of the text without excisions and transpositions. There is
some manuscript support for the infinitive éyew which H-S§* and Arm-
strong print. Obviously, the 8¢ is out of place, but 7¢’s can easily be cor-
rupted into 6€’s (cf. e.g. 8.11 and 12). This suggests that the original text
read: 7Tp6§ (Té) 70 ;Jxr) aﬁx,unpév é’xew 7€ kal . . . The first 76 governs the
verbs éyew and kwAdeofas; the second 78 goes with 1) adyunpdv: ‘in
order to have the quality of not being dry and not to prevent the joining of
parts to parts’. As inelegant as the repetitious 76 76 appears, Plotinus often
writes like this (cf. 3.12 and 1.4.2.13; 1v.5.2.29; v1.4.10.28; v1.8.7.38;
and Kirchner’s proposed emendation at 6.55), and it is easy to see why
one of the 7¢’s might have disappeared (as occurred in Porphyry, Ad
Gaurum 9.1, see Kalbfleisch’s note ‘76 vor 76 gestrichen’). Cf. Proclus,
In Tim. 3.321.25.
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7.9 é&épa 8¢ kouditew. Cf. Poseidonius, fr. 271c Th.
7.9 yis éykous. Cf. Tim. 60e4. Here, as in 6.35-6, Plotinus contrasts
the levity of air with the weightiness of earth. There he used this contrast
to make the presence of air in earth implausible, but here he uses the same
contrast to emphasize that there is something that earth per se lacks and
must receive from air.
7.10-19 pepixbar 8¢ 7@ . .. v mupdrnra. (III) The third article that
Plotinus claims is to be found in Plato’s 77m. is the doctrine of cosmic
sympathy. Although this doctrine is clearly Stoic, there is some dispute as
to its exact origins. There is certainly a full-fledged theory of cosmic sym-
pathy in Poseidonius, but it is less certain to what extent he was drawing
on Chrysippus (SVF2.441, 473,475, 546,912, 1013). It is Poseidonius,
in any case, from whom Plotinus is thought to have derived his own
doctrine of cosmic sympathy (Theiler, 1982: 152, and Beutler—Theiler
vi 167 (§132); Rheinhardt, 1953: 655.43-6).

Cosmic sympathy begins with a vitalistic conception of the universe—
the cosmosisasingle and continuousliving thing (Poseidonius: fr. 23 E-K
= fr. 347 Th. and fr. 99a E-K = fr. 304 Th.; Plotinus: see note on 1.26).
By virtue of this vitalistic conception, it can now be claimed that spa-
tially separated entities can affect one another (1v.4.32.13fF; v.5.8.11L.
v1.5.10.34{T.), just as trauma to one hand can affect the behaviour of the
other. For Poseidonius the explanatory value of cosmic sympathy seems
to be limited to two cases: (i) simultaneous activity of distant objects, e.g.
the motion of the ocean is in sympathy with that of the moon (fr. 217.32
E-K = fr. 26 Th; fr. 219.18 E-K = fr. 313 Th.; for other examples sce
fr. 106 E-K = fr. 379 Th.), and (ii) consecutive activity of distant objects,
which explains divination, astrology and magic (Poseidonius: fr. 7, 26-7,
106—-13 E-K and fr. 371a—380b Th.; Plotinus: 11.3.7-8, 1v.4.26 and 40).
Plotinus takes this theory a step further by asserting that cosmic sympathy
can also account for the transference of qualities (Il. 10-19) or powers
(1v.5.3.20-1) from one object to another. Cosmic sympathy plays an
important role in his theory of perception (1v.5.3; see Emilsson, 1988:
481T.), and here we see Plotinus using it to explain how superlunar fire
can be qualified by certain sublunar properties without the respective
sublunar elements being present in the heavens.
7.11-12 kai 76 wop . . . T00 wupds. Fire enjoys something from earth
in the same way that earth enjoys something from fire; namely, neither
contains the other in its constitution but each receives some part of the
other through the community in the universe. Thus, not only is earth
not mixed into the constitution of superlunar fire, but no fire needs to



214 Commentary

be mixed into the constitution of earth, either. Earth receives only the
brightness of fire: kal v yijy mvpos v Aaumpdryra ll. 16-17. As a
marginal note in the manuscript puts it: ‘each of the elements partakes—
notof one another as wholes—but of one of their qualities.” Nevertheless,
Plotinus seems to think that the sublunar elements are de facto mixed
into each others’ constitutions: at 1. 38 he explains that the reason why
sublunar fire never passes into the superlunar region is that it carries earth
along with itself. Cf. [Aristotle], DM 397°27-30.
7.14-15 kata Tiv év kéopw kowwviav dv. ‘being subject to the com-
munity in the cosmos’.
7.17-19 kai 76 cuvapddTepov . . . wupos $Uow. 70 cuvaupsTepoy,
yiv, and Ty mupds ¢pvow are all subjects of moretv (H-S*7, Beutler—
Theiler, Kalligas; pace Armstrong, Bréhier, Ficino).
7.17 v 8¢ pifw. The mixture in question is one in which « participates
(neréyew 1. 7, peréoxev . 14) in b and which is to be contrasted with
the sort of mixture in which & is present in &’s constitution (ueuxfet év
1) ovordaoet, l. 10), i.e. in which 4 is constituted from both itself and &
(yevéolar é¢ dudoiv, 1. 13-14).
7.19 v orepedtnra Tadtv kal v mupdmTa. Gollwitzer’s emend-
ation of the manuscripts’ muxvérnra makes good sense and has been
adopted in modern editions (Beutler—Theiler, H-57, Kalligas, though
not Armstrong who uses H-S?). The problem with mvkvéryra is that
in 6.50-2 7ukvérys is said to be achieved by an element all by itself
and without the help of earth. 7mvpdrys is also found at 11.6.1.34. Here
Plotinus again associates earth with solidity (cf. 1. 32). The ‘fieriness’ of
fire is presumably its brilliance (1. 17).
7.19-24 paprupet 8¢ kai . . . wupds eivar. In . 2-19 Plotinus pro-
poses an interpretation of Plato’s 77m. which would let the heavens con-
sistsolely of fire. This interpretation stands in opposition to what Plotinus
took to be the prima facie meaning of Tim.’s account (cf. note on 6.6-8).
Therefore, Plotinus now introduces some of Plato’s own words in order
to show that they are closer to his interpretation than to the prima facie
account. There are a total of three citations:

(1) Plato says of the sun: ‘God kindled a light’ (cf. note on 7.20-1).

(2) Plato calls the sun: ‘brightest’ (cf. note on 7.22).

(3) Plato calls the sun: ‘whitest’ (cf. note on 7.23).
This in itself is obviously weak evidence for attributing to Plato the theses
spelled outinIl. 2-19. (1) offers Plotinus some textual ground: it is not by
mixing the four elements together that the Demiurge is said to produce
the sun; rather, he ‘kindled alight’. (2) and (3) appeal to the intuition that



ml.7 215

any earth whatsoever in a thing would detract from the thing’s brightness;
a particle of earth would block the light behind the particle, and if the
earth were somehow blended into the fire one would expect the total-
ity of fire to be dimmed as a result. Therefore, the brightest thing has to
be pure fire (cf. Theophrastus, DI fr. 30 dow 67 kabapwrépa, TocovTw
waAov (scil. pwrile) and note on 6.56-60). One expects the objection
that there is de facto no pure fire, and thus even the brightest thing has
some carth in it. Plotinus clearly thinks that Plato means the brightest
possible thing and not just the de facto brightest thing. In this connection
itis worth noting that Cornford also thinks that there is pure fire, though
not in the heavenly bodies; rather, daylight and the light that proceeds
from the eyes (1937: 152 and 247).

7.20-1 ¢as aviev 6 Beds mepl v Seutépav amo yns mepidopav.
Cf. Tim. 39b4-5: ¢i>s 6 Oeos avigpev év 17 mpos yhv devrépa TV
7T€PL68(UV, 6‘ 87)} VﬁV KGK)\"?KG,IU,GV ﬁALOV.

7.22 Napmpérarév. Cf. Theaet. 208d2, Rep. 616¢9 and [Aristotle],
DM 400°8.

7.23 Neukétarov. The only occurrence of Aevkdratos, -7, -ov in the
Platonic corpus is at Rep. 617a3, but there it is not the sun (the planet in
the seventh whorl) that Plato calls Aevrdrarov, but the planetin the third
whorl, namely Jupiter (see Gundel, 1950: 2058.32-8, and Halliwell,
1988: 180). Although Plotinus mistakenly takes this to refer to the sun,
it does not affect the train of argument: Plato calls some heavenly body
‘most white’, and this seems to rule out the presence of earth.

7.24-5 1&v ei®@v adTol T@v dAwv. (I')(a) In the 7im. Plato says that
there are very many species of fire (57d4f. and 58¢5; cf. Theophrastus,
DI fr. 9 70 modveidés mupds), and specifically mentions three kinds at
58c (cf. 82a): flame ($AS€), embers (Siamdpos), and light (pds). The
former two are routinely recognized as kinds of fire (e.g. Theophrastus
DIfr. 3 and 34; SVF2.426-7 and 612; Proclus, /n Tim. 2.8.22—3). Aris-
totle seems to take flame to be fire par excellence (GC 331°25-6), yet he
distinguishes flame from what might be called ‘elemental fire’ which is
the substance found in the hypekkauma (Meteo. 340°221F. and 345°25).
For Aristotle flame is burning smoke and is thus not pure fire but con-
tains air and earth (GC 331°25—6 and Meteo. 388%2); later Aristoteli-
ans would emphasize the presence of air in flame (Theophrastus, DI 3;
Alexander, /n Meteo. 116.311f. and 218.29) and contrast this with the
earthy character of embers (dvfpa¢, Theophrastus, DI 3 and 37; SVF
2.426-7). It is, no doubt, this impurity that led many subsequent Peri-
patetics to reverse Aristotle’s position and maintain that flame is only
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loosely speaking fire ([Alexander], Manz. 138.3f1.; Themistius, Para. DA
60.12fF; Philoponus, /n DA 83.18-19; 87.10-12) and that true fire is
rather the element found in hypekkauma (Philoponus, In Meteo. 23.141F.,
34.4-6, 56.231f.). The three-fold division of fire that includes both of
these two plus light is generally taken to be Platonic (Simplicius, 7z DC
16.20-1 and 85.7-9; In Phys. 615.28). Aristotle also talks of species of
fire (DC 26828-9), and he even mentions this trifold division at 7op.
13429 although, as Alexander recognized (/n Top. 402.21fF.), he did not
actually accept it. For Aristotle, light is not fire nor a body of any kind
(DA 418°14-15; cf. [Alexander], Mant. 138.3ff. = SVF 2.432). Thus,
one often encounters some indecision among later authors as to whether
light should count as a kind of fire (e.g. Theophrastus, DI 3). Platonists
sometimes characterize light as ‘pure’ or ‘true’ fire (Atticus, fr. 8.1, and
Proclus, /n Tim. 3.112.41F), and if it was taken to be fire at all it was the
finest (Aemrouepris, Empedocles, DK 31 B84; Aristotle Top. 134b33—4;
Poseidonius, fr. 298b Th.). The three species of fire in Timaeus Locrus
(217.15) are surprising: flame, light, and rays (agy1).

7.25-6 16 ¢ds 8 . . . wpoonvas. Plato says, according to Plotinus,
that the celestial region is made up of a particular species of fire, namely
light. This, of course, is not to be found in the 77m., but it does seem to
have established itself as an interpretation. Simplicius, in any case, agrees
that for Plato the heavens are constituted of light which, unlike fire, does
not move upwards (/z DC 67.1-5; and cf. Proclus, In Tim. 2.47.9-10
and 3.129.6). As for the gentle warmth of light (cf. 8.111F; 11.3.2.2-3;
11.3.12.18-19; 1v.4.31.36-7), Plotinus’ textual basis is probably Plato’s
account of daylight at 77m. 45b2fI.: ‘Such fire as has the property, not
of burning, but of yielding a gentle (5juepov) light, they contrived should
become the proper body of each day’ (Cornford trans. NB: Taylor (1928:
277) takes this as a description not of daylight but of ocular light). Yet,
although Plato here does call light ‘gentle’ and contrasts it with ‘burning’
fire, he does not say it is gently warm. Nevertheless, Plotinus has good
reason to judge Plato’s celestial fire to be warm. The warmth of all fire
is accounted for by its geometric figure (61d5 ff.)—a figure which even
light must have insofar as it is a species of fire. Yet, it is far from a fore-
gone conclusion that the celestial body is warm. Aristotle explicitly
denies this in the Mereo. (341°12—17), since for him having a property
(e.g. hot) for which there is an opposite (e.g. cold) is incompatible with
being indestructible (DC270*13-23), and this view was very influential
among later thinkers (Philoponus, /n Meteo. 39.28; Simplicius, In DC
442.11-12; cf. Olympiodorus’ two arguments for the thesis, /n Meteo.
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33.191f.), even among Platonists (Proclus, /n Tim. 2.10.11-13 and
3.47.16-17).

Philoponus is surely right when he says that Plotinus here has ‘vital
fire’ in mind as the substance of the heavens (AP 526.15; cf. 518.20-2,
Numenius, fr. 58, and Proclus, /z Tim. 3.128.30-129.4). Vital ({wrikdv,
{woydvov, yéviuov) fire, which is sometimes called ‘primal fire’ (SVF1.98;
Alexander, /n Top. 376.221L.), provides the sort of heat that aids genera-
tion, whereas the heat of other sorts of fire is destructive (¢fap7ircdy) and
servile (Starovikdy). This distinction, which according to Hahm (1977:
198 n. 18) is first found in Xenophon, Mem. 4.7.7, is central to both Aris-
totelian biology (GA 737°11L.) and Stoic cosmology, which contrasts un-
designing (drexvov) with designing (réyvicov) fire such that the former
converts fuel into itself whereas the latter causes growth and preservation
(SVF1.120; cf. SVF1.504, 2.423). For both Aristotle and the Stoics this
productive fire was indeed warm, and this probably informed Plotinus’
thinking (cf. Graeser, 1972: 23—-4). Cf. 111.2.2.25-6 where Plotinus con-
trasts pida and TPOCYVY with éxlpa and moAéua.

7.26 10070 8¢ 76 pds odpa eivar. Plotinus maintains that there is both
corporeal and incorporeal light. There are some bits of text outside of the
Tim. which (if taken out of context and finagled in the right way) might
have prompted one to believe that there are two types of light: the Eleatic
Stranger mentions ‘two-fold light’ (§imAodv dais) at Soph. 266¢; Socrates
refers to ‘the true light’ which is distinct from the light we know at Phaed.
109¢7; Socrates describes shadows ‘made from a different sort of light,
compared to the sun’ at Rep. VII 532¢2-3. Cf. Philoponus’ distinction
between ‘the light that has its being in the sphere of the sun that is forma-
tive and constitutive of the sun’s nature’ and ‘the light that is diffused in
the air’ (AP 16.25F; cf. In Cat. 52.17-19 and 171.4-8).

7.27-8 16 dpwvupov . . . dodparov eival. Usually, when Plotinus
speaks of light he means incorporeal light (1.6.3.18; 1v.5.6-7; v1.4.7.31—
2), but here he distinguishes corporeal light from incorporeal light. Both
are called ‘light” homonymously, that is to say, they have only the name
in common; the account of their substance is different (Aristotle, Cat.
1*1-2; cf. Plotinus’ Aristotelian use of ‘homonymous’ at 1.2.3.26 and
111.6.12.16-21). Corporeal light is namely fire, whereas incorporeal
light is not (cf. note on 6.37-44). This distinction is also discussed in
1v.5.6-7 where corporeal light here is equivalent to the luminous body
(odpa pwrewdv) there. Beutler—Theiler (2b 555) are right to remark
that Plotinus’ definition of light is Aristotelian in form but not in sense.
Aristotle defines light as the évepyeia of the transparent (DA 418°9-10,
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419°11), i.e. of the medium, but for Plotinus light is the évepyeia of the
luminous body (1v.5.7.33-4), i.e. of the source (cf. Philoponus, AP21.6—
8). See note on Il. 24-5.

7.29 &vBos éxeivou. éxelvov refers to corporeal light which is a species
of fire. mvpos dvfos is found frequently in the Chald. Orac. (frr. 34.2,
35.3,37.14, 42.3; cf. 130.4) and cf. Emperor Julian, Hymn to King Helios
134a. Plutarch (Mor. 934b7) also includes mvpds dvBos in a passage from
the Iliad (9.212), an alternative version of our text which was known to
and rejected by both Aristarchus (ad loc.) and Eustathius (On Homer's
1liad 2.704.101F.).

7.29-30 omAmvémra. Cf. Alexander, /n Meteo. 141.27; SVF 2.638.18.
7.30 16 8vtws Aeukdv odpa. i.e. corporeal light (the celestial body).
7.30-3 npets 8¢ 16 yenpov . . . mBepévou. (I')(b) Different senses of
earth (cf. 1v.4.22.25 and v1.3.9.7). At Tim. 60b6-61c2 Plato distin-
guishes several kinds of earth: stone (60c6), earthenware (60d2), soda
(60d8), salt (60el), glass and fusible stone (61b7-c1), and wax and
incense (61c2). Plotinus, however, wishes to attribute to Plato the view
that solidity is a species of earth, and he is likely drawing on the Aristote-
lian tradition here. Aristotle refers to species of earth in several places (DC
268°28-9; Meteo. 33825, 388'25-6), though it is unclear what species
are meant since Aristotle considers most of the species listed by Plato to
be compounds of earth and water. Nevertheless, Alexander (In Meteo.
2.32-4) gives a confident exegesis: there are at least two species of earth;
one is porous and spongy (Umavtpdv Te kai xatvny), the other is solid and
compressed (oTepedv 1€ kal memAnuévny). (Cf. Philoponus’ criticism
of this interpretation (/n Meteo. 6.37ff.) and Olympiodorus’ modifica-
tion of it (/n Meteo. 11.19-23). Simplicius (/n DC 16.19-20) offers a
wholly different interpretation: the species of earth include sandy earth,
stony earth, lumpy earth, white or black earth, etc.) Plotinus might have
drawn his interpretation of solidity as a species of earth from Alexander.
He might also be thinking of Phaed. 109a91F. where Socrates describes
‘the earth being pure in the pure heaven’ (109b7-8, cf. note on 8.2) and
this is ‘the genuine earth’ (110al). Plotinus complains that in contrast to
this variety of earth-species, his contemporaries generally only call a single
thing ‘carth’, namely the element which we can perceive with our senses,
is cold and dry, has colour, etc.

7.33-43 700 87 TowolTou . . . évauydleodar. (II') Plotinus now
delivers a meteorological account of why sublunar fire does not mix with
superlunar fire: since superlunar fire (corporeal light) is naturally seated
in the celestial region, it will not move down into the sublunar region (see
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ch. 8). Thus, if sublunar fire were to mix with it, the former would have
to rise up into the celestial region. But several considerations show that
this is impossible: (1) in order to reach the celestial region, the fire must
traverse the ensemble of air, and in such a large quantity of air flame is ex-
tinguished (cf. note on 6.12); (2) earth is always mixed into the constitu-
tion of flame, and the weight of the earth prevents the flame from reaching
celestial heights. For these reasons sublunar fire cannot reach the heaven;
rather, it rarifies the air and either is drawn back downwards by the earth
mixed into its constitution or else remains in the upper atmosphere but is
no longer self-luminous and must be illuminated by another.

This meteorological theory shares with Aristotle’s an unwillingness
to allow sublunar fire (or any other element) to pass into the celestial
region—a phenomenon advocated by Presocratic and Hellenistic natu-
ral philosophers—yet there are important differences between the two
theories. Aristotle (Meteo. 341°6fF.) distinguishes two kinds of exhala-
tions (dvafvuidoeis) from the earth: dry and moist. The dry (and warm)
exhalation makes its way up to just beneath the celestial region where it
becomes part of the hypekkauma, the ensemble of so-called fire which is
really just a warm and dry substance. It is commonly called fire because it
is so inflammable, being ignited by even the slightest motion. Motivating
this picture of an extremely caustic stratum beneath the celestial region is
Aristotle’s view that the heavenly bodies are themselves neither luminous
nor warm. What we perceive to be the light and warmth of the heavenly
bodies is in fact produced in the hypekkauma by friction generated by
the movement of these bodies (Meteo. 340*41F.). Plotinus has no full-
blown theory of exhalations, and for him the ensemble of fire is not the
hypekkaumabut rather the heaven itself. Hence, he is concerned to show,
not how anything resembling fire gathers in its appropriate place just be-
neath the heavens, but how sublunar fire cannot reach fire’s natural place
in the heavens. Moreover, Plotinus” heavenly bodies do give off light and
warmth, so there is less need for an inflammable sublunar stratum. Just
beneath the heaven is the ensemble of air—air that is very rare. This layer
of rare air is perhaps meant to constitute by itself a stratum of aether
which is itself a sort of air (77m. 58c6—d2; cf. Crat. 410a—c and Proclus, /n
Tim. 3.112.13-16) and which in the Epin. is said to be situated between
air and the celestial fire (984d8—¢4, see Introduction, p. 15). See note on
1. 41-2.

7.34 $as ... 16 kabapdrarov. “The purest light'. This might be a
simple reference to incorporeal light which would be purest in the sense
of being unmixed with body. This seems to be what Proclus suggests (/n
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Rep. 2.76.15-16 and In Tim. 2.8.22-5; cf. Plato, Phaedr. 250c4). How-
ever, it seems that Plotinus rather wants to say that incorporeal light can
itself vary in purity: a/l fire gives off incorporeal light, but celestial fire (i.e.
corporeal light) emits the purest incorporeal light. This raises the ques-
tion: how can something incorporeal vary in purity? The answer is found
at1v.5.6.31-3 where Plotinus says that the presence of earth in air makes
the incorporeal light present in air itself impure. Thus, the purest incor-
poreal light is the light emitted by the heavenly bodies in the superlunar
region. By contrast, the incorporeal light in the sublunar region—even if
its source is ultimately a heavenly body—is no longer pure. As Hermias
(In Phaedr. 127.15-17) putsiit: ‘the light in the sun is light itself and pure
light, but the light of the sun in the air, you might say, is a lesser light—
not because it is mixed with its opposite (sc. darkness), but because it is
not as it was in the heaven.” Similarly, Philoponus, /n Meteo. 43.16-17.
For Plato, cf. Rep. 616b6 and Tim. 45¢2.

7.35 i8pupévou. Cf. 1. 3.

7.38 é&veNBolodv Te perda yis. Sublunar flame is with earth—not just
in the sense that it ‘borrows’ solidity from earth but that earth is part of
its constitution. Thus, it appears that despite Plotinus’ resistance to this
thesis in ch. 6, he does in fact hold that the sublunar elements are always
impure: each sublunar element is always accompanied by the other three.
The point of ch. 6 was to prepare the way for saying that the other three
elements need not accompany superlunar fire. Cf. 1v.5.6.32 where earth
is said to be mixed into the air, and 1v.4.22.25 where earth is said to be
constituted of all the elements. Theophrastus (DI 5) also contrasts the
fire of the sun to sublunar fire and says that the latter is earthy. Cf. note
on 3.14-16.

7.40,43 ¢éxet...éxel. The first éxeirefers to the stracum just beneath the
heavens, the second refers to the heavens themselves (cf. note on 3.14).
7.41-2 16 Napwpov pn éxewv doov eis v Léow. Aristotle calls fire ‘a
sort of boiling” (ofov {éows, Meteo. 340°23) and flame ‘a boiling of dry
air’ (mveduaros Enpod {éats, 341°22)—a characterization of flame that
Plotinus has already cited at 4.12. Here Plotinus is working to distin-
guish the nature of the substance just beneath the celestial region from
that of flame, just as Aristotle does at Meteo. 340°21-7: whereas flame
is a sort of boiling, the nature of the hypekkauma is simply hot and dry.
For Plotinus, flame has a sort of boiling radiance, i.e. it is bright of itself,
while the upper air is only radiant to the extent that it can be illuminated
by the sun—hence the brightness of the sky during the day. Presumably,
however, when Plotinus says that the upper air ‘does not have enough
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radiance to boil” he means simply that it is not necessarily blazing, as
flame is; he does not wish to rule out its capacity to be ignited. Plotinus
would likely have maintained that comets and meteors were sublunar
phenomena due to some sort of inflammation in this stratum, as such
an explanation was more or less characteristic of ancient meteorology
(Capelle, 1935: 346.17-19).

7.43-9 716 8¢ das ékel. .. kal 76 woppw. (III') Plotinus concludes his
discussion of the elements with a description of the superlunar fire (cor-
poreal light). All of the heavenly bodies as well as the intervals between
them are made of this same light, yet all of these vary in appearance: the
heavenly bodies differ in both colour and size (Il. 43-5), and the interval
between them is practically invisible (Il. 46-9).

7.43-5 16 pév mouaBev . . . épydoacBar. Some of the celestial light
is used for the planets (including the sun and moon) and stars. This light
is variegated in proportions. That is to say (with Ficino), it is distrib-
uted in various proportions into the different celestial bodies which then
vary in both colour and size. Talk of the heaven’s variegation (or adorn-
ment or embroidery) is widespread: Plato, Rep. 529¢7 (a év 7¢) odpave
mowcidpara), Epin. 977b3 ([6 0dpavds] mowkiAwv adrdv), Tim. 40a6-7
(the Sphere of fixed stars is a KéO',u.ov o’t/\nﬂvév 7T€7TOLKL/\,u,€/VOV), cf. 55¢5-
6; Hierocles, In aureum carmen 23.2; Porphyry, Ilepl dyaludrwrv 10.16;
Proclus, I Tim. 2.43.17 and 3.119.3—4; Cornutus, ND 49.18-19.
7.44 &v Noyois. As Philoponus recognizes (In Meteo. 31.4-6), one of
the advantages to Plato’s placing all four elements in the heaven is that
this allows for an easy explanation of the qualitative differences, e.g. in
colour and luminosity, found among the celestial bodies. Thus, Plotinus,
by denying that the other three elements are in the celestial region, must
find another way to account for these differences. His solution is to derive
them from the variation in the ‘proportions’ of the superlunar fire. But
what does it mean to say that superlunar fire (corporeal light) is found in
different proportions? Prima facie, it would seem to suggest that there is
either void or some other (sublunar) body in the heavens. This problem
recalls an equally baflling statement of Aristotle’s in the Meteo. (340°7-9)
to the effect that the celestial region, which is presumably made up exclu-
sively of the fifth body (but cf. Thorp 1982), varies in purity. Alexander
(In Meteo. 12.33-13.11) provides an influential interpretation of this
passage that avoids positing any void or sublunar element in the heaven:

Nothing has been mixed in with the divine body, nor is this [passage] indicative
of any mortal body [being present in the heavens]; rather, the heavenly body is
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indestructible and divine in its entirety. Yet, there are some differences in it by
which one of the celestial bodies is of a different sort than another, e.g. the one is
luminous (Aaumrov) and the other is less so. This is just like what happens with
the four [elemental] bodies: coldness belongs more to water than to earth, but it
is not by being mixed with heat that the earth is less cold than water; and earth is
drier than fire, but it is not because fire is mixed with moisture that it is less dry;
and fire is hotter than air, but it is not because it is mixed with coldness that air is
less hot than fire; and air is softer (udAAov Sypos) than water, but it is not because
it is mixed with something solid that water is less soft than air (for then no body
would be simple). And one has to think of the differences of the divine body in

the same way.

Alexander’s solution (which both Philoponus (I Meteo. 31.7-16) and
Olympiodorus (/n Meteo. 28.19-26) explicitly adopt) is to point out that
if two bodies are both essentially p and yet one is more p than the other,
this need not imply that the difference in p-ness is due to any contamina-
tion. He wishes to suggest, then, that the celestial body can vary in its
essential properties, e.g. one body can be more luminous than another,
without this being due to the presence of sublunar elements: there are
simply qualitative differences in the celestial body itself (Olympiodorus,
ibid. 28.25. NB: There is some difficulty here concerning Alexander’s
example of the luminosity of Aristotle’s fifth body, cf. note on Il. 33-43).
Plotinus, like Alexander, refuses to allow sublunar elements or void into
the heaven, but his explanation of these qualitative differences is intract-
ably terse: the differences are produced (épydoacfar) because the light
is variegated in proportions (mouciAfev év Adyous). Yet, given Plotinus’
familiarity with Alexander, it makes good sense to use the latter’s explana-
tion to fill in some of the details of the former’s: the proportions in ques-
tion, then, would be proportions of gualities. More specifically, it is the
proportions of the quality of fineness that appear to be central, since 1. 47
empbhasizes that celestial fire can vary in fineness. Thus, the constitution
of some heavenly bodies is finer than that of others, and this accounts for
differences in colour. See note on |. 47-8.
7.45 xpoas. Plato’s Rep. 616efl. (on which see Bidez (1935) and Brum-
baugh (1951); cf. Epin. 987¢) reports the following scale of colours for
the wandering stars: Mercury, second whitest; Venus, yellowish; Sun,
brightest; Mars, red; Jupiter, whitest; Saturn, yellowish. There is a good
deal of disagreement among the various Greek accounts of the colours
of the planets due in part to the ambiguity of Greek colour words which
served to denote both hue and brilliance (cf. Sorabji, 1972: 294) but

also due to a desire to use as many colours as possible. Thus, for Vettius
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Valens (1.4) the moon is green; for Porphyry (On Prolemy’s Tetrabiblos,
p- 199) Jupiter is bluish. Nevertheless, one could say that the following
catalogue is largely representative: Moon, silver; Mercury, pale; Venus,
yellow; Sun, gold; Mars, red; Jupiter, (gray-)white; Saturn, yellow (Boll,
1916: 20-2) and Gundel (1950: 2105.68-2106.17). The stars in the
fixed sphere were also reported to be coloured (Boll, 1916: 15-19).
7.46-9 1ov 8 &A\Nov . . . kai 16 wéppw. The intervals between the
heavenly bodies are also made of corporeal light, yet we do not see this
light. Plotinus gives two reasons for their imperceptibility. (1) It is due
in part to the character of the light itself: it is finer and more transparent
than the corporeal light that makes up the heavenly bodies (Il. 46-8).
Yet, these intervals are not per se invisible; (2) if they were not so far away
we would witness their brilliance (1. 48-9). Though the Milky Way is
clearly visible, Plotinus might have thought, as Aristotle did (Mezeo. A8),
that it was a sublunar phenomenon (cf. Gundel, 1910: 567.57-570.10).
Proclus gives similar reasons when explaining why the fire in the upper
reaches of the ensemble of air cannot be seen (/n Tim. 3.112.10-13).
Cf. SVF2.668.

7.47-8 AemrédtnTL T00 odparos kai Siadaveia oUk dvrirdme. The
adjective ‘non-resistant’ modifies both ‘fineness’ and ‘transparency’ and,
as . 48-9 make clear, should be understood relatively. Compare Proclus’
statement that a very fine body does not offer resistance (1) dvrepelSew)
to our eyes (/n Tim. 3.112.12). Likewise, fine bodies are transparent
(Aristotle, GA 780*27-8; Alexander, In DS 26.21-2; 1v.5.1.21). Thus,
the fineness of the body accounts for its transparency and lack of resist-
ance to our eyes.

Plotinus is basically working with two groups of nearly coextensive
terms. In the first group falls: solid, dense, resistant, and visible; in the
second group: non-solid, fine, non-resistant, and transparent. Density
(vaVéT”qg) is properly contrasted with rarity (,uowéTng, dp(lLéTng), and
fineness (Aemrdrys) with coarseness (maxivrys). Plotinus, however,
neglects the notions of rarity and coarseness throughout 11.1 and appears
rather to contrast density with fineness, but this is understandable. Aris-
totle, after all, often identified the two pairs of opposites (DC 303°22—4;
Simplicius, /n Phys. 150.26-7). Moreover, the likely means of distinguish-
ing between these pairs is not available to Plotinus. For, as Philoponus
explains (/n GC 214.22-30), fineness and coarseness are qualitatively
what rarity and density are quantitatively (spatially). But, as we saw (note
on 6.50-2), Plotinus considers rarity and density themselves to be quali-
tative concepts. Thus, both the heavenly bodies and the intervals between
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them possess the qualities of solidity, density, resistance, and visibility,
but the latter have the qualities to a lesser extent. As Proclus puts it, ‘the
spheres [i.e. intervals] have a finer and more transparent nature (odoiav),
while the stars are more solid’ (/z Tim. 3.128.28-30).

7.48 domep kai 16v kabapov dépa. No air is completely pure as all the
sublunar elements are mixed together (see note on . 38). Presumably,
‘pureair’ hererefers only to clear air—air thatis not dusty, misty, foggy, etc.
7.48-9 mpéoeott 8¢ TolTois kai 16 woéppw. Kirchhoff’s emenda-
tion (mpooéri 8¢ TovTos Kal T( méppw) seems unnecessary. Perhaps
Plotinus would say that it is not so much the distance as the impurity of
the great stretch of air that separates us from the heavens (1v.5.7.10-13).
Cf. Heraclitus (DK A1 141.34-5) and Aristotle’s statement that only the
fixed stars twinkle because of the greater distance (AP0 78*37-8 and DC
290°18-21).

1n.1.8

Argument of 11.1.8 In this chapter Plotinus returns to three questions
raised earlier in 11.1: (I) Is there any efflux from heaven? (Il. 1-16; cf. 4.2
4); (II) What is the natural motion of the celestial body? (Il. 16-19;
cf. 3.13-20); and (III) Does the heaven require any nourishmene? (1. 19—
28; cf. 4.2-3).

(I) After having clarified the nature of the heavenly body in chs. 6 and

7, Plotinus can now conclude his defence of the claim that there is no
efHlux from heaven. If there is to be an efHlux from heaven, the celestial fire
would have to move downward either (#) naturally or () by force. (2) No
fire moves downward naturally, and () (i) nothing in heaven would force
it down (Il. 3-5). (4)(ii) Nor could anything in the sublunar region force
itdown. For if any sublunar body were to force the heavenly body down-
ward it would be the body that borders on the heaven—and this is either
() air or (B) fire (Il. 7-8). Plotinus quickly dismisses the possibility that
(@) air could accomplish this (I. 8), and proceeds to argue that (B) fire
could not accomplish it either (Il. 8-15). Plotinus gives two reasons why
(1. 8-9):

(B") Fireis not suited for acting on the heavenly fire. Plotinus defends
this claim in two ways. First, (8")(i) whatever sublunar fire re-
mains in the upper reaches of the air is much weaker than the
flames found on the earth’s surface and for this reason could not
affect the heavenly body (l. 11). Secondly and more generally,
(B")(ii) fire acts by heating, and this means that fire cannot act on
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the celestial body. For if fire were to destroy the heavenly body,
it would have to warm it and thereby put it in an unnatural state.
But the celestial body is immune to such a danger because it is
intrinsically warm (Il. 11-15).

(B") Fire cannot even come into contact with superlunar fire. By the
force of the earth that it carries along with itself it will change
direction and start moving downward before the heavenly body
could be affected (1. 10).

He concludes that there is no need to posit a fifth body in the heaven (as
Aristotle did) in order to secure the heavens’ everlasting persistence.

(IT) The natural motion of the heavenly body is circular, but this need
not entail that the element that makes up heaven is anything other than
corporeal light (I. 16). For it has not been established that corporeal light
naturally moves in a straight line (1. 16-18). Rather, it is natural for the
heavenly bodies either to remain at rest or to move in a circle (Il. 18-19).
Rectilinear motions could only belong to them if they were subjected to
force (1. 19).

(ITI) The celestial things do not require any nourishment (1. 19-20).
If one reasons from sublunar bodies to conclusions about superlunar
bodies, one might think that superlunar bodies also need nourishment.
This method of reasoning, however, is misleading since the cases are not
analogous. There are several important differences: (2) they do not have
the same soul holding them together (1. 21); (4) they do not reside in the
same place (l. 22); (¢) only sublunar bodies are in flux (Il. 22-3). (¢) is a
consequence of (2) and (6) (l. 24-7). The superlunar bodies, however,
are not absolutely unchanging, like the intelligible things, since they do
move (ll. 27-8).

8.1-16 TolTou &1 peivavros . . . iva pévn. (I) Plotinus returns to the
question raised in 4.2—4 regarding the possibility of matter flowing out
of heaven. Now that he has established that there is no earth, water, or air
in the superlunar region, he can wrap up his argument against celestial
efflux.

8.1 700 To0UT0ou Ppwtds. Corporeal light, i.c. superlunar fire.

8.2 téraktar. Cf. 4.3.

8.2 kaBapoi év kabapwrartw. Cf. Plato, Phaed. 109b7-8: adrnv 8é rv
yiv kabapoy év kabapd ketabar 7 odpave (= Celsus, The True Doctrine
7.28.19-20; cf. note on 7.30-3); [Aristotle], DM 400°6: (6 Oeos) dvw
kablapos év kabapd ywpd BePyrds, 6v érdpws kaloduer odpavdv. See

notes on 4.8 and 5.9-14.
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8.2-3 7is &v tpdémos dmoppots &’ alTol &v yévorro; Plotinus begins
by answering the question of whether there is any outflow with another
question: What manner of outflow could there be? In what follows he
responds to this question by systematically eliminating every possible
manner of outflow. The manner of outflow is either (#) by nature or (6)
by force. Itis not (a) [Il. 3—4]. If itis (), it is due to either (i) a superlunar
cause or (ii) a sublunar cause. It is not (i) [Il. 4-5]. If it is (i), it is due to
either (a) air or (B) fire [ll. 7-8]. It is neither (a) [l. 8] nor (B) [ll. 8-15].
Therefore, there is no outflow from heaven.

8.2-3 av ... &v. Doubled dv. Orth suggested amending the second
dv to dvwlev, but such cases of doubled dv’s do occur in Plotinus, cf.
Schwyzer (col. 517.41-3): ‘Irrealis und Potentialis erscheinen im Haupt-
satz tiblicherweise mit dv, selten sogar mit doppeltem &v (1v.7.3.25)” and
e.g. v1.8.12.23.

8.3—4 o0 yap 87 . . . TowalTn $uois. (a) Plotinus eliminates this
possibility without argument: this sort of fire (corporeal light) does not
naturally low down. Sublunar lunar flame, by contrast, does seem to
flow down naturally insofar as it is mixed together with earth (see note
on 7.38). Certainly, no Platonist or Peripatetic would have demanded
an argument for the claim that fire does not naturally move down, buta
Stoic might have. According to Stoic elemental theory, all four elements
have a natural inclination to move toward the centre of the universe (SVF
2.550; Cicero, ND 2.115; see Lapidge, 1978: 177; Furley, 1999: 446).
8.4-5 008’ ad 7i...70 karw. (b)(i) There is nothing in the heaven that
would forcefully push it down. Certainly no one heavenly body could
force another down, since the former would then itself be moving down-
ward and itwould have to do so cither naturally (which isimpossible) or by
force (which leads to a regress). Alternatively, one might think that some
celestial god or the celestial soul itself, by some change of mind, could
disperse the celestial region into the sublunar region, but Plotinus has
already considered and rejected this possibility (4.22-5, 30-3; 11.9.4).
8.5-7 mav 8¢ odpa . . . 76 pévov. Plotinus already argued in ch. 4 that
there is no efflux from the celestial region, but there the argument was
vitalistic: the celestial soul prevented any possible efflux. Here Plotinus
presents an argument that deals with the celestial body simply gua body;
no consideration has yet been given to the fact that it is ensouled, nor will
soul enter into the argument in Il. 7-15. Plotinus here briefly reminds
the reader of the importance of soul which played a key role in previous
arguments for the lack of flux from the heavens (see notes on 2.17-28;
3.18-19, 20, 22; 4.14, 15-16).



.1.8 227

8.7-8 16 1€ yeurovoilv €ite anp eite wip €in. (6)(ii) If one of the sub-
lunar things is to force the heavenly body down, it must be one of the
things that border on the heaven—either (a) air or () fire. In addition
to their proximity, investigation is perhaps limited to air and fire because
these were generally considered to be the active elements, earth and water
being passive. More strictly speaking, it is the four qualities that character-
ize the elements that are active and passive: the hotand the cold are active;
the moist and the dry are passive (Aristotle, Meteo. 378°10fF. and GC
32924 1F.; Alexander, In DS 73.4ff.; SVF 2.416). The characterization
of the four elements as active and passive is derived from their relation
to these qualities. On peripatetic theory each element is characterized by
two qualities: fire, hot and dry; air, hot and moist; water, cold and moist;
earth, cold and dry (GC 330°3-5; e.g. Alexander, /n Meteo. 180.2—4).
Thus, one might expect each of the elements to be bo#h passive and active,
yet Aristotelians and Stoics agree that each element is characterized more
propetly by one of its qualities than by the other (SVF2.580; see Gilbert,
1907: 243f.). In GC Aristotle concludes that fire is more properly char-
acterized by the hot, air by moist, water by cold, and earth by dry (GC
331*3-6), which would suggest that fire and water are the active ele-
ments. However, in the Meteo., water is associated more with moisture
than coldness (e.g. 382%3—4; cf. Phys. 204°27-8). There is, then, some
inconsistency between Meteo. and GC (cf. Joachim, 1922: 219), but the
later tradition follows the Meteo.’s trail. As Alexander puts it, air contains
moisture but is not informed (eldomoteiofar) by moisture and for this
reason is not passive (/n Meteo. 199.22-3, 202.19-20; but cf. Olympio-
dorus, In Meteo. 275.32-5). Thus, fire and air were widely held to be
active elements, earth and water to be passive (SVF2.418, 439, 440, 444;
Philoponus /n DA 187.24—6; Simplicius, /n DC 400.211F.; Olympio-
dorus, In Meteo. 303.26-7; cf. Sophonias, Para. DA 36.3-5). Ptolemy,
t00, gets close to this view by characterizing earth and water as ‘largely
passive’, air and fire as ‘both active and passive’, and acther as ‘only active’
(On the Criterion and the Hegemonikon 19.16-19). Nevertheless, fire was
in some sense held to be more active than air (cf. Alexander, /n Meta.
31.24-6). Fire alone, for example, has the ‘active power’ to change other
elements into itself (Olympiodorus, [ Meteo. 18.12-18).

Plotinus appears to be a little hesitant about whether the outmost sub-
lunar stratum consists of fire or air. At 7.40—1 he signals a similar un-
certainty: ‘and flame there, #f7¢ lasts . . .” But this hesitation is more likely
to be terminological than theoretical, and mirrors Aristotle’s theory in
two respects.
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First, even Aristotle, whose theory clearly includes a hypekkauma,
remains flexible regarding the terminology suitable for the hypekkauma. It
is ‘what we conventionally call fire, although it is not fire’ (Meteo. 340°22);
‘the part of the air which is warm and dry’ (340°26-7); ‘as it were, fire’
(ofov wip 340°32); “fire’ (e.g. 341°2-3); ‘the warm and dry body which we
call fire (for the genus common to every smoky division is without name.
Nevertheless, because this sort of body is the most naturally inflammable,
one must use these designations)’ (341°14—18); ‘the outermost part of
what is called air has the power of fire’ (345°32-3).

Secondly, on Aristotle’s theory it is not entirely clear whether the
hypekkauma is meant to be an entire, continuous stratum like the strata
of the other elements. On the one hand, some of his statements sug-
gest that the hypekkauma is just like the other elements’ strata: whole
and continuous. Also, his account of the light of the sun and stars seems
to require the hypekkauma to be whole and continuous. Yet Aristotle’s
explanations of shooting stars, ‘goats’, and ‘torches’ in Meteo. A4 seems to
rule out the possibility of the hypekkauma’s being a continuous stratum.
Each of these phenomena is, according to Aristotle’s account, a result of
the hypekkauma being kindled by the motion of the heaven and is called
either a ‘shooting star’ or ‘goat’ or ‘torch’ ‘depending on the position and
size of the hypekkauma’ (341°24-5)—in particular, the hypekkauma may
extend ‘only lengthwise’ (341°27). The idea here seems to be that there
is a ‘pocket’ of inflammable body, call it ‘hypekkauma’, which is then
ignited by either heavenly motion or sublunar pressure (341°35-342°1).
If, however, the hypekkauma were a continuous stratum, there would
be no shooting stars and such; rather, the fire would spread to cover the
entire sky. See notes on 7.33—43 and 41-2.

8.8 anp pev i v momoeie; (6)(ii)(a). Plotinus dismisses this possi-
bility without much ado, even though air was generally considered an
active element (see note on ll. 7-8). Plotinus might have air’s inability to
change other elements into itself in mind—an ability that only fire pos-
sesses (see note on ll. 7-8), and perhaps he thinks that air’s true powers
are levity (7.9) and softness (7.16) which are unlikely tools for pushing
fire downward. Further, any efficaciousness that the air just beneath the
heavens has is no doubt hampered by its fineness (7.40). Nevertheless,
Plotinus appears to overlook a possible Stoic argument. For the Stoics
air exemplifies coldness (SVF2.580; Poseidonius, fr. 300 Th.; Galen, De
simplic. medicam. 2.25; cf. Theophrastus, DI fr. 26; Cicero, ND 2.26; see
Gilbert, 1907: 244 n. 1). Consequently, just as Plotinus argues (ll. 8-15)
that sublunar fire cannot affect the heavens because the latter are already
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warm, the Stoics could conceivably argue thatair, being cold, could affect
the warm body of the heavens.

8.8-15 mupds 8¢ 008’ v . . . Beppaivecdar yiveabar. (H)(ii)(B). Plo-
tinus begins his elimination of the final alternative. This he does by giving
two reasons (008’ . . . 098’): (B') fire is not suited for acting on the heaven-
ly fire; (") fire cannot even come into contact with superlunar fire.
(B'). mupos 8¢ 0Bd’ av év dpudoeie mpos 16 morjoar. Gollwitzer’s uni-
versally accepted emendation from the manuscripts’ mvpos € 0dd” dv
évappdoete . . . The é refers to a kind of fire (Armstrong, Harder), not to
a property of fire ( pace Beutler—Theiler).

8.10-11 71 pupn Te yap . . . Tots évBade. Plotinus now offers two
arguments (7e . . . 7¢): the first supporting (8”), and the second support-
ing (B'). Each of these arguments appears to apply to a different kind of
sublunar fire—the prior argument to flame, and the latter argument to
whatever fire is in the upper air. To support ("), Plotinus submits: 77
poun € yap mapalddéeev dv mplv malbeiv éxeivo, and there seem to be
two possible translations of this. Armstrong (similarly Beutler—Theiler)
translates ‘the heavenly fire would be carried on by its momentum to
another place before anything could happen to it’, but it is hard to imag-
ine that any plausible argument is buried in this remark (despite Theo-
phrastus, DI fr. 35). For on this reading, sublunar fire cannot contact
superlunar fire because, given two portions of fire—one of sublunar fire
(fire,,,) which at time # has not quite reached heaven yet, and one of
superlunar fire (fire,,,.,) which at # is situated directly above fire ,—Dby
the time fire,, reaches heaven, fire,,,., would have moved on. This is, of
course, an inadequate argument because heaven is a continuous sphere of
fire and even if fire,,, does not make contact with that particular portion,
it will arrive at some portion.

A better argument is offered by the alternative translation: ‘[the sub-
lunar fire] would change direction by its [downward] force before that
[heavenly fire] could suffer anything.” This translation would be more
obvious if the text offered pémn instead of pouy. This is the only occur-
rence of poun in Plotinus, and perhaps it is a corruption of what was
originally pémy, which occurs as many as five times in Plotinus (11.1.3.22,
111.3.4.47, 1v.8.5.26, and for some editors at 111.2.4.38 and 39). Import-
antly, pémn already occurred at 11.1.3.22 with the meaning ‘downward
inclination’, being synonymous with vedous (cf. SVF2.450). In any case,
on this translation Plotinus is simply appealing to a point he already made
at 7.38-9: ‘since [flame] goes up together with earth it is cast down, not
being able to pass to the above [viz. to heaven].’
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8.11 é\arTév Te TolTo ioxUov Te oUk ioa Tols évBade. Plotinus offers
some support for (8): (i) The fire in the upper air does reach the heaven
but cannot affect it because it is so much weaker than flame. év0d8e
(here)—¢éxei (there) is a common antithesis which Plotinus generally
uses to contrast the sensible world to the intelligible world (e.g. 1.2.1.47;
1.2.6.9;11.6.1.9;11.9.16.181.;1v.8.4.34; v1.3.5.1; etc.). Butherein11.1 and
11.2, éei usually means ‘superlunar region’ or ‘heaven’ (cf. note on 3.14),
and so we might expect évfdde to refer to the entire sublunar region (in
fact, Plotinus uses several different terms to refer to the sublunar region:
®8¢ (3.13, and see note there), évradbfa (5.1; 5.3; 5.12; 11.3.9.12; etc.),
émi yis (5.8; 6.56; 11.3.2.8; 11.3.12.13; etc.), 78¢ (8.20, 8.23, 8.24); see
note on 3.13). Butin this case the translation would run: ‘this [superlunar
fire] is less powerful and not equal to the sublunar fires’, which cannot
be right. It is better, then, to take évfdde to refer to just the lower part of
the sublunar region (cf. 7.40 where éxei refers to the upper portion of the
sublunar region) and to translate: ‘[the fire in the upper sublunar region]
is less powerful and not equal to the [flames] on the earth’s surface.” So
here, as above (I. 10), Plotinus is simply appealing to observations he has
already made, namely that ‘flame is a sort of “boiling” and a fire that, as it
were, runs wild because of its excessiveness’ (4.12) and that flame ‘hastens
only so far—to its extinction since it meets a great quantity of air . . . with
the result that flame, if it remains, slowly goes out and becomes softer’
(7.37-40). Thus, the odx at 8.11 makes good sense and should not be
deleted with Beutler—Theiler.
8.11-15 eita kai . . . Oeppaivecdar yiveodar. Plotinus now develops
(B")(ii) a more general argument against the possibility that sublunar
fire could affect the heavenly body. In order to get some part of the
celestial region to move down, sublunar fire would have to destroy
(pbapricerar, 1. 13) the celestial fire thereby changing it into some other
element (e.g. water) that moves downward (cf. 111.6.8.6-8). However,
if fire were to destroy the heavenly body, it would have to act on it,
i.e. warm it, and by warming it put it in an unnatural state. But the celes-
tial body is immune to such a danger because, being intrinsically warm
(see note on 7.25-6), a warm state is not unnatural to it (1. 11-15).
Cf. 1.2.1.31-6, Tim. 57a3-5, Porphyry, In Cat. 99.81L., Simplicius, In
DC99.18t.
8.15-28 008év 8ei Toivuv . . . vonTd, elpnTar. Plotinus begins listing
his conclusions for 11.1:

(I) The heavens do not require another body (i.e. Aristotle’s fifth

element) in order to persist numerically (1. 15-16).
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(IT) The heavens do not require another body (i.e. Aristotle’s fifth
element) in order to move naturally in a circle (1. 16-19).

(ITI) The heavens do not require nourishment (1. 19-28).

Since the heaven suffers no loss, it does not require another body (i.c.
Aristotle’s fifth substance) in order to persist numerically. The lack of flux
signals a harmony between the soul and body that testifies to its numeri-
cal everlastingness. See note on 5.14-17.

8.16-19 008’ av, iva kara ¢puowv 1 wepipopd . . . BracbHévrwv.
(IT) The heaven does not require a fifth element in order to move natu-
rally in a circle. Aristotle had argued that the heavens cannot be made out
of the four sublunar elements, since the formers’ motion is circular and
the latters’ rectilinear. This led him to introduce a fifth substance which
does move naturally in a circle (DC Al—4; see Introduction, pp. 25-32).
The motion has to be natural, because what is not in a natural state can-
not last forever (see note on 3.18-20). Plotinus has for the most part al-
ready shown in 3.14-20 that circular celestial motion is natural (see note
on 3.18-19 and Introduction, pp. 62-8). In Il. 17-19 he concludes his
argument by emphasizing that rectilinear (upward or downward) motion
is not natural in the heavens. Rectilinear motion is natural only for the
elements in the sublunar region. See note on 1l. 17-19.

8.17-19 ov yap mw . . . BracBévrwv. There is often some initial
difficulty in determining the references of Plotinus’ pronouns, and here
this difficulty is increased by his shifting from the singular ad7¢ (1. 18) to
the plural adrois (1. 19). There are two possible interpretations:

(1) The adr@ in L. 18 refers to fire, and the adrois in 1. 19 refers to the
elements. In this case Plotinus is saying that it has not been shown that
fire’s natural motion is rectilinear. In fact, no element naturally moves in
a straight line; rather, the natural movement of every element is either to
rest (earth, water, air) or to move in a circle (fire). This resembles a theory
of elemental motion that was developed by Xenarchus (Simplicius, 7z
DC 20.101f.) which distinguishes between true elements and elements
that are still in the process of becoming. The former, because they are in
their proper places, are in a natural state (katd ¢pvow éxovra, 20.22; St
kata ¢vow, 21.36) and are real (8vra, 22.12,15) and proper (kvpiws,
22.4,6) elements. The latter, by contrast, are notyet in their proper places
and for this reason are not yet in a natural state and are still in a process
of coming to be (ywdueva, 22.5,12,15. Cf. Aristotle’s statement that an
element’s motion towards its natural place is a movement toward its form,
DC310%33-"1). Since all four elements either remain at rest or move in a
circle when they are in their proper places, one can conclude that the #7ue
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elements do not naturally move in a straight line; rather, they either rest
(earth, water, air) or move in a circle (fire) (ibid. 22.16-17).

Simplicius and Proclus both attribute some such theory to Plotinus
as well. Importantly, Proclus only attributes to Plotinus the thesis that
‘every body, when in its proper place, either remains at rest or moves
in a circle’ (In Tim. 2.11.27%. and 3.114.31-3). Simplicius adds that
straight motion only belongs to the elements while they are still in a pro-
cess of coming to be (ibid. 20.12). Neither explicitly credits Plotinus with
the position that rectilinear motion is 7oz natural, although Proclus does
derive this conclusion from the above thesis (ibid. 2.11.5-6). The textual
basis of this attribution has traditionally (Moraux, 1967: 1434.9; Diehl,
1904: 11; H-S ad loc.; Festugitre (1966-8) ad loc.) been thought to be
11.2.1.19-25:

If circular motion is said to belong to a body, how can this be, given that every
body including fire moves in a straight line? Perhaps it moves in a straight line
until it comes to its ordained place. For as it is ordained, it seems both to rest
naturally and to be conveyed to the place where it was ordained to be. Why, then,
having come there, wouldn’t it remain at rest (uéved)? Is it because fire’s nature is
to be in motion? If, then, it didn’t move in a circle, it would be scattered by mov-
ing straight. Therefore, it must move in a circle.

In these lines, however, Plotinus at most says that straight motion belongs
to fire only when it has notyet achieved its natural place, and to this much
even Aristotle could agree. Here, however, Plotinus is far from saying
that only rest and circular motion are natural for the elements. First, he
is not talking about a// the elements at all, but only about fire, and even
regarding fire, he does not deny that its upward motion is natural. On the
contrary, he says this upward motion is ‘ordained’ (11.2.1.21-3), and he
defines ‘nature’ as ‘what is ordained by the World-Soul’ (11.2.1.38-9). It
seems much more likely that Proclus and Simplicius have these lines of
ch. 8 in mind and are reading them in the manner suggested above. It has
been shown in the Introduction (pp. 64-5), however, that Plotinus does
not think that the rectilinear motions of the elements are forced; they, too,
are natural.

(2) The correct interpretation must be that a7 refers to the heaven
(cf. 70 ovpav®, ll. 15-16), and adrois refers to the heavenly bodies
(cf. 7a éket, 1. 20). It has not been shown that it is natural for the heaven to
move in a straight line; rather, the natural motion of the heavenly bodies
is either to move in a circle or to remain at rest. This is the translation
offered by most scholars (Armstrong, Bouillet, Bréhier, Ficino, Harder,
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Beutler—Theiler, Kalligas). This understanding of the pronouns certainly
has more solid roots in the text; the only problem with it is that one must
explain why Plotinus would say that the heavenly bodies might naturally
remain at rest (uévew). Perhaps Plotinus is thinking of a celestial phenom-
enon that the Greeks called orypuypds in which a planet, as part of its
retrogradation (on which see Cornford, 1937: 110f. and Gundel, 1950:
2082.62-2085.27), would appear to stand still. As Theon of Smyrna
explains: ‘a ornpuypds is the appearance of a planet as it for the most part
stops (éo7®70s) and remains at rest (uévovros) with respect to one of the
fixed stars’ (Expositio rerum mathematicarum 148.1-2). Yet even this is
just the appearance of rest.

8.19 ai & &A\ar BracBévrwv. The rectilinear motions would only
belong to the heavenly bodies if they were forced.

8.19-28 ou Toivuv 008¢ Tpods . . . elpnra. (III) The heavenly bodies
do not require nourishment. ‘Nourishment here is being used in a loose
sense (see note on 4.3). Plotinus clearly believes that only bodies that
suffer corporeal loss or efflux require nourishment. Thus, here he con-
cludes, as he did at 3.25-6, that since there is no efflux one should not say
that there is any influx or nourishing process going on.

8.20-1 00G8¢ 4mo TV TH8e epi éxeivwv dmodavréov. Cf. Aristotle
Meta. 1010°25-8. At 1.37-8 Plotinus demanded some explanation why
the sublunar living things are everlasting only in form or species, while
the superlunar living things are numerically everlasting. Here he gives a
three-point explanation:

(@) They do not have the same soul holding them together. Sublunar
living things are held together by their lower souls (76 duTicdv), whereas
the heavens and the heavenly bodies are held together by the celestial
soul. The former do not have the power that the latter has to hold things
together for all time (Il. 24-7; 4.14-16; 5.13-14; see notes on 5.8 and
5.9-14).

(6) They do not reside in the same place. The superlunar region itself
contributes in a way to the everlastingness of the heavens (see note on
5.9-14).

(¢) The phenomenon that makes nourishment necessary, namely
efflux, is absent from the celestial region. This is the ultimate reason why
there is no nourishment in the heavens; (#) and (4) (along with bodies
and the elements in the heavens, see note on 5.9-14) are in fact reasons
why there is no efflux from heaven, which in turn explains why there is no
nourishment. The absence of celestial flux was shown in ll. 1-15.
8.23—4 v 1€ perafolrv T@v T8e cwpdTtwv 4P’ alT@V pera-
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BaANew. v Te peraBolny v tHde cwudrwy refers to the flux to
which sublunar bodies are subject. By undergoing flux, sublunar bodies
are ‘changing away from themselves’, i.e. their bodily natures become
different. The nature of the universe, by contrast, regardless of how much
elemental change goes on, is not altered (3.7-9; cf. 4.29-30).

8.24-7 &AAns émoratolons ploews . . . Uow. Plotinus explicates
his previous remark (I. 21) that the sublunar things are not held together
by the same soul as the sublunar things. The bodies of sublunar living
things are held together or ruled (émiorarodons) by a nature different
from that which rules over the bodies of celestial living things. The former
are held together by their nutritive souls (see note on 8.20—1) which can-
not keep their bodies together. All this nature can do is imitate the ev-
erlasting ‘nature before it’, i.e. the celestial soul (5.8-9), via two of the
nutritive soul’s proper activities: nutrition (whereby it replaces the lost
parts of a given living thing’s body; the body does not persist numerically
but is rather always ‘in becoming’) and generation (whereby it creates
new living things so that the living thing persists not numerically but in
species). Cf. Aristotle, DA 415°3—7; Plato, Symp. 207aff.

8.25-6 katéxew. Cf.11.2.1.18;11.2.2.2; 11.9.7.31.

8.27-8 16 8¢ p1j woaltws wavTn, Gomep Ta vonTd, eipnrar. Cf. note
on 2.4-5. In the course of explaining why only sublunar living things
require nourishment, Plotinus used the standard Platonic distinction
between being and becoming: whereas the celestial soul keeps the heaven-
ly things in being, the nutritive souls of sublunar living things can only
keep them in becoming (see note on 8.24—7). This distinction between
being and becoming is, however, usually reserved for differentiating the
intelligible world from the sensible world, and Plotinus, aware of the
potential misunderstanding, emphasizes that the ‘being’ of the celestial
things is not the same as the ‘being’ of the intelligible things. The former
do not remain ‘absolutely the same’ ()cadrws wdvry) since they are cor-
poreal and therefore subject to time and change (cf. Plato, Rep. 529b31T.).
The movements of the heavenly bodies as well as phenomena such as
eclipses easily illustrate Plotinus’ point. The Forms, however, are per-
fectly the same and are not merely everlasting but eternal, i.e. outside of
time and change (111.6.6.19-20; 1v.4.2.16; v1.7.13.47-51; cf. e.g. Tim.
27d6ft).
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27n.,216
27n.
27n.
31n.
124
19n.
94
27n.
124
27n.
207
123
123
201
143
123
30n.
94
107
22n., 146
29n.
183
29n.
107
183
169
30n.
143
97,99

Index Locorum
279b12-17 32n.
279b14-17 33n.
279b17-18 99
280al 7n.
280a10-28 33n.
280a22 94
280a27f. 97
280a28-32 32n.
Al2 33n.
282a25-6 167
283allff. 98
284al-2 31n.
284al5 169
284a18 ff. 30n.
284a18-24 31n.
284227 171
284a27-b5 50n.
285a27-30 31
285b31-2 27n.
286a3 27n.
286a9ff. 30n.
286al0 58n.
286al7-18 50n.,

62n.,146,

166

287b15 ff. 170
288al5 94
288a27-b7 30n.
290a18-21 224
291b8-10 5n.
292a18-21 31n.
292b22 94
292b32 187
294b13 ff. 143
296a32-3 50n., 62n.
297b20-30 23n.
298a24 94
298b28-9 99
298b29-33 122
299b13-14 203
300a20 ff. 25n.
300a26-7 28n.
300a28-9 143
300b5-6 143
300b18 ff. 30n.
301b30-302a9 96
302b6-9 124
303b22-4 223
307a8 209
307b31-2 143
309b17f. 30n.
D3 63
310a33—4 26n.

310a33-b1 26n., 63n.,

231
310b34-311al 27n.,
32n.
311all 30n.
311al-3 26n.
312a7-9 25n.
312a28-30 26n.
De generatione
animalium (GA)
735b19 ff. 200
736b29-737a7  24n.
737al ff. 217
743b28-9 205, 206
744b12-27 162
761b16-32 206
780a27-8 223
783bl 205
De generatione et
corruptione (GC)
314b28-315a3 140
319b6 . 140
A5 42n.
320al4 140
321b12 42n.
322al1-2 42n.
324b4-6 125
328a23-7 27n.
328a24-8 195
328a27-9 31n.
329b24 ff. 36n.,227
330b3-5 227
330b25-9 162,163
331a3-6 22n.,227
331b25-6 215
335al-2 197
335al1-13 158
335a18-20 125
335a18-21 198
336a4 205,206
336a31 168
B11 33n.
338b6-19 106
338b14-17 41n.
De incessu
animalium (IA)
705a7-12 209
De motu
animalium (MA)
chapters 3—4 29n.,
183
699a25-6 209

699b17-21 102



700a16-17 148
De partibus animalium
(PA)

641a21-2 148

641a25-8 148

665b20-1 162

672b19-24 162
De philosophia (DP)
[Rose?] 24,27n.,

40n., 125

fr. 19 106

fr. 21 169
Metaphysics (Meta.)

982b24 fT. 3n.

987a29fF. 42n.

987a33-34 122

995a6 5n.

995al7 125

999b33-1000al 105

1010a13 122

1010a25-8 233

1010a31-2 33n.

D4 148

1015a21 134

1015b14-15 50n.,

62n.

1016b31-6 105

1026a18-23 3n.

1026b15-19 99

1029a20-1 97

1032al2fF. 170

1042a33 ff. 140

1042b28 205

1044b3-8 126

1044b6-8 125

1044b9-15 23n.

1050b3-6 32n.,98

1055b30 124

1063a10 95

L 3,30n.

1069b9-10 140

1069b11 114

1069b24-5 125

1071b6-7 32n.,98

1071b8-10 98

1071b20-1 29n.

1071b22 29n.

1072a23 94

1072a25 29n.

1072a26-7  29n., 149

1072b7-8 29n.

1072b10 29n.
1072b11 29n.

Index Locorum

1072b14 29n.
1072b18-27 29n.,183
1072b24-30 29n.
1072b27 29n.
1072b28 29n.
1072b28-30 29n.
1072b29-30 29n.
107324 29n.
1073a4-5 29n.
1073a5-6 29n., 183
1073a7 29n.
1073all 169
1073al11-13 29n.
1073b10-13 5n.
1074a16-17 5n.
1074a30 187
1074a36-7 29n.
1074b15-
1075a10  29n.,183
1074b28-9 170
1075a7 29n.
1075al4 167
1078b14-15 122
1090a30-2 201
Meteorology (Meteo.)
338b25 218
339a20 94
A3 27n.
339b18 95
339b21-7 27n.
339a23-4 168
339b30 162
340a1-3 194
340b4 fF. 219
340b4—-14  23n.,38n.
340b6-10 162
340b7-9 221
340b21-7 220
340b22 228
340b22 ff. 215
340b23 162, 163,
220
340b26-7 228
340b29 23n.
340b32 228
341a2-3 228
341al12-17 27n.,216
341a31fF. 23n.
A4 228
341b6 fF. 219
341b14 23n.
341b14-18 228
341b19-21 23n.

247

341b22 162,220
341b24-5 228
341b27 228
341b35-342al 228
A8 223
345b25 215
345b32-3 228
346b20-3 168
347b22 ff. 200
Al4 139
B2 120
354b33-355al5 158
354b33-355a32  40n.
355a8-15 120
355al0 123
355al3 122
355al4 122,123
378a32-3 205
378b10ff.  36n.,227
378b12ff. 205
381b31-2 197
382a3-4 22n.,227
382a4-6 196
382a6-9 11n.,206
382al1-2 202
385b7 205
386a22-5 204
386a31-3 204
388a2 215
388a25-6 218
389a7 205

Parva Naturalia (PN)
478b31-2 138
479al15 1t 138
Physics (Phys.)

192a3-5 97
192a20-2 149
192b13-14 25n.,39n.,
148

199b28 170
200b33-201a9 140
203a8 10n.
204b15ff. 195
204b27-8 22n.,227
217b16-20 204
225a20-34 140
226a26-7 140
229a31 140
229b14 140
236b32 ff. 32n.,98
245a12-14 137
Q1 32n.,98
251b10-13 98
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ARISTOTLE, Physics (cont.):

251b28-252a5  32n.
253b10 122
253b33-5 143
254a15-20 148
255b29 30n.
258b14-15 29n.
259a6-20 29n.
259a13-20 29n.
259b32 . 173
260a17-19 29n.
Q7 27n., 32n.
261b16fL. 124
265a3 122
266a10-11  29n., 183
267b6-7 29n.
267b6-9 183
267b17-26  29n.,183
267b25 29n.
270a22 124
279a18-22 29n.
Posterior Analytics
(APo)
71b191F. 123
78a37-8 224
87b39-40 23n.
98b17-19 23n.
Topics (Top.)
104b22 122
134b29 216
134b33—4 216
[ARISTOTLE]
De Melisso Xenophane
Gorgia (De Mel.)
97729 145
De mundo (DM) 33
391b11-12 34n.
392a5-b5 27n.
393a2-3 27n.
394a32fF. 200
396a27 34n.
396b25 34n.
396b34 34n.
397a14-17 34n.
397b91T. 58n.
397b20fF. 33n.
397b27-30 214
398a6fF. 167
400a6 58n.,225
400a8 215
400b6 ff. 167
400b9-11 169

Index Locorum

Problems
934b34 121

Arius Dipymus

Ex rav Apelov Aidbpov

E‘n'm'op.ﬁg (;SUULK(I)V

(Epitome) [Diels]
fr. 27 43n.

ASCLEPIUS

In Aristotelis

metaphysicorum libros

A-7Z commentaria

(In Meta.)
313.22-3 63n.
ArTticus [Baudry]
fr. 8.1 216
Book of Wisdom
11:17 97
CHALCIDIUS
In Timaeum Platonis
commentarium
(In Tim.)
23-5 173
299 183
CELSUS
The True Doctrine
7.28.19-20 225
Chaldaen Oracles
(Chald. Orac.)
[des Places]
fr.34.2 218
fr. 35.3 218
fr. 37.14 218
fr. 42.3 218
fr. 130.4 218
CICERO
Academica (Acad.)
1.7.26 24,125
De fato
19.41 134
De finibus
4.12 36n., 38n.
De natura
deorum (ND)
2.26 228
2.40 194

2.43-44 40n.
2.115 39n., 226
CLEMENT
Stromateis (Strom.)
8.9.25.3 134
8.9.28.3-5 134
CLEOMEDES
Caelestia
1.1.43-54  35n., 146
1.1.106-9 146
1.2.1-11 40n.
CorNuUTUS
De natura deorum
(ND)
49.18-19 221
CRATYLUS
DK 65A3 42n.
DK 65A4 42n.
Damascrus
In Parmenidem
(In Parm.)
209.24-7 116
In Phaedonem
(In Phaed.)
1.465.1-2 168
2.132 14n., 15n.
Di10GENES LAERTIUS
3.37 14n.
7.135 201
7.138 94
9.8 107
9.8.3-4 122
9.9-10 121
EMPEDOCLES
DK 31A33 162
DK 31B19 197
DK 31B34 197
DK 31B38.4 111
DK 31B84 216
EpricHARMUS
DK 23B2.9-11 41n.
Ericurus
Letter to Herodotus
§48.2—6 117



§73 97
Letter to Pythocles
§§89-90 97

EucLip
Elementa (Elem.)
11 Def. 1 201

Eusesius
Praeparatio evangelica
(Praep. evang.)

15.7 805a-b 126

EustaTHIUS
Commentarii ad
Homeri lliadem
2.704.10ff. 218
GALEN
De simplicium
medicamentorum
temperamentis ac
Jacultatibus (De simplic.
medicam.)
2.25 [vol. 11,
pp- 487-8]
Quod qualitates
incorporeae sint
(Incor. qual.)
vol. 19, 483.14 201

228

[GALEN]
Definitiones medicae
(Def- med.)
vol. 19,p.392-3 134
De historia philosophica
(Hist. phil.)
6

41n.

8 41n.
19 134
Genesis 97
6-8 138

HeracriTus
(6th cent. BCE)
DK 22A1 [(9)-(10)]
40n.,121, 158
DK 22A1(11) 158

DK 22A1(10) 224
DK 22A11 40n.
DK 22A12 40n.
DK 22B12 42n.

Index Locorum

DK 22B49a 42n.
DK 22B91 42n.
DK 22B105 117
Heracritus (1st cent. CE)
Homeric Allegories
22.2.1-3 117
HEermias
In Platonis Phaedrum
scholia (In Phaedr.)
111.24fF 126
127.15-17 220
HEeropoTtus
Histories
2.25 158
Hesiop
Theogony
116 96n.
1161 99
Hierocres (2nd cent. CE)
Elements of Ethics
1.5-33 37n.
4.38-53 37n.

Hieroctes (5th cent. CE)
In aureum carmen
23.2 221

HirroryTUS
Refutatio omnium
haeresium (Refut.)
1.19.5 44n., 140
1.19.10.1-4 102

Howmer
1liad
9.212 218

lamBLICHUS
De communi mathematica
scientia (Comm. math.)

6.58 151
De mysteriis (De myst.)

5.4 126

8.3 174

8.7.4 151
Theologoumena

arithmaticae (Theol. arith.)
34.10 206

249
IsocrATES
Panegyricus
28 150
JuLian
Hymn to King Helios
134a 218
JusTIN MARTYR
Dialogue with Trypho
5.4.1-9 101-2
LucreTIus
De rerum natura
1.957-983 146
3.806fF. 107
5.351 1L 107
5.416ff. 97
2 Maccabees
7:28 97
Maximus or Tyrus
Dialexeis
9.5eft. 111

MicHAEL oF EPHESUS
In libros de generatione
animalium commentaria

(In GA)
160.1fF. 206
NEMESIUS
De natura hominis
[Morani]
2.70.6-71.4 36n.
2.113.6-8 111
NUMENTIUS
[Des Places]
fr. 4b 58n., 165
fr. 20 174
fr. 51 195
fr. 52 183
fr. 58 217
[OcEeLLus Lucanus]
De universi natura
[Harder]
pp. 11.8-10 108
pp. 13.18-23 108
pp. 13.24-8 107

pp. 17.15-22 162



250

OLYMPIODORUS
In Platonis Gorgiam
commentaria (In Gorg.)

23.3.34-35 63n.
50.2.25 63n.
In Platonis Phaedonem
commentaria
(In Phaed.)
4.6.2-3 63n.
In Aristotelis meteora
commentaria
(In Meteo.)
11.19-23 218
18.12-18 227
28.19-26 222
28.25 222
33.19fF. 216-17
136.4-15 121
275.32-5 227
301.16-25 206
303.26-7 227
ORIGEN
Contra Celsum
4.56 126
5.23.22 102
De principiis
3.6.6 102
PHILO
De aeternitate mundi
(Aet. mundi)
§4 94
§15f. 35n.
§21 106
De somniis
1.21.4 162
De opificio mundi
(Opif. mund)
38 197
131 197
PrILoroNUs
De aceternitate mundi
contra Aristotelem
(AA) 16n., 64n.

De aeternitate mundi
contra Proclum (AP)  6n.

16.25 1. 217
21.6-8 218
55.251F. 173
278.21-8 64n.
279.12-14  63n., 146

Index Locorum

484.26fF. 148
492.20-6 28n.
492.20-493.5 64n.
502.8-10 44n.,
139-40
502.15-503.7 44n.,
139-40

514.13-16 191
518.20-2 217
524 .4 fF. 161
524.27 94
525.7 122
525.13-526.3 191
526.13-17 162
526.15 217

In Aristotelis categorias

commentarium

(In Cat.)
52.17-19 217
171.4-8 217

In Aristotelis de anima

libros commentaria

(In DA 1-2)
66.1-4 26n.
101.32-3 63n.
137.11 63n.
189.24-6 227
278.321F. 160
282.31-2 159
285.2-5 160
411.6-9 201,202

In Aristotelis libros de
generatione et corruptione
commentaria (In GC)

214.22-30 223

228.8-19 196

228.13-15 205

278.24—6 197

289.19 168
In Aristotelis

meteorologicorum librum
primum commentarium

(In Meteo.)
6.37 ff. 218
11.19-20 168
23.14ff. 216
31.4-6 221
31.7-16 222
34.4-6 216
36.2-7 163
39.28 216
41.25fF. 201
43.16-17 220

51.26-30 125

56.23 . 216
In Aristotelis physicorum
libros commentaria

(In Phys.)
164.27 112
198.12-19 26n.
378.21-31 26n.
437.1 63n.
697.41F. 204
829.18 206
PuiLorPONUS|?]
In Aristotelis de anima
libros commentaria
(In DA 3)
595.33-6 160
ProTIUS
Bibliotheca
172a25 102
173a15-40 97
461b6-8 97
461b8-9 102
Prato
Cratylus (Crat.)
402a8-10 122
410a—c 15,219
432a 42n.
439d—440b 42n.
Gorgias (Gorg.)
509d2-6 20n.
Laws
667a 138
679d 138
822a 19n., 119-20
822a4-5 119
890a6-7 149
892a2 ff. 174
892b 18n.
892¢5 18n.
896a5-b1 168
896¢ 101
896¢9 20n.
898b7 17n.
898c2—d4 151
898e ff. 206
904a 169
904c6-7 168
967a 101
Phaedo (Phaed.)
66c—d 169



67d1-2 100
78c~79a 42n.
78¢c6 116
78d2-3 116
78d10—e4 109
83b 42n.
85e3-86d4 111
97cHt. 21n.
99c1-6 110
103d5-6 199
106a3-6 199
108c5-113c8 14n.
108e4 ff. 210
10929 fF. 218
109b7 14n.
109b7-8 14n., 58n.,
218,225
109b7—1 162
109b8 14n.
109d3-4 162
109¢7 14n.,217
110al 14n.,218
110a8-b1 14n.
110b5-7 13n.
110d3-111a3 14n.
111a3-c3 14n.
111b1 14n.
111b5 14n.
111b5-6 14n., 162
111b7 14n.
Phaedrus (Phaedr.) — 49n.
245c5 1. 168
245e4-6 148
246d6 . 183
246d6-7 160
248c5ff. 100
250c4 220
Philebus (Phil.)
28dff. 8n.
29a 207
29b6—c3 16n.
29c¢5-d5 16n.
29d1-5 16n.
30a-b 162
30c 168
58a-59b 42n.
Protagoras (Prot.)
320c—d 207
Republic (Rep.)
380d 169
420c6-7 162
477e-480a 42n.

498a 120

Index Locorum

508a4 186
521c 3n.
521c6-7 151
529a9-530c3 3n.
529b3 . 234
529¢7 221
530a7-b4 19n.
530b 120
530b2-3 116,117,118
530b3 120
532c2-3 217
616b4—6 15n.
616b6 220
616cl1—4 15n.
616c2 111
616c4-5 18n., 19n.
616c6-7 19n.
616¢6—d5 19n.
616eft. 222
6169 70n., 215
617a3 70n., 215
617al 12n.
617b4-7 19n.
617b4—c5 9n.
617b7-d1 19n.
617c5-d1 18n.,21n.
Sophist (Soph.)
242e 112
248a12 116
254d-257a 144
266¢ 217
Symposium (Symp.)
207aft. 234
207c—e 42n.
Statesman (Stat.)
269aff. 118
269cft. 101
269d1-2 21n.
269d5 ff. 21n.
267d5-7 118
267d6-7 109
269d9 132
269e3-5 101
269e4 118
270a3-5 21n., 101
270a5 21n.
273b4—d4 21n.
Theaetetus (Theaet.)
152cff. 117
152e1-3 122
153d1-5 168
155d-157¢ 42n.
159afft. 42n.

182c—d
208d
208d8
Timaeus (Tim.)
22d—e
27d6 .
28a6-b2
28b1
28b2
29a4-b1
29b
29b3-d3
29¢5-d5
29d2
29d4-5
29¢-30a
29e2
30a2—cl
30a3-5
30a4-5
30a5
30a6—7
30b1
30b3
30b5-6
30b7
30c4-31al
30d3-31al
31bff.
31b4
31b4fE.

31b4-6
31b4-32b8
31b4-32c4

31b5-6
31b7
31b8ff.
31b8-32c¢4
31cl-3
31c3-4
32b1-3
32c2
32c3-4
32c¢51F
32¢5-6
32¢5-33b1
33a
33bl—cl
33b7—cl
33c2-3
33c3

20n., 173
170
30n.
100

192

8n.

127

7n.

8n.

111, 194,
207

200
10n.

11, 189,
191

192

192

195
192,211
165
20n.
13n.
20n.
111,167
106

9n.

20n.
138

8n.

10n.

In.

10n.
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Prato, Timaeus (cont.):

33c3-4 9n.
33c4-6 106
33c6-7 9n.
33c7 145
33d 13n.
34a 151
34bff. 51
34b4 10n.
34b10-35al  7n., 8n.
34c4-5 9n.
35a 119
35al-bl 9n.
36b5-d7 51n.
36b6-d7 9n.
36¢ 151
36c—d 172
36d9—el 51n., 150
36e 2
36e2 51n., 94
36e3 111
36e4-5 20n.
37a2—c5 9n.
37d2 132
37d3-4 99
37d3-7 6
38ct. 172,174,180
38c2f. 191
38¢c7 ff. 168
39al-2 151
39b2—4 191
39b4 12
39b4-5 70n., 193,

215
39b5-6 191
39d 119-20
39d1-2 119
39e-40b 206
39e7-40a2 11n.,

15n.
39e10-40b8 11,187
40a2-3 191, 206
40a3—4 192
40a6-7 221
40a7-b2 9n., 151
40a8-b2 193
40b8—c1 210
40c 123
40c2-3 12n.
40c3 51
40d ff. 174
40d—41a 172
41a6-b6 167

Index Locorum

41a8 173
41b1 173
41b2-3 20n.,99
41b4-5 111
41b4—6 20n., 101
41b5 166
41c2-3 172
41d 161
42c6-d1 207
42e 162
42e8 182
42e8-9 207
43a 151
43a3 111
43c2 203
43c3 211
43d 13n.
44b1 192
444 1F. 173
44d 13n.,52
44d—e 52n.
45b 199
45b—d 42n.
45b2fF. 216
45¢c2 220
45d6 196
46¢7 134
46d6-7 196
47a—c 119-20
47b6—c4 3n.
47¢2 182
47e3-48a5 16n.
47e3-53¢3 193
50c4-5 193
50d3 17n.
51b-52c 42n.
52a8ff. 7n.
52b2 193
52el-3 17n.
53a 142
53aff. 8n.
53a2-b5 7n., 11n.
53b4 ff. 11n.
53c4ff. 13n.
54d3ff. 15n.
54d5-c4 10n.
55¢ 13n., 14n.
55c4-6 13n.
55¢5-6 221
55d8-56al 11n.
55el-2 143
55el1-3 210
55e3-5 203

55e5-7
56a
56a3-b3
56a5-b2
56e-57a
57a3-5
57¢2-6
57¢3
57d4f.
58a2—c4
58a4—7
58a7
58b2-4
58¢
58¢c5
58c5-7
58c6-d2
58e5
59a-b
59a2
59b1-4
59b5
59b7-8
59d4-e3
59d6-7
60b6-61c2
60b8—c1
60c6
60d2
60d8
60el
60e4
60e5
61b7—cl
61c2
61d5ft.
62d
62d12-63al
62a12-63a2
63b2 ff.
63c2
63c8
67c—68b
69c3-5
69c7
73b3-4
73b—d
79b1 ff.
79b1-2
79d5-6
81b4-5
82a
82b3

203
143
10n.
138
195
230
8n., 16n
16n.
215
16n.
111
9n.
9n.
215
215
70n.
219
211
205
211
205
205
204,205
200
203,210
218
8n.
218
218
218
218
213
9n.
218
218
216
13n.
8n.
210
8n.
160
17n.
42n.
172
173,185
111
162
10n.
9n.
17n.
137
215
116



[PLATO]

Epinomis (Epin.)
977b3
981b—c
981b7-8
981d3—e2
981d5-a3
981d6fF.
981d7—el
981d7—-e6
981e3-6
982a2-3
982c7-d3
983a6
983e6-984a2
984b—c
984d2 ff.
984d5-8
984d8—el
984d8—e4
984el
985cl
987b
987¢
988d4-5
989¢1-991d1
991b6-8
991e5

ProTiNus (excluding

references to 11.1)
.1
1.1.2.13fF.
1.1.5.1-3
1.1.7.16
1.1.7.17-20
1.1.7.17-21
1.1.7.18-21
1.1.10.5-6
1.1.10.6-7
1.1.10.10
.1.11.10
.1.11.11
1.2.1.8
1.2.1.11-12
1.2.1.31-6
1.2.1.47
1.2.3.26
1.2.6.9
L4
1.4.1.19
1.4.2.13
1.4.3.18fF.

221
15n.
174
206
12
206
206
15n.
162
110
170
12n.
187
15n.
206
15n.
15n.
219
206
15n.

222
174
3n.
15n.
165

109
108
47n.
56n.
48n.
187
187
187
47n.
143
47n.
48n.
56n.
108
230
230
217
230
187
117
212
187

Index Locorum

1.4.3.33-7 187
1.4.7.1-3 187
1.4.7.35 145
1.4.10.33 150
1.4.16.27-8 100
1.5.7.26 106
1.6 199
1.6.1.18 149
1.6.3.18 217
1.6.3.20-5 198
1.6.9.31 122
1.8.2.8 163
1.8.4.1 100
1.8.4.1-2 182
1.8.4.4-5 105
1.8.5.30-1 187
1.8.5.30—4 182
1.8.7.13 100
1.8.9.19-26 199
1.8.13.21fF. 100
1.2 1,65, 67,68
m.2.1 65n., 66,
67n., 68

m2.1.11f 67n.
1m.2.1.16-19 67n.
m.2.1.17-18 66n.
m.2.1.18 58n.,148,
165,234

m.2.1.19 . 146
11.2.1.19-20 67n.
1m.2.1.19-25 232
11.2.1.20f. 60n.
m.2.1.20—4 145
m2.1.21-3 160, 232
m.2.1.23 . 144
m.2.1.23-4 66n.
1m.2.1.25-9 66n.
1m.2.1.26 fF. 145
m.2.1.27 66n., 147
1m.2.1.27-9 145
1m.2.1.30-1 145
1m.2.1.38 67n., 146,
149

11.2.1.38-9 232
m.2.1.43-4 67n.
m.2.1.44 66n.
1m.2.1.46 67n.
m.2.1.47 67n.
1m.2.1.48 67n.
1m.2.1.49-51 67n.
m.2.2.2 234
11.2.2.24-26 193
m2.3 55

253
m.2.3.1-4  55n.,56n.
m.2.3.3 54n.
1.2.3.5-6 55n.
11.2.3.5-10 56n.
1m1.2.3.8-10 147,150
1m.2.3.17 66n., 147
1m.2.3.17-18 56n.
1m.3.1.24 114
1m.3.2 61
1m.3.2.2-3 216
11.3.2.4-9 61n.
1m.3.2.7 6n.
1m.3.2.8 230
1m.3.7-8 213
11.3.7.8 109
11.3.9.6ff. 185, 186
11.3.9.7 187
11.3.9.6-12 186
11.3.9.10-12 187
11.3.9.10-16 187
11.3.9.12 143,230
11.3.9.31-4 170
11.3.9.34 122,185
1m.3.12.5 109
m.3.12.13 230
1m1.3.12.18-19 216
1m.3.13.29 56n.
1m.3.13.38 141
1m.3.14 134
m.3.14.4 6n.
m.3.14.7 175
1m.3.17.8 56n.
m.3.17.15-16 175
1m.3.17.17-18 180
1m1.3.17.18-20 183
1m.3.17.23 183
1m.3.18.9 . 175
1.3.18.10-13 177,178
m.3.18.15 174
11.3.18.19-22 98
1.4.3.2-4 164
m.4.5.10-11 199
11.4.6.3-4 141
1.4.6.7 140
11.4.6.18 114
11.4.9.4-5 127
m.4.10.10-11 193

11.4.10.13-20 199

m4.11.1-2 46n.
11.4.16.10 114
11.5.4.3-8 97
11.5.13.19-20 124
1m.6.1.9 230



254

ProTtiNus (cont.):

11.6.1.34 214
1.7.1.54 141
1.8.1.13 199
1.8.1.15 114
1.8.1.23 114
11.9.1.29-30 164
11.9.1.57 154
11.9.2 170
11.9.2.2-4 182
11.9.2.4ff. 177
1.9.2.9 47n.
11.9.2.13 50n., 170
11.9.2.14-15 170
1.9.2.15 164
11.9.2.16 59n., 165
11.9.3 98
11.9.3.12fF. 168
11.9.4 226
11.9.4.6-7 100
11.9.4.17 ff. 167,169
11.9.4.26 98
11.9.4.26 . 100
11.9.4.27 143
11.9.5.9-11 183
11.9.5.24 122
11.9.6 193
11.9.6.21-2 58n.
11.9.7 105
1.9.7.1f. 98
11.9.7.2 123
11.9.7.7-8 169
11.9.7.10fF. 165
11.9.7.14 110
1.9.7.15-18 110, 170
11.9.7.24-7 171
11.9.7.27-8 111
11.9.7.29-30 111
11.9.7.30f. 106, 145
11.9.7.30-2 111
11.9.7.31 234
11.9.7.31-2 111
11.9.8.1f. 98
11.9.8.4 140
1m1.9.8.10-11 145
11.9.8.25 164
11.9.8.34—6 182
11.9.8.35-6 54n.
11.9.9.30-2 187
11.9.9.30-5 186
11.9.9.31 143
11.9.9.32 56n.

11.9.10.19-33 178

Index Locorum

11.9.12.33-4
11.9.13.4-5
11.9.13.14-15
11.9.13.14-16
1.9.13.14-18 98,
1.9.13.15
11.9.14.20
11.9.16.18f.
11.9.17.18-19
11.9.17.52 ff.
11.9.17.54-6
11.9.18.15-17
11.9.18.16
11.9.18.16-17
11.9.18.30-1
mr.1.1.32-5
mr.1.4.12
1m.1.5-6
mr.1.5.3
mr.1.5.11
mr.1.5.16
m.1.6.1-7
m.1.6.5-7
m.1.6.7
mr.1.6.14
1mr.1.9.9
m.2.1.15 .
m.2.1.25-6
m.2.2.6-7 128,

146
100
182
134
131
182
140
230
164
108
171
169
164
169
182
134
54n.

m.2.2.8 98
m.2.2.25-6 217
m.2.2.40-2  50n., 169
m.2.3 68
mr.2.3.3 98
m1.2.3.20 ff. 108
m.2.3.31 145
1m1.2.4.6-7 94
m.2.4.6-8 184
ur.2.4.7 94
m.2.4.17 99
m1.2.4.38 229
m.2.4.39 229
m.2.4.41-2 100
nr.2.5.7 120
u1.2.7.37 109
m.2.8.2ff. 162
m.2.8.12 149
m.2.11.6-9 186
m.2.13.3 49n.
m.2.14.1f. 98
m.2.15.28 140
1m1.2.16.47-8 109
m.3.2.3 56n.

1m1.3.3.30-31
11.3.4.47
m.3.5.3-8
11.3.6.8
11.3.6.24
1m1.3.6.27-28
m.3.7.1
4.2
m.4.2.11
m.4.2.16
1n.4.2.23
11.4.4.5f.
n.4.4.12
1m.4.5.19
11.4.5.20
11.4.6.25f.
111.4.6.40-1
m.5.2-3
m.5.2.18
1m1.5.2.20
m.5.2.21
m.5.2.21-3
11.5.2.24
1m1.5.2.26
m.5.2.27
11.5.2.36-7
m1.5.2.36-8
m.5.3.22-3
m1.5.3.25-6
11.5.3.26
m.5.3.27-8
11.5.3.38
11.5.6.9 ff.
11.5.6.18-19
1m1.5.6.19
11.5.6.19-24
11.5.6.22
11.5.6.37
11.5.6.37 ff.
111.5.6.38
11.5.8.7-14
1m.5.9.21
m1.6.1.6
11.6.2.22 ff.
11.6.2.26
1m1.6.2.52
1n1.6.3.4
1m1.6.4.23
11.6.4.32-3
111.6.4.38
11.6.4.38—41
11.6.6.19
111.6.6.19-20

100
229
162
109

99
195
183

47n., 177

48n.
109
178
170
178
136
145
55n.
115
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
176
186
187
207
186
186
186
207
186
56n.
150
154
177
171
125
136
178
178
178
179
105
234



111.6.6.74—6
1.6.7.2-3
11.6.8.1 .
111.6.8.6-8
111.6.8.7-8
111.6.8.9-10
11.6.9
111.6.9.33
11.6.10.15
11.6.10.14-17
11.6.10.23
m.6.11.1-3
m.6.11.12-13
1m.6.11.13
m.6.11.13-15
n.6.12.1 .
m.6.12.11
1n.6.12.16ff.
1m1.6.12.16-21
11.6.13.22-3
11.6.15.30
111.6.17.29-30
m.7.2.10-11
mr.7.2.20 fF.
m.7.2.28
7.3
m.7.3.20-1
ur.7.4
11.7.4.28-33
m.7.5.5
11.7.6.50f.
m.7.11.52
m.7.12.18
m.7.13.8
1n1.8.4.15
1m1.8.4.15-16
11.8.4.27-31
11.8.4.33
1m1.8.5.1-16
m.8.11.28-31
111.9.1.34-7
111.9.3.6
wv.1.1.1-2
1v.2.1.62-76
1v.2.2.13
1v.2.2.42
1v.2.2.42-6
1v.2.2.48
1v.2.2.49
1v.2.23.33
1v.3.6.1ff.
1v.3.7.4-5
1v.3.7.14-15

127,

100

127
230
141
128
127
127
115
127
141
193
127
128
128
193
193
141
217
165
149
149
150
144
106
48n.
150
67
67n.
168
97
115
144
144
178
177
184
136
177
100
174
163
164
53n.
54n.
111
110
56n.
182
61n.
174
94
185

Index Locorum

1v.3.7.25-7 187
1v.3.7.29-31 179
1v.3.8.5fF. 48n.
1v.3.8.22-30 45
1v.3.8.24-8 115
1v.3.8.27-30 105
1v.3.8.34-5 138
1v.3.9.15-17 97
1v.3.9.35 151
1v.3.10.11-13 179
1v.3.10.41-2 108
1v.3.11.23 123
1v.3.11.23-4 187
1v.3.12.1-8 177
1v.3.12.8-12 170
1v.3.13.12-14 171
v.3.14.5 193
1v.3.14.13-15 170
v.3.15.1F. 183
v.3.17 181
wv.3.17.1 183
v.3.17.3-4 183
1v.3.17.6-8 207
1v.3.17.28-9 109
1v.3.18.16f. 65
1v.3.19.1 115
1v.3.19.19-20 178
1v.3.19.25-7 100
1v.3.20 53n.
1v.3.20.50 110
1v.3.20.50-1 105
1v.3.22.7-9 150
1v.3.22.14-15 53n.
1v.3.23.12-16 53n.
1v.3.23.19-20 53n.
1v.3.23.21-2 54n.
1v.3.23.23 54n.
1v.3.23.31 53n.
1v.3.23.33-4 54n.
1v.3.23.35-6 178
1v.3.24.13 160
1v.3.25.21 140
1v.3.26.32—4 202
1v.3.26.50-5 100
v.3.27.11F 179
1v.3.27.1-3 187
1v.3.27.12 186
1v.3.32.17 15n.
v.4.2.16 116, 234
v.4.3.10 136
v.4.4.7-13 48n.
v.4.5.17 120
1v.4.8.44 144

1v.4.9.9
1v.4.10.1 .
1v.4.10.4-16
1v.4.10.17
v.4.12
v.4.12.14
1v.4.12.14-15
v.4.12.17
v.4.13.1F
v.4.13.1-11
1v.4.13.8
v.4.13.21
1v.4.14.8-10
v.4.15.11
v.4.16
1v.4.16.23 ff.
1v.4.16.24-27
1v.4.16.27-31
1v.4.16.29
v.4.18
1v.4.18.14-15
1v.4.18.34
1v.4.20.23-9
1v.4.20.25-9
v.4.21.4
1v.4.22.20-1
v.4.22.21
v.4.22.25
1v.4.22.25
1v.4.22.26
1v.4.22.29-35
1v.4.22.43-4
v.4.24
v.4.26
1v.4.26.7
1v.4.26.9
1v.4.26.23-9
1v.4.26.27-8
1v.4.26.28-9
v.4.27.12
1v.4.27.13-15
1v.4.28.5
1v.4.28.34-5
1v.4.28.49-50
1v.4.29.15
1v.4.30.6
1v.4.30.10-11
v.4.31.36
1v.4.31.36-7
v.4.32.4-13
v.4.32.5
1v.4.32.8 F.
v.4.32.13ff.

255

174
174
56n.
151
170
56n.
128
144
178
177
163
178
179, 185
140

66n.
67n.
67n.
67n.
178
187
160
179
185
113
165
110
220
218
207
178
55n.
55n.
213
56n.
207
55n.
55n.
55n.
178
55n.
47n.
111
179
136
145
135
175
216
127-8
109
179
213



256 Index Locorum

ProTINUS (cont.): 1v.7.9.10 154 v.1.2.50-1 99
1v.4.32.21-2 145 v.7.9.15 140 v.1.4.36 144
1v.4.36.8-9 55n. 1v.7.10.23 145 v.1.6.30f. 98
v.4.37.111F 179 v.7.12.17 141 v.1.7.24 160
1v.4.37.11-15 186 1v.7.13.4-9 161 v.1.7.25 144
1v.4.37.15-17 183 v.8.1.1ff. 100 v.1.7.42-9 174
v.4.37.17 55n., 175 v.8.1.27 . 100 v.1.8.5 58n., 174
1v.4.39.19 136 1v.8.1.34-5 100 v.1.9.3-5 105,122
1v.4.39.26 128 1v.8.1.38 49n. v.1.10.23—4 162
1v.4.40 213 1v.8.1.38-40 49n. v.1.10.29-30 174
1v.4.40.10 149 1v.8.2.7 ff. 182 v.2.2.4-10 177
1v.4.40.31 56n. 1v.8.2.7-8 55n. v.3.7.33 182
1v.4.42 60 1v.8.2.9 151 v.3.8.20 199
1v.4.42.19 56n. 1v.8.2.10-11 111 v.3.9.3-10 185
1v.4.42.21-3 146 1v.8.2.12-14 108 v.3.9.28-34 177
1v.4.42.23 128 1v.8.2.14ff. 108 v.3.15.19 183
1v.4.42.26-30 60n. 1v.8.2.16fF. 169 v.3.15.31 145
1v.4.43 187 1v.8.2.18-19 106 v.3.17.22 188
1v.4.43.1-5 179 1v.8.2.29 33n. v.4.1.25-6 182
1v.4.43.12 128 1v.8.2.32-3 170 v.4.1.38 136
1v.5.1.19-20 205,207 1v.8.2.35-8 146 v.4.2.27f. 98
1v.5.1.19-23 135 1v.8.2.38 fF. 170 v.5.1.12 168
1v.5.1.21 223 1v.8.2.42 . 169 v.5.3.20-1 182
1v.5.2.10 64 1v.8.2.44 100 v.5.4.33 114
1v.5.2.18f. 193 1v.8.2.44-5 100 v.5.7.22-30 199
1v.5.2.29 212 1v.8.2.50f. 169 v.5.9.29-31 150
1v.5.2.37-8 64 1v.8.4.34 239 v.6.4.14 163
1v.5.2.53-5 193 1v.8.4.40-2 7n., 97 v.7.1.12-13 49n.
1v.5.3 213 1v.8.5.14-16 97 v.7.1.23-5 49n.
1v.5.3.20-21 213 1v.8.5.26 229 v.7.2.18-23 49n.
1v.5.3.36-38 128 1v.8.6.20-1 98 v.7.3.7-12 170
1v.5.5.21 144 1v.8.6.25f. 99 v.7.3.16-18 49n.
1v.5.6-7 217 1v.8.6.28 182 v.8.1.33-5 182
1v.5.6.19 149 1v.8.7.19-21 49,98 v.8.3.27-9 187
1v.5.6.31-3 220 1v.8.7.22 163 v.8.3.27-36 186
1v.5.6.32 220 1v.8.8 170 v.8.3.32-4 94
1v.5.6.32-3 207 1v.8.8.4 151 v.8.3.33-4 175
1v.5.7.10-13 224 1v.8.8.13-15 188 v.8.7 169
1v.5.7.33-4 218 1v.8.8.13-16 170 v.8.7.8-12 98
1v.5.8.11 213 v.9.3 179 v.8.7.13f. 99
1v.6.1.17 64n. 1v.9.3.3 149 v.8.8.5f. 58n., 174
1v.6.3.5-6 163 1v.9.3.10 177 v.8.8.22f. 100
1v.7.2.27-8 200 1v.9.3.21 178 v.8.12.15 182
1v.7.3.18-20 105 1v.9.3.23-5 179 v.8.12.17ff. 169,171
1v.7.3.25 226 1v.9.3.23-9 178 v.8.12.20F. 167,170
v.7.3.27 198 1v.9.3.25 184 v.9.2.17-18 185
1v.7.4.30-3 206 1v.9.3.25-9 179, 186 v.9.3.25-6 174
1v.7.6.23-37 54n. v.1.2.17ff. 183 v.9.5.28 15n.
v.7.7.5-6 54n. v.1.2.18fF. 99 v.9.5.32-48 45
1v.7.8.45 105 v.1.2.25-6 143 v.9.6 179
1v.7.8°.25 178 v.1.2.29-30 110 v.9.6.91F. 181
1v.7.8°.39 140 v.1.2.38-40 164 v.9.6.15fF. 179

1v.7.9.6fF. 168 v.1.2.40-1 187 v.9.6.18-19 179



v.9.6.19 177
v.9.6.19-20 179
v.9.6.20 178
v.9.6.22 179
v.9.6.40 131
v.9.10.13 144
vi.1.1.18 136
vi.1.5.17 110
v1.1.6.9 144
v1.1.6.25 144
v1.1.10.28 110
vi.1.11.24-8 204
v1.1.12.52 143
v1.1.14.10-14 143
v1.1.20.3 114
v1.1.20.3-4 141
v1.1.26.20-2 201,202
v1.2.4.31-2 164
vi1.2.7.27 ff. 144
v1.2.8.19ff. 144
v1.2.10.12 145
v1.2.11.9-10 182
v1.2.22.29-35 177
V1.3 46
v1.3.1.21-8 46n.
v1.3.2.1-4 105
v1.3.2.31 149
v1.3.2.31-3 144
v1.3.5.1 230
v1.3.7.33 212
v1.3.8.20 46n.
v1.3.8.32 182
v1.3.9 206
v1.3.9.7 218
v1.3.9.14 175
v1.3.10.15-17 46n.
v1.3.10.27 175
vi.3.11.7 114
v1.3.13.9-10 201
v1.3.13.25 201
v1.3.16.36-7 46n.
v1.3.18.42 108
v1.3.21.40 141
v1.3.22.1-2 140
v1.3.24.7 64 and n.
v1.3.25.15 114
v1.3.27 144
v1.4-5 183
v1.4.2 67,68
v1.4.2.34-8 67n.
v1.4.2.35 67n.
v1.4.2.39-41 67n.
v1.4.2.43-7 67n.

Index Locorum

v1.4.3.10-11
v1.4.3.27-31
v1.4.6.7
vi.4.7.14
v1.4.7.31-2
v1.4.8.12
v1.4.9.36
v1.4.9.37-45
v1.4.10.27-8
v1.4.10.1ff.
v1.4.10.28
v1.4.10.28-9
v1.4.13.18-19
v1.4.15.20-1
v1.4.16.3
v1.5.2.10
v1.5.3.7-8
v1.5.10.34 ff.
v1.6.3.23-4
v1.6.7.5
v1.6.15.4
v1.6.17.32-3
v1.6.18.50 ff.
vL.7
v1.7.5-6
v1.7.7.10-11
v1.7.9.9
v1.7.11.44-5
v1.7.11.67
v1.7.13.33
v1.7.13.47-51
v1.7.18.49
V1.8
v1.8.6.42
v1.8.7.6-8
v1.8.7.11
v1.8.7.38
v1.8.12.23
v1.8.21.19-21
v1.9.1.17-19
v1.9.5.40-6
v1.9.8.2
v1.9.9.28 ff.
v1.9.9.30
v1.9.9.58

PLuTARCH
Moralia (Mor.)
389f-390a
392bft.
559b
665f
691f

53n.
53n.
143
160
217
127
53n.
178
123
178
212
173
53n.
105
49n.
140
128
213
160
182
182
182
108
181
177
186
143
15n.
186
183
234
136
104
131
104
149
212
226
110
185
53n.
66n.
176
176
64n.

13n.
122
42n.
205
200

257
695 200
736a3—4 138
741c 42n.
934b7 218
952b 197
974f 5n.
1000c 13n.
1005d 205
1111e 202
1053f 198
1083a 42n.
1083b 42n.,117
1083d 43n.
1084e 123
1085d—e 198
Theseus XXI1 42n.
PorrHYRY
Ad Gaurum
2.1 188
9.1 212

De antro nympharum

11.1 158
In Aristotelis categorias
expositio (In Cat.)

99.8 F. 230

134.4-6 205
In Platonis Timaeum
commentatorium
fragmenta (In Tim.)
[Sodano]

fr. 38 201

fr. 41 174

fr. 43 207
EL’UO.’}/(U'}/T} GL)S' Tﬁv
AmoredeopaTikny Tod
H’TDA(I‘LO.L/OU (0}1
Prolemy’s Tetrabiblios)

199 223
Iept dyadpdrawy

10.16 221
Vita Plotini (VP)

4.12-14 2n.

4.16 94

6.30-2 1n.

6.32-4 1n.

6.34-7 1n.

14 102

14.5 5n.

14.7-9 5n., 195

14.10-14 5n.

15.21-6 4
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PorpuYRY (VP) (cont.):

24.6-9 117
24.14-16 3n.
24.37-8 2n.

Poseiponitus [Theiler]

fr. 26 213
fr. 271ab 192
fr.271c 213
fr. 277 35n.
fr. 289 158
fr. 298 192
fr. 298b 216
fr. 300 228
fr. 307 143
fr. 308b 197
fr. 308¢c 197
fr. 308d 197
fr. 308e 197
fr. 308f 197
fr.312 192
fr. 313 213
fr. 336b 200
fr. 347 37n.
fr. 371a—-80b 213
fr. 379 213
fr. 400a 58n.

Procrus

Hypostasis

astronomicarum

positionum (Hyp. astr.)
4.53 118

In Platonis

Alcibiadem I (In Alc. T)
235.14 151

In Platonis Cratylum

commentaria

(In Crat.)
§185 103

In Platonis rem

publicam commentarii

(In Rep.)
2.76.15-16 220
2.148.7 63n., 146
2.238.6 19n.
2.358.20ff. 168

In Platonis Timaeum

commentaria

(In Tim.)
1.105.20-1 63n.

1.237.22-238.2 123
1.276.30fF. 6n.,97

Index Locorum

1.303.24-7 174
1.306.31-307.4 174
1.307.4-17 174
2.8.22-5 220
2.9.4-5 195
2.10.11-13 217
2.11.5-6 232
2.11.10-18 207
2.11.27ff.  26n., 64n.,
232
21291 18n.
2.12.21-3 200
2.13.3-4 201
2.26.31-3 197
2.42.28ff. 191
2.43.14-16 112
2.43.17 221
2.43.23-5 212
2.43.24 197
2.47.9-10 216
2.49.7-9 211
2.49.25-50.12 13n.
2.50.10-12 212
2.73.261f. 10n.
2.196.221F. 15n.
3.47.16-17 217
3.112.4ff. 216
3.112.10-13 223
3.112.12 223
3.112.13-16 219
3.114.31-3 26n.,232
3.119.3-4 221
3.128.28-30 224
3.128.30-129.4 217
3.129.6 216
3.130.20-1 63n.,
146, 166
3.181.9-18 51n.
3.181.19—-

182.10 52n.
3.197.17—-

198.29 15n.
3.212.6ff. 102,103
3.212.23-4 103
3.212.25-6 99
3.224.32—

225.13 173
3.272.21 33n.
3.321.25 197,212

ProLEmy
Almagest (Alm.)
5.11-19 118

Apotelesmatica
(= Tetrabiblos)

4.19 6n.

108.21 6n.
HEPz KPLT'T]PL/OU KO.E
Ny€eovLKoD

19.16-19 227
Ipoyelpwv kavévwy
SLOCTO.gLS‘ KaL‘

Ympodopia

(Handy Tables) 4,5n.
SENECA

Questiones naturales

(Nat. quest.)

3.10.4 36n., 196

3.15.2-3 205
SexTUs EMPIRICUS
Adversus Mathematicos
(Adv. math.)

7.68-72 97

7.110-11 162

7.234 58n., 165

9.81 58n., 165

9.237-42 134

9.241 134
Outlines of Pyrrhonism
(Out. Pyrr.)

3.15 134
SmmpLICIUS
In Aristotelis categorias
commentarium
(In Cat.)

140.24 fF. 43n.

267.27-268.11 204

268.22-32 204

268.32-269.1 202

269.2-6 204
In libros Aristotelis de
anima commentaria
(In DA)

217.36 L. 43n.
In Aristotelis de caelo
commentaria (In DC)

7.8-9 201

12.6-16 123

12.12 94

12.16-27 13n.

13.221F. 62n., 124

16.19-20 218

16.20-1 216



17.20-5 196
17.25-6 191
20.10fF 26n.,231
20.12 232
20.15-18 26n.
20.22 231
21.33-22.17 63n.
21.36 231
22.4 231
22.5 231
22.6 231
22.12 231
22.15 231
22.16-17 231
23111 62n.
23.31-24.7 63n.
242111 62n.
25.11-13 62n., 195
34.8 26n.
35.2-8 26n.
35.13-14 18n.
35.14-16 64n.
35.14-20 26n.
35.28-30 26n.
38.1-2 28n.
42.8-10 42n.,62n.,

195
42.10-14 63n.
50.18-24 63n.
51.20-1 63n.
53.4-5 63n.
55.25fF. 62n.
57.18-29 28n.
67.1-5 216
70.20 . 62n.
84.15 1. 161
85.7-9 216
85.15-31 196
85.31-86.7 13n.
99.18 . 230
115.30-116.2 123
133.29-134.9 126
139.9 126
285.35-286.2 148
286.2 1L 62n.
286.2-6 145
289.11F 169
293.13-15 99
296.5-6 99
366.30-1 104
369.26-8 103
376.8-9 63n.
399.15 63n., 146

Index Locorum

400.21 ff.
405.3-4
441.2-5
442.11-12
489.5-11
536.31-2
567.13-16
571.21-2
605.2-20
616.10
729.31-2

227
168
126
216
119
63n.
201
202
196
196
134

In Aristotelis physicorum
libros commentaria

(In Phys.)
150.26-7 223
467.26-35 146
597.22-3 125
612.20-1 125
615.12-13 126
615.28 216
691.17 . 205
918.29ff. 63n.
1261.30-1262.5 30n.
1334.25 103
SOPHONIAS
In libros Aristotelis de
anima paraphrasis
(Para. DA)
36.3-5 227
99.31-2 207
STOBAEUS
1.468.24 197
Stoicorum Veterum
Fragmenta (SVF)
1.87 43n.
1.95 34n., 146
1.96 34n., 146
1.97 146
1.98 146,217
1.99 34n., 39n.,
40n., 146,
150,211
1.100 39n.
1.101 40n., 65n.
1.102 35n.,97
1.103 97
1.104 97
1.106 35n., 49n.
1.110-14 37n.
1.115-6 38n.

120
121
122
135-8
139
140
145-6
149
158
171
1.484
1.499
1.504
2.96
2.147
2.232
2.310

et b e e b

2.316
2.318
2.320
2.323
2.374
2.380
2.406
2.407
2.413
2.414
2.415
2.416

2.418
2.420
2.423
2.426-7
2.429
2.432
2.434
2.435
2.439
2.439 1.
2.439
2.441
2.442
2.444

2.446
2.447
2.448
2.449
2.450
2.454
2.473

259

38n.,192,217
40n.

40n.

37n., 150
150

37n., 150
37n.

188

37n.

41n.

37n.

37n., 52n.
38n., 194, 217
37n.

38n.

39n.

36n., 37n.,
198

43n.

43n.

43n.

43n.

43n.

43n.

36n.

37n.

207

36n.

36n.

36n., 37n.,
227

36n., 227
39n.

217

215

38n.

216

39n., 40n.
39n.

36n., 227
198

227
37n.,213
36n., 198
36n., 198,
227

158
38n.,112
112

36n., 198
39n., 151, 229
58n., 165
39n.,198, 213
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SVF (cont.):
2.475
2.501
2.503
2.509
2.522-5
2.525
2.526
2.527

2.528
2.532
2.534
2.535
2.537
2.538-40
2.543
2.546

2.547
2.549
2.550

2.552-4
2.555

2.557
2.561
2.569
2.571
2.572
2.574-5
2.576
2.579
2.580

2.581
2.582
2.589
2.590
2.593
2.596
2.598
2.600
2.603
2.604
2.605

2.609
2.612
2.613
2.618-20

37n.,213
39n., 40n.
34n.

34n.

34n., 146
167

44n.

34n., 38n.,
40n., 52n.
44n.

37n.

37n.

34n., 146
35n.

34n.

34n.
34n.,37n.,
213

34n.

150

39n., 150,
226

34n.

34n., 39n.,
40n.,211
34n.

36n., 196
40n.
39n., 40n.
158

35n., 97
34n.
38n., 40n.
35n., 36n.,
38n.,227,
228

35n.

34n.

35n.
35n., 44n.
35n.
35n., 49n.
35n.

35n.

35n.

37n., 107
35n., 52n.,
151

34n.
158,215
37n.

35n.

Index Locorum

2.619 34n.
2.620 49n.
2.625 35n., 49n.
2.626 49n.
2.633ff. 37n.
2.634 37n., 38n.,
52n., 151

2.638 218
2.642 37n., 38n.,
52n., 151

2.643 37n.
2.644 37n., 52n.,
151

2.645 167
2.646 40n.
2.650 34n., 35n.,
38n., 39n.,

40n.

2.652 40n.
2.654 34n.
2.655 40n.
2.656 40n.
2.658 40n., 158
2.661 40n.
2.663 40n.
2.664 38n.
2.668 223
2.669-74 39n.
2.677 39n., 40n.
2.681 34n.
2.682 38n., 39n.
2.684 38n., 39n.
2.686 38n., 39n.,
206

2.688 169
2.690 40n.
2.719 58n., 165
2.721 196
2.753 37n.
2.764 188
2.774 39n., 41n.
2.786 36n.
2.787 36n.
2.806 37n., 123
2.836 37n.
2.837 37n.
2.838 37n., 52n.
2.839 37n.
2.841 36n.
2.843 37n.
2.848 37n.
2.840 39n.
2.879 37n., 52n.

2.885-6 37n., 52n.
2911 37n.
2912 37n.,213
2.914 38n.
2.937 38n.
2.979 39n.
2.1009 34n., 37n.
2.1013 37n.,213
2.1023 37n.
2.1026 37n.
2.1027 37n., 39n.,
41n.

2.1029 38n.
2.1032 37n.
2.1033 41n.
2.1034 41n.
2.1042 37n.
2.1050 35n.
2.1051 37n.
2.1054 37n., 39n.
2.1064 38n.
2.1076-7 37n.
2.1127 . 167
2.1131 35n.
2.1151 162
2.1185 38n.
3.17 188
3.327 167

Suda
‘philosopher’ 14n.

Syrianus

In metaphysica

commentaria

(In Meta.)
83.11 151

TuEMISTIUS

In libros Aristotelis de

anima paraphrasis

(Para. DA)
34.15-17 207
60.12fF. 216
73.22-4 207
73.22-6 207

THEON OF SMYRNA

Expositio rerum

mathematicarum ad

legendum Platonem

utilium [Hiller]
148.1-2 233



THEOPHRASTUS

De causis plantarum

(Caus. plant.)
4.12.4 205

De igne (DI)
fr.3 200, 215,

216

fr. 4 162
fr.5 220
fr. 8 196
fr.9 215
fr. 26 228
fr. 30 215
fr. 34 215
fr. 35 229
fr. 37 215

De sensu et

sensibilibus (DS)
23.6-7 207

Index Locorum

83.5 203
87.3-7 203
Historia plantarum
(Hist. plant.)
1.5.5 205
5.4.1 205
Timateus Locrus
De natura mundi et
animae (Nat. mundi)
[Marg]
215.7-15 196, 209
216.6-12 210
216.20-21 13n.
217.15 216
VETTIUS VALENS
Anthologies
1.4 222-3

261
XENOCRATES [Heinze]
fr.5 183
fr. 46 201
fr. 53 14n.
XENOPHANES
DK 21A32 158
DK 21A33 40n.,
158
DK 21A40 40n.,
158
DK 21A46 40n.
DK 21B30 40n.
XENOPHON
Memorabilia (Mem.)
2.7.13 126
4.7.7 217



Index of Names and Subjects

This is an index of references to the introduction and the commentary. It does not include
references to Plato, Aristotle, Plotinus or H-S. For a more thorough index of names of
references to ancient thinkers, see the index locorum.

activity (internal and external) 98

Adam,]. 19n.,118

Adrastus 5

aether 13-15, 224, 26-8, 33, 37-8, 62,
68-70, 113, 123-6, 146, 162, 168,
183,206, 219, 221-2, 225,227,
230-1

affection (rdfew) 127-8; see also
impassivity

alwpeiclar 160

air 9-10, 23, 59, 138, 186, 189-90,
194-6, 198, 200, 204, 206—7, 211—
13,215,219, 220, 224, 227-230;
see also elements, pneuma

Alcinous 102,117,201

Alexander 5,26n., 30n., 32n., 67n., 99,
102,110,117, 121, 122, 124, 125,
159, 168, 227

aMoiwats 140-1

Ammonius Saccas 102

Anaxagoras 12n., 26n., 187, 196,
199-200

Anaximander 96

Anaximenes 10n., 40, 158

avfos 218

avtépeiois see resistance

Antiphon 12n.

avtirumia, see resistance

Apelt, O. 43n.

Aphrodite 176-7

améppowa 180-1

Archytas 146

Aristarchus 218

Armstrong, A. H. 1n., 4n., 49n., 59n.,
61n., 65, 66n., 95,103, 109, 113,
115,116,117, 120, 123, 130, 131,
135, 144, 155, 158, 160, 166, 167,
171,174,175, 179, 185, 188, 190,
191, 192, 202, 205, 209, 212, 214,
229,232

Arnou, R. 104

Aspasius 5

astronomy 3-6, 19,118
Atkinson, M. 173,182, 186
Atticus 5,102,139
avToTelys (perfect) 134
Averroes 30n.

Baltes, M., 111,173,209
Beierwaltes, W. 49
Beutler, R., see W. Theiler.
Bidez, J. 222
Blumenthal, H. 47n., 48n., 54n., 174-5
body
and matter 100, 133
auxiliary cause of everlastingness 130,
132-3, 133-5, 182
better and worse 182
capacity to receive soul 53-7, 185, 207
creation of 8,172-3
formation of 179, 185, 186, 187
flux 41-62,105,116,117,120-3,
137-40, 142, 168-9
held together by soul (or pneuma) 36—
7,46,58-9,105,110-12, 133, 135,
163, 165, 166, 1834, 198, 2334
insoul 150
Plotinus’ ambivalence towards 100
substratum 109
see also elements, heavens, identity,
oTepedy
Boethius of Sidon 35n.
Boll, F. 5n.,118, 186, 223
bond 110-11, 136, 157, 165-6, 16970,
189, 191, 195, 197, 212; see also
proportion, soul, will of God
Bonitz, H. 94, 140
Bouillet, M.-N. 49n., 66n., 95, 103, 107,
113,130, 131, 190, 202, 232
Bréhier, E. 1n., 4n., 46n., 49n., 66n.,
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67n.,95,103,112,113, 115, 120,
123,130, 131, 135, 136, 142, 144,
152, 156, 158, 160, 164, 167, 171,
175,185, 188, 190, 191, 192, 202,
208,212,214,232

Brisson, L. 3n., 5n., 21n.

Brumbaugh, R. S. 222

Burkert, W. 119

Campbell, L. 19n.

Capelle, W. 221

cause 103, 129-30, 132-3, 133-5

cave 100

Cherniss, H. 10n., 32n., 47n.

Christians 70, 96, 98,99, 101, 138, 139

Chrysippus 37-9, 42n., 43, 52, 107,
150, 192,207,213

Cicero 24,40, 194

Cilento, V. 130

Clark, G. H. 202

Cleanthes 37-8, 40 and n., 52, 150,
194

Cleomedes 40

Cohen, S. M. 26n.

cohesion 69, 198,208,211-12

command centre (yepovikdéy) 37 and n.,
50-7, 150-1

Conche, M. 121,122

continuity 190, 201, 202, 208, 210

Cornford, F. M. 8n., 10n., 11n., 12n.,
13n., 16n., 17n., 19n., 42n., 215,
216,233

cosmic sympathy 37, 61,70, 127-8,
159, 179, 187, 199, 202, 204, 208,
2134

Cratylus 42,117

Creuzer, F. 142,164, 185, 188

Cronius 5

daimons 186, 190, 206-7

Damascius 116

Deck,]J. N. 174

Demiurge 7-12, 16n.,20-1, 34, 35, 44,
58,70,100,101, 106,111, 132,
151, 164, 166, 167, 169, 170, 171,
172-3,174-5,178-81, 185, 191,
214; see also god

Democritus 112, 187

Denniston, J. D. 135, 145, 152

densiry (76 mukvov) 11,202, 204-6,
2234

desire 29-30, 66, 67, 100, 173

Diehl, E. 65n.,232

263

Diels, H. 121

Dillon, J. M. 4n.,52n., 111

Diogenes Laertius 43, 121

dispersion 105, 112, 129, 190, 200

Dodds, E. R. 104, 135, 206

Dérrie, H. 175, 180

Drews, A. 175

Dufour, R. 95,108, 138, 162, 167, 190,
194

earth 12 and n., 52, 55n., 68-9, 70,
118, 189-90, 191, 193-4, 196—
202, 204-5, 208, 211, 213-15,
219, 220, 227

different species of 208, 209-10, 218
see also elements

eclipse 5,23n.,234

ecliptic 9,118,168

elkés 193

éxel 144,230

Elders, L. 32n.

elements

all four elements must be present
11-13, 36, 68-70, 159, 160-1, 191,
194-200, 207, 208, 209, 214, 220,
224; see also no pure instances of
elements

cause of elemental
transformation 168-9

characteristic qualities 22-25, 27,
35-6, 39, 69, 196, 197, 201, 208,
211-12,216-17,227,228-9

correspondence to living things 11, 15,
206-7

destruction of individual sublunar
elements does not affect
universe 139-40, 157

fifth element see aether

in precosmic state 7-8, 16-17, 35, 97

intermediate 13, 25-6, 189, 191, 195,
211-12

(natural) motion 7, 16-19, 22, 25-32,
39-41,59, 62-8, 124-6, 1434,
146-7,150-1, 207,216, 218-19,
231-3

(natural) places 7-8,16-19, 22,
25-32,34-5,70,110-11, 207, 228

no elements outside universe 20, 22

no pure instances of elements 189-90,
191, 194-200, 207, 208, 214, 215,
219,220, 221-2, 224, 226; see also
all four elements must be present

purity 14, 205, 216, 220, 2234
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elements (cont.):
stereometric bodies 10-11, 13, 15,
16n., 2034, 216; see also triangles
sublunar elements worse 183
sublunar ensembles persist 132, 138—
40
transformation 11, 16n., 33n., 35,
104, 105, 109, 133, 140-1, 1535,
167-9
see also heavens
Emilsson, E. K., 54n., 199, 213
Empedocles 12n.,33n.,49, 111, 112,
117
&vhade 230
&vratfa 143
épeénis 163
Epicharmus 41-2, 117
Epicurus (and Epicureans) 40n., 58n.,
97,107,117,187, 201
equator 9
Eros 176-7
eternity see time
Eudoxus 23,28 and n.
b efvau (or €0 {jv) 187
Eustathius 218
evil 100
extension 190,201-2

fate 37,61
Festugitre, A.]. 3n.,51n., 95, 165, 232
Ficino, M. 117,130, 131, 141, 145, 156,
158, 160, 164, 190, 202, 205, 209,
214,221,232
fineness 223—4, 228
fire 7,35-6, 38, 44, 59-60, 63, 65, 66—
7,68,70, 108, 120-3, 138, 142-5,
147, 149-50, 159, 160, 161-3, 171,
186, 188-90, 191, 192, 1934,
198-202,204-7,208, 211, 213-15,
218-21,224-34
celestial fire naturally drawn by
soul 147-9
flame 162-3,208, 215, 219, 220-1,
226
purity of celestial fire 161-2, 205, 216,
219-20
species of fire 147,163, 199, 208,
215-18, 226
vital fire 217
see also elements, hypekkauma, pneuma
Flashar, H. 117
Forms 7,8,9,17,47n., 58n., 116, 149,
182,183, 186, 234

Index of Names and Subjects

Frede, M. 42n., 134

friendship 20, 34, 112

Friedlinder, P. 15n.

Furley, D. 35n.,37n., 39n., 146, 150,
226

Gaius 5
Galen 151
Gallop, D. 116
Gerson, L. 4n.,46n.,47n.,48n., 174
Gerth, B. see R. Kiihner
Gilbert, O. 39,150, 153, 158,227, 228
god(s) 11-12, 15,29, 31, 35, 43-4, 51,
58,97-9, 123, 125, 165, 1667,
207
generated gods of T7maeus 20, 1724,
176, 178-81, 185, 186
no deliberation 98, 104, 169
not auxiliary causes of indecent
actions 135
Olympic 172
senses of @éos/kinds of gods 104,
186-7
will of God 20-1, 324, 38n., 40,
95-6, 101-3, 104, 110, 111, 112,
131-2, 135, 166, 167,173
see also Demiurge, Nous, prime mover
Gollwitzer, T. 153, 214, 229
good 8,20,29,110,173
Gorgias 117
Gnostics 98,99, 100, 178
Graeser, A. 36n., 38n., 196, 197, 205,
217
Grant, E. 96
Greene, G. C. 121
growth argument 42
Gundel, W. 12n., 186, 215, 223, 233
Guthrie, W. K. C. 23n.,29n., 30n.,
31n.,32n.,121

Hadot, P. 2n., 174,175, 1767

Hahm, D. E. 37n., 38n., 39n., 43n.,
109,112,217

Halliwell, S. 215

Hankinson, R.J. 103, 134

Harder, R. 1n., 5n., 15n., 33n., 66n., 95,
103,107, 113, 130, 136, 156, 173,
190, 229, 232

hardness (cxAnporis) 190, 202-5,
210-11

harmony 9, 23, 34, 111, 141, 166, 169,
184, 194, 231

Heath, T. 23n.,28n., 119
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heavenly bodies
auxiliary causes of generation 134
everlasting 60-2, 107-8, 112, 113,
115-16, 123-6, 127-8, 129-30,
135-6, 182, 184
generation of 172, 180
gods 123,186
not subject to external flux 60-2,
136-7,153
individual souls come from 185-6
size and colour 2214
see also aether, elements, fire, gods,
heavens, moon, soul, stars and
planets, sun
heavens
cause of sublunar change 33n.,
168-9
composition of celestial body 11-13,
26-8, 38-9, 55, 57, 59, 60, 68-70,
137,156, 161-3, 170-1, 182, 183,
184, 188-90, 193—4, 1946, 212,
213,214-15,216-17,221-4,
228-9
everlasting 24, 324, 40, 41, 57-60,
68-70, 113, 115-16, 123-6, 127,
129-30, 132-3, 135-6, 151,
153-5, 1567, 162-5, 184, 230—1;
see also aether, universe
intermediate point between sensible
and intelligible 183
motion 16-19, 21, 25-32, 3941,
55-6, 62-8, 123-6, 146-7, 147-50,
170-1,218-19, 224-5,231-3
no nourishment 40, 120-3, 128, 133,
142,147, 152—4, 157-8, 158-60,
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