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PREFACE

This book is a slightly emended version of a dissertation presented at
the University of Hull in 1972. I realise only too well the deficiencies of
style, presentation and material which this involves. The title implies
a more final note than I had intended in my treatment of Porphyry.
On reflexion, however, it seemed the most suited to convey the general
purpose of my enquiries. A more rounded assessment of Porphyry can
come only after some more basic work has been completed. An edition
of his philosophical fragments, to which I am now turning my attention,
is a prerequisite.

I owe, of course, a great deal to all those who have written on Neo-
platonism. I am particularly indebted to Prof. Willy Theiler under
whose guidance I studied in Bern. Conversation with him always
resulted in new directions of enquiry and I was constantly stimulated
by his breadth of knowledge. I must also thank Prof. A. H. Armstrong
who has constantly encouraged me and helped me to look more deeply
into a number of problems. Welcome, too, was a detailed criticism of
Part Two by Dr. R. T. Wallis. Their criticism and advice have not
always been followed and the responsibility for the faults and weak-
nesses of this book rests on myself.

My thanks are due also to my supervisors Dr. C. W. Chilton and
J. C. G. Strachan who displayed remarkable patience and were a great
source of sensible advice to me throughout my work. To Prof. A. F.
Norman whose general advice and practical help in presentation are
deeply appreciated. To Prof Margaret Heavey who has helped to check
proofs and has encouraged and assisted the publication of this book in
many practical ways. Finally to my wife who has helped at every stage
and especially in typing large parts of the manuscript, correcting style
and checking proofs.

University College, Galway Andrew Smith
January 1974
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INTRODUCTION

Porphyry, who was born some twenty-eight years after Plotinus in
232-3 A.D. and probably about twenty years before Iamblichus,!
occupies in many ways a unique position in the history of Greek philo-
sophy. He stands at the end of the final creative phase of Greek thought
which culminates in Plotinus and at the beginning of that, at times
brilliant but relatively unoriginal, period of later Neoplatonism whose
main distinction seems to many to have been the sacrifice of genuine
Greek rationalism to occult magico-religious practices which were
meant to secure the salvation of the soul. He stands also geographically
between east and west, a Greek speaker who lived for a good part of his
active life at or near Rome. This fact is of no little importance when we
realise that the Roman empire was being split down the centre even in
his own lifetime. It is probable that the division of the Empire which
culminated in the transfer of the capital to Constantinople in 330 was
one factor which helped to make Porphyry so influential in the west
whilst Iamblichus and Proclus are virtually unknown.? Fortunately the
last of the Greek philosophers who is extensively known in the west was
a great polymath and an excellent exponent of the complex doctrines of
Neoplatonism. The researches of P. Courcelle3 have shown the per-
vading influence of this philosopher on the pagan and Christian writers
of the Latin west.

1 Plotinus was born in A.D. 204—5. Porphyry tells us in the Life (ch. 2) that
he died at the end of the second year of the reign of Claudius (i.e. 270 A.D.) as
the age of 66. Porphyry was born in 232—-3. In ch. 4 of the Life Porphyry tells ut
he was thirty years old in the tenth year of the reign of Gallienus (i.e. A.D. 263)
and Plotinus was fifty-nine. He probably died shortly before 305, see Bidez,
Vie de Porphyre, p. 127. Tamblichus’ dates are uncertain. He may have been
born between A.D. 250-275. Bidez (‘“‘Le Philosophe Iamblique et son école,”
P- 32) puts his death in A.D. 328 at the latest and probably around 325/6.

2 See Dorrie, “‘Porphyrios als Mittler zwischen Plotin und Augustin.”

3 P. Courcelle, Les lettres grecques en Occident, Paris, 1948.
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J. Bidez was the first to write a detailed study of Porphyry — Vie de
Porphyre, 1913. But he admits that ‘‘dans tout ce qui nous reste de ses
écrits, il n’y a pas une pensée, pas une image dont on puisse affirmer 3
coup sir qu’elle est de lui.”’4 This assessment is echoed by E. R. Dodds5
who quotes Bidez’s judgement with approval. Unfortunately little is
left of Porphyry’s massive output, which makes final conclusions
hazardous. On the other hand it is possible to trace much of Porphyry’s
thought from authors whom he influenced. Although this can some-
times be an extremely dubious procedure there are occasions when a
more direct use of Porphyrian ideas can be discerned and a reasonable
attempt at reconstruction can be made. H. Dorrie has recently extract-
ed the remains of Porphyry’s Symmikta Zetemata from Nemesius’
de Natura Hominis.® The results seem to modify the idea of a totally
unoriginal thinker, since Porphyry is here shown adapting Stoic termi-
nology to Neoplatonic arguments on the relationship of soul and body
in a way which is not paralleled in Plotinus’ Enneads. A far more
revolutionary picture, however, emerges from P. Hadot’s ascription to
Porphyry of an anonymous Neoplatonic commentary on Plato’s
Parmensdes. This work has some startling things to say about the
higher reaches of metaphysics — the relationship of the One to Nous.
Hadot’s contention was first published in an article in 1961. The conse-
quences for Porphyrian metaphysics were drawn in his contribution to
the Vandoeuvres conference dedicated to Porphyry in 1965 and are now
exhaustively treated in Porphyre et Victorinus.” Whether Hadot is
correct in ascribing the Anonymous Commentary on the Parmenides to
Porphyry is difficult to say. His arguments are very persuasive and as
certain as the evidence allows. But they are not absolutely certain. As
scholars reassess the evidence a general consensus may arise and the
Anonymous Commentary become accepted in the Porphyrian corpus
much as the de Mysteriis is now ascribed to Iamblichus. If Hadot is
correct then we have a new insight into Porphyry’s metaphysics the
study of which has long been obscured through paucity of evidence.
The traditional Porphyrian corpus is concerned more with ethics, logic,
the soul and daemonology. Unfortunately the Anonymous Commentary
casts little light on the old material in these fields. Hadot notes this

4 Vie de Porphyre, p. 133.

5 Article “Porphyry” in the Oxford Classical Dictionary.

8 Porphyrios’ “‘Symmikta Zetemata.”’

? “Fragments d’'un commentaire de Porphyre sur le Parménide,” REG 74
(1961) 410-438; “La Métaphysique de Porphyre,” Ewntretiens sur I' Antiquité
classique, xit Povphyre, 1966; Porphyre et Victovinus, Paris, 1968.
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when he admits the difficulty of comparing the Commentary with the
attested works of Porphyry. “La plupart des oeuvres conservées con-
cernent la psychologie ou la morale et n’abordent pas pour la plupart les
sujets traités dans notre commentaire.’’8

A similar state of uncertainty now attaches to the Philosophy from
Oracles and the de Regressu Animae. J. O’Meara has contended that
these two works are identical and that the one single work was probably
late in date. Although the argument of his first book Porphyry’s Philo-
sophy from Oracles in Augustine has been generally rejected a recent
supplement seems to open up the question again.?

Porphyrian studies have now reached a crisis point. General dogmatic
assertions and generalisations are no longer acceptable or even possible.
A further period of detailed research is required before any final assess-
ment of Porphyry’s place in the Neoplatonic tradition can be made. A
collection of Porphyry’s fragments is long overdue and is essential for
further investigation. In this present work no attempt has been made to
cover every facet of Porphyry’s thought. On the contrary it is consider-
ably limited in scope and represents no more than a small contribution
to the picture although I have attempted in the conclusion to generalise
on the basis of the particular topics with which I have dealt. I have
chosen to deal with the traditional corpus and with what is, perhaps, its
major theme — the ascent and salvation of the soul. Porphyry’s search
for the salvation of the soul led him from a consideration of the nature
of the soul to an attempt to find a universal teaching on salvation which
could even embrace the magico-religious practice of theurgy. It is some
basic aspects of this theme that I propose to follow by examining
Porphyry’s ideas in the context of what went before and what came
after. This means, within the limits here set, Plotinus, Iamblichus and
Proclus.

In the first half of the work I have attempted to show something of
the relationship between Porphyry and Plotinus in their speculations
about the human soul, both concerning its essential nature and the way
in which it can be said to “‘ascend.” I would not like to underestimate
the middle-Platonic and Stoic influences on Porphyry0 but it is equally

8 Art. cit. p. 421.

9 Porphyry’s Philosophy from Ovacles in Augustine, Povphyry’s Philosophy from
Oracles in Eusebius’s Praeparatio Evangelica and Augustine’s Dialogue of Cassi-
ciacum.

10 Porphyry and middle Platonism: see Dorrie, “Die Schultradition im Mittel-
platonismus,”” (Ewntretiens sur U'Amntiquité classique, xii Povphyve); Waszink,
“Porphyrius und Numenius”’ (ibid.). Porphyry and the Stoics, see Dorrié
Porphyrios’ ‘Symmikta Zetemata.”
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important to remember that Plotinus was the greatest influence on
him. I hope to show how Porphyry’s doctrine of the nature of soul (in
some of its aspects at least) can be understood only in a Plotinian con-
text. The problems connected with the “separation” of soul and body
in the soul’s “‘ascent,” are also important. What does ‘‘separation”
mean? Do Porphyry and Plotinus mean the same thing? The ascent of
the soul raises basic problems in Plotinus. Are they also present in
Porphyry? Finally we turn to their attitude to the fate of man after
death. The attitude to man’s purpose and destiny is especially brought
out in the general teaching on eschatology. What is essential to Plotinus
here and how does Porphyry’s position differ from it?

Almost at the opposite extreme to the deep philosophical problems in
which Porphyry comes face to face with Plotinus is the concern for
religious phenomena of all kinds which have or might have a bearing on
the salvation of the soul. To understand Porphyry’s attitude here it
seems to be essential to see him in the light of subsequent thinkers for
we are dealing by all accounts with the development of a theory which
only later came to full fruition — the introduction of theurgy to philo-
sophy and its consequent integration. It is not possible to judge ade-
quately Porphyry’s stance without taking into consideration the views
of those who attempted to carry this integration much further than
Porphyry had done.

Before entering on the discussion proper it might be useful to say
something about Porphyry’s personal relationship with Plotinus and of
the attitude of the later Neoplatonists to him. The details of Porphyry’s
life and his time with Plotinus are dealt with by Bidez. Porphyry
reached Plotinus at a fairly late stage after studies in Athens under
Longinus. In his Life of Plotinus Porphyry has occasion to give us some
idea of how he conceived of his relationship to Plotinus. One has the
impression that he is trying to demonstrate his special position in
Plotinus’ circle of which he was one of the newer members. This is,
perhaps, what we might expect of an editor who is anxious to secure
his credentials, and the Life is a preface to an edition of the Enneads.11
On the other hand this tendency in the Life might have wider impli-
cations. Porphyry tells us (ch. 15, Life) that he once read a poem called
“The Sacred Marriage” at the feast of Plato. Someone in the audience

11 This may have been important if Porphyry had rivals. There was certainly
an earlier edition of the Enneads by Eustochius, another of Plotinus’ pupils. The
evidence is in the scholiast to iv, 4, 29 end. A passage of the Enneads quoted in
Eusebius P.E. XV, 10 and 22 may be part of this early edition. See further the
remarks in Henry-Schwyzer vol. I, p. ixf., vol. IT ixf.
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shouted out that Porphyry must have gone mad as it was full of “the
mysterious and veiled language of inspiration.” Plotinus’ reply ‘“You
have shown yourself at once poet, philosopher and expounder of sacred
mysteries” was cherished by Porphyry as a vindication of his stand-
point. But the passage suggests less the enthusiasm of Plotinus than his
broadminded tolerance towards such extravagances. Was the reporting
of this episode meant to secure the stamp of the master’s approval on
the more un-Plotinian of Porphyry’s activities — Homeric exegesis,
dabbling in oracles and eventually theurgy?

This little story might be taken in itself as no more than a mere
anecdote. Combined, however, with the other indications that he wants
to be known as having held a special place in Plotinus’ circle it is clearly
more than just that. Porphyry was once asked by Plotinus to write a
refutation of a scandalous interpretation of the Symposium by the
rhetorician Diophanes. He tells us that Plotinus was so pleased with
his effort that he kept on quoting Iliad 8.282

Baar’ obrwg, af xév T pbwe &vdpeoot yévnau

So strike and be a light to men (ch. 15).

There are two points to this incident. Porphyry wants firstly to
remove Plotinus from the ranks of those who bring philosophy into
disrepute by using the great master to support dishonest and licentious
ideas and, secondly, to stress that it was he, Porphyry, who was chosen
by Plotinus to defend philosophy and be a ““light.”” He again stiesses his
special position in the school when he refers to his editorial duties
(ch. 24) as being not a self-imposed task but one commissioned by
Plotinus. In ch. 21 he refers us to Longinus’ comments on contempo-
rary philosophers. This is the report on Amelius, that veteran of
Plotinus’ school. xat’” {yvn uév 7ol Iiwrivov &Badile, Tf 8¢ EEepyaoia
ToAUG v xal ] THe Eppnvelag mepLBorf] mpds Tov Evavtiov Exelvey Lijhov
Oryero. Then he comes to Longinus’ reference to himself. It is in fact
a rather weak recommendation. 6 3¢ xowds Huév Te xdxetvwy éraipog
Baouhetg 6 Thprog 093" adtog dMya memparyparevopévos xatd Ty ITAwtivou
wipnow. But notice how Porphyry interprets it. He firstly prepates the
ground for the general nature of the reference by saying that it was
written when he had only just got to know Plotinus &t dpydg &yovrog
i Tpodg Tov ITwtivev suvoustac, and he goes on to interpret Longinus
as suggesting that he was nearer Plotinus because he avoided g
"Aperion TepiBorfic TO dpLhboogov. .. xal mpdg CHdov Tov ITAwrivou
ypdowy Gpetpwv. When we recall that Amelius was one of Plotinus’
oldest and most revered associates we see Porphyry’s point. Porphyry
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also levels an implied criticism against Amelius in ch. 4 and at the same
time records his own influence over Plotinus. Here he says that although
Amelius had been with Plotinus for eighteen years he had not written
much except notebooks. Plotinus he found in a similar position and in
ch. 5 he records that Amelius and himself kept urging him to write.
Porphyry is trying to impress upon the reader the impact of his pre-
sence at the school of Plotinus. If Amelius had not written much it is
unlikely that he would have persuaded Plotinus to write. With his own
arrival a new dynamism is introduced and he gets Amelius on his side
in pressing Plotinus. At the end of ch. 18 he again refers to his influence
in coaxing Amelius and Plotinus to write proper treatises.

If Porphyry wanted to be known as the chief pupil and closest asso-
ciate of Plotinus this did not mean that he followed Plotinus slavishly.
It is true that he shows great admiration for Plotinus throughout the
Life and even regards him as divinely inspired!2 but, unlike Marinus in
his biography of Proclus, he also criticises the work and methods of his
master. He even claims that Plotinus’ powers were failing in the last
treatises. He also criticises the waste of time in lectures caused by aim-
less questions (ch. 3). His criticism of small points derives, no doubt,
from his own thoroughness. This thoroughness expresses itself in his
scholarly interest in the history of philosophy, the search for a universal
philosophy of salvation and his work on Platonic commentary which
was held in high esteem by Proclus.13 It manifests itself in the Life in
his criticism of Amelius (ch. 7) who always used to get the name of
Paulinus of Scythopolis wrong, in his accusation of lack of order in
Plotinus’ seminars and the comments on Plotinus’ carelessness in
speech and writing.14 He admired Plotinus’ thoroughness in philo-
sophical discussion (ch. 13 end) and although he may have shared
Plotinus’ view that Longinus was no philosopher he values his judge-
ment for its fullness of background and erudite scholarship (ch. 20).
Again in this criticism of Plotinus Porphyry might be trying to show
his own importance.

In Eunapius’ Life of Porphyry IV. 1.10 we are told that Porphyry

12 On this see below p. 104.

13 “The history of philosophy’’ in four books (fragments in Nauck, op. select.
The Life of Pythagovas (also in Nauck) may also have formed a part of it.) On
universal salvation see ch. ix. A list of Porphyry’s commentaries may be found
in Bidcrz, Vie de Porphyre 65*~67*. For Proclus’ appreciation, cf. In Rem. ii.
96, 13.

14 He records that Plotinus used to pronounce dvaptpuvioxerar as dvopynuloxe-
vor and made other mistakes in his writing (ch. 13). He criticises his untidy
handwriting in ch. 8.



INTRODUCTION XVII

was a good and clear exponent of Plotinus. Eunapius also tells us that
when Porphyry returned to Rome after his stay in Sicily he even lec-
tured in public — wapfjet xal elc 16 dnwdorov xat’ émideiéw. Even if
Eunapius’ testimony is rather dubious in Porphyry’s case,15 this out-
ward-going trait is clearly characteristic of Porphyry and balances
Plotinus’ more reserved nature. I do not mean to imply that he did not
have the recluse within him. In fact at times (e.g. his retirement to
Sicily) he is more extreme than Plotinus. He is a man of contradictions.
But he does seem to have been more involved in the outside world than
Plotinus was. His editorial work is an example of this. He wanted to
record and publish Plotinus’ ideas. His later marriage is also a conces-
sion to the world as is his mysterious journey to the East.16 Philo-
sophically his greater involvement in the world shows itself in his inter-
est in a universal way of salvation which might include all men, and in
his direct clash with Christianity.17

When we look forward in time the picture is not so clear. It is still
uncertain whether Iamblichus was ever an actual pupil of Porphyry or
had simply studied his works.18 Nor is it completely clear whether

15 In his life of Porphyry he seems to rely greatly on Porphyry’s letter to
Marcella. His account of Plotinus visiting Porphyry in Sicily where he had retired
in despair (V. Soph. iv. 1.7, 456) is rather fanciful and contradicts Porphyry’s
own account of the incident (Life ch. 11), which makes it clear that he was per-
suaded by Plotinus to go to Sicily as a cure for his melancholy.

16 For the marriage, see Ad Marcellam ch. 1, and for the journey, ch. 4, p. 275,
19. Cf. H. Chadwick, The Sentences of Sextus, 142f., and Bidez, Vie de Porphyre,
p. 112, who consider that Porphyry was involved in the discussions which pre-
ceded the persecution of Diocletian in the edict of A.D. 303.

17 Against the Christians — frags. ed. A. Harnack, 1916, Abhandlungen dev
preussischen Akademie dev Wissenschaften, phil.-hist. kl. 1916, 1 (additions in
2bid., Sitzungsberichte, 1921, i. 266-84 and 1i. 8341.); Hagedorn, D. and Merkel-
bach, R., Ein neues Fragment aus Povphyrios Gegen die Christen. V. Chr. XX,
1966, 86—90; Altheim, F. and Stiehl, R., Neue Briickstiicke aus Porphyrios’ xaza.
yototidvovs, Gedankschrift Rohde, 23-38; P. Nautin, Trois autres fragments du
livre du Porphyre contre les chvétiens, R. Bibl. LVII, 1950, 409—416; cf. also P. de
Labriolle, Porphyre et le christianisme, R.H. Ph. I, 1929, p. 385—440; Schraeder,
H. O., Celsus und Porphyrius als Chvistengegner, W.G. xvii, 1957, 190—202:
Benoit, P. Un adversaive du christianisme au 111 siécle, Porphyre, R. Bibl. 1947,
543-572-.

18 The evidence is Eunapius, V. Sopk. V. 1.3, 458 elra per’ *Avarédriov Ilop-
pupte mpoohelg Eavtéyv. This might simply mean that he had read Porphyry’s
works but wpostifnut seems to imply more than this. That Porphyry addressed
the treatise megl Tod Yv@®0i ceavrdy to Iamblichus (cf. Stodb. I11. 579, 21) implies a
reciprocal relationship of some kind even if it does not prove that Iamblichus
had ever been a formal pupil of Porphyry. Dillon in his edition of the fragments
of Tamblichus’ Platonic commentaries adds S#ob. 1. 375, 24 &¢ 8’¢yd Tivwy dxfxon
INorevixdy, olov Tloppuptov xal &Ahwy mwolr&y. See his remarks about dxode Pp.
10 n 4. Dillon gives the impression that Iamblichus did study under Porphyry
in Rome. I think we can only say that he might have studied under him.
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Porphyry had a school of his own.1? Iamblichus appears in general as an
opponent of Porphyry.20 It has recently been claimed that not all of
Iamblichus’ opposition is philosophically serious, that he is often simply
trying to become independent of Porphyry.2! In the points, however,
which are analysed in this work there would appear to be genuine and
profound differences between the two philosophers and one would not
be inclined to disagree with Proclus’ conventional reference to & guAé-
cogog Iloppiprog and 6 Octog IduPAiyoc.22 Between Plotinus and Iam-
blichus Neoplatonism seems in some important respects to have changed
in emphasis from philosophy to theology. There are certain qualifi-
cations but, whilst it remains incorrect to call Plotinus a theologian one
could not deny the term to Tamblichus in de Mysteriis. The very term
appears even in the titles of important works by Proclus.23 While that
need mean little in itself for the later Neoplatonists it is the outward
sign of an important revolution in their concept of the relationship of
man and god. What role did Porphyry play in this change? We hope
to discover something of his attitude and contribution as we follow his
own thought from the metaphysical doctrine of the human soul to the
consideration of theurgical rites in the context of man’s salvation.

19 There is no direct evidence that Porphyry maintained or was head of a
school like that of Plotinus. On the other hand he would seem to have had pupils
although they are mostly just names to us. For a list of pupils, see Bidez, Vie de
Porphyre, p. 1041.; cf. also Procl. In Tim. iii. 234, 18, oi nepl Iloppdelov and the
same phrase in Iamblichus, Stob. I. 370, 5f. where Plotinus is added, ol 8¢ mepi
ITopgpiptov xal IThwrivov.

20 In Stob. I. 365, de Myst. passim, and esp. in Proclus, In Tim. i. 307, 15,
6 Oetog *TapPAryog workd uév dvriypddas mpde thy Iloppuplov 86Eav: cf. ibid; 24,
12f., ii. 306, 2f.

2L H. Dérrie, Kontroversen wm die Seelenwanderung, p. 429.

22 e.g. InTim.1, 77, 22f.; cf. also David, In Porphyrii Isagogen p. 92, 3 Busse,
quoting an oracle, "Evfovg 6 Iauphxog, puhopabic & @oivi; and further, Bidez,
art. cit. p. 37. It would be more correct, perhaps, to call Iamblichus a priest
rather than theologian. See Olympiodorus’ famous comment In Phaedonem p.
123, 3 “O1u ol pév v grhocogiay mpoTiudst, d¢ Iopeiprog xal TTAwTivog %ol &AXot
mollol @LAésogot oi 8E Ty iepatinny, ¢ *TapBlyxos, xal Tuplavdg xod IIpbxrog xod
ol ipatixol wdves. I retain the term “‘theologian’ in order to express the parti-
cular contribution of these late Neoplatonists in presenting an amalgam of
religious practice and natural theology (philosophy).

23 e.g. Zrouyelwois Beoloyunr), megi Tijc wara ITAdrwva Osoloylac.



PART ONE

CHAPTER ONE

SOUL’S CONNECTION WITH THE BODY

In chapter thirteen of the “Life of Plotinus”’ Porphyry records that he
spent three successive days questioning Plotinus about the soul’s
connection with the body — wé¢ % Juyh cdveott 16 odpatt. He does not
tell us whether he was satisfied with Plotinus’ answers or whether he
came himself to any definite conclusions but the question was evidently
an important one for him as is also shown by the attention he gave to it
in his other works.1 In this chapter we will explore some of his remarks
about the connection of soul with the body, giving special attention to
the Plotinian background — a procedure which might enable us to gain
some insight into the content of that marathon discussion. This will
serve as a preamble to a number of important problems concerning the
soul which will form the subject of the first half of this work. We will
begin in this chapter with a study of the soul itself and will move on to
consider the soul in the context of spiritual and moral life in the later
chapters.

In Sententiae iii and iv Porphyry talks about the presence of &
%00’ adra dodpara in bodies. I think it legitimate here to understand
the remarks he makes in the context of the relationship of soul and
body. Sent. iv is particularly important. té xaf’ adta dodpata Smoctdoet
pev xal odale ob whpeaTy 08¢ cuyxipvaTar Tolg chdpast, Ti 8t &x T poriig
dmootdael Twodg Suvducws petadidnwat mposeyols Tolg cmpast: 1 Y Pomy)
devtépay Tiva Shvay dréotnoe mposey) Tolg cmpacty.2 Soul is not present

1 See appendix I.

2 Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus, vol. i, p. 401, translates, ‘‘Les incorporels ne
sont pas présents aux corps et ne se mélent pas & eux par leur hypostase et sub-
stance. Mais ils se communiquent & eux en produisant une certaine puissance
contigué aux corps car leur inclination vers les corps a produit une certaine
puissance qui vient & leur suite et qui est contigué aux corps’’. For the term $on?,
cf. Dorrie, Symmikta Zetemata, p. 88. It is difficult to decide whether this term
implies an act of will on the part of soul or the inevitability of soul’s fall as some-
thing built into its nature. Dérrie senses the two meanings (loc. cit.). Porphyry
in Eusebius P.E. 15, 11: 813a identifies jomat of soul with Bovrat te xal oxéderg
xal Bedocig. But the term can imply a natural propensity, cf. Plot. ii. 1.3, 22.
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dmootdoer and odota but by the projection of a certain dbvapic which
can come into relationship with a body. Clearly Porphyry is attempting
to account for the presence of the soul in the body whilst preserving
intact its essential nature as an independent incorporeal entity — a
point which emerges in a slightly different context in Sent. xxxvii, p.
33, 3. 003¢ odua cuveuTesdY dmoxdmrel TV Evwowy, xalmep mpdg TG
évepyelag &v molhoic umodilov. Here he means that body does not destroy
the unity or &woig which exists between all souls in the hypostasis
Soul. The &vwoic of essential soul (as opposed to its external Sbvepc)
within Sould is thus preserved on embodiment. The soul itself is not
split into parts when embodied. In this sense it is not present odsia as
is claimed in Senf. iv. What is present (and hence adapted when it
meets body) is the évépyeia or &vépyelan of soul. These évépyeian are quite
clearly related to the secondary ddvayrs of Sent. iv.

In Sent. xxviii, p. 12, I3 dbvaptc appears in the plural — &\ abrd
(sc. T6 Godpatov) dei dmoothioar duvduels pemodons dmd THg oG wHTO
Evacewg el 16 EEw, alc 81 xaTidv cupmiéxeton 16 copatt. It is clear from
this that any talk of the ‘descent of the soul’ (xatidv above) must
strictly refer to the derived duvdpeig of the soul and not to the soul it-
self. There is a difficulty here. In Sent. xxviii Porphyry says that there
is a loss of &vwoig when soul descends to body while in Sent. xxxvii he
denies any such loss of &vmotg. In Sent. xxviii the presence of soul in
body is seen as a sort of extension or weakening of soul (¢xtdoewg . ..
&pphrov). This evident contradiction between Sent. xxviii and xxxvii is
seen even within xxxviiitself where Porphyry also says that soul, when
embodied, diminishes in power (p. 33, I8 T olxelag Suvdpews xévwouw).
We must, however, remember that the loss of &vwotig strictly refers to
the pluralised external powers rather than to the soul itself. This
rather loose application of the concept of grades of reality which
progressively decrease in power, unity and goodness is quite common
in Neoplatonism.4

Although Porphyry definitely rejects the Numenian idea of a double
soul® he would admit a certain duality in soul — soulitself and its imma-
nent power which alone can be related to body. In a fragment preserved
in Stobaeus 1.354, 41. he tells us that nothing prevents body from re-

3 On the complex distinction between the hypostasis Soul, World-Soul and
individual souls, see below ch. Two, p. 30f. and H. Blumenthal “Soul, World-Soul
and Individual Soul in Plotinus.”

4 See below ch. Two, p. 29.

5 Cf. Porph. in Stob. I, 350, 25f.
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ceiving upeptotéde the &vdboerc Tév dvepyelwv of the ‘indivisible’ soul 6
(that is the essential soul) which ‘is divisible’ into parts only through
the presence of its external power in body — ai {oTwal évépyeiar xata
Juyiic Evdocy Seydpevar Ty elg pépn TGV Srapdpwy Evepyetny xatdTaby xal
T duyd 70 wéen Exew mpocavébesay. xal pymote SiTTde Emwoovpévng THg
Yuydic xal &xobong v Lofy, THv te xab’ adthy xal Thy xata oyéow, &v T
xata oyéow Lol dptotatar Td uépy ... obrw xal Yuxi) duepiore obon év
1f) omopy mapuploTaton T pépn.? Notice the expression for these
powers — ai {oTixal vépyeton and the idea of a double w1, a life of the
soul itself and a related life (i.e. related to body), which we might term
the soul’s external life. Cf. also St0b. 1.370, 8. Tdc Cwic Tdc dmwaoody
nopPindetoas. {wh would seem to be an equivalent of évépyeia ,cf. Sent.
xxiii, p. 10, 1T 7& a0y Lwat, which is similar to Sent. xviii, p. 6, 5 Ta
nalyn &vépyeta.

Although Sbvapig and &vépyeir appear to be used somewhat in-
discriminately Porphyry does distinguish the two terms in a psycho-
logical context at Stob. 1.352, IT — ddvapig 3¢ Tc xataoxebne € do’
Mg &vepyely Sdvatar. Thus dbvauig represents the existence of a faculty
whilst 2vépyerx stresses its activity. The same distinction may be
observed in Sent. xli, p. 40, 6 — ai pév aloOnrixal Suvdueis St chpatog
xéxrnyron 70 évepyetv. This definition suggests that the presence of soul
in body, as described in the Sententiae, may be seen both as the static
presence of a faculty (Sbvapwg) and as the activity of that faculty

6 Indivisible soul cf. Enn. iv. 1 and 2.

7 We might translate, “The life-giving activities, by accepting the arrange-
ment of the different activities into parts which is imposed upon them by their
acceptance of the enharmonising power of soul, have added the ‘‘possession of
parts’ even to the soul. And perhaps soul is to be thought of and to have life in
two ways, its own life and life in relation; the ‘parts’ exist in the related life . ..
thus in the sowing (embodiment) the parts exist, alongside soul which remains
indivisible’’.

phmorte is to be translated ‘‘perhaps,” as is common in later writers (cf. L.S.J.-
cf. Plot. iv. 9.3, 3, Porph. in Stob. I. 349, 3f., also Jahn, De Philosophia Chaldaica,
n. 105, p. 39.

é’vb‘oo-LI; found also in the plural here (p. 354, 6) means strictly ‘‘striking of the
keynote” but seems to have been used in the sense of “‘imparting (harmony, order
and form) on something — thus Simp. iz Ph. 440, 8 to eldovuc. It is also connected
with procession and derived 3%vapig. Dam. Py. 100 1d¢ mwoAhdg odolug &vdboeig
elvot xata ENNopdey &md Tie pidig odotog wpotodoug elg wavra vra, and Procl. In Rewm.
ii. 146, 15f. . .. &docwy odoav duvapenc.

Porphyry speaks in Sententiae xxxii, p. 25, 10 of the higher soul bestowing
the benefits of reason and order on the lower. The hoyiopéc presents o &vdéotypov
to the lower soul. In Sent. xviii following Plot. iii. 6.4 he uses the analogy of the
musician to aid his argument that the higher soul is not affected by ndfoc but is
active rather than passive. The idea of immanent and transcendent &puovia
used by both Porphyry and Plotinus implies the equation of lower soul with
€ldo¢ or form in the Aristotelian sense. See further below p. 12ff.
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(évépyewx). The constant use of &vépyewr and évepyeiv rather than
dbvayuig in the Symmikia Zetemata calls for our attention. Porphyry
would seem, in this work, to be avoiding the idea of an immanent
“power” (which may or may not be acting) by stressing the “activity”
of soul. Is there a contradiction between the doctrine of soul in the
Sententiae and that of the Symmikia Zetemata? In this latter work
Porphyry says that a frequent mistake when discussing the presence of
soul in body is to speak in terms of témoc — avtl t¥g oyéoewg xal Tig
évepyelag (Nemesius 136, 11, ch. 12, Dorrie p. 99), instead of relation-
ship and activity. Only bodies can be &v téme. The immaterial cannot
be év téme. But this does not rule out all relationship (oyéoig) between
body and soul. By using a popular piece of Neoplatonic metaphysical
juggling we may say that the body is in the soul.8 Porphyry has not
rejected the idea that the immaterial can in some way be localised. He
is not objecting to the “here,” the pointing to a definite ‘‘some-
where” when we talk of soul, but to the way in which we say it is
present “here” — cf. Nem 136, 11, ch. 12 3éov yap Aéyew “Exel vepyel’”’
Aéyopev “éxei €otwv.”” The point of reference or relationship (éxet) occurs
in both statements, the mode, however, changes. We have, he says,
confused relational activity &vépyewx % éxel with being in vémoc. This is
not inconsistent with the rejection of presence by odstx in the Sen-
tenttae (nor is it a denial of the substantial nature of the external
power of the soul, a question of some importance as we shall see, since
no immaterial entity can be said to ‘“be in a particular place” in the
sense in which Porphyry denies this of the soul). Now in the Sententiae,
too, he talks of the presence of soul by its ““activity.” The wapovsix, a
neutral word, of soul to body is not tomix#n but &opoiwtuey (Sent.
xxxv, p. 29, 18). This word refers both to the activity of soul on the
body, its moulding, forming and directing the body and to the effect of
body itself on the activity when it impedes it and narrows its scope. As
we have seen the external power, the means whereby the soul is
present, is also said to be hindered by the body (Sent. xxxvii, p. 33, 3).
Presence by Sdvauig and presence by “activity’”” would appear to be
identical or at least not inconsistent. The doctrine of soul’s presence
by its activity is to be found in the Senfentiae alongside other state-
ments in the same work which give this expression of embodied soul a
more substantial existence as a Sdvapic that would exist whether
actually operating or not. There would, therefore, seem to be no basic

8 Nem. de nat. hom. 134. 11, §10. Dérrie p. 80; cf. Plot. Enn. iv. 3, 20, 10f.
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contradiction between the doctrine of the Senfentiae and that of the
Symmikta Zetemata.

We must now try to determine the ontological status of this imma-
nent Sdvapeg of soul. This is an important question because it has been
argued that Porphyry considered the lower soul, if we may use this
expression for the external power of soul, to be an illusion of thought?
— thus inviting speculation as to its actual status. Moreover this argu-
ment is fitted into a more general theory that Porphyry had begun to
telescope the Plotinian hypostases, thus minimising the concept of
grades of being. According to this theory there can be only one level of
Being and anything falling short of this level does so, not in itself, but
through our own inability to conceive of it in a proper way. The begin-
ning of such a development may be found in Enn. vi. 4 and 5 with the
discussion on the omnipresence of incorporeal Being. The term Being,
or 7o dv, is frequently employed by Porphyry in the Senfentiae to
encompass the whole range from Nous to Soul.1® Whilst we might admit
that this more general concept of Being could lead to new develop-
ments it is also possible to argue that it is merely a more simplified
approach employed when dealing with more basic problems about the
relationship of the incorporeal to the material. Indeed, the laboured
arguments of both Porphyry and Plotinus about the nature of incorpo-
real Being indicate that the concept of immaterial substance was still
very much debated in their own time and more basic discussion was
needed to stress the concept of Being without the added complication
of hypostases at different levels of reality. But just as the old hier-
archical element occurs in Enn. vi. 4 and 5 so also does it appear in the
Sententiae. 1l The two different approaches can be taken together.

To argue that only what is experienced intellectually is “‘real’” and
that anything below this must be an illusion of thought due to imperfect
apprehension is to misunderstand Neoplatonic metaphysics and episte-
mology. What is below the purest manifestation of Being is, of course,
less real but its inferior grade of being is an objective fact and not a
result of our own application of limiting characteristics on Being itself.
If we are trying to concentrate on and contemplate Being itself and the

9 A. C. Lloyd, The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Mediaeval
Philosophy (ed. Armstrong) ch. 18, p. 288f. ‘“But it is surprising, however logical,
for anyone to take the further step of regarding the embodiment of soul as an
illusion of thought.”

10 Semt. xxix p. 13, 7; xxxii p. 18, 9; xxxviii p. 34, 18, and especially Sex:.
xxxiv—v, where it is opposed to the material.

11 Plot. Enn. vi. 4.11, 1f. seems to imply a hierarchy: cf. also vi. 4.16, 17f.
which also suggests grades of reality. Porph. Sent. xii, xxx, xxxi, xxxii.
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kernel of ourselves which is identical with Being then, of course, we
may be said to fall short of Being when we add spatial and other limi-
tations to the object we are contemplating. Moreover the contemplation
of Reality and the objective existence of grades of reality are quite
distinct spheres as we shall see in chapters two and three.

That Porphyry allows a fairly important role to a semi-incorporeal
entity called the pneuwma which stands between body and soul is, at
least, prima facie evidence that he could accept the concept of grades of
reality. A man, it may be argued, who so easily blurred the distinction
between corporeal and incorporeal, when he wished to, would hardly
hesitate to distinguish levels of immaterial Being.

In the Sententiae Porphyry uses the following expressions which
suggest that the soul power was something subtantial. Sext. iv, p. 1, 15
... Sbvay SméoTyce; XXViii, p. 12, 13 dmootiioat Suvdpets. The Porphyry
passage from Stob. 1, 354, 11 £. uses the words bSpiorarar and wapueitarat
of the immanent powers of soul. A passage in ad Gaurum p. 42, 221,
invokes the idea of grades of reality: oltw yap Sudvora yévwnpa odou
vob OmoPéPnxe pév xat’ odolay dmwd Tob yewnoavtog adthy vol . .. Here he
distinguishes vod¢ and Stavoix. He has previously (line 19) made a more
general statement del yap xat’ adtdv (= HAdrwva) Ta drd ThHe odalog
TAY yewopeve OmoPéBnxe <xatd> duvdpes xal odotac. He goes on to
distinguish Stévoix from the irrational soul in the same context waiw %
aroybo ) 7) Moy (= Sudvora) Guvapng Yévwnua 0bca ol Adyou E6Ti udv xat’
odctay Aoyloudv &uotpoc. There is certainly no hint that these levels of
soul are an illusion of thought. They seem as real as the levels of being
in Plotinus. The levels differ in their odole, i.e. in themselves and not
through our applying limiting characteristics. The lower soul or lower
power of soul is something created not by our own inability to grasp
the true value of soul but from above. We must, however, press even
further the enquiry about its ontological status and ask how it is
related to other entities in the Plotinian system.

The idea of the presence in the material world of transcendent entities
by means of an immanent §dvapic is not completely original to Porphyry
or even to Plotinus but has a long history. The idea lies behind the
logos concept in Philol2 and may be seen in the Pseudo-Aristotelian
de Mundo, 13 where god is distinguished from his powers which can

12 Philo de Agricultura 51; cf. further L.A. 11, 4; de Postevitate Caini 281.;
de Cherubim 86f. and in Cohn’s edition the index verborum, Sdvatg, 10 Suvdpuetg
0co0.

18 Ps. Arist. de Mundo 6, 397b24.
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work in the world whilst he remains transcendent. But Porphyry refers
not merely to an immanent 3%vapic but also implies a higher ddveug
from which it is derived. In Sent. iv he calls the immanent power
devtépay Tva Sbvapey which implies a wpwty) ddvapig. The double “life”
of soul (p. 3 above) also looks similar. The nearest source for this idea
is Plotinus who uses a concept of twofold activity — an external activity
derived from a higher internal activity — throughout his metaphysical
system. This has points of contact with Porphyry’s doctrine as applied
to the soul and it is highly likely that Porphyry was influenced by this
important Plotinian concept. Plotinus’ own sources for the idea are
debated!4 and it is possible that Porphyry might have used the same
original sources. But an editor of the Enneads would hardly have been
uninfluenced by Plotinus’ reworking of the older concept to fit a new
system.

The concept of the twofold activity of intelligibles is one of the most
fruitful ideas that Plotinus used to explain the process of emanation
and the relationship of one hypostasis to another. By making the
interior activity of a hypostasis the cause of its external activity he can
stress at the same time the difference between cause and effect, between
producing hypostasis and produced hypostasis and their essential con-
nection and unity. We must now trace this theory in Plotinus and see
how it provides the necessary philosophical background to Porphyry’s
psychology.

The theory of double &vépyeir by which a hypostasis has both an
inner and an outer activity is in many ways complementary to the
universal theory of Ocwpta. For Oewpta itself is the activity within a
hypostasis whereby the hypostasis produces something lower than
itself as a mdpepyov or by-product. This concept!? is basic to Plotinus’
metaphysics. Double évépyeia will also, then, be one of the basic ways
in which Plotinus explains the meaning of emanation. The concept
shows (a) how a hypostasis can generate another below it, (b) how the
higher hypostasis can be said to be present to the lower. Thus generation,
transcendence and immanence are the ideas lying behind the theory.
We will attempt to trace the theory as it is applied to each hypostasis
and finally how it is applied to soul.

14 Cf. Rutten, C., “La doctrine des deux actes dans la philosophie de Plotin,
Revue philosophique CXLVI, 1956, p. 100-106; P. Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus,
vol. I. p. 228, n. 4.

15 For Oewple, see Plot. Enn. iii. 8. The Oewpta which produces levels of reality
must be distinguished from the contemplation associated with the return or
ascent of the soul. This latter sort of contemplation does not produce anything
in the same sense. This basic distinction is analysed in the succeeding chapters.
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Firstly, the One. Two passages suffice to show the essential points.
V. 4.2,26f. &A& wédg uévovrog Exelvou yivetar (sc. 6 Nobc) ; évépyeta ) uév Eo
e odolag, H & &x e odolug Exdotov. xal 9 wév THe odotag adré oty
évépyewx Exactov, N) 8¢ &m’ éxelvyg, Hv 3¢l mavtl Emeclon 28 avdynne Evépay
odoav adrol. As with fire obre 8% xdxel. xal mord mpbrepov Exel pévoviog
adtol &v 6 olxele Hber éx THg &v adTd TelelbTyrog xal cuvobomg Evepyetag
7 yevwnOelon évépyelx Sméotaoty AaPolor. Before turning to Nous let us
examine one further passage in which it is clearly stated that the ex-
ternal évépyewx of the One is not the One itself but is nevertheless not
cut off from it. In other words we have here a principle to explain
transcendence/immanence as well as generation (v. 3. 12, 39ff. Ei
ke Abyov Onoéueba, tiv pév dn’ adrol olov pueioav Evépyelay G dmd
Mhov @dg i odv Onobpeba xal wacay THY vonTiy @low, adrov B2
&’ dxpw TG vonTd Eotrbra Bacthebew En’ adtol odx EEdoavra dm’
xdTOD TO Expavéy — %) &Aho @&c TEd QwTOG Tolncopey — EmAdumew 3¢ del
pévovta &mi Tol vomrol. 0ddE yap dmotéTunTar 76 &’ adtol 008’ ad Tadtdv
adtd), (cf. also i, 7, 1 end).

Next Nous. We have already seen how Plotinus seems to think of the
concept almost in terms of a general rule; this is further stressed not
only by the similarity of language and metaphor used in the de-
scription of the process in both Nous and the One, but also by the
direct insistence on the analogous nature of the two hypostases in
producing their inferiors. v. 2. 1, 14ff. is instructive: t& &powx mouel
dbvapey Tpoyéag molhv. And there are more indications of the analogy
with the One at 16f. xai abty & t¥g odolag &vépyeia YPuyiic Tobto pévovrog
€xelvou yevopéwn® xal yap 6 volc pévovrog Tol mpd adtol Eyévero.

Inv. 3.7, 20f. the same fire metaphor is used as with the One. Again
the simultaneity of the two &vépyelou is stressed — xal yap et T &€ adrol,
7¢) elg ad1ov év éavtd. Thus the outer activity is a by-product of that
inner activity which is identical with what a thing really is (its odote).16
In the case of the hypostases below the One this essential activity will
be some form of contemplation. With the One the inner activity is
more difficult to determine.

For further parallels with the One, cf. the light metaphor of v. 3. g,
(also v. 1. 6, 28); and compare with v. 3. 12, 4of. and i. %, 1 end.
V. I. 3, 2T — xal 76 Tatip elvar xol TG mapeivon — gives us the two
notions of generation and presence as noted above in the case of the
One. ii, 9, 8, 22 presents a simple formula similar to that often used for
soul... évépyetay ... SurThY, THY pdv &v Eavtd, v 8¢ el &Aho.

16 Note the connection of &vépyeio with odete in iii, 1.1, 1f.
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Now we come to soul. At this point we naturally meet new compli-
cations. The relation of soul to what lies below it is not simply one
more link in the chain. In certain respects it represents a break. This
break is in some ways analogous with that between Nous and the One.
In both cases there is a transition between being and non-being,
though a different sort of non-being in each case. Nous is derived from
what is above being, soul has contact with matter — sheer non-being.

We shall notice that the outer activity of soul is especially connected
with the enforming of matter and body. The stress on enforming
makes the outer activity of soul somewhat different from that of the
One and Nous, a fact which becomes clearer if we try to determine
more precisely what the outer activity of the One is. Plotinus tells us!?
that the One produces from itself an unlimited and formless entity
which then turns back on the One to contemplate it and becomes
enformed by its vision of the One. Thus what is produced from the
One is initially something indeterminate which Plotinus calls spiritual
0Mn18 as it acts as matter to the second stage of enforming. The One’s
activity is basically the production of this “matter.”” The enforming of
this substrate is achieved by the substrate itself by its own act when it
turns back towards the One to look at it. The One is merely the formal
and final cause here. This theory which is found in close proximity to
the double &vépyeta theory (so both in v. 4. 2; and see v. 3. 11 and 12)
helps to explain further just what it is that the One produces. What is
produced by the external activity is a kind of substrate which then
becomes enformed. This idea is reflected in the theory that each level
of reality acts as O\q or substrate to what is above it.1® If we are to
pursue the parallel through the system then the product of soul will not
be the lower soul but rather the matter in which the lower soul is
present and which it moulds and forms. But earthly 6Ay is different
from spiritual $My. It is non-being and totally lifeless. The spiritual Oy
is life par excellence, unlimited 3%vapic. Thus, earthly 0ir, being lifeless,
cannot return in contemplation of the soul. Its part in being enformed
is passive. This means that the chief external activity of soul will be
enforming rather than the production, as in the case of the One, of a
substrate which helps to enform itself. This will help to show the
connection between the double &vépyeir theory and the use of the

17 ii. 4.5, 31f.: V. 4.2; vi. 7.15: v. 3.11; cf. Armstrong, Avchitecture of the Intelli-
gible Universe, p. 67—70.

18 Cf. ii. 5.3, 4 and ii, 4.

19 cf. p. 16 below.
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concept of form and matter in Plotinus’ system. This nexus of ideas is
particularly relevant when we come to discuss soul. Here, more than
elsewhere in the system, form becomes identified with the outer
activity of a hypostasis. The equation of lower soul with form, the idea
that each level acts as substrate to the higher level also occurs in
Porphyry. The way in which these ideas are intimately connected with
the double évépyewr theory in Plotinus strengthens the impression that
Porphyry thought of the role of “lower soul” in much the same way as
Plotinus.

A suitable introductory passage to Plotinus’ application of the
double évépyeia theory to soul is iv. 8. 7, 17f. where Plotinus begins by
mentioning the activity of Nous — domep 3¢ ¥ voepd d1é€0dog xardfucic
€atwy elc Eoyatoy To yeipov — 0 yap Evi elg To Eméuerva dvaBiivar, GAN dvdywy
évepynonoay €€ éautiic xal wi) Suvnleloav peivar &’ Eautiic pboewg O
Gvdyen wal vope péxpet Yuyiic ENBeiv: Téhog Yo adty) Tobtor TabTy 8% 10 ek
npadobvar adTHy TdAw dvadpapolouy — obrteg xal Yuyiic Evépyea. TO pév
pet’ adTy Ta T3, 10 3& mpd adtiic 1) Oéx vév Svtwy. Just as the Béa &y
6vtwy is an activity so is the World (v& t33¢) the external activity of
Soul. The case is different for individual souls as Plotinus goes on to
explain. Here we have the notion of external évépyeix being applied
in a parallel way to Nous and Soul. At the end of the chapter we are
told how Soul can perform these two acts simultaneously and without
falling or descending to the world of sense in the way in which the
individual soul does. Here we see clearly that the outer act is not the
creation of matter but its informing and governing.

iv. 3. 10, 31 tells us more about this act — this time with seeming
reference to the individual soul. Juyfic 8¢ 76 pev &v adrij, 7o 8¢ &€ adric
eig &Aho. ... Puydic 8¢ Epyov xal t6 &v adth Eypnyopds Tt xal 1O eig EAho
ooabTwe. Ziy oby xal T ¥\ motel, oo wi) Lf) mop” adTddv, ol ToradTny
Sy, %o’ v adry) T Zéow obv &v My Abyov dtdwot 6 adbpatt, eldwhov
o0 Eyer — xal yap %l cldwhov L, ooy Sidwaot 16 chpartt.

And finally in vi. 2. 22, 26f. the double activity of Soul is compared
with that of Nous (see also v. 1. 6, 44) and the double activity of the
individual soul is clearly mentioned. 8te piv yap &v adré &vepyel (sc.
6 Nobc), ta évepyodpeva ol &Mhot voi, dre 8¢ 2 adrol, Yuys. Yuyfic 8 &ve-
pYodong G yévoug 3 eldoug al Mo Yuyal e €tdn. Now he goes on to
speak of the inner and outer activity of individual souls — xai TodTwv of
évépyewnt Surtal. “H pév ydp mpdc 10 dve volc, %) 8¢ mpdg 70 xdTe ab dAhar
duvdpers xawd Abyov. 7 8¢ Eoydr SAng %80 Epamtopéwy xal woppolon xal 7o
xatw adTic 76 &AAo mav o xwhbel elvan dver. "H xal 70 xdrew Aeybuevoy
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adtiic Ivdehud &omv adriic, odx dmoteTpmuévoy 3¢, AAN &g Td &v Tolg
xatbémTpOLS, Ewg &v TO dpyéTumoy Tap]) Ew.

We have noted the words eldwhov, Iv3aApa in the passages above. The
idea that everything apart from the first is an image of the first is
closely connected with that of double &vépyeix.20 An interesting meeting
point is iv. 3. 10, 3I quoted above, where we learn that the outer
&vépyewa is an eldwhov of the inner activity, and also v. 1. 3, 22f. (soul is
matter to Nous which enforms it). We see this metaphor of archetype
to image again connected with the notion of &vépyewx in vi. 7. 4 and 5
where Plotinus eventually decides that the &vOpwmoc of this world is the
gvépyewn i Yuyiic and not the odotx. It is the man “there,” i.e. in the
intelligible world, who is Juy7. He goes on to explain that there are two
activities involved, alsOnoic here and alsOnoic there. Thus in the
lower man the &vépyewx is an image of the évépyein/odsia of the higher.
This is close to the double &vépyeix theory since the lower derived
activity is based on a similar higher and more perfect activity. The
lower activity is inferior as Ch. 5, 19f. shows. aicOficelg &MAag &vapyeis
Soxodouag elvat, dpudpotépag 8¢ Mg Tpde Tag TEd adtdy xal elxévag and 6, 10
Gorepog &vlpwmog, To wlunpa, elye Tobg Abyoug év piunoer. The parallels
with iv. 3. 10 above are further heightened by vi. 7. 4, 34 where the
higher man mapééerar thy Lony thv Aoy and 7f. where the Adyoc or
lower man is uyiic &repog Thg Tov &vOpwmov Tolrov motodome wad
Gy adtdv xal hoyilesOar mapeyopéng; and vi. 7. 5, 27 where the higher
soul tpavorépav Lwny didodou: wEAhov & 003 Eémmxorodbvoev, dAN& olov
mpoothnxey adtiv. od yap Elotatar Tol vonTod, dAAk ocuvadapévn olov
Exxpepapévny Exer Ty xdte ovpptbaca avtiy Aoye Tedg Adyov. ' Obev xal
Guudpde obrtog v &yéveto avepds Ty EMMdpder. The lower man, 7o
cuvappdtepov is (in so far as the activity of soul, i.e. lower soul, is in
him) a Aéyog of the higher man or real soul. The phrase Aéye Tpdg Aéyov
shows that the higher soul too is a Aéyog — of Nous, which is above it.

Dodds suggests, in his note on the Elements of Theology, Prop. 64,
that the Plotinian doctrine of the twofold activity of intelligibles has
its roots in the Stoic antithesis of &vdid0eroc and wpopopxds Adyos. So in
v. I. 3, 7f. soul is an eixmv of Nous. Just as the Aéyoc 6 &v IIpogopd is the
image of the Aéyoc &v Yuyij so is the soul an image or Adyog of Nous and
is the maca &vépyein xaf’ fiv mwpoletar Lwnv el &Mhov dmdotacw. The
whole passage deals with the double activity of Nous 1of. — 3¢t 3¢
ABeiy éxel odn Expéovoav, GANL pévouoay utv TV &v adTe, ThY 88 &AAnV

20 Hadot also notes this, Porphyre et Victorinus, vol. i, p. 335f.
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dpuotauévny. Here too is the fire image (mupdc ... Oeppérne 10). In
similar context i, 2, 3, 26f. two types of voeiv — dAA& 6 pév mpdTwg, TO
3¢ mag’ éxelvov Etépwes. g ydp 6 &v Qwvi] Aéyog plpmpa o &v Yuyd,
obte xal 6 &v duxf) plpmpa 7ol &v étépe — he means the activity of
vénoug proper and, secondly, the sort of vénoig which the soul can
indulge in. This is a Aéyoc or image of the former and is derived.

We must now turn our attention to i. 1 where the lower soul as image
or eldwlov plays an important role. In i. 1. 8, 15 we are told that soul
ENdumovoa elg adra xal {Ha motoloa odx € adriig xal cdpatog, dAAL
pévovoa pev adTh, eldwia 3¢ adrijc didolown, Gomep mpbowmov &v ToANoig
xarémrpors. ITpérov 8¢ eldwhov alclnoic 7 &v & xowd. And at i. 1. 12, 171,
we have the two activities again. &\\n obv Lwn xal &M Evépyeion xal
70 xohalopevoy Erepov. And then, to forestall the arguments of chapter 1T,
Plotinus tells us that the production of lower soul (a lower grade of
reality) is not a fault of (higher) soul. The involvement in n&6o¢ of the
lower soul and the punishment which it may suffer for it (e.g. in
Hades) are not to be blamed on higher soul: bid. 23, &p’ odv doinot To
eldwhov; xal 7 veloig 8¢ méig ody duaptid; "ANN el 1) vedoug ENapdig wpdg
70 xdTw, ody uxptin, Homep 003’ N ok, GAN alTiov T ENAapmépevoy. The
mere production of an eidwaov is no sin. We note in these passages how
the idea of et8wlov or image is closely combined with that of double
évépyewr. The first eldwhov of higher soul is alcOnotg, an activity, and the
phrase in i. 1. 12, 17f. points to the double évépyeix theory. But the
main point to note in i, I is the treatment of lower soul or the external
activity of higher soul as form — immanent form — the equivalent of
Aristotle’s immanent form. This also seems to have been the case in
Porphyry as we shall see.

The concept of lower soul as form immanent in body, thus making
the living body or {&ov, is seen by Plotinus to be closely connected with
the idea of lower soul as the external activity of soul itself. Two points
are to be noted here. Firstly the lower soul — when seen as form — can
exist only in a substrate. The implication is that this soul does not
continue its existence when a suitable substrate is not at hand.
Secondly we must note the way in which the double &vépyewx theory is
connected with enforming. External ddvapic or &vépyewx is, in the case
of the One and Nous, to be identified with the “‘undefined”” which only
by turning back on its producer becomes defined. From Nous down-
wards the Plotinian form enters the metaphysical scene. Form had
been termed ddvapig from Philo onwards?! and Form in Plotinus is seen

21 cf. Theiler, Vorbereitung p. 50.
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as a reality gradually unfolding itself dynamically at each successive
level of reality. The form at each level is a Aéyoc of that at the previous
level. We have seen that the double &vépyeix theory is combimed with
this notion of form as developing ddvauic or Aéyog. The connection here
proves most useful when the double évépyeia theory is applied to soul
for, as we have already noted, the act of enforming comes to play a
more prominent role at the level of soul than at any other point in the
system.

We have already quoted passages from the treatise i, T which reflect
the double évépyeix notion. Plotinus there identifies the lower soul with
Aristotle’s immanent form (4, 20f.). Now Aristotle’s concept of soul
as form had always brought with it two corollaries:

(1) it must exist in a substrate by definition; therefore it forms a
compound;

(2) when the substrate no longer ‘“‘holds” the soul-form, it ceases to
exist; therefore there is no such thing as disembodied soul. It would
be startlingly unplatonic to apply such ideas to the soul but Plotinus
and Porphyry do, although not to soul in itself but to the “lower soul.”

In the comparatively early treatise iv. 3. Plotinus rejects the
equation of soul and &i8o¢. In ch. 20, 36 Soul, he says, makes €l8og but
is not itself €l8og. GAN 003 dg eldog &v BAy. dydpLoTov yap 76 &v Ury ldog,
xal %80 BAng obiong Gorepov 70 €ldog. % 8¢ Yuyd To €ldoc moel &v T UAy
&\ 7ol eldoug odoa. He also rejects soul as transcendent form, since
this notion is unhelpful in the enquiry, for one still has to explain how
it is immanent. None of this contradicts the acceptance of soul as form
in i, 1. since in the later treatise Plotinus draws a very clear distinction
between higher and lower soul, inner and outer man, which he uses to
explain soul’s presence to body. The ‘“‘immanent form’ of iv. 3. 20 is
termed t6 yevépevov eldog (39). This is closely paralleled by the asso-
ciation of yéveoig with immanent soul in i. 12. 20 xal yap &v 7§j yevéoer H
npoctfxy (= lower soul - body): %) 8iwc % yéveoig Tob &Ahov uyiic
eldoug (that is, the lower soul). The equation of lower soul with the
Aristotelian concept of soul as form (discussed in i, 1, 4.) is implied in
lines 29-36f. which seem to suggest that final separation of soul from
body (natural death) which means the end of the lower soul — &pinot
3¢ 0b 1§ dmooyteBfivar, GANG TE pnxétt elvon.22 In line 29 we are told that

22 Similar is Porphyry in Sfob. i. 370, 7 xal doiécBar uv xal wnwért elvar tog
Cwag Tag dmwoobv mpoPanbdeioac. But, as we shall see in ch. iv, further evidence
shows that he did not think that the lower soul simply passed out of existence
but rather that it continued to exist though as no longer belonging to any
particular part of the universe. This further suggests the reality of the Suvdueig
(lower soul) as they continue to exist when the higher soul has “returned’ to its
source just as the external activity is always given off from a hypostasis.
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the lower soul will cease to exist if there is nothing to receive it — &l
uh &yyde 76 Omodefduevov. Thus lower soul needs a bodily substrate
which is a feature of form. That lower soul needs a substrate is also a
fundamental tenet in Porphyry’s eschatology.23 It is the basis for
belief in a pneuma or semibodily soul-substrate by which the compound
of irrational soul 4+ body, which alone sins and therefore alone can be
punished, may survive death. It is here that Porphyry has made use of
the notion of substrate which the equation soul — £i3o¢ introduces.

In iii. 6. 4, 31 Plotinus explicitly calls lower soul an &i3o¢ and says
that the nature (pioig) of this eldo¢ is évépyewr. It is important to
notice the connection between eidoc and &vépyeix or ddvaprg. The
manifestation of soul in body is essentially an activity. Of course
Plotinus’ doctrine differs considerably from that of Aristotle in that the
lower soul is dependent on a higher separated soul.

Inevitably connected with the notion of immanent soul as el8o¢ is the
“compound” idea. The subject of sin and suffering is for Plotinus the
Céov or cuvaupérepoy, the conjoint of lower soul and body. Technically
neither pure 6A nor any immaterial thing can suffer change. It is only
the combination of both that is the subject of change. So i, 1, 9, 24f.
al 3¢ Tpomal xal 6 O6puBog &v Nuiv mapk TEHY cuVNETNUEVLY Xl TEY TOT
xowob, § Tt dfmoté EoTL TolTo, g elpnTan, mabmudrwy, and iii, 6, 9, 35
avayxn Tolvoy, el 11 wdoyor, uh OAny, dAAL TL cuvapedTepoy 3 EAwg TOAAK
6wob elvat. So Porphyry speaks of wafoc as belonging to the cuvbérov &£
OMng e %ol etdovg and &x uyijc xal cdparog (Sent. xxi, p. 9, 15f.). This
seems to be the meaning of Sent. xxxv, p. 30, T0f. where the phrase o
" év péo bpotoly xal dpotodpevoy refers to the compound.

It cannot be proved that Porphyry explicitly called the lower soul
immanent form although this is very likely. Although in Sent. xxi
above he distinguishes the compound or cuvférov of form and matter
from that of body and soul and seems to regard the latter as higher in
the scale of complexity, they are, nevertheless, both called compounds
and are apparently analogous in nature. In Sent. v. soul is placed
“midway’’ between Nous and embodied forms and would thus seem to
be distinguished from form. But soul really partakes of both extremes
— it lies between Nous and form — and one of the simplest ways of
expressing this is to regard the soul as existing on two levels — the
lower of which might be analogous to the existence of immanent form.
One notes that ai @boeic xai af Suvdperg are classed with 7o €ldog 70

23 cf. p. 57f. and appendix Two.
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éni OAvg (Sent. xlii, p. 40, 12f.) as opposed to volg ... xal voepds Abyog
which is never related to body. The evidently lower class of piceig and
duvdpelg does exist in relation to body — wpd¢ & cdpara dptotata (17)
— which is precisely what the lower or immanent power of soul can do.
Nor can one ever localise or express spatially the activity of Nous —
T6émov Sobva évepyely (sc. Tob vol, 26) which again is something we can
do (with certain restrictions) to the external activity of the soul.24

Thus Porphyry can include lower soul amongst the forms. When he
appears to oppose it to form he does so in the same way that Plotinus
does in iv. 3. 20, for he is there thinking of soul as a unity (i.e. not of a
higher and lower soul) and is inclined like any Platonist to stress its
independent reality. One recalls that Plotinus speaks in similar terms
in i. 1. 5, If. and (in a passage about the xowév) considers soul as a
unity. It is only after careful analysis that he presents his theory of
the two levels of soul when it is abundantly clear that by asserting the
existence of an immanent soul he is not denying the integrity of real
soul by suggesting that there are two souls. The idea of two separate
souls (higher and lower) was a feature of Numenius. So Porphyry —
Stob. 1, 350, 25f. &\t 3¢, dv xal Novphviog, od Tpla puépn uxiic widc, A
300 Y&, T0 Mooy xal &Aoyov, & 3Vo Yuydg Exewy Hipdc olovar . . . Ty péy
Aoy, Thv 3¢ &royov. However close Plotinus and Porphyry sometimes
come to this idea they are always at pains to avoid the final break to
create two opposed souls — rational and irrational.

It is the unity of soul which Porphyry wishes to preserve (So Stob.
I, 353, 1) whilst accounting for its apparent plurality. He evidently
did not think that Plotinus had betrayed this principle and we have
shown how he adopted Plotinian ideas. This is no less so with the

24 There are some other indications that Porphyry connected lower soul with
Form. In Sent. xviii he adopts the thought of Plotinus E##. iii. 6.4 where lower
soul is seen as €ldog. Although Porphyry does not mention the word €l8o¢ his
interpretation of Plotinus with a transcendent and immanent dpypovie implies an
acceptance of Plotinus’ position. See further note 7.

In eig Tag ’ Apiororélovg Katnyoplas p. 95, 22 Busse he suggests the connection
of immanent soul with Form. odct®deig elolv mowdtyres al cvpumhinpwtixal TGV
00GLEV. Zuy.rckrlpw'rmo‘c 3¢ elow éxelva drvo dmoywdpeve @etper Ta dmonetpeva ...
T Yap AoyYixov kv &pbf) dmd Tod dvBpdmou @betpetan. The essential qualities of the
human being are to be distinguished from the accidental qualities which, as Sexnt.
xxi tells us, account for change and nd0og in general. Here reason is seen as part
of thelower soul which may “‘perish”. (cf. n. 22 above). Plotinus postulates a type
of Sudvoix which only comes into evidence on embodiment (iv. 3.18). Sent. xxix
P- 13, 10 sees reason as part of the embodied soul tov Aéyov &xodoy Tov pepindy
npofBeAnuévov. The 8ynpo/mvedua theory as seen in Synesius (see app. II), though
stressing gavrtacia as the border between matter and the immaterial, views the
pdT) Yoy (Srdvora) as riding on the dynua-pavracta and able to “fall” with the
Sxnuo.
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etdog idea which, though not specifically mentioned by Porphyry,
nevertheless betrays its presence in his thought by his treatment of
body as substrate. The idea is clearly presupposed in much of Plotinus’
thought about soul. One might suggest that it goes through the whole
of Plotinus’ system. Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus Vol. I p. 193 refers
to Emn. iii. 9. 5, 3, soul is §Anv odv mpd¢ voby, and to Porphyry p. 341
ad Marc. p. 291, 3 vob yap cdpa Yuynv Aoyixny Oeréov when each hy-
postasis is the substrate or receiver of the one above it, so becoming
enformed.25 The idea is closely allied with that of double &vépyewa. It is
clear that the whole complex of these Plotinian doctrines lies behind
some of Porphyry’s doctrine of the soul.

The concept of dbvapic as mediator happens to be particularly de-
veloped in the Awnonymous Commentary on the Parmenides and in
Synesius. Their development of the concept strengthens our case for
stressing the idea in Porphyry and noting its connection with Plotinian
doctrines (which are also related to the later development).26 P. Hadot
in his recent book ‘“Porphyre et Victorinus” has alluded to Porphyry’s
use of the triadic principle2? to express the relationship between the
One and Nous, and also to the fact that an analogous scheme was used
by him to elucidate the soul-body relationship. The focal point of the
triad’s structure is the mid-term d%vauig or {wy. In assessing Porphyry’s
position we have not dealt with the Anonymous Commentary on the
Parmenides which Hadot ascribes to Porphyry and which contains the
triadic idea. It is still not certain that this piece was written by

25 Similarly, perhaps, Synesius de Ins. p. 153, 2. T6 QAVTAGTIXOY TVEDUX GHWA
mwpdTov Yuyiic: bid. p. 155, 15, adth () avtacTny odole) Tals vmoxsiuévars Suvd-
peoty Emoyeitar, adth) Abéyoc oboa Tob Lpov. Plot. Ewmn. v. 1.3, 22f. See Hadot,
Porphyre et Victorinus p. 341.

26 cf, Hadot, ‘“Etre, Vie et Pensée chez Plotin et avant Plotin.”’ in Entretiens
sur Iantiquité classique V, Les Sources de Plotin.

27 For a very clear exposition, see Hadot, ‘‘La Metaphysique de Porphyre.”
Entretiens sur I'antiquité classique xii. The relationship between the One and
Nous is expressed by referring to an intermediate principle 8%vawpig which is not
an independent entity but merely a point in the procession. This is further
complicated by seeing each point of procession at all levels. Thus Nous is present
with the One (or Smapfig), as is Sdvapig. We are thus presented with an ennead.

dragis Sdvaprg Noig
Sropéic dvvauis Noig
Uroplis Sdvapg Noig.

Thus Nous is to be foumd within the One as the One is immanent in No%¢. This
triple triad is ascribed to Porphyry in Lydus, de Meus. iv. 122, p. 159, 5. Oclog
6 Tjg éwddog GptOudc Ex TELBY TELESWY TANEoLREVOS, Kal TG dxpbTrTAG THG Ocoroyiag
%ot THY xoAdaixny prrocogiay, &¢ enoty 6 Ilopedptog, drocdhlwy. For the applica-
tion of the same theory to soul, cf. Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus, vol. i, p. 337f.
However the evidence in Proclus (I% Tém. ii 166, 28) does not specifically refer
to Porphyry.
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Porphyry himself and the best method seems to be to analyse the genu-
ine Porphyry fragments and see whether the Parmenides Commentary
could be a development of the ideas contained in them.

This approach is interesting with regard to dbvapic. We have seen the
importance of external activity in Plotinus’ exposition of emanation.
Here the external évépyeix or ddvapig is the key connection between
hypostases. It represents, in the case of the One, that outgoing inde-
finiteness which by being defined becomes the hypostasis Nous. Plotinus
never intended this 8Yvauis to be seen as a hypostasis in itself or even as
an intermediate term. But this movement in his metaphysics calls for
further attention and the ddvapic idea is probably one of the factors
which led the anonymous Parmenides commentator to build up his
complicated triadic structure around 3%vauig. Hadot points out that
the enneadic (3 triads) structure of the Parmenides commentary has
only two “‘real”” points or hypostases. — chez Porphyre cette triade n’est
pas une hiérarchie ““verticale’’ d’hypostases, comme elle le sera dans le
néoplatonisme postérieur; elle correspond simplement & des actes ou a
des genres au sens platonicien, les deux points hypostatiques étant
I'Un et L’Intelligence, dans la hiérarchie ‘“‘verticale.’’28

Interesting in this respect is Synesius. Though he does not mention
an ennead in his works his trinitarian doctrine is almost certainly
derived from it as Hadot shows.29 Synesius, however, has hypostasized
the term &dvaurc. The three persons of the Trinity are co-ordinate or
immanent in the Father, thus expressing the main philosophical point
of the horizontal line of the triad. The persons are also manifested.
Here is the vertical aspect of the triad. But Synesius has both condens-
ed the ennead and made ddvaurs into a hypostasis. This perhaps points
back to the origin of the enneadic structure inasimpler explanation of
the relationship between hypostases which is akin to the notion of
double évépyeix. We have shown how the outer dbvauig of soul is seen
as something real and independent of soul though, in Porphyry and
Plotinus, necessarily subsisting in a substrate. Synesius has gone
further and made the Holy Ghost as intermediate dtvapig into a full
hypostasis. We might compare Plot. v. 4. 2, 35 % yewnfsioa &vépyewx
dmooracw AxBolow, i.e. the outer évépyewa of the One. Plotinus, of course,
means that this évépyewx is hypostasized as Nous not as an intermediate
between the One and Nous. However it is not difficult to see how such

28 ““La Metaphysique de Porphyre,” p. 160, Entretiens sur I'antiquité classique,
xii Porphyre.
29 Porphyre et Victorinus, vol. i. p. 461ff.



18 SOUL’S CONNECTION WITH THE BODY

a hypostasization of dbvauig could take place. Moreover ddvapts is also
connected with form, which is something “‘real.”

The following texts from the hymns show this hypostasization of
ddvarpig.

adTd TEOYVOLS
ebpeto BrdoToy:
g0ty 3¢ péon
(2, 108f).

Thus the emanation process itself — wpéyvoig — stands in the middle
between Father and Son, hypostasized as Holy Ghost. So also 3, 53.

wol Tav odvlwxov Tvordy
péooav piluc xal BrdcTac.

This middle principle (2, 97 pecdrav dpyav) is an activity. It is called
&diva matpds (2, 95). It aids the Father in giving birth to the Son -
potwoapéva xpuplay ptlav (2, 104). Again &ppastoc w@dis (4, 6) and @dic
(x, 238).

We have, in this chapter, attempted to determine how Porphyry
conceived of the relationship between soul and body and the nature of
soul. Soul is present to body by means of an immanent, derived power.
The idea of a secondary or derived power is basic to Plotinus’ meta-
physics and runs throughout his system. It is equally applicable to soul
where the derived power represents the “lower’ soul. The idea of an
immanent power is an old one though given new depth by Plotinus. It
is very likely that Porphyry was influenced by Plotinus’ thought here.
The later development in the Parmenides Commentary and in Synesius
points to the influence of this concept. In a work like the Sententiae
which constantly makes reference to the Eunneads it is difficult to think
that the term dedvepa dbvapuig was not meant to convey the Plotinian
concept. Plotinus connects this theory in the case of the soul with the
concept of embodied form. This too, seems to have been the case in
Porphyry.

If we have correctly related Porphyry’s doctrine of soul to the Ploti-
nian background it would appear that he changed none of the basic
tenets of Plotinus and continued to think in the same terms. To this
extent the embodied soul is as ‘“‘real” in Porphyry as it is in Plotinus.

We have also drawn attention to the increased importance that is
attached to the concept of external 3%vapig in the Parmenides Commen-
tary and Synesius. It is not insignificant that Porphyry makes particular
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use of the principle of inner and outer activity as this clearly places him
in a line of development which might well have culminated in a system
of thought such as that displayed by the Parmenides commentator even
if he is not to be identified with Porphyry himself.



CHAPTER TWO

SEPARATION OF SOUL FROM BODY

We have given some account of how Porphyry understands the embodi-
ment of soul. We must now introduce the further complication of
“philosophical” separation — the call to escape from the body — which
is an idea of paramount importance in Platonism. Having discussed
how body and soul come together and are related to each other we must
now turn to see how the soul, whilst embodied, may yet act indepen-
dently of body and break off its “‘relation” with body. The problem
which presents itself here is the relationship between the two apparent-
ly contradictory ideas of embodiment and separation. Separation, as we
shall see, does not necessarily refer to the moment of death but to a full
separation of body and soul even during earthly life. This is termed
“philosophical”” separation, a term which equally must involve the
concept of a “‘philosophical” union of body and soul or rather “fall’” of
soul into body. This, too, calls for examination. But what does philo-
sophical separation of soul from body mean? What is its metaphysical
basis? The call to separate soul from body seems to be the major ethical
injunction which Porphyry lays upon us in his moral treatises. Is it a
purely negative approach to life — an escape from the realities of this
world and the foundation of a philosophy which can tell us nothing
about how to live life here and now?

Porphyry certainly seems to have held more extreme views on
“separation’ than Plotinus. That is the lasting impression left us by the
fragments of De Regressu Animae which constantly tells us that every-
thing corporeal must be avoided — omne corpus fugiendum est. The
theme of De Abstinentia also points in the same direction.! But we must

1 Aug. Civ. Dei X. 29 (Bidez fr. 10 p. 38*4), xii. 27 (Bidez fr. 11, 2 p. 41*2),
xii. 12 (Bidez fr. 11, 3 p. 41*17), xiii. 19 (Bidez fr. 11, 5 p. 41*31). However one
should recall Augustine’s own temperament and allow for the possibility of
exaggeration. De Abst. i, 36 p. 112, especially lines 27£. This represents an extreme
version of ascetism. It is purely theoretical but Porphyry’s evident interest
s;xgglests that he had a disposition more prone to such extravagances than that
of Plotinus.
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never forget that we have only a tiny portion of Porphyry’s philo-
sophical writings in our hands and must remind ourselves how easy it
would be to form an unbalanced, onesided view of Plotinus if we had
only fragments of the Enneads. We should recall the fact that Porphyry
finds Plotinus’ involvement in action a source of praise? and that
Plotinus is sometimes more positive about such involvement than he
at first appears. But the very fact that Plotinus contradicts himself
even within the bounds of a single treatise (i. 4) and displays there both
the positive and the supremely negative aspects of separation should
put us on our guard when we want to find only the negative in Porphy-
ry. In i. 4. 7 Plotinus seems to approve of civil action (or at least not
disapprove). But we must not be so involved as to feel grief if we fail.
Ini. 4. 14, 14f. he declares that the riches of this world are indifferent.
Yet he adds that they are perhaps even positively disadvantageous
(x7f. lowg pev .. .).

It is true that the fit of depression which almost led Porphyry to
suicide3 betrays a temperament which was dissatisfied with the things
of this world. Even so he may well have maintained the Plotinian
balance. It would be untrue to say that Porphyry was a recluse. He was
very active in the spreading of philosophical ideas and obviously had
contacts in many parts of the Greek world. His claim to have stimulated
the activity of writing and organisation in Plotinus’ school is not with-
out significance.# Moreover his interest in creating an opening for the
lower type of man, the non-philosopher, into the scheme of salvation
shows an awareness of the social duty of the philosopher which seems
lacking in Plotinus.? To end this preamble let us recall Plotinus i, 4, 6
where he tells us that “‘separation’ is not something negative, an escape,
but rather the supremely positive act. Although the Sententiae bring
out the opposition between spirit and matter, “separation’ has meaning
only when seen as a stage towards the positive act of union with the

2 This is certainly the impression given in ch. 9 Life where Porphyry describes
some of Plotinus’ charitable activities. Significant, however, is the remark at
line 16f., kol Spwe Tocobrolg Emapxdv Tag elg Tov Plov ppovridag e xal dmiperetog
TNV TpdG TOV volv Tdoty 0ddémor’ &v EypnyopbTtwe Exdiacey. Virtuous activity in the
world can be a hindrance to contemplation but the good man can contemplate
without being disturbed by his outer actions. See page 23f. on this transcendent
form of contemplation, and further chap. Five p. 75f. on the relationship of
action and contemplation.

3 Life ch. 11, 11f.

4 His continuing contacts with Longinus (Life ch. 19), his association with
Tamblichus (cf. Introduction n. 18) and his journey to the East (cf. Introduction
n. 16). He may also have known Hierocles personally (cf. Bidez Vie de Porphyre,
p. 105 n. 5). For his editorial activity, cf. Introduction p. xiv and xvii.

5 cf. chap. nine p. 139.
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intelligible realm. And the title of the Sententiae, dpopuai mpdg T vonrd,
puts the emphasis on this positive aspect.

Sententiae viii and ix make very clear statememts about ‘separa-
tion.” Sent. viii 8 &noev ) pboug, Tolto pdoig Adet, xal 8 Ednoey 9 Yuyd),
TobTo adrh Met. Ednoe udv piorg adpa &v Yuyfi, Puxy 8¢ Eavty &v adpart.
pbotg ey &pa Aer odua &x Yuydic, Yoy 8 Eavtiy Aer Ex Tob cdparoc.
Sent. ix 6 yobv Odvarog Sumholc. 6 udv cuveyvwouévog, Avopévou Tol
cwpatos Gmod Yuyis, 6 8¢ Twv @uocdpwy, Avopéwg Ti Yuyiic dmd Tod
owpaTos %l 0d TAvTwg Erepog Etépewy émetan. Here Porphyry declares
that the soul both binds itself to and releases itself from body. The body
in its turn is bound to and freed from soul by gbor. The last sentence of
ix is important xai 0 ndvreg Etepog Etépe Emetar — “and the one mode of
death (death = separation)® does not follow the other at all.” They are
not mutually implicative. The soul may separate itself from body
before body has separated itself from soul — this would be the ascent of
the soul during life. But even when the body has been released by
@botg from the soul, the soul need not have released itself from the
body. Thus Porphyry seems to be implying that natural death need

6 Death is variously interpreted by Neoplatonists to mean

(1) Natural death
(2) Spiritual death (a) freedom from the world
(b) moral degeneracy.

Examples of 2b Porphyry in Procl. In Tim. i. 117, 7 interpreting Plato #0ué¢
(20), Plot. Enn. i. 8.13, 21f. It is the first two which concern us here. Plato speaks
in sense 2a of the ascetic ideal as death in life, Gorgias 492c5 (see Dodds’ note ad
loc.). In the Phaedo, however, it is clear that the death to which the philosopher
looks forward is the natural separation of soul and body.

The Porphyrian formula is found in Olymp. In Pid. p. 2, 13-18, p. 21, 22f.
Macrobius (misinterpreting Plato) has all three meanings. In In Somm. Scip.
I.11.I he mentions the moral death of soul and the natural death in which body
and soul are separated. In I. 13.5 he elaborates on the death of the compound of
soul and body. There is the natural separation and the philosopher’s separation.
Though Plotinus is mentioned, Macrobius is probably drawing on Porphyry for
this systematic account (just as he does for the virtues in 1.8.5).

The idea of a soul separated naturally but not spiritually is a real one for the
Neoplatonists. Olympiodorus discusses (I# Pid. 19, 3f.) what happens to a soul
which is separated naturally but not philosophically. Such a soul oyetiyédg &t
ouwvijmron adTRh, xate THY Hrloyetov oyéeoy, € OV xal T oxioeldi pavrdopata Tepl
7ol¢ tdpovg éveukeirar. This theme of ghosts is discussed by Proclus with the
same reference to the ghost of Patroclus as occurs in Olymp. (In Rem. 1. 119,
271.). In Proclus also is the same reference to Plato (Pkaedo 81d) in oxtoetdd ...
pavracpata (ibid. 119, 20). This theory fits in with Sent. xxix where oyéoic to a
body is retained in Hades through the stamping of an e{Swlov on the wvebua by
pavtacia. (Note the importance of syéoig in Olympiodorus. The curious term
nployerog oceurs in Procl. In Tim. II1. 277, 1 in a similar context. This peculiar
term might be borrowed from Theodorus who made soul fuioyerog (In Tim. I1.
142, 26. It was a term which Olympiodorus might have heard in Damascius’
lectures (Pr. 131, ii. 9, 25f.)).
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not be the complete release of the soul which is supported by Sexnt.
xxix where the semi-material preuma body remains attached to the
soul of the less good man after death.

The idea of separation during life is a common theme in Plotinus,
e.g. iii, 6, 5, 20 unrét &v copaTL YLryvopévns G¢ éxelvou elvar and i. I. 3,
2If. Aeyw 3 §) 1O piv xeywpiopévoy, Enep TO ypdpevoy, TO 3L peplyuévoy
dTwaoty xal adtd By &v TdEel ol & ypHiTon, lva ToUTO %) QLAocogia ol adTd
EMLoTEERY) TTPOC TO YPMUEVOY Xal TO YPAWEVOV GTAYY), G0V Wi Ttaca GvayxY),
ard Tob @ ypfjTar, Oc uh del unde ypeicbou.

This introduces the theme of man’s double nature — the higher and
lower soul, the inner and outer man? which is brought out in the
treatise on happiness especially when the isolation of the inner man
from the outer man is compared to the light inside a lantern in the
midst of a storm (i. 4. 8, 3f.). In chapter 16 he stresses the superiority of
the inner man over the outer (19f.), xbptog 3¢ xal adtds v ToU Bovie-
Yoacho mepl TodTou. But he also stresses the importance of the body. We
cannot escape by suicide. xal 00 patny adtd € dpyiic o Epyavoy €860y,
&yphoato yop adtd Hdn mordxw. The insistence on this gains additional
force by its being the closing remark of the treatise. Indeed we have a
duty to our body, cf. vi, 4, 15, 37f. 31300 1§ chpatt Soa StdwoLy g
€tépe Bvtt gavtol and i. 4. 16, 17 Sudodg pev TodTe Soa meds TV Ypeelay
%ot Sbvartat.

Separation means living the life of the inner man. This life is vested in
the higher or intellective part of soul and eventually in Nous. Only the
rational powers can rightly be said to lead us to this life as they alone
are capable of introversion whereby we come to see the ground of our
own being, the inner self. This is not to deny that the lower powers are
important. They must remain ‘‘quiet’” and controlled by the higher.8
The real life goes on at the higher level. The lower activities of man are
a mere by-product of the higher self and express its life at a lower level?
just as the lower soul itself is a lesser manifestation of the higher soul.

Thus so far we gather that the soul can and ought to release itself
from the body even before natural death and that this release is called

7 For inner and outer man, cf. Plot. Exn. vi. 4. 14—-15, Porphyry mepl 70l
Yv&0 cautéy in Stob. III. 582. Plotinus is nowhere as explicit as Porphyry who
here mentions the inner and outer man together. Plotinus calls what 1 have
termed the outer man an addition or another man. For example in vi. 4.14, 23 he
speaks simply of another man — &vfpwmog &\hog — who has added himself to our
true self. The phrase tov elow dvbpwmov is used in v. 1. 10,10 quoting Plato Resp.
589 a7-b1 6 évrdg dvbpwmog.

8 cf. vi. 4.15, 271.

9 See further below chap. five p. 75.
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philosophical separation or death. But what does it mean for the human
being when the soul releases itself from the body? Porphyry answers
this question in very clear terms in a passage from the Symmikia
Zetemata preserved in Nemesius 131, 5, 8 Matth. Dérrie p. 63: Ot
3¢ ol dovyydrwe péve, dThov éx ol Ty Yuyy Tebémov T Ywetlopévny
Tob cOpatos &v T Umve, xal Gomep vexpdv adtd xelolur xatadelmovoay,
wévov 8¢ &atuilovoav adrd T} L, tva pf mavteddde améinrar, xad’
gxuTy &v Tolg Ovelpolg évepyely, Oeomilovoay 16 wélhov, xal Tolc voyTolg
TAnoLagovoay. o adtd 8¢ ovuPaiver xal 8tav xal’ Eavtnv EmoxémryTal T
TGV VoNTOHY. %ol TéTE Yap O¢ oléy Te Tol cmpatos Eavtyy ywpiler xal xxb’
Eauthy yiverar, I’ olrwg &miBdAy Tolc odow. In this passage Porphyry
seems to imply that when we contemplate our soul is “‘somehow’’ re-
leased from its relationship with the body to such an extent that the
faculties which work through the body cease to function, excepting the
basic activity of breathing. This idea is based on the observation that
the body in sleep lies dormant, yet we are conscious of mental
activities, e.g. dreams. The conclusion from this observation is that the
soul continues to be active but apart from the body.

This passage suggests that we understand the last sentence of Sent. ix
as referring to the basic minimum of life left in the body when the soul
has released itself. But on this reading od wdvrwg must be translated
“not entirely”” rather than “not at all” which would be the more usual
meaning. On the other hand the passage from Nemesius is quite explicit
and has to be accounted for in some way. It would seem to be a more
extreme version of the idea that contemplation involves being dead to
the world. All mental activity must be turned towards the incorporeal
and even perception will probably cease. Plotinus, too, sometimes
thinks of contemplation or separation in this way as a special activity
when we are dead to the world.10 Such contemplation would have to be
intermittent and therefore imperfect. This concept of contemplation is
also bound to stress the distractions of this world and the difficulty of
turning to the intelligible realm.

Such an interpretation seems, however, to present grave problems.
Did Porphyry really think of contemplation in this way as nothing more
than a sort of trance state? Did he think that contemplation was always
only an intermittent activity? Whilst granting that Plotinus and,
perhaps to a greater extent, Porphyry did consider contemplation in
this way, they also, I think, have what one might call a more optimistic

10 jv. 8.1, 1f.; vi. 9.10, 1f. imply intermittent contemplation. iv. 3.12 suggests
escape from the body.
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approach where it is clear that contemplation, far from being inter-
mittent, can and must be a permanent state which does not prevent us
from exercising our lower functions. In this optimistic approach a man
may both live a fully noetic life whilst at the same time conducting his
earthly life in a normal manner. This seems to be the meaning of a long
passage in the treatise on Providence.ll In i. 4. 10 Plotinus tells us that
it is not important if the lower self is not aware of the vénoig of the
higher self.12 A similar idea is contained in iv. 3. 30 where, asin i. 4. 10,
he explains that we are aware of our vénoig only when the faculty of
pavracta reflects an image of the activity taking place “above.” In fact
Plotinus seems to prefer vémoig which is not accompanied by an image
that brings it to the consciousness of the lower self. See also iv. 8. 8 on
this. This vénowg would appear to be something more than the sort of
intellectual activity which produced the Enneads as philosophy. What
is particularly interesting here is the utterly transcendent nature of
vénore. When Plotinus says that the lower self is sometimes not aware
of the active contemplation of the higher self he implies that this lower
self is not merely idling or vegetating but can be actively engaged in the
business of living. Despite the imagined accusation in ch. 11 that
Plotinus’ wise man would not even be lving by normal standards it is
clear that Plotinus does not preclude all normal activity and simply
suggest a vegetable life for the lower self. The example of the man under
torture shows this (ch. 13). The whole point of this example is that the
poor man really is feeling pain. He is fully conscious of this pain and
knows just where he is — in the torture chamber. Plotinus fully admits
here perception and consciousness of (and, by implication, activity in)
the material world whilst we have the vision of the noetic world. What
is new is that man has a higher self, his real self, which is completely
independent of his earthly troubles. The two exist and operate side by
side and simultaneously. Moreover it is made clear throughout this
treatise that happiness, which is equated with contemplation, may be a
continuous state, which once it has been attained may be a permanent
activity which is not incompatible with the activity of the lower self.
Thus contemplation is reconciled with action and perception within the
material world.13

There is evidence that makes it likely that Porphyry, too, considered

11 See below ch. Five p. 74, and comment.

12 i, 4.10 should be taken in conjunction with chap 4 of the same treatise. See
also below ch. Three, p. 43f.

13 See further p. 75 on action and contemplation.
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vénatg to be reconcilable with the continuance of our lower lives. In
Sent. xxxii p. 21, 16ff. (Sent. xxxii is concerned with virtue) he tells us
that those who possess the greater virtues (i.e. the virtues which exist
on a higher ontological level) also possess the lesser. These lesser
virtues, which belong to a lower ontological level, are activated no
longer by free choice (They are activated by free choice in the case of
the man who has not aspired beyond these lower virtues) but as the
circumstances of one’s involvement in the world demand xai & pév
Exov tag pelfous €€ avdyxng Exer xal Tag ENdTToUG, 00 pAy Tobp . odxért
pévror 6 Exew xal g ENdTToug 6 Exwv Tag petlovs dvepyoet xal xaTd
Tag EAATTOVG TTPONYOVUEVLG, GAAG pbVOV Xt TiEptaTaGY THY THG Yevésewe.

Just as we would expect, the lower virtues can no longer be the main
concern of the good man. He acts at an ontologically higher level, but
the lower levels of his being continue to be the scene of activity
(évepynoet), though the activity is no longer the direct concern (mpo-
nyovpéveg) of the ascended self but seems to occur automatically.l4
Thus at the highest level of the virtues, the paradeigmatic virtues, our
nous will be active in the intelligible realm whilst at the same time,
though in a secondary way, we shall be able to operate noetically at the
highest level of soul and politically or socially even lower down in the
scale.

In his Life of Plotinus Porphyry makes a comment which also casts
some light on our problem. In the eighth chapter he remarks on Plo-
tinus’ great powers of concentration. If he had been working and some-
one interrupted him he was able to keep his train of thought even after
a long conversation. He could take part in a conversation and at the
same time (&pe) keep his mind fixed on what he was considering. When
the discussion ended and he was alone again he could start off his
work again from the point where he left off without rereading what he
had written. Porphyry’s final comment is worthy of note. cuvijv odv xal
€xutd dpa xad Tolg &Mhowg (19). The phrase seems to give additional
weight and universal significance to a simple idea and the wording

14 This is perhaps how the whole Soul rules over the cosmos; cf. in this chapter
p. 31f. and the discussion of ii. 9.18 on p. 78 chap. V. For neploraocic (= circum-
stances) cf. S.V.F. 3, 135, t& xavd mweptoragy xabfxovta — duties dependent on
circumstances. Further, Cic. 4#. 16.11.4. Plot. Ewn. i. 4, 13, 3 meptotatixal of
the external activities of man as opposed to contemplation, cf. also iv. 8.4,19.
The Porphyry passage closely follows Plot. i. 2.7 although Porphyry is more
explicit about the continuance of lower virtues when we ascend.

For mponyovuéveg (also Sent. xxxii p. 18, 12). Theopr. de Igne, 14 = principally,
as opposed to xatd cupBefnrés, and in Stoic terminology means chiefly, as guiding
principle, cf. Zeno S.V.F. 1. 57, zo. Julian, Or. 8. 242¢ and is opposed to xore
neplotacy by Arrian - Epicteti Dissertationes 3.14.7.
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implies the metaphysical background of union with the real self and
the intelligible world. Porphyry is suggesting that Plotinus could be in
two realms at the same time.

Another factor to be taken into account is the doctrine that the
lower soul continues to exist and act in a generic form!5 after death
and the return of the self to the intelligible realm. This doctrine
suggests that Porphyry thought that contemplation and action, in this
case vénorg and émpéhera Tob xdopov, the twin functions of the soul
according to Plato, could be ultimately reconciled.

Finally we might note the optimism of Synesius in this regard when
in de Insomnits — a work which owes much to Porphyry — he refers to
the benefits of spiritual ascent and implies that the lofty position of the
soul when it has ascended helps it to govern its body. pévovsa drpeung
(Yuym) Sdroet 16 Loy T TGV Ywoubvey ivddipata (i.e. insight into future
events). xal Tobt ZoTL TO Aeydpevoy, xatiévra iy xatiévar, Stav doxérwe
6 xpeltrwv Emperijron Tob yelpovog (de Ins. p. 167, 1f.). The paradox in
xambvro wh) xatiévar expresses the whole difficulty in trying to express
this optimistic concept of ascent in suitable language. Separation or
ascent has many different meanings as also has the opposite, ‘“descent.”
Synesius uses a traditional paradox, the origin of which is unknown (it
may refer to the Plotinian doctrine that the highest part of the soul does
not descend) in order to express the idea that the soul separated from
the body and amidst the intelligibles can yet at the same time be pre-
sent and active in the body. The contradiction here, which is basic to
the optimistic concept of the spiritual life in Plotinus and Porphyry will,
we hope, be elucidated in the present chapter. But we will firstly say a
word about the dual function of soul as seen by the Neoplatonists to
which we referred above because this is the starting point and context
of all discussion about the nature and role of man in the whole cosmos.

The origin of the distinction between the inner and outer man, con-
templative man and man as active in the world, is to be found in Plato.
This is closely bound up with the notion of soul as occupying a mid-
position between the real world of Forms and the derived world of sense
experience. Plato sees soul under two main headings in respect of its
functions;

(a) It gives life to body
(b) It is its true self when freed from the body and when contemplating
the Forms.

15 See below ch. Four, p. 65f.
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For (a) we might refer to Phdr. 246b.6 Yuyh méca wavtdg Empmeeitan
7ol abyou: cf. also Epinomis 981b. 7f. tolto ¥ &oTi oyeddv & péve
TAGTTEW %ol dptovpyely mpooxel. The notion of the true soul as the
disembodied soul comes out clearly all through the Phaedo and in the
Glaucus simile of Rep. x. 611d.

These two functions of soul seem at times diametrically opposed. Yet
Plato does attempt a reconciliation in the Phaedrus passage. There he
distinguishes two types of soul — that which remains in flight and that
which falls or loses its wings. The former mdvra 16v xéopov Siouxet
(Phdy. 246c¢. 1) whilst the latter is carried down &wc &v aTepeol Tuvog
avtihafnrar ... {Hov 1o odumay Exhnly, Yuyl ol chpe mayév. At first
sight this seems to be a contrast between embodied and disembodied
souls. But it is not so simple. The winged souls too govern the cosmos —
but it is the whole cosmos that they govern.16 This observation lies at the
heart of an idea developed by Plotinus in which he distinguishes the
partial nature of the fallen souls’ activity from the universal scope of
the activity of the world Soul.1? For Plato the fallen souls no longer
have a clear vision of god — ofite i36vrec ofte ixavéc voficavreg Bebv
(¢bid. c. 7) — and think of him as a sort of super, immortal {&ov. The
winged souls on the other hand know god and still take part in the
running of the universe. Here the two functions which belong to the
nature of the soul are reconciled.

But once the soul has taken charge of a particular body and chan-
nelled its energies into an individual body, can it still see the Forms?
Plato seems to have been more pessimistic than either Plotinus or
Porphyry, and, in seeing life as a preparation for death, he was thinking
of the death of the body which frees the soul, whilst Plotinus and to
some extent Porphyry were indifferent to death in the natural sense
and aimed only at the philosophical death whereby the soul, ““separated”
from the body, could see and live on the level of true being even during
its earthly sojourn. This is not to deny that the earthly life of the
individual is a great impediment and that some form of escape from

16 This passage is quoted by Plotinus in V 8.7, 4-5, vi 1.2, 9 (= Phaedr. 245c¢),
cf. Sallustius xx1, Procl. In Tim. iii 296, 25f.

17 The same Platonic idea was used in Christian circles as early as Justin; cf.
Chadwick, Early Christian Thought and the Classical Tradition, p. 16, “The
appearances of God in the Old Testament refer to the son and cannot be the
supreme Father since he is too far removed to have direct contact with this
inferior realm and cannot have abandoned his universal care for the cosmos as a
whole to become circumscribed by incarnation in one small corner of the world.”
The argument is turned against the Christians by Celsus — cf. Contra Celsum iv.
36; vi 78.
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individual reincarnation was seen as desirable. But such an escape is,
for Porphyry at least, only possible when full philosophical separation
has been achieved during the earthly life.

Let us restate the problem. For a Platonist soul has by its nature a
double function. The object of the philosophic life is to fulfil these two
functions and to fulfil them simultaneously in so far as this is possible.
Thus the soul must be at the same time transcendent and immanent,
corresponding with the two fields of the soul’s activity — the world of
real being and the world of sensibles.

In the Plotinian system the paradox is partly resolved by pointing to
the virtually double nature of the soul. Soul as we saw in the last chapter
exists and operates on two levels — in the intelligible world and in the
visible world. It operates ‘“‘here’”” in the visible world by means of a
presence achieved through -an emanating power, a sort of lower soul.

Having shown the connection between the general principle of ema-
nation and the way in which soul becomes involved with the material
world, it remains to pursue further the implications of the connection
and the approach of Plotinus and Porphyry to the reconciliation of the
two functions of the soul. This examination will also help to bring out
the double meaning inherent in the Neoplatonic concept of the “de-
scent’’ of the soul. The same ambiguity will be seen to apply also to the
concept of ascent or separation, for descent and separation are closely
related movements.

The dual function of soul Plotinus often explains by the application
of the theory of double activity. The theory, as we have explained
elsewhere, runs through the whole system of Plotinus connecting
hypostasis to hypostasis. We have also shown how it is applicable to
soul. We must now turn to one more factor involved in this theory.
Basically it is a theory of development which accounts for the gradual
unfolding of the universe from the highest principle. Because in the
highest principle, the One, unity is identified with goodness, clearly
any evolution from unity to plurality will be seen as a diminution in
goodness. Thus it is that Plotinus sometimes sees the emanation of the
hypostases as something evil, e.g., iii. 8.8, 32 dAa& dpfapevog é¢ v
ody, & HpEato Euewey, aAN’ Ehabev Eavtdv ToADg yevbyevos, olov Befapn-
pévog, xal EEeihev abdrov mdvra Eyxew 0éhwy — g PENTIOY Hiv adTd) p) E0edToo
Tobno, debrepov yap &yévero. This revolt is termed téhpa, cf. vi. 9.5, 29
amootiivar 3¢ wwg Tol Evdg ToAptoag.18 This is elsewhere seen as a kind

18 For véApe in Plotinus and Gnostic téAua, see the remarks of A. H. Armstrong
Cambridge History of Later Greek and Eavly Medieval Philosophy p. 242f.
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of self assertion.19 Similarly the revolt of Soul is criticized in at least
two places in the Enneads. iii. 7. 11, 15f. pdcewg 3¢ molumpdypovog %ol
&pyew adTic Bovhopévne xal elvar adtiic xal T6 TAéOV Tol mapdvrog CnTely
Ehopévng &by pév adth ... (20) émel yop duyiic Av Tig Sdvapig ody
flouyog . .. (29) mwpédTov pdv Eauvti)y Expbvwoey. Here the essential nature
of soul which distinguishes it from Nous is closely connected with its
creative activity. So too v. 2.1, 18f. % 3¢ (Soul as opposed to Nous) od
pévovon Totel, dAA xuwnleloa Eyéwa eldwhov. éxel pév odv BAémovca,
80ev &yévero, mhnpolrar, mpoeAbobow 3t elg xiviow &My xal évavtiay
yewd eldwhov. . .

Yet elsewehere Plotinus tells us of the necessity of emanation and
that the world produced at the end of this process is not an evil one
but merely a poor reproduction since it is the final image of a chain of
mirror reflections.2? In fact the double évépyeix theory would seem to
demand such an interpretation since the external évépyewx is produced
only because there is a (logically) prior and perfect inner activity. And
such indeed is the case in general but Plotinus like any Monist will find
it difficult to avoid calling plurality an evil.

Plotinus sometimes accuses Nous or Soul of self assertion but he
does this much more frequently with the individual soul. And here we
come to the main point of our discussion. We have shown how Plotinus
used the principle of double activity to explain the relationship even of
the individual soul to the hypostasis underneath it. Such a theory, as
we have seen, suggests the necessity of emanation and can involve
responsibility and reprehension only in the sense that any of the hypo-
stases is guilty of this. But Plotinus regards the individual soul as more
guilty than any of the higher hypostases. The hypostasis Soul and the
individual souls must differ in some way and our state of separation
from the One can only be explained by a further factor.

The main difference between individual soul and Soul lies in the scope
of their activity in the material world. The outer activity of the indi-
vidual soul differs from that of Soul in the way in which it is administer-
ed since it is directed to a particular part of the cosmos and not to the
cosmos in general. We noted the origin of this idea in Plato.

19 cf. v. 1.1, 3—5. "Apy7) wév obv adtals Tod xaxol % TéApa xal % Yéveois xal 7
TpwTY EtepdTng ol TO BovAnBivan 8¢ Eavtddy elvat.

20 cf. iv. 3.17, where Plotinus makes disparaging remarks about individual
souls and then compares their action with that of Nous. Necessity is at work but
there is something defective in its operation in causing the externalising of hypo-
stases. The idea of a gradual weakening in procession in Porph. Sent. xxviii p. 12,
15; xxxvii p. 33, 18; xiii.
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In iii. 9.3 Plotinus insists on the difference between nasa Yuyh and

&Mt Yuyat. The main points in which individual souls differ are:
(x) There is movement in the partial souls.
(2) They are somehow related —

(a) to the ndox Yuyn because of their movement from it.

(b) to the bodies which they have entered.
The whole Soul is different — % ndox Yuyy 0ddauod &yévero 0dSE 7jA0ev
(xf.). Here is neither relation nor movement. Yet this does not take us
too far since Soul is said in iii. 5.3 to have contact (relation) with the
earth through its later phase, the World Soul. The first Soul is separate
— yopwothy (22) — and equated with Love. A lower level of Love
accompanies the Soul of the universe which is below the first Soul and
connected to it, (27) érel 3¢ xal T0U8e Tob mavtdg Yuyny eivar Edet, Sméaty
peta TadTne 87 %ol 6 &Mhog "Epwe Spua xal tadte, & dpékewg xal adrtdg
yeyevnuévog. Thus we have distinguished Soul and World Soul, the
former being ywptoty). But how does the individual soul differ from the
complex Soul/World Soul? For the individual soul is here contrasted
with the World Soul. The difference cannot lie between transcendent
and immanent since the World Soul is also immanent in the world, but
rather in the contrast between the particular and the general nature of
the operation of Soul and souls.

This difference is most forcefully expressed in iv. 8. z, 26f., durty)
vop Empéherr movtds, Tol pév xabélov xereboel xoopobvrog dmpdypovt
griotactia Baothuk]), T0 & xabéxacta #dn adrovpyd TivL wotoel suvap] TT
PG TO TPATTOUEVOY TO TPATTOV TOD TPATTOWEVOY TH¢ QUoEWG AvamiuTAdoa.
And also, iv. 8.4, 5f., the various ranks of soul dmwijpovac pév elvar peta
THe 8Mng pevoboac &v @ vomTd, &v odpavdd OE petd THg 8Ang cuvdiotxely
éxetvy, but on embodiment (10) perafdirovoar 3¢ Ex Tob rov elg o pépog

. AmooTaoo ®al W) TEdS TO vontdy PAEmy, pépog yevopévy povobtal Te
nol dobevel ol wolumpaypovel xal mpdg uépog PAémel ... oTpagpelon eig
7o &v (= the particular). Similarly, vi. 4.16, 29, &v ¢ 8\e 0 pépog dmo-
xpdmrouca olov &E€0opev?l &x Tob mavtdg el pépog, elg & &velpyer Exvtiy
pépog 8v . .. (34) évepyeta yévntan T xabéxasTov.

The same idea is contained in the notion of a twofold providence, iii.
3.4, 1If., xdxeiva mpévorx (= h teheta mpbvorn Q) N &vwbev, % 3¢ dwd g

21 A possible borrowing from the Chaldaean Oracles where it is used of pro-
cession. Kroll p. 23 &££Bopov, p. 20 70Bde yap éxbpddoxrovoty duethntol te xepouvol ;
cf. also p. 25 and the usage in Synesius Hym#» I, 408 &xmpofopddv; 2, 123 mpobopdrv;
1bid 137, 4, 4; 9, 66, 69.

Compare the use of exsilio, prosilio and proexsilio (Synesius, éxmpobpdhoxrem!)
in Victorinus.
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&ve, and iii. 3.5, I4, & 8¢ éx mavtwv %ol mebvorx win. elpappévn 8¢ amd
Tob yelpovog dpEapévy, T6 3¢ Omepdve Tpbvola pdvov.

The “kingly”” or “‘royal” presence of the World Soul and its ease in
ruling the cosmos as contrasted with the difficulty which the individual
soul experiences are both reduceable to the general or particular nature
of their respective charges. Thus iv. 8.2, 9, oxedac0évrog ptv &v éxdotov
xol Tpog TOV oixelov Témoy pepopévou . .. TOANTG 8¢ xal dyAmdous Tpovolag
deopévwy, &te TOAGY T@V dAoTpiwy adtols TposTTTéVTLY det Te &vdely
ouveyouévey xal maome Porlelag ¢ &v woM}) Suoyepeta deopévov. To 8¢
TéAebV Te BV xal Ixavoy xal adTapxes xal 003y Exov adtd Tapd pdoty Bpayéog
otov xereboparos deitar. We hear elsewhere of the imperfection of the
individual parts of the cosmos. So iv. 3.10, 22, 'Ev yap 7olc borépoig
&Ane Epmodilovrta oA droaTepeiTat Tob TUYELY poppTic THe olxelu,
v 6 Myog 6 &v opuxped Oéher. éxel 3¢ yryvouéwne xal Tic 8Ang popeiic
O’ adtiic xal TEEW TEY yevopbvey dpa Exbvtmy drméveg TO yevbuevoy xal
avepmodicTwe xaAév éott. The contrast lies between the individual and
the universe as a whole. The passage also points to the double nature of
providence.

The World Soul is rather startlingly called moAvmpdypeov iii. 7.11, 15.
This term is used elsewhere22 in the Enneads to indicate the state of
partition, of being directed to and animating only a part of the cosmos,
which is the hallmark of the individual soul. The general tone of the
passage is unusual and we have suggested reasons above for this. The
overwhelming usage of Plotinus shows that it was just this aspect of
mohurtpaywoadvy which distinguished the individual soul from the World
Soul. We should, therefore, regard it as one of those inevitable passages
where the imperfection of plurality is seen against the perfection of
the One.

At this point an impasse is reached. The Procession of one level from
its higher is something necessary and good insofar as it completes the
universe. On the other hand plurality is a defection from unity and
goodness. At each level hypostases are being diverted from their inward
and upward orientated function by a necessary downward directed
activity. Plotinus solves this problem by claiming that the whole
hypostases, Soul and Nous, can perform their lower functions without
prejudicing their higher activities. With the individual souls, however,
the matter stands somewhat differently. They would appear to have
lost all chance of such a reconciliation by the depth of their involvement

22 cf. iv. 8.4, 15 above; v. 3.3, I7.
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in the world of multiplicity and particularity. Yet their involvement
with particular bodies may also be seen as a necessary stage in pro-
cession since there can be no world without individuals and fully ac-
tualised particulars. How, then, can they be treated as “guilty?”

In Ennead iv. 8 Plotinus addresses himself to the problem of re-
conciling the necessity of individual embodiment with the feeling that
the individual is somehow guilty and responsible for what is a misfor-
tune in being brought to this imperfect world. This is the import of the
opening words of iv. 8. 5. He attempts to reconcile free, responsible
choice and necessity by appealing to the traditional concept of a first
and subsequent fall into body.23 This concept distinguished the first
embodiment of soul which was caused by god (but which might also be
caused by téApa) from subsequent incarnations which were caused by

- personal wickedness in the previous life. In iv. 8. 5, 16 Plotinus
distinguishes two dpaption. Avrtiic 8¢ i dpapriag olone, ThHe pév éml
77} ToU xaTeAbelv aitie, Tig 8¢ &mi 6 &v0dde yevoubvny xaxa Spdcar, 7 wév
goTwy adTo TolTo, & Témovle xareNdolon, TiHg 8¢ T6 EAatTov elg chpaTH AN
dVver ... The first is its very descent to the world and its embodied
state. The second is its doing wicked actions after being embodied,
which involves it in further incarnations. This implies the concept of
first and second fall. In the first fall the soul is sent by god or chooses to
descend in a pure state. It may and should return again after its death
(¢bid. 27 w&v pév Od&Trov @byy), but if it should act wickedly it is con-
demned to return again to this world. In a sense this further fall is
caused by god insofar as the soul obeys a universal law that it should
return, but it has brought this punishment on itself by its own wicked-
ness during its first life. The soul’s free choice to live well or badly in its
first life now involves it in a necessary and binding result. If it lives
badly, it must descend again to body and be bound there. Every
incarnation after the first represents a greater fall from perfection.
Being an individual in the world becomes increasingly dangerous. In
fact in this traditional frame of reference all subsequent incarnations
are a punishment for wrongs done in the previous life and it is difficult
to escape from the cycle.

Although Plotinus does mention the possibility of a quick return
(a temporary escape, as permanent escape is not allowed) to our heaven-
ly origin, meaning in the traditional sense that we will not be reincar-
nated for a while at least, he gives the impression that few, if any, will

23 cf. Festugiére Révélation 111 p. 771f.
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attain this. Instead he holds out to us something we can achieve during
our earthly life. He is conscious that it is not traditional. Iniv. 8. 8 and
iv. 8. 4 he says that part of the soul has not descended and that we can
live on this higher level even during our earthly life. This is the kind of
escape and freedom of soul to release itself which Porphyry expresses in
Sent. viii, and ix. He is a little pessimistic and may here regard this life
at the higher level as something intermittent and not as a permanent
state but it is clear that Plotinus stakes all on this means of freedom.
We shall see that by choosing to stress this kind of liberation of the soul
rather than an escape from reincarnation he is trying to reconcile the
two functions of soul. (Plotinus accepted the necessity of embodiment
and of the lower function of the soul.) In the traditional scheme of re-
incarnation the higher function of the soul could be exercised fully only
after death. The two functions are thus reconciled in a chronologically
determined way. Plotinus sometimes accepts this, but in iv, 8, 8 he is
also struggling to express the optimistic aspect whereby the higher and
lower functions can be achieved simultaneously.

In ii. 9. 7, Plotinus again explains the difference between Soul and
soul. To draw conclusions about Soul from the nature of individual
souls is as if someone were to pick out just potters or smiths from a
whole city and treat them as if they were the whole city. The idea of the
twofold providence shows itself at the end of ch. 7 in the image of the
tortoise amidst the dancers. Individual souls are under the lower
providence. They are bound to individual bodies and are passive whilst
Soul actively binds the whole body of the universe. At the end of the
following chapter, however, he says that we can escape from the world
whenever we want to. He is addressing the Gnostics against whom this
treatise is directed. 8, 42 7t pépoesle el &v Exdvreg \0ete S1dévrog xal
amohharreshon, el Tic Wi dpéoxorro; The sort of escape which he suggests
they might be interested in is the escape from reincarnation. The
Gnostics particularly wished to avoid reincarnation as for them the
universe was positively evil, a doctrine which Plotinus quite clearly
rejects. For him this world is a reflection of the intelligible world.
Bodily escape is not necessary as we infer when he immediately adds to
his previous question this further rhetorical question — et 8¢ &%) xai
TotodTéy EoTi T6de TO Ty, O¢ EEcivae Ev adTd xad coglay Exeuy xal Evraifa
dvrag Proly xat’ Exelva, woc od papTupet EEnpriiclat Tév éxel; We can live
the higher life during our earthly life. This is confirmed in chapter 18
where Plotinus encourages us to live like the whole Soul during our
earthly lives (see further p. #8).
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In both iv. 8 and ii. 9 an attempt is made to reconcile the soul’s
innate inner activity of contemplation in the intelligible world with its
external duties in the material world. Whilst Plotinus views all
movement to plurality as defective he is equally insistent that onto-
logical procession is a good and necessary thing. It is a natural law that
procession takes place, cf. iv. 8. 6, 12, odx &3¢t orijoxt (the infinite power
of the One) olov meprypddavra Bbve, ywpelv dtdet . . . The soul is bound
by this law to become involved in the world even as an individual since
the outer activity of soul is as necessary as its inner activity. Yet despite
the soul’s being bound to anindividual body by the law of metaphysics or
by its own misbehaviour it is at all times free to leave that body and
live on the higher level. Plotinus chooses not to emphasize the tradition-
alidea of a certain sojourn in heaven after bodily death but the freedom
to attain that release while we are living our lives. This is the vital
element of freedom seen also in Porphyry and to correspond with this
freedom real enslavement is not merely embodiment but lack of willing-
ness to raise oneself here and now from moral degradation. Plotinus
seems to mean two things when he talks of fall and ascent or return of
the soul. He may be talking of the fall as embodiment and return as the
opposite process after death. But equally important to him is the
concept of ascent during life and equally of fall during life when we fail
to turn to the intelligible world and our higher self.

This distinction of two meanings is vitally important to an under-
standing of the optimistic attitude to contemplation which we analysed
earlier. If a man can live at the higher level even during his early life
and if that may be a continuous state then the factor in his life which
determines his spiritual status is somehow independent of the onto-
logical factor of his embodiment. Embodiment does not necessarily
imply spiritual degeneration nor is the reverse true. Embodiment and
release from body at death are concerned with the actual ontological
presence of soul whereby it gives life to a body by means of an external
power identifiable with its lower phase. The spiritual ascent/descent is
not concerned with the metaphysical procession but with the inner life
which is perhaps more vital. We will term this life of inner ascent and
fall the spiritual life to distinguish it from the ontological life. It em-
braces the moral and spiritual attitude of the individual which is the
vital aspect of his experience and which cannot be identified with any
one particular level of reality or being.

If we turn to Porphyry we will find a similar picture. That he, too,
could accept the optimistic aspect of contemplation has already been



36 SEPARATION OF SOUL FROM BODY

shown and he also employs the concept of a first and second fall of the
soul. But there are some important differences. Porphyry seems to lay
much more emphasis than Plotinus on actual escape from the body.
The concept of a primary fall is appealed to more frequently by him
and is used very precisely. He makes the first descent purely necessary
and introduces will as a factor only in subsequent descents. It is true
that by “will” in the first fall Plotinus does not mean will in our sense24
but Porphyry would seem to have played down or eliminated this factor
and given special emphasis to the necessity of the first descent. The
idea of a fault in descent does appear in Porphyry25 but it may not
refer to the first descent. But even if it does this hardly compensates
for the stressing of necessity in the texts which follow. Porphyry’s mode
of expression here suggests that he laid special emphasis on the tra-
ditional aspects of the scheme of cosmic reincarnation which, as we have
noted, are relatively unimportant to Plotinus. The further implications
of this will be dealt with in chapters Four and Five.

Augustine in Civ. Dei x, 30 (Bidez, de Regr. fr. 11, 1, p. 39*4) reporting
on Porphyry’s de regressu animae says that Porphyry declared the soul
to be sent by god into the world. This suggests that the fall into body
is necessary rather than freely chosen. Dicit etiam ad hoc Dewm mundo
dedisse, ut materiae cognoscens mala ad Patrem vecurreret nec aliqguando
tam talium polluta contagione temeretur. The full implications of the
latter phrase must be left until a later chapter. The purpose of the soul’s
descent is to learn evil so that it will never be embodied again. This is
very close to Enn. iv, 8, 5, 27f. x8v piv 0dttov @lyy, oddev RéBramral
yv&ow xaxob mposAaBoloa xal bowv xaxing yvolow ... and Plotinus, we
said, meant by this the mpdtn xd0o3oc of the soul. The necessity of the
first embodiment is also mentioned by Porphyry in Stob. ii, 172, 15f.

Motpav & off tivd eyt mepuypévov Zppevon Gvdpdv

0d xaxdy 0088 pdv EcOAy, Emiy o medTH YévnTaL.

Tolito pev obv mepl Tol TpdTov xal drapafdrov el &v Aéywy Blov: mepl 8
7ol devtépov, §ti EoTiv €@’ ULV, ... ... Synesius also entertains the
idea that the soul is sent down by god (Hymn 1, 573f.). It descends to
earth as a servant,

24 cf. iv. 3.17, 17f. where Plotinus tackles the same problem of reconciling free
will and necessity in emanation. Again he combines the two and lets us under-
stand that free choice in the case of souls in the intelligible world is not a delibera-
tive process but rather instinctive. He is, however, quite insistent on this element
of “freedom” that the individual soul has.

25 See note 20 of this chapter, on weakening in procession and ch. One n. 2 on
gonﬁ. The inclusion of “will’ may also refer more to the inner spiritual ascent/

escent.
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xotéfoy dmd oob
yBovt Onredoar:
avtl 8¢ Ofooac
yevépoay dobha
Gl pe pdyoug
Enédnoe Téyvarc.

It is almost certain that Porphyry is Synesius’ source. The same
image is used in de Ins. p. 159, 14f. which certainly makes use of
Porphyrian material as Lang2?6 has shown. 0fjcox yap xatioboo Tdv
wpddtov Blov &0ehovrng dvtl 1ol Onreloon Jouleder: dAhd &xeivo pév Ay
Aevtovpytoy Tve ExmATiowr T @loet Tod wdopov, Oeoudv 'Adpactelag
gmitattévtov. yonteubeloa 3& Omd TdY ddpwv THg UAng, wabog mémovle
moparinotov Eieulépotg &l cuyxelpevoy ypbdvov peptsbowpévors, ol xdder
Ocparcalvng &voyebévreg pévey E0éhovot, T6 xvple Vg Epwuévne Soulebew
époroynoavtes. Note the reference in tov mpdrtov Blov to the mpdity
%40030g concept. Soul comes to earth as a servant obeying the laws of
necessity but may by an act of the will (20ehovtig) make herself into a
slave. She performs a Aettovpyla or service to nature — ¢bois. The
mpddTY *abodog is mentioned on p. 161, 7, 8hwg 8¢ ol Plot whvreg &v TAdVY,
T i perd Ty oty xdbodov dvadpapoisy. The concept of Aetrovpyla
also appears in Porphyry de Abs. iv, 18, p. 258, 13, adrol 3¢ (of Booryp&-
veg) obrew mpdg Odvatov Sidxewvtan, Gg TOV piv Tob iy ypbvov Homep
avayxatay Tva T pboeL Aettovpylav dxoustmg bropévery, omeddewy 8¢ Tog
Juydc amorlout Tdy cwparwy. He clearly quotes this idea with approval.
It isinteresting to note that the Bpaypaveg are looking forward to death
when the body is separated from the soul. This fits in with the more
precise interpretation of the wpcdty xdfodog in Porphyry — that we
should try to return after our first fall. In Enn. iv. 4. 34, 1f. the same
image of servant and slave occurs. We should submit to the world only
partially, just as wise servants do not give themselves entirely over to
their masters but retain something, thus not becoming slaves. The same
elements are present. There is service to the world and being enslaved
to the world. But Plotinus is not referring to a npwty xdfodoc. The image
of servant is not merely applicable at our first entry into body but is
cast in the form of general advice which applies in every case of
embodiment. All of this is fully in accord with the way in which he
deals with mpmty xdBodog in iv. 8. 5. An important difference shows

26 'W. Lang, Das Traumbuch des Synesios p. 65-66, Heidelberger Abhandlun-
gen zur Philosophie und ihrer Geschichte, x. Tiibingen, 1926.
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itself between Porphyry and Plotinus in their handling of what must
have been a common image.2? For Plotinus man always has the chance
of being a servant. In Porphyry he has that chance only once.

We will finally survey the ground we have covered. It was seen that
Porphyry and Plotinus regarded contemplation in two ways. Some-
times they see it as an intermittent activity which can be achieved only
by the cessation of our normal bodily and earthly duties. At other
times they believe that contemplation may take place continuously
without prejudicing our normal earthly life. The separation of soul from
body is, under these conditions, something independent of the normal
presence of soul in body. Plotinus and Porphyry were here attempting
to reconcile the dual function of soul as laid down by Plato. Soul had a
life of its own as contemplation and had to give life to body. The Neo-
platonic reconciliation is based on man’s dual nature, a higher and a
lower self, an inner and outer man. As we saw in chapter one the double
gvépyewn theory was used to explain how the higher soul is present in
body by means of an external activity (lower soul). This theory pre-
supposes that the external évépysia is a purely necessary activity
derived from the internal activity of the soul. Plotinus accepts this in
the case of Soul but still claims that the individual soul is somehow
responsible for its involvement in the world. It rules over an individual
body and thus channels its energies to one small area. Yet even indi-
viduals are necessary to complete the world. In iv. 8 he tries to reconcile
the idea of guilt with the necessity of procession and world fulfilment
by reference to the idea of a primary and secondary fall into body. The
individual soul gains knowledge of evil and helps to complete the world
but it will return straight away if it retains its purity. If it succumbs it
will be forced to be reincarnated.

However, Plotinus chooses not to stress the immediate escape from
reincarnation but lays greater stress on a way in which we can escape
from the body whilst being still embodied. We can return to our higher
selves even whilst attached to individual bodies. We can imitate the

27 The idea of service is also to be found in the Chaldacan Oracles e.g. Psell.
1129C.

Atleo <xal> Juyiic dxetéy, 80ev &v Tive Tder
copatt Ontedoas’ ...

and, commenting on the oracles, Procl. In Rem. ii. 99, I xal ol Ocol @aocty ThHy
Yéveowy (sc. Juyde) émotpepopévag Ontedewy, AN’ ddapdote T adyéve Onrevodoug
évdryesOor oAty évtebbev. These are the souls which have not yielded to matter
and become slaves. Cf. further Plat. Theol. 302, 3 t¥¢ mepl SAny Onreiog; In Tim.
i.834,4 70 OnTebov mepl Ty yéveow. See Kroll p. 48, 51; Lewy, Chaldacan Oracles,
189, n. 45.
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way in which the whole Soul transcends the cosmos whilst still attending
to its duties there. This is a more satisfactory reconciliation of the
functions of soul since they can be achieved simultaneously. By this he
reconciles the presence of soul in individual bodies, which involves being
chained to multiplicity and eipappévy, with the true freedom in the
unity and universality of the intelligible world. A more radical reconcili-
ation of the two functions of the individual soul has been achieved than
in the appeal to the traditional formula of a first and second fall in
which the higher function of the soul is achieved only when the lower
function is ended. The soul may now at any time fulfil both functions
at once. This brings us back to the optimistic aspect of contemplation.

It is necessary here to distinguish two movements — an ontological
movement by which embodiment and release take place and an in-
dependent movement of spiritual ascent and descent. It is only in this
way that the independence of Plotinus’ emwovdatog can be fully appreci-
ated and an adequate assessment of his mystical transcendence made.

Porphyry, too, seems to have accepted the idea of the optimistic
type of contemplation. But he displays also a tendency to see man’s
progress defined more precisely within the framework of reincarnations.
The idea of primary and secondary fall seems for him to have retained
its traditional emphasis. He would appear to have accepted the idea of
an escape from reincarnation after the first fall as a real possibility and
he appears to lay more emphasis than Plotinus on an escape from em-
bodiment. This interpretation is supported by what we shall say later
about eschatology. But for now we will be satisfied to have shown the
different meanings of “‘separation’ of soul and body and the indepen-
dence of the inner spiritual life. It would be wrong to shackle Plotinus’
or Porphyry’s philosophy with an over-rigid analysis into an ontological
and spiritual approach. I do not think that these distinctions were ever
made explicitly by either of them. On the other hand the two concepts
sometimes do appear to surface and if one is to capture the life, vitality
and tension of their thought, it is, I think, legitimate to probe into some
of the underlying and less explicit aspects of their philosophy.



CHAPTER THREE

FROM SOUL TO NOUS

Having distinguished between an ontological and a spiritual sphere we
must now attempt to elucidate further the relationship between these
two spheres. The particular difficulty here is that the levels at which
we may be said to live i.e. to which we have risen or fallen spiritually —
are in themselves identifiable in the ontological sense, a fact which
causes considerable confusion. The spiritual aspect may be more closely
pinpointed as a movement between ontological levels. In this chapter
we will pay particular attention to an area in which this movement or
transition becomes especially difficult to explain — namely that stage in
spiritual ascent where there is a transition from soul to nous. We will
see how the ascent is described in ontological terms and how, at the
critical point where the transition to unity with a higher ontological
level occurs, this terminology no longer suffices. Even the concept of
pre-existence in a higher hypostasis! is insufficient simply because such
pre-existence is a necessary and unalterable fact whilst descent and
ascent in the spiritual sense are just the opposite of this, involving
freedom, movement, transition from one plane to another. The whole
spiritual movement seems rather like something imposed on the almost
static backcloth of the ontological world picture. The actual process of
ascent seems to be independent of the ontological order. Plotinus often
says that “we” live at this or that level of reality or of our own onto-
logical self. But what is this ““we’’ and what is the nature of its relation-
ship to the different ontological levels of our own being ?2

1 Pre-existence in a higher hypostasis cf. Hadot Porphyre et Victorinus Vol i,
340. Soul is present in nous in a transcendent mode, is itself as soul proper when
independent of nous and finally may act externally in the body. Porphyry makes
use of this metaphysical scheme in the context of spiritual ascent, cf. Nemesios
de nat. hom. 135, 7 § 11 (Dérrie 85) d¢ # Yoyl woTE e &v Savt Eotwy, Stav Aoyilyrat,
Tco'riél 3¢ &v ¢ v§ Srav voj. But this explanation does not seem sufficient, as we
shall see.

2 cf. Dodds, Ewntretiens suv I’ Antiquité classiqgue, V. p. 385; “Finally, is not
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Moreover at the moment of real transition from one level of reality to
another, from soul to nous, it is not merely a matter of activating a
higher dormant faculty. For according to Plotinus and Porphyry our
nous does not fall into body but is ceaselessly operating in the intelli-
gible world.3 The highest part of man is always in active contemplation,
however low “we’”’ might have fallen. In chapter four of i. 4 Plotinus
says that although this activity is constant a man may have it actually
or potentially. Rist has pointed to the difficulty of the terminology
here.4 For Plotinus does not mean that the activity of nous can in itself
be potential, but rather that our relation to it may be described as
potential or actual possession, or better, identity. And this relationship
is not one of mere awareness (chapters 9 and 10) or apprehension by a
lower faculty of the activity in the higher faculty but something com-
pletely outside this frame of reference, a movement of the “ego,” not
identified with any one soul faculty, to complete union with nous. In
the ontological sense the concept of nous as ever active source of soul
serves to preserve the existence of soul, in the spiritual sense the con-
viction of an ever active higher self serves as goal to the moral aspira-
tions of man. It is only at this goal that the spheres of real being and
spiritual aspiration are harmonised. But it is with the movement to-
wards this goal that we are concerned rather than with the goal itself
and it is this movement which forms the free world of spiritual ascent.

We must now look at two ways in which Plotinus treats the
relationship of soul and nous in the context of ascent and then we
must turn to Porphyry. Firstly there is what we might term the
directional approach to nous in which a lower faculty is turned to-
wards a higher faculty and away from the lower world. This is most
readily seen in those passages where there is a triple division of man
and in those phrases in which soul is said to turn towards nous. Let us
first illustrate what we mean. In this triple division of man into nous,
rational soul and lower soul, the central faculty acts as a sort of pivot.

Plotinus the first to have clearly distinguished the concepts of soul (Yuy#) and
ego (fueig) ? For him the two terms are not co-extensive. Soul is a continuum
extending from the summit of the individual Juy#, whose activity is perpetual
intellection, through the normal empirical self, right down to the eidwhov, the
faint psychic trace in the organism; but the ego is a fluctuating spotlight of
consciousness.”

3 Enn. iv. 8.8, 1f. Porphyry de Abst. I 39, p. 115, 9 vobg wév ydp €0t TEOE
adTé, wdv Hpeig uh duev wpdg adw. This passage is pessimistic with regard to the
reconciliation of ascent and presence in the body; #bid. p. 115, 4, and 117, 6—7.

4 Plotinus — The Road to Reality p. 149-150, and also ‘“‘Integration and the
undescended Soul in Plotinus.”” American Journal of Philology LXXXVIII, 1967,

P. 419f. .
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It may look up or look downwards, cf. ii. 9.2, 4ff., Juy¥c 8¢ Hudv 6 pév
el wpog Exelvolg, T6 38 mpog TabTa Exely, 10 8’8V péoy 1od1 WY Phoewe Yap
obong pudic &v duvdueot mheloaty 6t¢ udv Ty TiEoay cuppépeabo T¢ dplot e
adTiic xol Tob dvrog, 6T 3t O Yelpov adtiic xabehxucaliv cuvepehndoashul To
péoov. T6 yop v adTig odx Ay 0w xabednbour (cf. i. 1.11). v. 3. 3, 34ff.
tells us a little more. It stresses the transcendency of nous and the
inferiority of the lower power. The faculty of reason which lies be-
tween these two is identified with what Plotinus calls the “we’’; % adtol
név ol Aoytlbuevor xal vooluev ta &v 7 Stavoly vouata adtol TolTo ydp
Nuele. o 3¢ tol vob dvepyfuata dvwbev olrwe, d¢ & éx Tig alabioewe
®dtwbev, TobTo Gvteg 1O xbplov g YPuxiic, wéoov duvdpewg ditTig, yetpovog
xol Behtiovog, yelpovog wev tiic alsbicewe, Beltlovoc 3¢ Tob vob. The
higher principle does not turn to us but rather we turn to it — Hudc
pEANoY TTpdg adTodv elg TO dve BAémovtag (43). Perception is described as
iy &yyeros (44), nous as Bactheds ... mpdg Mudc see also chapter 4,
1f., Basthebopey 8¢ xal Huels, Erav xat’ Exeivov. We recall the image of the
king applied to Soul in iv. 8.2, 28.

This connection with Soul is interesting because we find the tri-
partite division used to distinguish soul from Soul, % tod mavtdg YuyH
(11),iniv. 3. 12, 41f., 00 yap peta Tol vod Aoy, dAN” EpBaoav pev péyet Y,
xdpo O¢ adtals Eothpixtal Oepdve Tol odpavol. IIhéov 8¢ adratc xaterlely
oupBéBnxey, 8ti 10 péoov adraic Rvayrdsly, ppovridog deopévou 1ol el 8
Epbacav, ppovricat. Plotinus does not appear here as optimistic as in the
other passages, since freedom seems here to come only with natural
death.® Yet the péoov here does seem identical with the central faculty
of the other passages and probably represents the reasoning element
in us.

The distinguishing mark of this explanation of the spiritual relation-
ship of soul and nous is that the soul is strictly subordinate to nous.
Ascent is a movement of a faculty identified with the self or ego to-
wards nous and real union is not implied. In fact, as will later become
clear, this approach culminates only in knowledge by representation or
image (pavtasia) and is similar to the idea expressed in Sent. xvi. The
whole concept of knowledge by representation or illumination is
closely allied to the ontological device whereby the lower hypostasis
acts as an indeterminate substrate to the forming power of the higher
hypostasis in producing the final definitive hypostasis. The concept of

5 Zebg 8¢ warthp Elefoug wovovudvag Bvnte adrdy T& Seopd moLdy, wepl & movolvrat,
ddwowy dvamaddag &v xpbvols woLdY cwpdtwy EAevbépag, IV Exotev éxel xal abral
YiveoOar, obmep § Tob wavtdg Yuyy del 0088y Ta Tiide Emiorpepopévy. (iv. 3.12, 8f.).
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illumination is employed in both a spiritual and an ontological context.

But Plotinus often attacks the problem in a different way. He some-
times speaks of man as existing on different levels and the actual
subject of ascent is altogether vaguer than in the directional approach
for it is not identified with any particular faculty. Plotinus often refers
vaguely to “‘we” as a sort of floating ego, the location of which deter-
mines the stage reached in the ascent.

Let us first quote some of the passages which have this vaguer
relation of an ego to different levels of reality. In the difficult treatise
iii. 4, Plotinus explains in chapter 2, 11f. that after bodily death each
soul will take up a level in the after life corresponding with the level
at which it has lived during its earthly life, &eM0olca 3¢, & 7t mep
gmhebvaoe, Tobto yiveraw. Each person contains all the various levels
from nous to mere vegetable life and may choose to live according to
any one of them. In chapter 6 he says that most souls will still be
attached to some kind of body after death (i.e. star bodies) but those
who have lived at the level of nous will escape from matter altogether
to the intelligible realm. The concept of soul in this treatise is extra-
ordinarily broad and seems to include even nous (cf. ii. 4.6, 21). The
instrument of spiritual advance is no longer identified with any one
faculty but rather with a vaguer subject, an ego or self which chooses to
live and make its own any of the levels which together form its soul,
and this choice is of vital importance for its state in the after life and in
future reincarnations.

In v. 3.9 Plotinus talks of a similar progression through the different
soul phases; 28ff. Ei 8 7ig dduvarel Ty mpdTny THY Towxdtny Yuydy Eyew
»afxpés voolaay, Sofaatinly AaPérw, elra dmd Tadtys dvaBuérw. Also iv.
3.8, 12, xal 87 mhvra miEowL, xore 88 TO dvepyTioay &v adty éndoty” Tolro
8¢ té v pdv &voloBon Evepyete, Thv 3¢ &v yvaoel, Thy 3¢ év dpéker, xal &v
©6 &AM EMhax BAémewy wad dmep BAémer elva xad ylyvesbau. This is clarified
by iv. 3.6, 27 where we have the same contrast between the microcosm
and the macrocosm as in the treatise on our guardian spirit: ©o ydp
Seutépag xal Tpltag TG EyyVlev xal T mopphTepoy GmovonTéov eipficba,
SHomep wal map” MLiv ody, dpotes Puyats SmdpyeL T TEdG To Exel, GAN of pév
&voivTo &v, of 8¢ BdAhotev &v Eyydc Eprépevor, olg 38 Firtov v Eyot Tobro, xabd
roic Suvdpeow od taig adraig dvepyolow, GAN ol pév T mpdry, ol & Tf
pet’ &xelvyy, ot 8¢ T Tptry, dmdvrwy Tag ThoAg EXOVTODY.

The idea of not using the higher powers which are, nevertheless,
always present potentially comes out well in i. 4.4, of., ) 033’ &oTwv 6Aeag

fol

&vBpwmog wh od xal Tobro % Suvduer ) &vepyely Eywv, dv 8% xal Qapev
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eddalpova lvar. dAN Gg pépog adtol Tolto ghcopey &v adrd To eldog Tig
Cwtig T0 TéNetov elvan ; 3) TOV v &Ahov &vBpwmov pépog Tt TolTo Exewy Suvdyer
Exovra, Tov 3¢ eddaipova 3y, 8¢ O xal &vepyela Eol Tobro nal peTaBéPxe
Tpdg T6 a6, elvar Tolro. We have already discussed the curious usage of
the terms duvduet and &vepyelq. One thing is certain. Contemplation
here has nothing to do with our being aware of these higher activities
for this is explicitly denied in i.4.9 and 10. It is just this factor of
awareness which seems important in the directional approach as may
be seen by examining Plotinus’ description of our relationship to nous
in v. 1.12. Here also various levels are mentioned. In v. 1.10 Plotinus
says that the three hypostases exist for us — the microcosm — as well as
for nature — the macrocosm: (5f.) “Qomep 3¢ &v 7§} pboer TpirTd Talitd 2071
& elpnuéva, obtw yeN voptlew xal map’ Hulv tadra elvar. But we are not
always active at the various levels, (chapter 12, If. né&¢ olv &yovreg &
Thxalta odx dvridauBavéuedu, AN doyoluey Taic Touwdraug &vepyetong
T& TOAAR, of 3¢ 003’ EAw¢ Evepyolow;). He goes on to explain what this
activity involves. We must, he says, turn our perceptive faculty in-
wards in order to receive the gwv# or impression from above. At once
we see that we are thrown back to the pivot idea that the soul should
look upwards towards its higher faculties. This is a process of parti-
cipation rather than union and the concept of &vtiAndic involves the
reception of representations or images. In this way it is connected with
pavrasix. Plotinus rejects the explanation of contemplation by aware-
ness in i.4 because of immediate difficulties. He wants to show that
the good man can remain happy even though his external fortune is
threatened. We might also refer to the problem posed by the man who
has been drugged and the man in his sleep. They also, Plotinus claims,
can be happy, i.e. be living the life of contemplation. But there is also
a deeper reason for the rejection of contemplation by awareness as an
explanation of spiritual ascent. This concept does not fully explain
union but only participation or illumination. It is in fact equivalent
to the third stage of ascent as described by Porphyry in Sent. xxxii
and xvi. In v. 3 we see the deeper reasoning behind this rejection of
participation or illumination as a means to explain the highest at-
tainments in man’s spiritual ascent.

We have suggested that the return or upward turning of the soul
might be described as taking place in a sphere other than that of the
ontological and yet have noted how ontological terminology is used to

6 cf. p. 41 above.
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describe the ascent. It is evident in the passage we are now going to
examine that this terminology is not sufficient to describe the ‘““cross-
ing” of the gap between nous and soul which is necessary if the
philosopher is to attain to true knowledge as opposed to knowledge by
representation or images. In the treatise v. 3 the two approaches occur
together and we can assess the relationship between them. In chapter 3
Plotinus makes a tripartite division of soul, or rather of man. We have
already seen what this involves. At the end he states that the fueic is
the central or reasoning faculty. Above it lies its Bacireds namely nous,
whilst alcOnowg is described as our &yyehog and lies below “us.” In
chapter 4 Plotinus wishes to take us a stage higher for Bacihebopev 8¢
xal Npets. So somehow ‘“we’” — he is vague and speaks only of “‘we’’ not
““the we’’ can rise onto a higher level. This occurs xat’ éxeivov (= nous),
he explains cautiously. He has now to span the gap between soul and
transcendent nous. The idea of soul looking up to nous is now subtly
changed. In chapter 3 he is very adamant that we are not nous but
rather draw upon it (illumination). He now wants to move towards a
union with nous. This he now does by the introduction of an uncom-
mitted subject. The subject is now 6 ywdoxwyv éavtév. He no longer
talks of the soul or Sudvoix looking up, or of the “we’” which is firmly
identified and anchored to the reasoning faculty. It is this new personal
subject which becomes nous, who takes himself above, cuvapndcavra
gautdy elg 70 &ve (12) and, Plotinus adds cryptically, uévov Epéixovra
70 g Juyic &uewoy, & xal Sbvatar pévov miepolobor wpdg vénow. His
thought is elastic. He can still talk of taking up a soul faculty though it
cannot be denied that this whole chapter is groping for a different kind
of expression for spiritual ascent. In lines 25f. he reaffirms that nous
is ours, thus reminding us of his previous statement in chapter three
that “we” are not nous. But he is now confident that the higher
stage of ascent, unity and identity with nous, can be reached and goes
on to claim that one becomes? nous when one abandons all the other
phases of oneself and gazes on nous by means of nous, (281., Z57. 33 voig
TG adTOG YEYovds, 8Te T& &M deelg EauTob TodTE xal TolTov BAémet,
adte de €autédy). Plotinus has not contradicted himself when he now
claims that we can become nous, he has merely changed the subject
of the statement and is thinking of a floating “‘ego.” One somehow

7 Merlan, Monopsychism p. 79, has also noted the use of yiyvopar here. “The
repeated use of the word vyiyvecOot permits no doubt ... Plotinus here discusses
(and admits) the possibility of some kind of transformation (yévesic) of ‘‘us” into
the volig ywptotdc.”” vobe Tig seems to imply individual vode, however.
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feels here in the language the appeal to personal experience. The ex-
pression in chapter 6, 16f., énel 3¢ &vradla yeyeviuebo mdhv ad xol v
Juyfi also gives this impression and adequately expresses the con-
cept of the floating self with its treatment of soul as something we
are “in”’ and can leave.

Broadly, then, we have identified the first approach with a lower
stage in man’s spiritual ascent. The process of epistemological illumi-
nation is here adequately described by the use of terminology which is
similar to that often employed to denote the ontological process. The
movement toward union defies such terminology and to express it
Plotinus has recourse to an altogether new mode of expression which
owes much to personal experience? as befits the mystical nature of this
final step towards union with nous.

Plotinus was convinced that real knowledge which is the goal of the
spiritual life consists in nothing less than identity of knowing subject
and known object. This identity which occurs at the level of nous is
ontological since the knowing subject nous and its intelligible objects
are both fully real. Knowledge below thislevelis only by representation.
But by affirming the transcendence of nous and distinguishing it from
soul a difficult problem develops as to how we can explain the occur-
rence of real knowledge. What is the relationship in the sphere of
knowledge that obtains between nous and soul? Their relation in the
natural sphere of emanation is clear. Soul stands below, dependent on
and distinct from nous. But the ascent which is often seen as the coun-
terpart of emanation is in effect quite different from it, for it does not
reverse the process of emanation. It is independent of this. It is other
than ontological and yet its end consists in an ontological union of
subject and object. But it is clear that the subject which knows in nous
can never be subtracted from nous. Nor can anything “enter’’ nous as
knowing subject for nous (= Nous) is complete. Thus nothing can
strictly be said to “enter’”” Nous, “‘strictly”” being used in the sense of
forming an ontological union with nous. In loose terms we could say
that soul is in a sense in nous since nous is the &py# of soul. But this
does not seem to me to satisfy the Plotinian ideal of unity.® Moreover
this notion of immanence or pre-existence within the higher is a

8 Merlan, Joc. cit. points to the use of cuvapmdfew in this connection; ‘“‘Here for
the transformation (yéveoic) the term ouvaprdlewv is used — indicative of some
ecstatic quality of the experience here envisioned by Plotinus.” Also ibid. 81. with
ref. to dpmdlew in 2 Cor. 12, 4.

9 Since a thing with its origin in what is above it can be separate from it. See
further p. 481.
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necessary ontological fact. The soul always is in nous (Senf. xxxi) in
this sense and one still has to explain spiritual ascent.

It is relatively easy for Plotinus to demonstrate that there is an
ontological unity of subject and object at the noetic level but much
more difficult to show how, within the confines of his own system, there
can be a transition to such an identity from the lower level. The treat-
ment of the ascent as taking place in a separate sphere of reality is
intelligible enough but the attempt to produce a dynamic union of the
two spheres seems well nigh impossible. It may be that such an attempt
can only be made by way of personal conviction born of actual experi-
ence and our examination of v. 3 bears this out.

We must now look at Porphyry’s position. Critics both ancient and
modern have frequently accused Porphyry of confusing nous and
soul.10 But we often find Porphyry taking considerable pains to show
how they differed. Nothing could be clearer or more correctly Plotinian
than Sent. xxxi p. 17, 4, obre xal vole wavrayol &v xal 0ddapol alttog
uy@v xal TéY per’ adrdc, xal 0dx adtdg Yuyy obre T& petd Yuyny oddE év
wobrowc. Then we have the standard Neoplatonic definition of soul in
Sent. v where a clear distinction is meant, % pév guyh Tig aueplorou xal
Tepl T& chpaTa weptotiic odoluc pésov Ti, 6 38 volc dpéproTog odota pévov.

Sent. xliv distinguishes nous and soul with respect to eternity and
time and the mode of thought proper to each — p. 45, 14 (soul) 16 dppa
pepodiorng elg & Eyet xata wépog and p. 44, 14 (nous) &ua VTR Voel.

10 TLloyd, Cambridge History of Latev Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy p.
290. Iamblichus, Stob. 1. 365, 7£.; 372, of. But Lloyd, I think, overstates the case
for Tamblichus’ criticism of Porphyry. In fact Iamblichus explicitly states that
Porphyry was in two minds about the “‘identification’ of soul (higher) and nous.
The case for the introduction of telescoping by Porphyry in this regard seems a
little exaggerated. Furthermore Lloyd is misleading when he says (Cambridge
History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy p. 290) ‘“‘If Porphyry was
right, he (Iamblichus) complained with some insight the soul is impeccable,”
referring to Procl. In Tim. iii. 334. In fact it is Plotinus and Theodore who are
here named and not Porphyry; ibid., 333, 28f. I would not deny that Porphyry
might be included in this criticism but it is clear that he is no innovator.

Nor does Porphyry fully identify individual soul with Soul which is impeccable.
In the second passage of Stob. referred to above, Iamblichus expressly tells us
that Porphyry distinguished the évepyfuata of soul and Soul. Festugiere seems
to think this is contradicted by Sent. xxxvii, where Soul and souls are identified
(Révélation vol. III p. 203 n. 2). But here he is talking about souls in their
transcendent state before embodiment. Individual souls may differ from Soul in
their embodied &vepyeiwr which Porphyry tells us are restricted by the body
(Semt. xxxvii, p. 33, 3f.). See also Wallis, Neoplatonism p. 113 although I do not
agree that Stob. 1. 457, 11ff proves that the distinction between the activities of
souls and Soul was not caused by embodiment. That soul remains in its own
td€uc after death need not mean that it does not operate at the level of Soul. The
most that can be taken from this passage is that soul does not enter or become
nous but remains quite separate from it at a lower level.
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Further evidence for the transcendence of nous over soul is found
in Sent. xxxii. The highest “‘virtues” belong to nous, not to soul as the
lower three grades of virtue do (p. 21, 10f.). Soul has of itself knowledge
of being but would not see its own possession &vev tob Tpd adTic, i.e.
nous (p. 20, 10). Soul is “filled by nous” (p. 21, 12). And the phrase
ouvelvat T6 yewnoavtt (p. 20, #) implies transcendence.

Outside the Sententiae we find further supporting evidence. In ad
Gaur. p. 42, 22 Sudvora Yévwnp.a oboa vol HoBERyell udv xat’ odotay dmd
7ol yewwfoavtog adthy vol, dlvatar 8 EmioTpépewy adty) Tpdg TOV volv xal
ouviéval T@v adtol, el xal uh xabdmep & volc Tig dBpbag nal dvev Sieké-
dou BiEemc!? éotwv Eppotpog, Porphyry insists on the principle that the
product is always inferior to the producer. Ibid. 18 el yap xat” adrdy
(Plato) 7a dmd Hc odolug Twdv yewdueva SmoPéByre Suvduews xal
odolag iy T@v yeyevwwnudrwv.13

There are, however, at least two pieces of evidence which go against
this trend. The first occurs in the Symmikta Zetemata (Nem. 135, 7 § 11.
Dérrie p. 85), ¢ % duyy) mote pév &v éautf) otw, Etav Aoyilnrat, wotd
3¢ &v t& vé, 8rav vofi. What are these two stages? Are they the second
and third or the third and fourth stages of ascent as described in Sent.
xxxii? Even if the latter two stages are referred to here it is hard to
believe that Porphyry thought that nous and soul could become onto-
logically identical and soul cease to exist as a separate entity.l4

There is a passage from De Regressu Animae which is more explicit.
It occurs in fr. 10 p. 37*21 of the Bidez collection of the fragments.
Vos certe tantum tribuitis animae intellectuali, quae anima utique humana
est, ut eam consubstantialem paternae illi menti, quem Dei Filium
confitemini, fieri potest dicatis. The soul is said to become consubstantial
with nous. Hadot argues!® that it is consubstantial in so far as it is pre-
existent in nous which acts as its source or &py#. But how can soul
become — fieri — consubstantial ? Fiers indicates that we are dealing with

11 cf, Plotinus 1.8.7, 19 mwéBactc. Sent. xi. Stob. I 349, 16. This whole passage
of Porphyry in Stobaeus makes clear distinctions of level between soul phases,
though as with the rest of this work on the powers of soul it is difficult to deter-
mine whether Porphyry is giving his own independent position or merely arguing
ad hominem.

12 For these phrases see Plot. ii. 8, 1, 9; iv. 4. 1, 15f.; Stob. I 349, 8; Sent.
xliv p. 45, 7; 46, 3.

13 Reading is here adapted from Kalbfleisch, ad Gaurum, Nachtrige p. 8o

14 A similar sort of looseness of expression occurs in Sent. xli p. 40, 4, voig
3¢ ywptlwy Eautdy dmd cdpatog Téte udhioTa voei. Strictly speaking nous does not
fall into the body nor does it think less at one time than at another. It is rather
we who do not rise to nous. The clearly loose expression warns us to exercise
caution.

15 Povphyre et Victovinus p. 3381
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the spiritual ascent and the meaning of change or transition which is
implied in fieri is essential if spiritual progress is to be meaningful. But
the notion of pre-existence is a relatively static one. There is need of a
further factor such as ““I activate my pre-existence in nous and thus
become consubstantial with nous.” In other words we must follow the
same course as Plotinus which we outlined in the previous part of the
chapter. The use of what is basically an ontological term is typical of
the attempt to stress the reality of the spiritual ascent. As Hadot
argues, nous and soul may be described as ontologically consubstantial
in so far as nous is the source of soul, but they still remain separate
entities. We saw this idea of connection and separation in the double
gvépyewr theory. Consubstantiality is also to be understood in the spiri-
tual sense in which x becomes ‘“‘consubstantial”’ with y by the crossing
of the gap from image knowledge to true knowledge.

However there is a further point here. One could press the fact that
Porphyry refers not to a union of soul and nous but to a union of the
anima intellectualis with Nous, i.e. the whole hypostasis Nous. It is then
possible that the term anima intellectualis includes both soul and indi-
vidual nous. But one might also be justified in understanding in this
conflation of soul and nous, if that is what Porphyry meant, no more
than a convenient way of referring to the “inner man’ as opposed to
the ““outer man”’ or anima spiritalis and Porphyry would be going no
further than Plotinus who often treats man as a bare duality.16 If this
is the meaning of the passage one must admit that it slurs over a diffi-
culty for it is easier to describe the identity of the inner man with Nous
(by stressing the nous part of the inner man) than the crossing over from
soul to nous. Individual minds are more closely related to Nous than is
soul to its nous since in the latter case the two entities involved are on
different levels of reality. On the other hand the passage does not rule
out the possibility that Porphyry is talking about a transition of the
anima intellectualis seen as soul to a union with a Nous, the paterna
mens, which encompasses individual minds. One might finally refer to
Stob. 1. 457 11-13 where Porphyry as opposed to Plotinus is reported
as having said that the soul after death (and, therefore, also in life, we
might add) keeps to its own ta&ig. This does not, of course, mean that
union with Nous or the One cannot take place but simply that the soul
itself cannot become voic.

16 The idea of the “inner’”’ man in Plotinus (cf. i. 1, vi. 4,14) often seems to
break down to some extent the distinction between nous and the highest faculties
of the soul. A similar tendency may be seen in the Porphyry passages quoted.
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The weight of evidence shows that Porphyry distinguished soul and
nous and the contrary evidence does not definitely prove that he identi-
fied them. Moreover the evidence for conflating them occurs in the
context of spiritual ascent and we have argued that it would be invalid
to deduce ontological identity from spiritual union. Iamblichus’ alle-
gation of contradiction may have been partly caused by a failure to
discern the distinction between these two spheres.

Then what did Porphyry think of the relationship of soul and nous in
the context of spiritual ascent? One ought first to stress that the evi-
dence for a consideration of Porphyry’s doctrine on this point is hardly
extensive enough to allow us to draw really definite conclusions. The
outcome of our discussion will point to Porphyry’s weakening of the
Plotinian doctrine. But this impression may be due to the cursory treat-
ment this subject receives in the extant works which can with certainty
be attributed to Porphyry.

That Porphyry accepted a stage of ascent higher than the con-
templation of the vonrta as mere externals is adequately attested.
Whether he succeeded in giving the transition to this higher stage a
coherent explanation is more debatable.

Sent. xxxii clearly puts nous as the fourth goal of the ascent of the
soul. The third stage is that of soul acting intelligently — p. 20, 13
voepds Tig Yuyiic Evepyodame. At this stage soul is directed towards and
filled by nous. It receives, then, only images of the voytd — p. 21, 11
Puyiic dg Puyiic Tpdg vouv Evopmang 0n xal TAMpoupévng an’ adtod. The
final two stages are compared at p. 22, 7 ©év 8¢ mpdg vobv Evepyiioal
und¢ Tol amoothoul éx T@v wabdy elg Ewolav dguevovpévoug, TGV 3E uin
oG Vobv Eyovcdv T Evépyelawy, dAAG Tf] adTod odoly elc ouvdpoumy
agrypévov. The man who acts according to the paradeigmatic virtues is
called Oeiv matnp as opposed to the man at the third stage who is
simply Oecég (p. 22, 12f.), thus making a clear distinction between the
two highest levels of ascent.

The supreme union with nous seems to be meant in Sent. x1, p. 38, 7.
We will quote the passage in full — tolc pév yap Suvapévorg yweety elg
v adTdv odotay voepds xal THY adTdV ywdoxew odolav <xal> &v adT)
T} yvooer xal 1§ eldoet T yveoewsg adTodg dmorapBavey xad’ EvérnTa
TV TOD YWAoKoVToG xal ywwoxowévou [xal] Tobrtolg mapobow adrolg
mapeott xol 70 &v. We must ask what sort of union is meant here. The
identification of real self and nous has already been made. This is
something permanent and the floating self must now make contact
and become identified in some way with this higher self. But Porphyry
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does not seem to make any definite identification of an ego with the
higher self. He does not say with Plotinus &s7t 3% volg Tig adrds yeyovie
(v. 3. 4, 29). He does, however, use the word évéryc which might imply
this. This word is used of the unity of true being in Senf. xxxvi p. 31,
5f. and of the unity which this bestows on inferiors. The term also
occurs in Plotinus, e.g. iv. 9. 3, 8; vi. I. 26, 27 and vi. 5. 1, 8 where
unity is the common téhog. In the latter passage the word is also drawn
into the spiritual sphere of ascent. Porphyry qualifies the word by a
further phrase &v adtjj 7§} yvooer xal 7f) eldoet ¢ yvdoewe which seems
to suggest something less than full identity of subject and object. It
reminds us of Plotinus v. 3. 4, 23 fpels 8¢ &AAy duvdyel TpooyprcdpevoL
vody ad ywooxovra Exvtdy xatoPbpedo % Exeivov perahaBovres ... obrw
volv xal adTodg yvwodpeha. Plotinus seems to jump from participation to
real unity. Porphyry does not express the actual process of the final
step in such clear terms as Plotinus and, despite his conviction that
nous is the real self, would appear, when talking about actual transition
to the level of nous, to be less firm than Plotinus.

The word odvdpopoc is often used in the context of the spiritual
ascent. Thus Sent. xxxii p. 21, 10 60Ovdpop.ot adTod 1§} odele and p. 22, 10.
Plotinus uses the word in i. 1. 7, 21 to indicate the identity of the &v0p
wmog — what is essentially man in the human being — with the Aoyuey)
Yoy and in vi. 8. 13, 29 to express the unity of will and self in the One
cdvdpopog adTdg Exvtdy. The usage in Plotinus suggests that Porphyry
was, in the Sententiae, thinking of more than participation but we
cannot be sure with such vague terms. For example cbpguotc might also
be less strong than it at first appears in de Abst. p. 107, 5f. T9v xard
Sdvapy Ty Npetépav obppuoy T¢ Bewpolvrt xal Bewpovpévey ... 008
Tpdg AN, AL TPdG TOV Byt adTov <¥)> cbuguots. Although it is used
by Aristotle to indicate continuity of substance (Mef. 1014b22,
1069a12, Phys. 227a23), by the time of Proclus it seems to be identical
in meaning with peréyew etc. See El. Theol.. prop. 111, p. 98, 25 where
only the more perfect members of a series participate in members of the
series above them ovppieslou Toig dmepxeipevoic. See also ¢bid., prop.
128, p. 114, 9 and prop. 135, p. 120, 7.

A further factor to be considered is the application of ontological
terminology to the spiritual ascent. This comes out clearly in Sen?. x1.
There we are told that Being is always present to us and, in a curious
paradox, that we are always present to Being even though we are not
present to it; ¢bid. p. 37, 14f. €l & olrwe adrd) wapmy 00 ThpeL nal Sudk
Tolrto GouTdV &yvoels ol mhvra wEAAov, olg maper ... Thus Being is
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present to us and we are present to it (mapwv). But there is another
sense in which we may not be present to Being (od mdpet) and we are
told to correct this.1?7 The latter plainly refers to the inner disposition
of man, what we have called the spiritual aspect. Plotinus, too, seems
to consider the normal constitutive éristpogy of a hypostasis towards
its prior as different from its spiritual émotpop#, or union. This is
particularly clear in his treatment of the relationship of Nous and the
One. Nous is formed by a constitutive émorpoet), and its turning in
mystical contemplation towards the One, by which it indulges in an
activity whose scope lies outside its mere existence as Nous, is a
further type of &miotpog?.18 Porphyry would appear to be making a
similar distinction here and it is an important distinction, for by it the
metaphysical structure in virtue of which soul exists and is related to
nous (and thus to Nous) in the realm of existence is distinguished from
the spiritual ascent or mystical relationship. One might schematise the
thought of Sent. x1 thus

ceauTéY (= x0 &v)
gmiaTpoQ \
A or
TCOLPELVALL
spiritual relationship ontological relationship
(variable) (permanent)

(floating self ego) ob/ad  (outer man)

The ontological relationship which is xat’ odotav is dvaméomactov
(p- 38, 3). This confirms its necessary nature. Interesting, too, is the
statement that we are not separated odsiq or cut off by anything else

r

(p. 38, 17 008" &MAe Tl dmoTeTpmuévor) from nous but are separated 1%

17 See also the preceding lines, ibid. p. 37 11f., esp. xal 0d Tdper coutd xainep
napdy. The cautéy or real self is identical with Being — adté of line 14.

18 For Nous and the One, cf. Armstrong, Intelligible Universe p. 69. The voiig
épd¢ or mystical contemplation of the One by Notg (vi. 7.35) is something
different from what Armstrong calls its ‘“‘normal and constant contemplation’
by which it is itself; cf. vi. 7.15, v. 3.11.
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Tpodg 16 un dv otpoefl. The word drotépve is used frequently by Plo-
tinus!® to express the inseparable ontological link between a hypostasis
and its product and this relationship is one of subordination. Bearing
all this in mind we might conclude that the words wapeivar and éris-
tpopy; when used analogously in the spiritual context suggest some-
thing less than identity.

There is a similarity here with the process of illumination which
seems to be used both ontologically and for the spiritual ascent.
INlumination is the hallmark of the third stage of ascent (Sewnt.
XxXXii p. 21, I2 TAnpovpéwng an’ adrol). It is this stage which is meant in
Sent. xvi and, in ad Marcellam, Porphyry seems in most cases not to go
beyond this stage. This sort of subordination occurs in ad Gaurum p.
42, 22. For ad Marcellam see p. 283, of., énécbe Tolvuv 6 pév vodg T
0, &vomTpuldpevoc0 of) bpotdoet Oeol: ¢ 3& véd N duyxN f) 3¢ ab uyf
dmnpeteite 6 obpa, elc Goov oldv Te, xabapd xabupdy . .. ) 3¢ Yuy T
Ocogirel xal 16 Ocopihel v§ &v @ xabupd cdpatt. This same subordi-
nation is found in an expanded context on p. 291 where two important
ideas are added.

(x) Each lower level acts as substrate to the higher.
(2) The higher illuminates the lower.

We have seen this scheme before in the context of the twofold
activity of intelligibles but in an ontological context. We now see it
portraying the spiritual ascent. See also p. 290, 6f. 6 8" ad Octog (voude)
Omo pev 1ol vol cwtnplag Evexa Talg Aoyuals Yuyals xata Tag &vwvolog
dtetdyOx. Salvation is achieved not through the unity of soul and nous
but by the reflection in the logical soul of vénoeic in the form of &wvora.

The two spheres are seen in both the Sententiae and in the other
passages we have quoted to illustrate the ““‘third” stage of ascent. In
both cases ontological terminology is employed for the spiritual sphere.
In Sent. x1, where the highest or fourth stage of spiritual ascent is al-
most certainly meant, the use of this terminology suggests participation
rather than union. I am not arguing that Porphyry denied the possi-
bility of union but that he failed to express the final fransition to that
union as clearly as Plotinus had done.

19 cf. i. 7.1, 27; vi. 2.22, 34; Vi. 4.9, 38, 42.

20 Possible pavrasta terminology; cf. image of mirror in Plot. i. 4.10, 9 &omep
&v xaténree (pavracie tbid. 191.). Reception from above (and below) by the facul-
ty of gavrastia is frequently termed tdmog — impression; cf. also Porphyry ad
Gauwrum D. 42, 9, Tog dupdosig g pavraciag domep &v xatémtpw; ibid. 6, dmoud
pyvooBar; Semt. xxix p. 13, 12.
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We have shown that Porphyry did posit a fourth stage of ascent. We
now know that this stage must no longer consist of thought by reflec-
tions but must be without gavrasix. The whole difficulty of describing
the transition to this stage is that the process of illumination analogous
to the ontological process of enforming no longer suffices. A leap must
be made. It is at this point that Plotinus had recourse to the dogmatic
assertion of the unity of the ego with nous, that we become nous. With
Porphyry, however, we must admit that it is not possible from the
available evidence to state with any certainty the position which he
adopted with regard to the crossing of the gap from image knowledge to
pure thought. The evidence would seem to suggest that he regarded this
stage as more difficult than Plotinus had done, but, nonetheless, possi-
ble in exceptional cases. Excepting, perhaps, the passage from de
Regressu Animae he is more timid than Plotinus in describing the
transition from soul to nous. We attributed Plotinus’ boldness here to
the conviction of actual experience. Porphyry was, perhaps, less opti-
mistic. Although he himself records in the Life of Plotinus that he once
experienced mystical union with the One he sees his own achievement
as negligible compared with that of Plotinus whom he records as having
reached that goal several times.2! No doubt the fact that Porphyry so
passionately desired but failed to bring the ordinary man into a common
scheme of salvation with the philosopher also weakened his belief in the
capacity of man to reach the divine level. Plotinus, less interested in the
non-philosopher, would have had less cause for such despair. The legacy
of an attempt to popularise Platonism, to look out at the despondent
pagan society of the third and fourth centuries A.D., was the weakening
of the philosophical statement of man’s status so evident in Tamblichus
and Proclus.22

Finally, one thing Porphyry and Plotinus have in common is an
attitude towards the ascent of the soul which can only be maintained by
distinguishing an ontological and a spiritual sphere. When they want to
talk about spiritual ascent at the highest level they abandon the di-
rectional concept and, without doing away with or telescoping the .
various grades of reality that make up the human being, have recourse
to an independent sphere in which a floating ego or self is the pointer
to spiritual progress. In the transition to the level of nous, however,

21 Porphyry, Life of Plotinus, chap. 23.

22 The status of the human soul is reduced in Iamblichus and Proclus. cf.
Dodds, Proclus Elements of Theology, Introduction xx. This goes hand in hand
with an increased awareness of the necessity for divine aid. See Part Two, below.
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where Plotinus’ expression depends on personal experience, Porphyry
finds himself confined within the limits of the Neoplatonic metaphysical
structure. This marks the beginning of a process in which that structure
begins to dominate and stifle the reality of experience, a tendency
which finds its culminating point in Proclus’ dry and lifeless exposition
of probably genuine religious and mystical experience.



CHAPTER FOUR

THE FATE OF THE SOUL AFTER DEATH

We raised earlier the problem of natural death! and it is now necessary
to deal more fully with the problem of the fate of the soul after death
and the general nature of Neoplatonic eschatology. It is outside the
scope of this work to make a detailed and full study of all aspects of
this wide subject and we must be satisfied with an examination of those
points which will help us to understand the meaning and relevance of
eschatology within the framework of the ontological and spiritual
aspects of man’s existence as outlined in the preceding chapters. In this
chapter we will try to clarify the ontological factors in the eschatology
of Porphyry and Plotinus.

One of the most startling doctrines ascribed to Porphyry is that the
soul of the philosopher will escape permanently from the cycle of re-
incarnations. Zeller rejected the doctrine as genuinely Porphyrian and
Festugiére regards it as conflicting with evidence provided by Iambli-
chus in which Porphyry is loyal to the Platonic concept of the twofold
function of soul.2 Yet there is, as we shall see, a way in which this novel
doctrine can be harmonised with the traditional Platonic concept of
soul.

The testimony of Augustine for Porphyry’s new doctrine seems strong
enough in itself but is reinforced if we can reconcile the permanent escape
of the soul with the concept of soul as an intermediary between matter
and pure spirit. This we will attempt to do by firstly seeking to re-
concile two conflicting reports on Porphyry’s theories on the fate of the
lower soul after death. For, although these two problems are distinct

1 Chapter Two, note 6.

2 Zeller, p. 593, n. 1. Festugiére, Révélation vol. iii p. 81. See also Pépin,
Théologie cosmique et théologie chrétienne, p. 433ff. where he discusses Augustine
Sermons 240 and 241 and concludes that they contain Porphyrian eschatology.
They do not contain the idea of a permanent escape but, as Pépin rightly argues
(p. 439), neither do they exclude it.
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and not to be confused, it is clear that a clarification about the relation-
ship of the lower soul to the world would be of some assistance when
dealing with the idea of a permanent escape. If the lower soul continues
after death to subsist in a body of some kind (e.g. a celestial body) in
such a way as not to compromise its eternal contemplation of the intelli-
gible world, it would be possible to reconcile the two functions of the
soul. This is precisely what Porphyry does. Having made this re-
conciliation it is easier for him to assert a permanent escape. Indeed the
concept of a temporary escape involves similar difficulties and objec-
tions. There remains one powerful objection, however, raised by
Sallustius.3 If the number of souls is finite and new souls cannot be
created the earth would eventually be depopulated. We do not know
whether Porphyry was aware of such an objection nor do we have any
evidence to show how he might have countered it. No doubt he might
have claimed that the number attaining to complete escape would be
small enough to make little difference to the world.

The evidence that Porphyry believed in a permanent escape is con-
tained in several passages from Augustine’s Civifas Dei where he is
drawing on Porphyry’s de Regressu Animae. In de Regressu Animae
Bidez fr. 11, 4 p. 41* 21f., after telling us that Porphyry altered the
Platonic tradition in this matter4 Augustine goes on guod in libro decimo
commemoravt, dicere maluit (Porphyrius) animam propter cognoscenda
mala traditam mundo, ut ab eis liberata atque purgata, cum ad Patrem
redierit, nihil wltevius tale patiatur. In de Regr. An. Bidez fr. 11, 1 p.
39* 4f. he is much more explicit. He regards Porphyry as a corrector of
Plato himself (note the comment p. 40* 29 — sed homini praeposuit
veritatem) and claims that Porphyry has revoked the Platonic theory of
the circle of the dead and the living (Phaedo 70c.). It seems likely that
this is Augustine’s own interpretation rather than an explicit statement
of Porphyry.5 Dicit etiam ad hoc Deum animam wmundo dedisse, ut
materiae cognoscens mala ad Patrem recurreret nec aliquando iam talium
polluta contagione teneretur ... in eo tamen aliorum Platowicorum

3 Sallustius, xx.

4 Merlan (Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy, p.
28) claims that Plato sometimes teaches a permanent escape of the soul. He
quotes Phdr. 248c—249a and Tim 42c. See also Nettleship (Lectures on the Republic
of Plato, p. 361) who quotes Phdr. 249a combined with Gorgias 525bf. Also
Phaedo 113d where incurable sinners are thrown for ever into Tartarus. None of
these passages seems to me to be explicit enough to give Plato a doctrine of
permanent escape and the tradition of Platonic interpretation is against the idea.

5 See H. Dérrie ‘‘Seelenwanderung’’ for general respect for Platonic tradition
amongst Neoplatonists.
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opinionem et mon in ve parva emendavit, quod mundatam ab omnibus
malis animam et cum Patre constitutam numquam iam mala munds huius
passuram esse confessus est ... Cf. p. 40*% 141.: purgatamque animam ob
hoc reverti dixit ad Patrem, ne aliquando iam malorum polluta contagione
teneatur, and Civ. Dei. bk. X chap. 31 Deinde beatitudo quoque eius post
experimentum malorum firmiorS et sine fine mansura, sicut iste confitetur.?

For Plotinus, as we shall see, both temporary and permanent escape
are of little interest because of his overall confidence in transcendental
mysticism. There seems to be no definite evidence in Plotinus to suggest
that he thought of a permanent escape, though he accepts the Platonic
teaching about the sojourn of the soul in Hades between incarnations.
In iii. 4. 6, 46, however, some kind of escape may be meant — ITdw 3¢
gav I 7 Yoyl évralbe. This does not mean moral descent or fall during
the period of life on earth since the end of the previous paragraph is
discussing the natural function of the soul.8

Permanent release is definitely rejected by Proclus (EZ. Theol. prop.
206) and Sallustius. Cosmic law requires that every soul descend at
least once in every world period (Proc. In Tim. iii. 278, 10ff.) though
most people will descend more frequently because of their own weakness.
By temporary release of the soul Proclus and Sallustius mean not a total
separation of soul from the material world but the maintenance of some
kind of link with the soul ruling the whole cosmos with the gods
(Sallustius xxi; Proclus In Tim. iii. 296, 25). It is interesting to note
that Proclus says that certain exceptional souls might spend many
periods in the intelligible world (I Crat. cxvii). This sort of exception
and the special descents of great men to serve the world seem to point
to a restatement of the value of actual ontological separation from the
body. In this sense we might say that Proclus is far closer to Porphyry
than to Plotinus who still believed in man’s ability to transcend the
ebb and flow of the life of the lower soul and the body.

Despite, however, these points of similarity in principle Porphyry
would seem to be alone in accepting the idea of permanent escape in the

6 It is evident from Augustine Civ. Dei X. 29 (Bidez fr. 10, p. 37*17f.) that
Porphyry considered the life after death (post hanc vitam) to be perfected by god.
Perfect wisdom is not found in this life, cf. p. 103f. below and also Life of Plotinus
§ 23, 24f. 7 yap 8% T@v dvlpdmwY Bewpla dvBpwmivyg ey &v vévorto duetvov-dg 8¢
oG TH ety yvidow yaplesoa pév dv ely, od uhv dHote 1o BdBog Ereiv av SuvnBijvar,
&omep alpolowy of Oeof.

7 And Aug. De Tvin. xiii, 12 Et qui eorum de hac ve evubuerunt sententia, et
animam purgatam in sempiterna beatitudine sine covpove collocandam putave-
runt. Civ. Dei xxii 12 (Bidez fr. 11.3 p. 41*15, fr. 11, 5 p. 41*31f,, 11, 6. p. 42%41f.).

8 See further, pages 61f. and 74. The phrase cuvaveveyfelong xal Tijc év adtj
pLhoyevésews odotag (iii. 4.6, 33) indicates a real withdrawal of the lower soul here.
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fullest sense. It has been claimed that the Orphics believed in a perma-
nent escape? but this would seem more difficult to establish than Guth-
rie has thought. His evidence in Orpheus and Greek Religion does not
completely substantiate his claim. Proclus who is quoted as evidence
(¢n Tim. iii 2961.) does not criticise the Orphic view as we might expect
him to do in view of his comments in the Elements of Theology.

When Porphyry talks about the permanent escape of the soul one
must qualify his statement by one important fact. He did not think it
possible for all men to attain this end, or, put in a less absolute form, it
may be achieved only through philosophy, a study and discipline for
which few men are qualified — de Regr. An. Bidez fr. 4 p. 32* 14f.: ut
videlicet quicumque a philosophiae virtute remoti sunt, quae ardua nimis
atque paucorum est, te auctore theurgos homines . . . inquirant. Then what
will be the status of these ordinary men after death and how will they
achieve that status? De Regr. An. Bidez fr. 4 tells us that those who
are purged in their anima spiritalis by theurgy will not return to the
Pater but will dwell amongst the de: aetherii super aerias plagas. In fr. 6
Augustine attributes to Porphyry a similar opinion as to the power of
theurgy — p. 34* 10f.: isto aére transcenso levare in caelum et inter deos
vestros etiam sidereos conlocare. Those who reach this level will not stay
there permanently but must descend again to the earth. In de Regr. An.,
Bidez fr. 6 p. 34* 24 Augustine tells us that Porphyry extended the
effective range of magic beyond the region under the moon % aetherias
vel empyrias mundi sublimitates et firmamenta caelestia. It is clear, then,
that the station reached by the ordinary man is bound up with the
practice of theurgy.

Theurgy is not the only way by which the ordinary man can advance
himself. There is also virtue and more especially the lower levels of
virtue. Macrobius’ description of the ascent of the soul in his commen-
tary on the Somnium Scipionis, though owing much to Porphyry, does
not involve the concept of theurgy.1® This is not simply because of

9 Guthrie, Orvpheus and Greek Religion, p. 1661.

10 P, Courcelle, Les Lettres Grecques en Occident, has shown how the western
tradition uses Porphyry as its major source for Neoplatonic ideas. His researches
were particularly directed at an examination of the sources used by Macrobius
and he concluded that these are in the main Porphyrian. However one should use
Macrobius with considerable caution since he frequently misunderstands Plotinus
and Porphyry. He is also adapting Neoplatonic material to the older ideas of the
Sommium Scipionis.

Macrobius distinguishes between the philosopher and the non-philosopher and
makes the Milky Way the abode of good souls. He is thinking mainly of Scipio
whom he classifies under both headings. There are two major points where he
differs from the fragments of de Regr. An. In Macrobius
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adherence to earlier Greek and Roman concepts of virtue and salvation
but no doubt also because he isinfluenced by Porphyry’s commendation
of virtue as a means of attaining the salvation of the lower soul. The
fragments of de Regr. An. deal with the salvation of the ordinary man
almost exclusively in terms of theurgical rites (a hint that the lower
soul may be saved by virtue occurs in de Regr. Animae Bidez fr. 7 p. 35*
15). But the way to the salvation of the lower soul is also thought of in
terms of practical virtue and the more philosophically conceived
Sententiae do just this. In Sent. xxix Porphyry is handling the more
limited notion of spiritual ascent which goes no further than the etherial
leveli.e. salvation of the lower soul only. There is no mention of theurgy
in the Sententiae and the natural context of Sent. xxix suggests that
ascent occurs by a moral change in man. Yet in a curious phrase, p. 15,
3 — &v i) &N Tig adTd advio dvOEANT); — Porphyry hints at another way of
saving the lower soul. What other way could he mean except theurgy
and magical rites? He shows here some hesitation about the efficacy of
this other way but nevertheless sees fit to allow it some place. All these
points will be discussed more thoroughly in part two but it is important
to remove at this stage any general misunderstanding about the nature
of the salvation of the lower soul. Theurgy and virtue are both involved

(1) Theorigin and ultimate habitat of allsoulsis the starry sphere (cf. esp. 1.9)

(2) The philosopher is contrasted with the practical man rather than with the
theurgist or the man who has recourse to the theurgists (cf. 1.8; 2.17.9). Macro-
bius too seems to think of a permanent escape from the cycle of rebirth (2.17.14)
but by eventual transmission to the starry sphere.

Are we to identify the etherial realm of de Regr. An. with the Milky Way of
Macrobius? The highest station in Porphyry, Sexnt. xxix is the etherial one and
Porphyry is dealing there with the lower, embodied aspect of the human soul.
It would appear that Porphyry’s etherial region is to be identified with the sphere
of the fixed stars where each soul after death chooses a star, a concept developed
from Plato who thus provides one of the starting points for the notion of star-
bodies. (cf. Plato Timaeus 41E and Dodds, Proclus, Elements of Theol. App. ii.)
But what of the differences?

That Macrobius provides the same goal for the philosopher and the practical
man comes from the original Somnium and is supported by a misunderstanding
of the Plotinian and Porphyrian teaching on virtue (Som. 1.8). Macrobius con-
trasts Plotinus with those who say that only the philosopher has virtues and is
blessed. He argues that Plotinus defines virtue as that which makes one blessed
and that Plotinus includes the so-called civic virtues in his list. But Plotinus’ list
is in fact a hierarchical scale and the practical virtues will not raise a man to the
highest level. Macrobius recognises that the purifying virtues are attained only
by the philosopher who retires from public life. What he does not realise is that
Plotinus meant that the effects of the virtues are unequal. For Plotinus and
Porphyry maintain that the higher virtues make one more godlike and blessed
than the lower virtues. Macrobius’ interpretation of the Neoplatonic teaching is a
misrepresentation which inevitably helps to abolish the fundamental Neoplatonic
distinction between sage and layman.
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though they are mutually exclusive and form two distinct ways of
salvation for the ordinary man.

The Porphyrian eschatology so far described is seen to operate in
what one might call three strata or areas into which the Neoplatonic
world can be divided. The earth or region beneath the moon is the region
of embodiment as this presents itself to us now. The region above the
moon is seen as the dwelling place of the soul after death.1! The third
stratum is, though often referred to spatially as above the stars, clearly
not to be thought of as in any sense spatial in strict philosophical
discussion — it is the intelligible realm,12 the home of the higher part of
the soul which has contact with matter only through its lower phase
which on death subsists in a star body in the heavenly spheres.

The same tripartite division occurs in Plotinus also. In iv. 4.5, 11f.
Plotinus is discussing memory. This faculty first comes into operation,
he says, in the odpavéc. He then distinguishes three ‘“‘places’ that souls
inhabit.

(1) vontéy

(2) &v odpav (x4)

(3) atcbnroc xbopoc (26)

By the second he is thinking particularly of the stars who rule their
bodies with ease and without érivotat xal pnyavat (iv. 4. 6, 14). iii. 4. 6
makes a similar distinction in an eschatological context. See especially
10ff. i pdv olv &v alclntd % &v Ml 7 &v ENe Tév TAavepévey. He has
previously distinguished those who are above and those below in Hades
which is here regarded as a place for the less perfect after death which
seems to form a fourth layer in the whole cosmos. He then went on to
distinguish two classes of those who are above the earth — 18f. % t&v
dver al pev &v alcbnrd, ai 8¢ €Ew. The visible world may be subdivided
into the earth or region of embodiment proper and the heavenly
spheres. Each soul will return to the star or sphere appropriate to it.
This is evidently based on Plato Twmaeus 41d ff. But going into the
question more precisely than Plato Plotinus proceeds to make a clear

11 Though some people enamoured of the material world may even haunt the
earth. The traditional starting point for this doctrine is Plato, Phaedo 81d. Hades
as a place for the wicked sometimes seems to form a further level, under the earth.

12 Tt is important to note that this final realm has no personal significance for
man in Macrobius who seems to be little interested in the higher principles the
One and Nous, except as Macrocosmic principles which act as the source of reason
and unity in the human soul. (Somn. 1.14.5f.). This attitude is clearly not derived
from Plotinus and Porphyry. Although Macrobius’ general metaphysical picture
is Neoplatonic, his treatment of man’s place in the cosmos would seem to be
derived from a more limited metaphysics.
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division within each soul of an upper transcendent part and a lower
part which is necessarily immanent in body, in its purest state imma-
nent in a heavenly body. Thus he can now speak of the souls which are
outside the visible cosmos. He makes a further comment on these
(30f.) Tac & EEw yevopévag Thv Sarpoviav @boty SmepPefurévar xal mRowy
elpappévny yevécsems xal Bhwg <Td> &v 16 TQ Spatd, Ewg Eatly xel, Guv-
aveveyBetong xal g &v adt) prroyevésews odotag. In iii. 5, 6 he tells us to
call Beings in the intelligible world ““‘gods,” those in the visible world
as far as the moon are secondary gods. The daimones are more difficult
to place but seem to be related somehow to the embodied soul while
the pure soul is related to the gods. Transcendent and immanent uni-
versal Soul is similarly related to the gods and daimones in ii. 3. 9,
45ff. Ocdc pév obv éxelvne ouvaptbuovpéyne, 76 8¢ towmdy Saipwv, onet,
uéyag xob T waln o &v adrdd Sowpbvie.13

iv. 8.4, 5f. also shows the tripartite stratification;

(1) pera Tig 8Ang pevodoas &v 16 vonTd (5).

(2) &v odpavé 3¢ pera g 8Ang cuvdioixelv éxelvy (6).

(3) meraBdrrovoat 3t &x Tob 8hov elg T6 pépog (I0).

In iv. 3. 32, 23 he contrasts Heracles év odpavé and Heracles v ¢
vont® who really transcends Heracles — dnép tov “Hpaxhéa. We recall
i. 1.12 where the distinction is between Heracles in the intelligible
world and Heracles in Hades. Hades cannot here mean a place of
punishment for impure souls since Heracles as a possessor of practical
virtue is a good man. The term Hades is very vague in Plotinus. It can
refer to earthly existence, to the habitat of the lower soul after death
or to a specific part of this habitat reserved for wicked persons.14

The odpavég is the highest part of the alcOnrdc xdopog. We see this
again in iv. 3.17, 1f.: 1 3 &x Tob vonTol elg TH 0dpavol Taow al Puyal To
Tp@ToY Ywpav, Aoylowrto &v Tig &k TéV Towobrtwy. El yap odpavdc &v 1§
aloOnTdd Téme ductvwy, el &y Tpoceyng TEY VonTAY Tolg EoydTots. ‘Exeifev
rolvuy Yuyobrar Tabta TpdTa xol petahauPdver. He seems to think of a
gradual descent of soul, each soul passing through the various stages
but some not going as far as others; 2bid. 8. Ildowuw pév 34 xatahdumovot
Tov 0dpavdy xal didbaoty olov 76 woAd adTdY xal TO TpdTOY Exelvey, T& 3
& tolg botépolg Evavydlovron, al & Emimhéov xatiolont Evauydfovat
UEAROY XAT®.

Having introduced the notion of theurgy it is appropriate to record
that the Chaldaean Oracles, one of the main sources of theurgic rites

13 cf. Tamblichus De Myst. x 7, 293, 10f.; ix, 6, 280, 171.
14 see p. 72f.
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and a work which influenced Porphyry, also divides the world into
three parts. The report of Proclus (In Tm. ii. 57, of.) states that the
Chaldaeans divided the universe into the éumdplov, aiBépiov and Shaiov.
This is almost certainly the original Chaldaean teaching rather than a
Neoplatonic interpretation. It was greatly elaborated by the later
Neoplatonists.15 The ascent of the soul into the empyrean or intelligible
realm is found in Synesius, Hymn 8, 57, where Christ surmounts the
odpavod . .. vaxtwy and enters the intelligible world of silence. See also
Egyptian Tale p. 65, 5 odpavol vérwv. The notion of “the back of the
universe” seems to be ultimately derived from Plato Phaedrus 247b7
where the véitov odpavel is the ultimate border between matter and the
intelligible world and is somehow situated above the stars. It appears
that the Chaldaeans themselves not only distinguished the various
levels but also taught that the highest level was not open to all men.
They distinguished two classes of good men in the after life.16 There are
the theurgists who ascended to the level of the cosmic Soul in the supra-
mundane or empyrean region and the non-theurgists who ascended to a
station in the stars or planets. Rebirth for the former would take the
form of a special service to mankind and would be seen as a privilege. A
clear example modelled on this is Osiris in Synesius’ Egyptian Tale.
The tripartite division of the universe is a necessary background to
Neoplatonic eschatology. We claimed earlier that an examination of
the relationship of the higher and lower soul after death would aid us in
our enquiry about permanent escape in Porphyry. The distinction of
higher and lower soul is quite clearly involved in the tripartite world
picture and we shall commence our discussion of the relationship of
higher and lower soul after death by looking at Plotinus i, 1, 12, a
passage we have already had occasion to quote in the context of the
tripartite division. The relevant passage is i. I. 12, 28f. dpinoL oy 70
eldwhov, el un Eyyds 10 vmodeéduevor. doinst 3¢ 0d 16 dnooyiohfvar, dAAA
Te wnétt elvar. odxétt 3¢ o, av éxel BAémy &hv. The clue to the
meaning lies in the underlined words. It is body which receives the
image of soul and Plotinus can be referring here only to that stage in
life when the body ceases to be suitable for the reception of the image
or lower part of soul, the point, in fact, of natural death. This inter-
pretation is reinforced by the Heracles and Hades illustration that

15 For further details, see Theiler, ‘‘Die Chalddischen Orakel und die Hymnen
des Synesios’’ (now reprinted in Forschungen zum Neuplatonismus) p. 22—3 and,
Lewy, Chaldaean Oracles p. 137 and Thilo, Coel. Emp. 3, 41f.

16 cf. Lewy, Chaldaean Ovacles, p. 223.
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follows. We shall see that Hades for Plotinus nearly always means a
place or state connected with the soul after separation from its earthly
body in natural death. Then in i. 1. 12 Plotinus is saying the following:
(1) Lower soul may simply cease to exist after death.

(2) This total annihilation of the lower soul is somehow bound up
with perfect direction towards the intelligible world.

The Heracles illustration explains this. Heracles was not a perfect
contemplative being during his earthly life. Upon his natural death he,
therefore, retained his lower soul.

Now there is a curious link with Porphyry in the wording of this
passage. lamblichus, in his treatise on the soul, fragments of which are
preserved in Stobaeus, makes the following reference to the followers of
Plotinus and Porphyry (Stob. Flor. i 370, 5f.) ot 8¢ mepl Iopgpdprov xal
IMAwTivoy éxdoTe péper ol Tavtde Tag oixelag Suvapeis mpoBdiieshat Hmd
e Yuyijc dmopatvovtal, xal dplecbul pev xal unxére elvar e Lwag Tag
omwcody mpoBinleicas [of mepl IToppldpiov xal IMiwtivov ITAatwvixol]
aoptlovral maparmAnstwes Tolc &md Tob oméppatos Quopévols, dmdtay elg Ea-
70 dvadpduy TO oméppa elvat 38 ol TadTag &v TG Tavtl kil W) &réAhuobat
Tayo &v Tig émvonoete xouvdrepoy, odx ambdivmg. The pnxére elvar recalls
the similar phrase in Plotinus i. 1. 12. We have shown elsewhere the
connection of {wai with the lower soul and the external activity of
soul.17 Surely, if we were correct in connecting Porphyry’s concept of
the presence of soul by dbvauic with the Plotinian theory of the twofold
activity of intelligibles the external activity of a hypostasis must
continue to exist as long as the hypostasis itself (i.e. the internal
activity) continues to exist. Plotinus seems to argue this himself in
Vi. 4. I0; iv. 4. 29 and iv. 7. 14 also support this. This consideration
makes it difficult to understand how Plotinus can think of the annihi-
lation of the lower soul as soul itself certainly does not cease to exist.
In iii. 4. 6 Plotinus speaks of the withdrawal of the lower soul and ex-
plains how it is still present to the cosmos as a whole.18 This fits in
better with the notion of lower soul as the external activity of higher
soul. JTamblichus reflects this apparent inconsistency. We have seen
how he records that Porphyry and Plotinus said that the lower soul
ceases to exist when the higher soul or rather the ego is completely re-
integrated with the higher self. In Stob. Flor. i 384, 19 he appears to

17 cf. Chap. One p. 3.

18 See below, p. 74. Note also iv. 3.4, where he again says that the soul is
never completely outside body od mwavty 8¢ #w codparos #oecbat. See Dodd’s
comment on Procl. Elements of Theol., prop. 196.
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reflect Plotinus’ inconsistency (if we may include Plotinus in 7ob¢ mept
ITAwrivov) but to accredit Porphyry with the opposite opinion accorded
him in i 370, 5f. He writes that those around Plotinus say that at death
the irrational or lower soul is either

(1) released (&ouetong) elc Tiv yéveowy

(2) separated (&patpodore) and T Suavolas.

In this latter case one may see a further distinction

(a) each power is dissolved into the life of the cosmos and yet remains
(néver) duerdPrqroc. This idea is attributed to Porphyry.

(b) The whole &\oyog Lw? remains and is preserved — a view attri-
buted to the priests.

In the general analysis of this passage I would agree with Festugiére
whilst differing from him on the text and meaning of (a).19 (1) implies
the destruction in some unspecified way of the irrational soul whilst
(2) implies that it somehow continues to exist. The elaborations of
Porphyry and the priests (surely Iamblichus’ own doctrine) are clearly
an attempt to fill in the details left vague by Plotinus. Porphyry’s
position seems to conflict with what Iamblichus has to say in Stob.
Flor. 1i370. In this second passage Porphyry is reported to hold that the
irrational or lower soul somehow remains or continues to exist after
death. The final view expressed in this passage looks similar to Iam-
blichus’ own opinion in the other passage. The difference between his
own doctrine and that of Porphyry will emerge more clearly in a mo-
ment. From these two passages we can see that Porphyry no less than
Plotinus would seem to hold conflicting views on the fate of the irration-

19 On this passage see Festugiére, Révélation 1II p. 235-6 and notes. I do not
agree with him, however, when herejects the conjecture ) xouw (sbéd. p. 236 n. 1).
Against Festugiere I would suggest that the subject of Aberow and péver is numer-
ically identical. Each irrational power is dissolved as to its individuality into the
whole life of the cosmos but remains unchanged or rather undiminished in power
in so far as it can. Festugiére on the other hand speaks of some powers being
dissolved and others remaining. I think that the former interpretation accounts
for the difficulties that Proclus seems to have had with Porphyry’s doctrine (see
below). If Festugiere is right surely Proclus would have expressed himself more
clearly. Dillon in his edition of the fragments of Iamblichus’ Platonic Commenta-
ries also now supports 7} xai (misprinted as f xal p. 376) and comments ‘‘Porphyry
assumes the dissolution of the individual faculties from each other, but imagines
the psychic stuff from which they sprang to subsist permanently in the universe
(presumably in the spheres of the relevant planetary gods). This is Hermetic
doctrine as given in the Poimandres, for instance.”’

Festugiére refers to Corp. Hermet. 1 24—5. I do not, however, see in this passage
the clear distinction between two parts of the lower soul that Festugiére uses to
support his argument that Porphyry makes some parts survive and others
dissolve. The 70o¢ seems to me to be treated in a similar way to the other aspects
of the lower soul. Itis true that it ishanded over to the daimon but it is dvevépynroy
like the other parts.
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al soul. An important passage of Proclus shows, however, that Porphyry
probably reconciled the two views.

In I'n Tim. iii 234, 6. Proclus connects the problem of the fate of the
irrational soul with that of the survival of the 8ynu« and places Por-
phyry between the extremists, Atticus and Albinus, who say that the
8ymua and the irrational powers of the soul cease to exist after death
and Iamblichus who says that both continue to exist; 18f.: oi 8¢ todrwy
perpLtepot, Gomep of wepl ITopebdptov, xal mpabrepor Tapartolvrat wey THy
xohovpévny @Bopay xatasxedavvivar Tob Te dynuaTos kol Tig dAéyou Yuyi,
avasrolyetobobot 3¢ adtd paot xal dvehdeslal Tva Tpbmov elg Tag satpag,
&’ &v v advbeowy Ehaye, updupata 8¢ slvar Tabra Ex TGV 0dpavimy cpatpdy
%ol xotLoloay adtd cUAMEYEWY THY Yuyay, Gote xal elvor Tabro kol pi elva,
adra 3¢ Exacto unuét’ elvor unde Swpévery Ty tdiétyra adtéy. This pas-
sage, it is true, is as much concerned with the &ynua« as with the irra-
tional soul but the &ynu« and the irrational soul are very closely bound
together and it would not be illicit to use this passage to give us in-
formation, in the first place, about the fate of the irrational soul alone.

The first point that the Proclus passage clears up is the meaning of
Iamblichus’ phrase §} xal 87t pdhoTo pwéver dpetaBinros. We now see
that Porphyry claimed that the 8ypuna and the irrational soul remain
(uéver) and are yet dissolved (Sixhderon). They do not simply pass out of
existence but ‘“‘they are and are not.” Proclus professes to find this
paradox mystifying (¢bid. 236, 22). Yet in his report he gives us an
important clue which helps us to understand a little better what
Porphyry was trying to say. Porphyry evidently explained the “‘p3
elvaw”” part of his assertion by denying the further existence of the
8ymwe and the irrational soul as individuals — &xasra. The word i8tétng
would appear to carry the same meaning although Porphyry usually
implies by this word the natural or essential element in a thing which
gives it its ontological rank.20 Perhaps this might reinforce our argu-
ment if we were to conclude that this expression introduces the notion
of ontological change in order to stress the cosmic effect of the process
of withdrawal of the lower soul from the world. We recall here what we
said earlier about the two ways in which we can say that a soul becomes

20 Sent. xxxiii p. 26, 18: 27, 6. xxxiv p. 28, 15. xxxViii p. 34, 5, 8. Ad Gaur. 33,
5: 35, 13.

Chrysipp., Stoic 2.126 = particular existence. Proclus generally seems to imply
by this term something unchangeable which characterises a particular rank
(In Tim. i. 36, 8f: In Rem. i. 78, 3), but also uses the word of personal character,
In Tim. i. 7, 25 Zexpatieny iSuétnro. Also ibid. 43, 10, but more concerned with
subdivision of a series; and 48, 25 and Iz Rem. i. 83, 23 of the identity of the
various gods.
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individualized or falls. The one is ontological, the other spiritual.21 We
are now dealing with the reverse process of ontological emanation, the
ontological return. If a man “returns’” or becomes “whole’’ internally
or spiritually he will attain, after death, an equal wholeness in the
ontological order when his lower powers no longer are directed towards
an individual body but towards the cosmos as a whole.

This interpretation accords well with the Iamblichus passage (S?obd.
i 384). The difference between Porphyry’s doctrine and the doctrine of
the priests which, as we suggested earlier, is probably Iamblichus’
doctrine too, is to be traced precisely to the mode in which the irrational
soul lives on. For Tamblichus the whole irrational soul lives on whilst
for Porphyry there is some kind of dissolution of the component powers
which somehow continue to exist in a separated state. Clearly the inte-
gral irrational personality as vested in the irrational soul has greater
significance in ITamblichus.

One final point to notice in ITamblichus and Proclus is their apparent
failure to understand the limitations of Porphyry’s theory. It is surely
not the case that Plotinus and Porphyry thought that the irrational or
lower soul of every single man would be dissolved after death. The dis-
solution of the lower soul is the reward of the philosopher alone and is,
no doubt, a rare phenomenon. Thus Proclus’ argument I» Tim. iii 235
that Porphyry’s idea would do away with Hades and the traditional
punishments is exaggerated. Both Porphyry and Plotinus accepted
these. The man who has not reached the level of the philosopher still
retains the traces of earthly life and passions and so remains within the
cycle of eternal rebirth and will undergo the punishments of Hades if he
is wicked. This fate will be that of the majority of men. Proclus’ failure
to see this point is, perhaps, due to a more optimistic view of the attain-
ability of the highest levels of spiritual ascent, access to which is made
easier by theurgy.

We have attempted no more than a statement of the framework
within which eschatological events occur and have touched on what one
might call the mechanics of eschatology in trying to reconcile and ex-
plain conflicting reports about Porphyry’s position. It is clear that
Porphyry even when positing a permanent escape of the soul need not
have denied the Platonic doctrine of soul as an intermediary between
spirit and matter with two functions to perform. The irrational soul
may cease to be an individual soul and thus a source of impediments for

21 See chap. two, especially p. 35.
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the higher self but it still continues to exist and give life to the cosmos.
Porphyry can still claim that all souls are sup.gierg t§ yevéoer. We must
now, however, go on to assess the importance of some of the ideas and
doctrines discussed in this chapter and ask whether Plotinus and Por-
phyry take the traditional eschatology seriously, whether, in fact,
eschatological events are real events or just a mythical equivalent of
our spiritual state and finally how their doctrine of the fate of the
irrational soul fits in with the rest of the Neoplatonic system.



CHAPTER FIVE

AN EVALUATION OF ESCHATOLOGY IN
PORPHYRY AND PLOTINUS

We have surveyed the system and workings of eschatology and must
now turn to the meaning and value of eschatological statements within
a philosophical system which juxtaposes ontological and what we have
termed spiritual statements. It must be stressed that the attainment of
successive levels in the internal ascent is not merely spiritual but that
the inner attainment has a corresponding ontological level in which it is
vested and which it uses as a sort of base. Now these ontological bases
continue to exist and perform their functions however far our inner
ascent may have carried us, i.e. irrespective of the level to which the
floating self or ego has risen. They will be marginally affected in that
they are perfected in their operation by the influence of the higher
faculties that have been brought into operation or actualised by the
floating self. But we have also heard of another way in which the lower
levels are affected. This occurs at the moment of natural death and, in
the case of the philosopher, involves the withdrawal of the lower powers
of his soul so that they are henceforth given a universal rather than an
individual existence. This represents the final overcoming of the indi-
vidual émwelete discussed in chapter two. It involves an ontological
transformation in the lower soul. The overcoming of individuality and
the ascent to universality can be understood in a spiritual and in an
ontological sense and are thus key ideas in both spheres.

In chapter two we discussed the concept of primary and secondary
fall in Plotinus and Porphyry. Their treatment of this concept, as we
suggested earlier, throws light on their attitude to eschatology. In
Plotinus’ case the fall into body is considered to be partly sinful (self-
willed) whereas in Porphyry and Synesius it is simply necessary, a
service to god and to the universe. This is perhaps one of the details
which alone shows how Porphyry tried to clarify the human adventure
by giving it a fixed starting point and goal. Since the first descent into
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body is not self-willed the ultimate withdrawal from ~yévesic cannot be
revoked by an act of self-assertion leading to a new descent. The two
realms of human moral responsibility and will and that of ontology are
more carefully distinguished than in Plotinus. They are brought to-
gether again in two ways: (1) by the identification of each successive
spiritual level with a corresponding ontological entity or level; (2) the
visible and historic world change which, in its ultimate form, results in
the withdrawal of the lower soul from the cycle of individual re-
embodiment as a consequence of perfection in the inner life.

Plotinus evidently saw little reason to press for such a ‘“‘conversion.”
For him the spiritual movement predominates. Of course the inner realm
or spiritual ego is ultimately united to the higher phases of the onto-
logical order whereby the opposition of spiritual and ontological realms
becomes an opposition of higher and lower soul. This is (1) above. But
(2) with which we are now dealing does not seem to be as important for
Plotinus as it was for Porphyry. No passage expresses this better than
iii 2. 15, 43f. The world is merely a stage on which the shadow of the real
man acts. Transmigration is taken seriously but is of little or no impor-
tance since it involves only the lower man leaving the real self un-
touched (ibid. 241.).

Kiristeller, in a perceptive book Der Begriff der Seele in der Philosophie
Plotins, balances this interpretation by discussing those passages where
Plotinus treats of the effect that the noetic life has on the lower life.l
But one is left with the disturbing feeling that “‘time” is totally irrele-
vant, i.e. the historical life in the world is utterly transcended and made
superfluous when one has rediscovered the real self in the world of
eternity. (This is the burden of the treatise on ‘“Whether well-being
increases with time,” 1.5. True happiness exists outside time and is
vested in the higher self.) Transmigration continues, one supposes,
simply because soul is by nature connected with body since, according
to Platonic tradition, it is an intermediary between pure spirit and
matter. Yet the good man not only lives above the level of the chances
of fortune in each life but also above the transition from one life to
another (iii. 2, 15, 45f.).

All this is changed in Porphyry who says that the soul of the good
man never descends again. He has, I suggest, seen the irrelevance of
eternal transmigration in the Plotinian scheme and, whilst adopting the
distinction of spiritual and ontological spheres, recognised the impor-

1 Kiristeller p. 8off.
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tance of time and the historical event, i.e. there is both a beginning and
an end to salvation. This beginning and end is not, of course, applicable
to the intelligible world or the higher self but to the mode of ontological
relationship which the lower soul has to the material world. The uni-
versalisation of the lower soul’s presence in the world marks the end-
point of salvation.

Plotinus’ attitude is, I think, dominated by his discovery of the
transcendent self and the corresponding possibility of escape and union
with that self now. And most important of all, the fact that he himself
had doubtless attained such escape meant that he had little time for the
lower elements of life. For Porphyry the matter seemed different. First-
ly he inherited from Plotinus a fairly comprehensive metaphysical
system and saw as his task the clear exposition of this system which
inevitably would include the correction of minor points and the filling
in of loopholes. The fate of the ordinary man was such a loophole.
Secondly he was, perhaps, less mystical than Plotinus and more aware
of the problem of the ordinary man — which in Neoplatonism centres
around the fate of the lower soul. Thirdly he was less optimistic than
Plotinus anel defined the escape of the soul in historical terms. Thus his
spiritual optimism is modified by the more pessimistic attitude to con-
templation which is found in Plotinus too, but not to the same extent.

The evidence we will now examine suggests that Plotinus took escha-
tology seriously and that he meant it to be real, but it is very difficult
indeed to see what real relevance it had to the philosopher. Nevertheless
there does seem to be in Plotinus an important psychological under-
current which stresses the greatimpediments of embodiment and, there-
fore, the desirability of escape from reincarnation. For the same reason
Porphyry reassesses the problem and this represents the common
ground between them.

We will now examine these ideas in more detail, but firstly it must be
determined whether Plotinus takes seriously the traditional Platonic
eschatology in its broad outlines or whether he regards it entirely as a
myth. Plotinus took eschatology seriously in so far as the lower soul was
for him an object of serious discussion. In this first part of our discussion
we are concerned simply to show that Plotinus meant his eschatology
to be accepted as a real event with a certain importance. How this then
fits in with the wider implications of his metaphysics is a separate and
more difficult question dealt with later.

A. N. M. Rich has shown in a recent article? that Plotinus was very

2 ““Reincarnation in Plotinus,” M#nem. Ser. 4, 10.1957, 232-8.
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serious about the doctrine of reincarnation. She discusses several passa-
ges where Plotinus comments on the problem. vi. 4. 16 states Plotinus’
position quite adequately. He accepts the doctrine because it is tra-
ditional and comes from a good source and says he will attempt to show
how it fits in or, at least, does not contradict his own philosophy. On
the other hand his attitude here betrays a certain diffidence. It is true
that punishment after death plays an important role in his metaphysics
but it is equally important to remember that the philosopher will
transcend this. This is a basic tension in Plotinus’ thought.

Further testimony about the reality of the afterlife etc. may be
gained from a study of the concept of Hades in the Eunneads. It has
sometimes been supposed that the Neoplatonists primarily meant by
Hades the earth and our earthly existence.3 But though such a meta-
phor is employed it is by no means as commonly found as has been
supposed and I can find only two clear examples of it in the Enneads.
Let us go through the references to Hades in Plotinus. i.8.13, 21f.
Plotinus first talks about the moral death of the soul &moBvjjoxet odv,
&g Quyy &v Odvor, xal 6 Bavatog adti) xal L év & chpatt PePamtiowévy &y
OAp ot xoradlvor xal TANoOven adtiic xal EEerBodoy éxel xelobal, &wg
avadpauy xal apéN) mwe v ddwv &x Tod BopBépou: xal Tolté ot TO &v
“Awdov ENB6vra Eminatadapbeiv. Clearly £enboboy cannot refer to spiritual
separation since we are dealing with the man who has failed to do this.
It can have only the ontological meaning of separation in the sense of
natural death. Thus Hades is applied to the soul after death. The
word &&épyopar will occur again and again in similar contexts and
seems to refer invariably to the natural separation of soul and body.
The only precedent in Plato occurs in Crito 54c2.

In i.1.12, 33 again the reference seems to be to natural death. The
immediate cause of the withdrawal of soul is the lack of a ‘receiver’ —
Omodekapevov (29). It seems difficult to interpret this other than onto-
logically. i.6.8, 15 seems to equate Hades with the act of turning to-
wards sensible objects. This is one of the exceptions.

In i.7.3, 13 Hades is seen as the state of soul after natural death —
peta Odvarov (7) and iii.4.6, 11, after natural death comes the choice of
new lives.

In ii.g.6, 13 he can accept the gnostic treatment of Hades because it
comes from Plato.4

3 H. Déorrie, Entretiens sur Uantiquité classique, xii Porphyre. p. 180.

4 ii. 9. is Plotinus’ attack on the Gnostics. In ii. 9.6. he makes it clear that some
of their doctrines are acceptable but only because they are derived from Plato.
He does not, however, give any indication of the kind of Hades he thought Plato
meant.
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In iv.3.27, 7 Plotinus thinks of higher and lower soul each vested
with a memory. He refers to a stage when they come together — cuvéow
(4) — and a second stage when they stand apart. To this second stage he
adds the remark &l &pow elev xal pévoiev (5). This suggestion that the
soul might cease to exist is surely relevant only if Plotinus is here refer-
ring to what occurs after natural death. The tenor of the passage
suggests that the lower soul of Heracles is recalling a life already spent.
In the last part of the section it is clear that Plotinus is discussing
memory after death. This is the question raised in ch. 25, 1 . and it is
the elucidation of this problem that provides the theme for the final
chapters of the treatise. It seems, then, to have been a particularly real
and important question for Plotinus. Chapter 31 develops the idea of
convergence and separation seen in chapter 27. There seem to be two
types of separation. One which occurs now due to disharmony and one
which occurs on death (2£eABodoa).

In vi, 4, 16, 36f he offers several interpretations of the phrase “‘to go
to Hades.” Of these the first two do not refer to a real Hades. I take
the second as referring to this world in view of ’AX\& odx 8vroc which
indicates that natural death comes into consideration only from this
point on.

Thus Hades in Plotinus refers in all but two cases to the fate of the
soul after natural death and is not a mere allegory of the wicked earthly
life. These passages have also shown the importance and care with
which Plotinus sometimes treated the question of the state of soul after
death. We might say that the question is raised not for its own sake but
because the answer which it brings (in this case concerning memory)
provides us with a principle upon which we can act now (iv, 3, ch. 31-32)
and which gives further reasons why man should transcend his lower
self. Nevertheless the observation and theories propounded and the
concept of the fate of soul (lower) after death which underlies them are
taken seriously and cannot be merely a myth or empty conjecture but
reasonable metaphysical speculation.

Finally in this review I would like to refer back to the tripartite world
picture which we described above® and touched on again in discussing
iv. 3.27. We must ask ourselves how far the tripartite world division is a
mythical way of explaining different attainments in human existence.

In iv.3.32, 21 we read émel xal évradla, 8rav éxel E0€Ay elvar, &t oDon
gvtadBa dopinor mdvra oo EAA SAlya Tolvuv wdxel To &vrelfevt xal év

5 See p. 61f. above.
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obpave odoa mhetw. Here we have, it seems, the two realms — while we
are in the body (external) we can yet be in the noetic realm (internal).
The external is represented by the phrase #t. odoa dvraifa. Now the
same phrase is used of the heavenly region — &v odpavé obow and is to be
taken as parallel with &ri odoa évralfe (argument a fortiors) rather than
with éxet £0ény elver. This suggests that Plotinus took literally the idea
of an external or ontological presence in the heavenly region.

I take the tripartite view in iii.4 in the real rather than allegorical
sense. In iii.4.6, 40 he seems to be discussing the natural function of
soul. The transcending of yéveois (31) seems not to be a merely spiritual
occurrence since the withdrawal of the lower soul which it involves
looks as if it is treated as an actual fact and not simply the overcoming
of earthly feelings. The discussion about the divisible soul which
follows (38f.) leads to this conclusion. The divisible soul is not divided
peyéder. When its activities in a particular area cease it is still present as
a whole. He seems to be suggesting that the lower soul is reabsorbed in
the World Soul — precisely the explanation of Porphyry when faced
with the ontological problem of the lower soul’s existence when we
have finally “returned.”

Having accepted all this there remains one enormous problem.
Eschatology, even earthly existence, is a matter for the lower soul. The
highest part of us always remains above. Plotinus shows in iv.8.8 that
he is aware that this is an innovation. By reactivating the higher self by
ascending to it internally we can transcend our lower selves. This is
forcefully expressed in iii.2.15, 24f., the passage which was mentioned
in the introductory remarks: i oBv xal 0 dmoBaveiv Moy Eo7t sdbparoc,
domep €60 roc &xet, N xal Tiow dmobéoeic copatos, bomep éxel EEo0dog &x Tig
oxNVijg TavTeMg TéTE, elodoTepoy A HEovrog Evarywvicacar, Tt &v Sewvdy
el ) Torahrn 7Y Ly el ENnAx petaford) ToAd Bedtiwy odox Tob wndt T
oy v aba yevéaBon; ... (47) xal yop vralo Enil tév &v 6 Ble xdorwy
ody ) &vdov Yuyh, AN 9 EEw dvbpdmou ouid xad olndler xal d80peTar ol
mavro Towet & oanvi] tf €Ay i) ToMhaol oxnvac momoapévey. Thus by
identifying our ego with the undescended part of the soul we can
transcend not only the misfortunes of our life here and now but also the
whole process of transmigration.

The immediate result of such philosophical optimism is a concentra-
tion on the means to attaining this goal and a corresponding lack of
interest in the lower stages of ascent since the highest stage is not so
much a continuation as an annihilation of the relevance of the lower
stages and represents a complete break with the time and event based
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philosophy of Plato and the later Neoplatonists. Death is now the
supreme irrelevance.

This lack of interest in the details of the lower stages of ascent is not
evident where they are treated as steps towards the higher goal but
only when they are seen as ends in themselves. This treatment will, one
expects, be particularly evident in the explanation of eschatology and
the fate of the lower soul of the philosopher after death. At the end of
vi. 4.16 the fate of the eidwrov is not accurately pinpointed and the
subject is cursorily dismissed without any final solution being offered.

We have already noted that when Plotinus talks of transcendence in
this way he is not suggesting that our lower selves vegetate. In fact our
lower life is perfected when we transcend it. Not only may action lead
to contemplation but action also flows from and is perfected by con-
templation. This theory seems, on first sight, to offer a link between the
spiritual and ontological realms and between the higher and lower self.
Unfortunately this is only superficial as we shall see and action is re-
garded very much as a subsidiary to contemplation, the whole theory
thus supporting rather than diminishing the transcendence noted above.
It will be as well to treat Plotinus and Porphyry together on this point
as there seems to be no fundamental difference between them.

In his treatise on contemplation (iii. 8) Plotinus seems to be using the
concept of contemplation in two ways which correspond with the
spiritual and ontological areas we have distinguished. On the one hand
contemplation provides the clue to the existence of the various levels of
reality. But when he comes to discuss contemplation in the individual
soul we are aware of a difference. This contemplation produces not a
lower order of reality (for this has already occurred) but action as its
by-product. We have here no less than the two forms of &ristpoeh
which we noted earlier. This by-product of action is equivalent to the
external évépyewx of the ontological process. An equal parallel is found
in the assertion that internal disposition rather than action is the im-
portant element (i. 5.10 end) — that disposition, therefore, when it finds
no outlet in action because of a lack of external opportunity is in no
way to be considered imperfect. This idea of opportunity is similar to
the notion of the substrate which must be present if the activity of
(higher) soul is to be manifested. The difference is that in the former
the outgoing or manipulation of the substrate is variable since we may
not always act at the highest level and there may be no outgoing
&vépyetn, however many material opportunities are to hand for its
expression. This is what is meant by the element of freedom and re-
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sponsibility as opposed to the necessary nature of the ontological order.
This parallel treatment leads to the important bias, already part of the
Platonic and Aristotelian tradition, that contemplation is superior to
action just as, ontologically, contemplation comes before and is the
cause of lower grades of reality.

In his note on Proclus Elements of Theology 36, 37 Dodds says: “It is
natural to ask what it is that is ‘generated by reversion’ (prop. 37, 7);
for while procession is a creative process, reversion has so far appeared
as a relation or state of the will. The answer appears to be that reversion
generates the progressive perfection of the lower principles. Thus Eun.
iii. 4.1.”” By quoting E#n. iii. 4.1 he shows that he means only the onto-
logical reversion since Plotinus is here talking about the ontological
formation of the various soul levels. In ad Gaurum p. 42, 18f. Porphyry
refers to a perfecting of the lower powers. He speaks of a return or
¢motpogy, of each faculty upon its producer and this return produces
perfection in the lower. But in this case he cannot mean ontological
émotpogn by which a hypostasis is formed. Firstly the faculties are seen
not as mere substrates but as fully formed. Secondly the émstpoey is
not necessary but optional (8bvarar). He means that each faculty can
have a beneficent effect on its lower neighbours if we make the effort.
Plotinus speaks in similar terms when he says that the lower part of the
soul must be ruled and thus made better or perfected by the higher
part.® This is the prerequisite for further ascent by separation.

There seems to be a difficulty here in that this effect of the higher on
the lower is seen to be both a sine gua non for further progress towards
higher principles and a result of this progress. Perhaps we might explain
by saying that the control of the bodily passions etc., though necessary
as a first step towards the higher philosophical life, becomes easier once
that life is attained. The same paradox is involved in the treatise on
Oswpta where mp&ELs is seen both as the result of contemplation and also
as the starting point in the upward direction towards the higher life of
contemplation. Plotinus tries to keep the two in balance in i. 3.6, 14,
“Can the lower kinds of virtue exist without dialectic and theoretical
wisdom? Yes, but only incompletely and defectively. And can one be a
wise man and a dialectician without these lower virtues? It would not
happen; they must either precede or grow along with wisdom. One
might perhaps have natural virtues, from which the perfect ones develop
with the coming of wisdom. So wisdom comes after the natural virtue,

6 cf. vi. 4.15.
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and then perfects the character; or rather when the natural virtues
exist both increase and come to perfection together: as the one pro-
gresses it perfects the other; for in general natural virtue is imperfect
both in vision and character, and the principles from which we derive
them are the most important thing both in natural virtue and wisdom”’
(trans. Armstrong). Thus the possession of the principles (&py«t) perfects
the lower virtues though these virtues remain subordinate and largely
irrelevant to the supreme task of the philosopher. He transcends them
much as Nous transcends Soul and the One transcends Nous. The Neo-
platonic concept of the relationship between action and contemplation
forms only a tenuous link between the lower and higher self and the
spiritual and ontological realms. In Plotinus it supports rather than
diminishes the concept of spiritual transcendence.

Then why did Plotinus retain the details about eschatology if they
are ultimately transcended ? One must first recall what we have already
said about Porphyry. Plotinus was evidently not very interested in the
pixtdg &vBpwmog. He seems to think that the middle course is insecure
(v. 9.1). His whole effort was concentrated on the real goal rather than
on any intermediary. Porphyry compromised to some extent by his
greater interest in and treatment of religious and symbolic themes
whose real value was as a guide to the man who could never aspire to the
heights of philosophy and, by implication, the highest grades of spiritual
salvation. On this score alone eschatology is more important for
Porphyry than it is for Plotinus.

But is the traditional eschatology relevant in any way to the philo-
sopher? We have already seen how the lower soul is transcended and I
do not want to weaken the philosophical position reached by Plotinus.
We have also seen that Plotinus sometimes has a less optimistic attitude
to contemplation and man’s involvement in the material world.

We do not need to quote examples of Plotinus’ warnings against the
distractions of this world. At the root of such warnings lies the belief
that the soul is somehow endangered or restricted by the body which it
has chosen to inhabit and although Plotinus claims that we can tran-
scend the compound of lower soul and body, it still remains true that the
body is a real impediment and source of concern. I am trying to stress
now what I would call the pessimistic strain as opposed to the optimistic
strain so clear in the theory of transcendence. The two strains seem to
occur in Plotinus’ treatment of the relationship of soul to Soul. The
presence of this basic pessimistic trait may go some way to explaining
why Plotinus retained the externals of the old Platonic eschatology, i.e.
what relevance it had to his own life.
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We saw in chapter two the ways in which the individual soul differs
from the All-soul. The individual soul gives life to a particular body. It
also tends to look towards the world of particulars in the spiritual
sense. Internally such a soul can rise to universality, but externally
it remains bound to the particular body of its initial choice, separation
from which comes only in the natural order. Plotinus often seems to
sense a real conflict here, grounded in the observation that the indivi-
dual soul must be somehow inferior to the All-soul since it has fallen
from its contemplation and however quickly or surely it returns never-
theless commences its ascent from a position of inferiority. Thus in
iv.8.7, 241. he tells us that the ascent of the individual soul begins in
time and from a low state. The All-soul, however, does not have these
disadvantages, Taic wév mapa pépog xal Yeéve Yryvopévou Tol TolodTou
%ol &v 7§ yetpovt yryvopévyc EmieTpoTic Teds Ta dpetve, T 3E Aeyouévy Tod
mavtdg elvan 10 pnd’ &v 1§ yelpove Epye yeyovévan, dmabel 8 xaxdv oloy
Ocwpla Te mepvoely Ta U1’ adtiy EEnpriiclal te TéY Tpd adriic del” A dpa
Suvatdv xal &uew. ... The individual soul is frequently compared with
the All-soul in this way. The same point about the eternity of the All-
soul’s contemplation as compared with that of the individual soul is
made in 1i.9.18, 30; &yydg 3¢ yevépevor Tob dnifixtouv wipotped’ &v v Tol
abumavtog Yuyny kol THY TAV &oTpwy, elg &yydtrTa 3¢ dpotbtnTog EN0bvTeg
omeddotpey v TEdeg TO adTd %ol Ta adTd v &v Oéq xad Nl eln ke xahédc xal
adTols Topesxevacévols Puoest xal Emperelang Tols 3¢ €€ dpyiig Smdpyet.
The All-soul has, in general, a facility for effortless management of its
body.” We are sometimes told that we must imitate the All-soul and
treat the body as a mere subsidiary and manage it in the way that Soul
manages the cosmos.® These passages express the feeling that we can
attain to such transcendence, but also point to man’s weakness because
of the particular nature of the body over which he has charge and which
forms the point from which ascent begins. In this context some form of
temporary escape from individual embodiment seems relevant as a
welcome relief from the distractions of the world. This pessimistic trait
is difficult to reconcile philosophically with Plotinus’ optimistic tran-
scendence but at least accounts for the presence in the Enneads of a

7 iii. 4.4, iv. 3.4, iii. 2.2; cf. chap. two p. 31ff.

8 Imitation of All-Soul, ii. 9. 18, 30 — A striking passage is the end of iii. 4.3,
241f. xal pévopey T@ pev &AAe movtl vonTéd Sve, 16 O¢ Eoydte adrod memedfuedo
76 xdtw olov dmbppolay &m Exelvov diddvreg el TO udtew, wdMrov 3 Evépyeia,
éxelvou odx EAatrovpévov. Here it is not even Soul but Nous that we should reach
out towards. If we do, our worldly business will take care of itself, just as Nous

and Soul give off an external évépyeix to the level below them. Cf. also chap.
seven n. I2.
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meaningful eschatology. There is here a vital tension in Plotinus’
thought, and like the tension between the spiritual and ontological
derives ultimately from personal experience. One might instance the
opening remarks of iv, 8, 1.

Before turning to a final assessment of Porphyry’s position we should
clear away the problem of whether Porphyry regarded Hades to be a
reality or not. H. Dérrie thinks that the Hades of Senf. xxix stands for
the earthly existence of the soul. But the addition of 6repeob to abpartog
in the phrase &eNdoboy yap adr] Tod 6Tepeol odbpatog (p. 13, 7) is surely
peculiar unless Porphyry is talking about ontological separation. The
argument might be raised that this word is added to distinguish the
earthly body from the pneumatic body and provides no evidence for
the existence of a special abode called Hades where the pneumatic body
dwells when separated from the earthly body. The word &épyopau is,
as we have remarked above,® usually employed to express natural or
ontological separation. Of course one could say that this too is used
metaphorically. But what of Senf. xxix p. 14, 10f.? — xal iy %ol év
of) 863 v xara THY Stuypov dvabuplacy To Tvebpa Eovsa Teborwpé-
vov. ... If the metaphor is carried on in &odoc we have the peculiar
situation of a morally good soul (i.e. internally separated) having a
wet puneuma — the mark of an impure soul. Such a confusion of ideas can
hardly be meant and it seems preferable to take the whole piece literally
as asking about the whereabouts, if any, of the lower soul after death.

We reduced the relevance of Plotinus’ eschatology in the case of the
philosopher ultimately to a question of optimism or pessimism. We
have shown the pessimistic traits in Plotinus which would give rise to a
reassessment of the relevance of release from yévesig. It is extraordinary
that Porphyry, who appears to be the champion of optimism judging
by the precise way in which he treats the problem of spiritual escape,!0
should also give such emphasis to the pessimistic strain that he gave it
theoretical expression in the concept of permanent release. We can only
conclude that Porphyry’s optimism is theoretical rather than practical.

His attempted suicide is a remarkable pointer to his practical pessi-
mism. More precise is Augustine’s comment in Cév. Dei x 29, Bidez fr.
10 p. 37*16. Uteris etiam hoc verbo apertius, ubi Platonis sententiam (cf.
Phaedo 66e) sequens nec ipse dubitas in hac vita hominem nullo modo ad
perfectionem sapientiae pervenive, secundum intellectum tamen viventibus
omme quod deest providentia Dei et gratia post hanc vitam posse compleri. 11

9

. 72.
10 See the discussion in chapter two p. 22-23.
11 See chapter four, note 6.
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The same attitude is evident in Ad Gaurum p. 50, 23 Tov voly, &v xal
IMdrow dyamnrdv 8re elg yhpag deuveiton Aehdytotar. An echo is found in
Synesius de Ins. p. 156, 5 volg ydp, pnot, xal @pbévnorg dyamnTdy 8¢ xal
elg ypag dpixotvro, Thv dedvrastov Aéywy. The wording in the Synesius
passage suggests strongly that he had read the Porphyry passage.

For Porphyry, then, there is sufficient reason for desiring ultimate
release even for the philosopher since the restrictions imposed by the
body are considered by him to be a serious impediment, even at times
an insurmountable obstacle, in attaining the goal. The doctrine of
release reasserts once again the historic element as an important factor
in the philosophic life and inevitably returns to natural death the im-
portance it had lost in Plotinus. In so far as Porphyry tempers the ex-
treme formulation of Plotinian spiritual transcendence we could claim
that he shows a return to primitive Platonism. But perhaps it would be
more correct to stress the uniqueness of Plotinus. I have hinted in these
pages that personal and practical achievement played a great part in
the formation of the philosophy of Plotinus and Porphyry. Personality
seems to be one of the most important factors in the realm of contem-
plative metaphysics. Plotinus led Porphyry in philosophical thought.
We also recall that he led him out of the trough of despair which al-
most brought him to suicide.



PART TWO

INTRODUCTION

In his introduction to Proclus’ Elements of Theology xx E. R. Dodds
quotes Iamblichus de Mysteriis ii, 11 to show the change from mysti-
cism to magic and theurgy which Iamblichus is supposed to have
fostered. Although it would be absurd to argue that the externals, at
least, of such a change are not to be found in the Iamblichus-Proclus
tradition of Neoplatonism, there has, I believe, been too little attention
paid to a proper understanding of the meaning of theurgy in the life and
thought of the later Neoplatonists. It is my intention here to suggest
that some aspects of theurgy, far from being a betrayal of Plotinian
Platonism and drawn from an alien source, are actually developments
of Plotinus, that theurgy is not a system of passive salvation, that
Plotinian fewpla is not excluded by theurgy, and, finally, that the life
and conduct of the more eminent later Neoplatonists is to be carefully
distinguished from the bizarre career of charlatans such as Maximus
who bring into disrepute a way of life which need not have ruled out
genuine religious and contemplative experience. Indeed the de Mysteriis
of Tamblichus is an important document in the history of religious
thought. We recall that the occasion for writing the de Mysteriss was
Porphyry’s letter to the Egyptian priest Anebo. The contrasting atti-
tudes of the two philosophers are striking and an examination of the
role of theurgy in de Mysteriis will put Porphyry’sideasinto context and
thus help us to clarify his position with regard to theurgy and his place
in the Neoplatonic tradition.

Because of the complex nature of the issues involved it seems best
to avoid giving a formal definition of theurgy and instead to build up a
picture gradually, beginning with an analysis of Iamblichus’ concept of
theurgy. This allows us to make the important distinction between a
higher and a lower theurgy which will prove a useful tool in the evalua-
tion of the attitudes of Porphyry and Plotinus. Theurgy as the “work”
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or activity of the gods introduces the concept of divine intervention in
human life and we, therefore, next trace from Plotinus to Iamblichus
the idea of divine causality in the ascent of the soul. Proclus is then
introduced since he develops in many ways and systematises the ideas
of Iamblichus. It will then be possible to give a final summary of the
concept of theurgy and its metaphysics in Iamblichus and Proclus. It
remains to return to Porphyry and Plotinus to give their theoretical
attitude to theurgy and religion, to compare them with each other and
finally with Iamblichus. Lastly we turn from theory to practice to see
the practical activities of the Neoplatonists as regards religion and
theurgy.



CHAPTER SIX

THEURGY IN THE DE MYSTERIIS
OF IAMBLICHUS

This examination of theurgy in the de Mysteriis will fall into three
parts, the last of which will be dealt with in chapter seven.

(x) Theurgy and vénotc.

(2) Higher and lower theurgy.

(3) Causality in theurgy.

We turn first to the relationship between theurgy and vénoic. Twice
in the de Mysteriis lamblichus criticises Porphyry for not distinguishing
theurgy from philosophy. In his introduction Iamblichus says some-
thing about the methods he intends to follow in his criticism of Por-
phyry’s letter to Anebo. In i.2 he particularly stresses the necessity of
preserving for each area of discourse its own peculiar mode of exami-
nation. This generalization is applied, in particular, to theurgy and
philosophy (7, 3f. 7 & oixelov éml néow droddoopéy col TposNxdVTKE, Xl
7o pév Boroyd Oeodoyndc, Oeovpyndde 3¢ T Oeovpyina dmoxpvobueda,
Pthocbpwe 3¢ T& pLhdcopa petd ool cuveferdoopev). The point is raised
again in ii.11, 96, 7; %ol Si6TL QLhocdbpwe paAhoy xal Aoyixéde GAN odyi
%xaTd TNV &vepydy TRV lepéwy Téyvny Tov dmohoyiowdy woteital, ik Tolto
olpow deiv Beovpyindytepov elmely Tt mepl adrddv. Now this latter passage
acts as a preamble to the well-known passage in the same chapter in
which Tamblichus apparently puts theurgy above vévoic and disparages
Tobg DewpnTinde prhocopolvrac. But what does Tamblichus mean by the
terms vévoic and gurocogie?

Before involving ourselves in an examination of ii, 11 it is important
to grasp the general tenor of Tamblichus’ criticism of Porphyry — that
Porphyry uses one method of examination for all subjects. And this
method Iamblichus calls quiocogia. It is clear, however, from many
points that Tamblichus makes, that what he most objects to in Por-
phyry is the use of human terminology (to express it crudely) when
talking about the supernatural. Thus ix. 10, 285, 2; &AN évralfa xal
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pahoTa ceaipata supBaivel Tols avBphmols Ta uéyrota, Nvixa &v dnd Tig
dvbpwmivng dobevelag ourhoyilmvral Tt Tepl T@Y Soupoviey émotacioy. . .
In iv. 3 he seems to be making the same point, though this time about
our relations with the gods rather than about discourse concerning the
gods per se. The terms ““caller’” and “‘called”, Iamblichus says, do not
signify the real relationship of entities here. For at the highest level of
mystical/theurgical union there is no érepéryg and thus no real differ-
ence between the two entities. In this way he neatly parries Porphyry’s
objection that the idea of summoning a god implies the use of force
against that god and hence the god’s lack of freedom. Iamblichus’ point
is that the terms used are human terms which distort the metaphysical
situation.! This seems to me to be Iamblichus’ chief point against Por-
phyry and he seems to understand by ¢uocogia what we would term
rational discourse which necessarily uses terminology and images drawn
from the world of sense experience and which even at its purest level
still involves érepdryec. This is certainly what Tamblichus finds to
criticise in Porphyry. Then is it simply a matter of how we talk about
or understand divine or supernatural phenomena? Here, perhaps, lies
the crux of the problem if we wish to appreciate Iamblichus’ position.
When he distinguishes theology and theurgy2? he would appear to
separate our understanding of the divine from our actual experience of
it. Theology is the correct discipline for talking about the divine

1 'We see here that tendency, found in Plotinus, too, though much more so in
the later Neoplatonists, to resort to the language of the mysteries when confront-
ed with intractable metaphysical problems. It is the ease and almost mechanical
nature of such descriptions of union in later Neoplatonists which leads us to
think, often unfairly, that they never experienced real mysticism.

2 Theology deals with the names and nature of gods, theurgy with the actual
experience of union with the gods and the practical means to its attainment.
Theology and theurgy are distinguished by later writers in the context of the
scale of virtues. So Olympiodorus In Alc. 172, 1f. This corresponds with a similar
analysis in Iz Phaed. 113. If we take the two passages together it becomes clear
that the theological virtues are on the same level as the paradeigmatic virtues
(see also Marinus, Vita Procli 3). In Olympiodorus the distinction of virtues at this
level is used to explain how we attain really unified thought where subject and
object are identical (see chapter eight and chapter nine n. 74). In Alc. 172, 1f.
adds an extra complication. The theological virtues help us to know ourselves. It
is only with the theurgic virtues that the fullest form of subject-object unity is
expressed when we are united with what is outside ourselves, our own particular
god. Only in the fullest union are we united with what is above us.

This divorce of knowledge from union may be seen also in Porphyry de
Abstinentia 1. 29, p. 106, 26f. Here, explaining that it is not rational knowledge
that leads to happiness and true contemplation he makes a clear distinction be-
tween Sudvota and vénois. But he goes on to say that not even ta mepl 16V 8vtog
évtwy promote full contemplation. One must add, he says, gustwoig (a medical
metaphor cf. Galen 14. 386 ““inflation’”) and {w%. It is not easy to see what these
two terms mean but it is important to note that he is breaking down the Plotinian
experience of vénoig where knowledge of true being is the same as the vonty {wi).
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whilst theurgy is the discipline which leads to actual participation in it.
It is difficult to see exactly what is the relationship between theology
and philosophy. Iamblichus would seem to regard both of these as
disciplines involving more the exercise of wdvowx in the Plotinian
sense than that of vénow. Perhaps theology is concerned with the
naming and hierarchy of the gods whilst philosophy, when concerned
with the highest realities, concentrates on the problem of their meta-
physical status. But at least this much is certain, that ¢iocogia and
véyoi do not of themselves lead to actual union with the divine. But it
is also becoming clearer that Tamblichus does not always use the word
vénotg in the way in which Porphyry and Plotinus use it. The vénouc or
yvéaig of ii, 1T would appear to resemble Plotinian wdvowe, discursive
reason, rather than unified intuition. This yv&otg is concerned with the
knowledge of facts (98, 5 003¢ ydp &&v Yvduey T ExdoTe Yéver mapoxo-
NouBobvra 1. . . AN odx &veu pdv Tol yvdvou. . .). It is time to pursue
this point in further depth. I hope here to show that Iamblichus does
recognise a form of vénoig which is above the yvéoug of ii. 11 and is more
akin to Plotinian véyotc.

In an important passage in i, 3, 7, 14f. Tamblichus claims that our
yvdoug concerning (4 mepl Bedv yvéowc) the gods is Eueurog. This yviaig
is superior to all xpiatc, mpoatpesic, Aéyos, and dmédeilis. elxaota, 36&a,
and culoyiopée begin in time (dpyopévorg moté &md ypbvov). Such
Zugutog Yvidaug is, as the name implies, something vested in the soul by
nature. But such yvéotg is not the same as #) wpog t6 Oelov cuvapy. It is
still divided and, therefore, not an adequate means of knowing that
which is undivided and always stable. Iamblichus goes on to say that
above such knowledge of different by different there is % vév feév
Emprnuévy povoedhg ovpmhox#.3 This is unified and adropuic. He then
seems to imply that by this cupmioxf; we become somehow enveloped in
god and filled by him. We transcend our human selves and in this
knowledge of the gods (idévar) we find our real selves. The same is true
of the lower gods. He now applies the name sbugurog xatavénes (9, 11)
to this ouvag?. This must be the same as the cupnhox? since he now
expounds the principle of like perceived by like, of the connection with
the eternal and unchangeable through eternal and unchangeable
thoughts (vorjoeig) — Taig 8¢ naBapaic ol duéumrog vofoeoty alg elnpey 8

3 For cup.mhox see further 23, 6 and 17, 8-20 where its denotes the hierarchical
chain of being, i.e. the ontological relationship between different levels. This
provides, as it were the ladder for the spiritual ascent (through daemones etc. as

intermediaries) and differs from the cupmlox# which is achieved by the use of the
ladder or framework. Here are the ontological and spiritual aspects again.
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adtov mapa Tév Becdv. This he again calls eldyoig and then declares that
it is eternally in the soul povoetd?g — just the point which distinguished
the earlier cupmhoxt from the &upurog yvédorg which is not povoetdve.

There is, however, one difficulty here. The whole passage seems to
refer to the permanent state of the soul (8, 8; Zotnxe ydp &el xat’
gvépyeiay évoerdidg) and what I have elsewhere called its ontological
dependence. It is not always easy to discern whether words like cuvae
refer to ontological dependence or the spiritual state of the soul.
ouvarret in 96, 14 obviously carries the latter sense since some men (the
theoretical philosophers) are excluded. cupmwAox) also occurs in Proclus
in Alc. 224, 15 in the latter sense although it concerns an involvement
or movement towards the world of sense perception rather than to the
divine. Yet as we have already seen the Neoplatonists are not always
clear in their distinction of the two spheres but easily pass from one to
the other. It is possible then that this passage contains both ideas. We
possess volc but do not always use it. Can we construe the 3¢t of 9, 9
and the subjunctive cuvarntésBw of 9, 13 as implying obligation (and
therefore free choice) rather than necessity — a spiritual rather than an
ontological meaning?

The word cupmloxy) occurs again in iv, 3, 184, 18 in the same context
of the removal of division — e yap % puAlog GpovonTixijs xowwvia xal Tig
adidhuTog ovpmronl Thg Evmoews cuvéxel THY lepatixly amepyastay. ..
What is remarkable here is the conjunction of vénoig and theurgy. This
addhvTog cupmroxy refers to the union of caller and called where all
érepbc disappears, 185, 5, olte. .. &¢ &repov &€ étépwv &yystptlopey.
This recalls the povoeidyg ouvpmhoxh of i, 3 and the context in iv, 3
refers to the ascent of the soul, the spiritual factor mentioned above.
Iamblichus frequently has this combination of vénoig and theurgy —
2809, 8, N paxaprwtdty TéV Oedv vénoig comes as a result of theurgy; 2094,
4, TO poxaploToy TéNOG TAV Gyaldv Hulv medxerton xal adrd 16 %Vpog Tig
opovonTinijc @uMag THe Tpdg dAMjrous: those who reach the higher
theurgy live xata vobv uévov, v, 18-19.

All this has a bearing on the interpretation of ii, 11 since from these
passages it would appear that Iamblichus is not putting a theurgic
level above the level of vob¢ in a way which would either abolish it or
reduce it to a lower level. vénoiwg would seem to be an aspect of the
actual union with the gods which Tamblichus calls theurgic union (t3yv
Ocovpywey &vwow, 96, 15). But what is the meaning of Swnép mdogay
véyouw in ii, 11, 96, 18? Even if this includes the highest form of vénotc
as described above and does not simply refer to reason or knowledge of
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facts, it is not legitimate to say that Iamblichus does away with vénoig
in union, since what he is trying to stress here is that the ultimate
causality of union is above vénoi. Theurgy is the work of the gods and
the gods are above men (here is the point of departure from Porphyry
and Plotinus). Then the vévnotc attained in union might be similar to the
eldnotc in cupmhoxy which we discussed above. Such véyotc is attainable
only through the workings of theurgy by the grace of god. It is possible
that Iamblichus may not have meant to include this sort of vénouc in
the formula w&sav vénow. He may have meant merely all human vénoug
by the expression.# We recall that in iv, 3 ITamblichus says that man

4 One should be very cautious when later Neoplatonists speak of transcending
vénoig etc. They tend to separate unity with the voytév from volg, voeiv and to
speak of vénoug at different levels without making quite clear at times to which
level they are referring. Both Tamblichus and Proclus display this tendency in
their description of the ascent at the highest levels. In the Phil. Chald. iv Proclus
clearly distinguishes the two aspects — xai wéoo Yoyl xol még vode évepyetog Exet
Suttdg Tag pev évoerdelc ol xpelrTovag vonoewg, Tag 8¢ vontixds. Referring to
fragment 1 of the Chaldaecan Oracles he says the following xdv yop Gouv ai Totabton
vofioerg amhal, &modetmovrar Tiic Tob vontod éviabag &mAdTnTOg wal el Sevtépag
pépovtal Twvag voepds (pboetg) elg TAT00c %87 mpoehBoloag. He is talking about union
with the highest member of the noetic world. It is beyond vobe. It is vontév but
still subordinate to the One which is only introduced with the words tiv. &v
&t ouvapletyn piv wpodg To &v. This vonrédv may be grasped only by the &vfog vob at
the very pinnacle of vo¢ and related to the unified vontév by the unity in its own
nature. At this level of &v0og vod Proclus is still talking about vénoig (1 vontdv
tolro vooBpev). And yet at this stage volc must be using the second of its
gvépyewon, the évoedeic évepyelag which are xpeittovag voncewc. One must be
cautious indeed with the meaning of the term vénoug. It is easy to see from this
chapter of Proclus how simple it would be for him to talk about a stage above
vobg and véneug whilst not severing all connections with some of the implications
of vénmoig as Plotinus conceived it. Much of this complexity is due to the distinc-
tion of that which is vontév and that which is voepév. Damascius in de Prin-
cipiis ch. 70 makes this point clear when commenting on Fr. 1 of the Chaldacan
Oracles — 008¢ 4 omebddovsa Exvtiic mwotfiour TO vonTdy, AN dpteica Eoavtny éxelve
mpdg TV elg adtd dvdmAwowy, xoal vontdy paAlov A voepdy elvar mpobupovpévy. The
stress on passivity in the vontév stage where unified thought is attained provides
the point of entry for the help of theurgy).

Dillon (in his edition of the fragments of Iamblichus’ Platonic Commen-
taries p. 390 n. 1) suggests that Proclus’ commentary on fr. 1 of the Ckaldaean
Oracles in de Phil. Chald. iv is probably derived from Iamblichus. ITamblichus
and Proclus do seem to have a great deal in common here. An important
sequence of pages in Damascius reporting on Iamblichus (de Principiis ch. 70)
shows the same tendency in Tamblichus as in Proclus to divorce unity and vénoig
or yvéoig. The difficulties with the application of these terms to our relationship
with the highest levels of the noetic world are apparent. Iamblichus is said to
have expressed himself in different ways. In one book he is said to have denied
that the vontév could be grasped even by the &vbog vod, that it was not yveetév
but Zpetdv xal dmwd todrov mANPolebaur TOV vodv (Aéyovreg) 0od yvdoewg dAN odctag
xal THE EAng xad vontiic Tehetétytog, In his commentary on the Chaldaean Oracles,
however, he and his followers xol Thv yvidow &v T¢ vontéd xal mepl adtd xoto-
Aetmwovewy. I agree with Dillon (See his general comments on Iamb. In Parm. Fr
2a and 2b) that there is no contradiction here rather a viewing of the situation
from a different angle although this is hardly a completely satisfactory expla-
nation. Damascius in commenting appears to agree with Iamblichus and him-
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transcends his own human nature in union with the gods at the highest
theurgical level. However, he never makes clear whether the (surely
superhuman) vézoig enjoyed in union gives us an understanding of the
divine cuvBhpare (Which are strictly unknowable in the human sense
at least). But then at this level all distinctions and difference are
obliterated and in a semi-popular work like the de Mysteriis he would
not wish to examine more deeply and, perhaps, more philosophically
the metaphysical implications of this doctrine.

Tamblichus, therefore, saw man’s elevation as ultimately in the
hands of the gods. The divine power is transmitted by certain cult
actions, objects and words, all of which are actually dangerous to those
not morally or intellectually prepared. But Iamblichus seems for the
most part in the de Mysteriis to restrict his discussion to the noetic
gods. It is to the realm of pure véxnoig that he bids man to return. The
unifying power of the gods is thus above all human véyoig, but this
human vénoig is a necessary part of ascent, the human co-operation
with the divine, and is somehow enhanced and lifted up so that it
becomes, in a transformed way, part of the experience of union itself.
It is in this way that Iamblichus can combine the philosophical and
the theurgical in his description of the way to salvation in p. 291, 3;
N p&v Tog TEY vonTdy odotag tepatixals 63olc dvapetpel. lamblichus unlike
Porphyry and Plotinus did not think that human vénoig could attain
its pure united form without the aid of the gods. Unaided, human
thought always stands outside the object it contemplates or reaches out
towards (ultimately god). It is only through the divine causality that
the barrier can be broken down, the human be made divine and united
with the divine. Uniting, even at the noetic level, is the work of theurgy.
We shall see this more clearly in Proclus and in certain passages in the
Phaedo Commentary of Olympiodorus. It is highly probable that Proclus’
teaching here is simply a fuller expression of a doctrine which goes back
to Iamblichus.

But Tamblichus also includes a more sinister element which comes

self sees the two sides. After giving the arguments for the highest part of the
noetic world being dyveotév he then argues for a higher level of yvéoig by which
it is grasped % Hvopévy yvdois — f vonty Yv@ois &¢ dAndés. Tamblichus himself
would appear to have used this phrase (Damascius de Principiis 1 147, 22f.)
ouvdyet yap elg &v mdoog AUy Tag vonoels kol motel wlay cuvetAnupévny &x Taodv
TovTe]] xal ddudxprtov xal &g dANB&S Hvepévny vénowy, olav Tob vontod Exetvov Thy
vénow elvor Bodheton 6 IduPryog. Further investigation into the use of terms like
yvéoug and vénorg and their relationship to the metaphysical structure of reality
in late Neoplatonism would help greatly to clarify our assessment of Tamblichus
and Proclus.
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out especially in his discussion of mantic. Mantic or divination is not
only a source of useful information concerning the future in the world
of sense experience® but also a means to union with the divine (higher
theurgy): cf. de Myst.x. 4, p. 289, 13f. G\ adtd 0 %xahOV %l Ty TaELy THY
GAn0% xal Tpémovcay peTd THe TPoYVhoEns Tapadéyovrar ThpeaT 8’ adTy
xod 75 doéhov. The seer actually exchanges his human life for a divine
existence iii, 4, p. 109, I4-I5 %) peroaAAdTTouoy &vti Tig dvbpwmivyg Luig
v Oeloay. Now Dodds® has shown that the sort of divine activity which
Tamblichus is here talking about displays all the hallmarks of the
modern spiritualist’s concept of a medium and mediumistic trance.
That communion with the divine can take place under such circum-
stances was probably totally rejected by Plotinus and Porphyry. It
would thus appear that Iamblichus’ vénoic has nothing whatever in
common with Plotinian vénoig and contemplation. This might certainly
be true as far as ITamblichean mantic is concerned. Yet his concept of
sacrifice seems free of these objections. There is, I think, here a basic
tension in Iamblichus’ thought which comes of a genuine attempt to
combine Plotinian contemplation with the actual phenomena of “re-
ligion”” which he felt to be genuine. If my contention that Plotinian
vénoi can be seen in the de Mysteriis seems to be overstressed it is only
to bring out this tension in Iamblichus’ thought. He believed and
accepted the magico-religious practices of his times and attempted to
incorporate them into Neoplatonism. He sees vénoi as the end-point
even of the mediumistic trance? though what value such vénous can
have when divorced from the rigorous contemplative ascent is hard to
say. For Iamblichus such véynoug is god-given in any case though there
must be some co-operation on man’s part. He must lead a good life as a
preparation.8 Eunapius tells us that Iamblichus frequently prayed
alone and Proclus, too, is said to have prayed much.® Perhaps this kind
of activity represents the more genuinely spiritual tendencies of the
later Neoplatonists (in accordance with the spiritualizing theory of
sacrifice). And prayer, we should remember, was considered by the
Neoplatonists to be a part of theurgy!? for it, too, aims at union and
union is the work of the gods. It is this aspect of theurgy which I wish
to examine more closely and which is, perhaps, a philosophically more

A characteristic of a lower level of theurgy. See below p. 96f.
Dodds, “The Greeks and the Irrational.” Appendix ii, p. 295f.
See p. 91 below on divination as an aid to salvation.
On need for a good life when involved in mysteries see p. 92.
Eunapius V. Soph. v. 1.4ff., 458. See below Postscript.

0 Procl. In Tim. i 210, 30f.

= © W3,
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important development than the admission of sinister rites which may
be seen as a most regrettable corollary. That the later Neoplatonists
were mere magicians does not seem to me to be true. The following
exposition is an attempt to probe deeper into some of the ways in which
Iamblichus (and to some extent Proclus) incorporated theurgy and its
rites into the Neoplatonic system, in the hope that it will give us a
better appreciation of the development of Neoplatonism after Plotinus
and in particular help to clarify Porphyry’s position.

We now turn to the second main point we intended to raise, the
distinction of a higher and a lower type of theurgy. In the de Mysteriis
there are several reasons which lead us to postulate a division in what
we might loosely term theurgical matters into a higher and lower theur-
gy. Such a division has, of course, not gone unnoticed and various
scholars have seen this in Proclus also. One might refer to the treatment
of Rosan, Lewy and Sodano. The division which they have made seems
basically correct except in one small, but important point. To illustrate
this point I shall give a more detailed account than has been hitherto
given of the division of theurgy in the de Mysteriis.

Previous opinion has identified a higher and a lower theurgy with a
division of theurgy into theoretical, mystical or philosophical theurgy
and practical theurgy, the latter employing material objects and rites
whilst the former transcends their use. S. Eitrem opposes theoretical
theurgy, or contemplative philosophy, and practical theurgy which
concerns itself with rites. Rosan sees the higher theurgy in Proclus as
identical with wictic (he refers to Theol. Plat. 61-3, 193). Lewyl! sees a
higher and lower theurgy in Iamblichus and stresses the absence of the
ritual element in the former.

Such a simple solution is attractive, neatly cutting off the ritual
element from the higher mystical theurgy. Though I am still arguing
for a higher theurgy the division does not seem to me to be quite here.
It seems better to define lower theurgy as restricted to the area of
ovpraleia,12 the material world of humans and daemones. It is essen-
tially a horizontal relationship. Higher theurgy involves the linking of
man with his superiors, the gods, not through cvundOeia, but through
guhiw. This would seem the only analysis which can take adequate
account of a passage like ii, 11, where one cannot deny that Iamblichus

11 S, Eitrem, Symbolae Osloenses xxii (1942), 51-2; Rosan, Proclus p. 213ff.;
Lewy, excursus iv in Chaldaean Ovacles and Theurgy; Sodano, Lettera ad Anebo,
Appendice i.

12 See below p. 93.
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advocates the application of certain rites but where it is at the same
time clear that he is talking about the very highest level of union with
the gods.

Lewy argues that for Iamblichus theurgy and philosophy are two
distinct ways to the same goal, and that theurgic union in ii, 1T means
the theurgist’s way as opposed to the philosopher’s. He adds that there
is a mystical theurgy or metaphysical theurgy in the philosophical way
and to justify it the philosophers employed some of the seemingly more
intellectual passages of the Oracles but that this philosophical theurgy
is not to be confused with the genuinely theurgical way to union with
the gods. The objection to this interpretation of Iamblichus can best be
seen by the way in which Iamblichus distinguishes two grades of theur-
gy, a lower which does not extend outside the material universe and
thus cannot lead to union and a higher theurgy linked with vémoig (see
224, 10f. and the discussion below) which does lead to union with the
gods. The obscurities in Iamblichus’ position (e.g. are there rites or not
at the highest level?) would seem to be caused more by his desire to
combine the two ways than to preserve two parallel methods of ascent.

Tamblichus’ analysis of theurgy and the way to salvation in the de
Mysteriis is based on a grading of the ontological levels which are the
object of each particular branch of theurgy. If we wish to reach god we
use one type or level of theurgy; if we want to attain only a lower level
we can use an inferior type of theurgy. The distinction of level aimed at
seems to be the main criterion in his analysis. A secondary factor is the
corresponding polarity of corporeality and incorporeality. But this
would not necessarily seem to involve the abolition of all tangible rites
at the higher level. ii, 11 shows that Iamblichus could combine the two
and he, no less than Proclus, probably had a means of accounting for
this factor.13

In the de Mysteriis Tamblichus deals with several subjects which we
might term theurgical since they involve god’s intervention in human
affairs and man’s attempt to reach and communicate with the gods.
Tamblichus himself includes sacrifice in theurgy (de Myst. 225, 41.).
Divination is no less a part of theurgy and leads to salvation (see de
Myst. 289, 8ff. and Sodano, Lettera ad Anebo, Appendice 1. Divinazione
e Teurgia.14) Itis to an examination of these branches of theurgy that
we now turn.

13 See below p. 120 on the levels of cuvBfuara.

14 See further de Myst. 179, 9-12 3tSoto Toig Oeovpyois 7 mpdg T& vontdy whp
&vodog, 8 &% xal Télog 3l mdong udv mpoyvhoews wdong 8¢ Beovpyixiig TpaywaTelag
npotifeoa.



92 THEURGY IN THE DE MYSTERIIS OF IAMBLICHUS

Tamblichus recognises the existence of black magic (de Myst. 177).
This is a perverted form of theurgy which makes use of evil daemones.
Impure people who get in touch with the evil daemones of black magic
rather than with good daemones will find that their own wickedness
and depravity will increase in a sort of vicious circle (xdxAoc). Indeed
people who perform rites for the wrong reason or when they are impure,
will find themselves addressing evil daemones, even though they in-
tended to call on good ones. Thus the good come in contact with good
daemones which connect them with the gods. These good men are the
true theurgists. Note that Iamblichus is talking about pavrete (p. 175,
18) but treats it under theurgy. One further point to observe here is that
the goodness and wickedness mentioned here would seem to be moral
and not merely ritual.

Initially we must distinguish both of these forms of “theurgy’ from
human mantic. Divine mantic comes from god. Human mantic is a
product of human reasoning or instinct based on the natural order of
the world and the purely mechanical sympathy of its parts (iii, 26; x, 3.
In book x he treats separately those who use some form of spiritual
power for a bad end (2) and those who are not using any spiritual power
at all (3)).

Even though Iamblichus mentions perfect and less perfect mantic,
ranging the less perfect under the control of lesser gods or angels (i,
18), there does not seem to be the same basic distinction of a lower and
a higher aspect of mantic such as the one found in sacrifice. It is im-
portant to realise that human mantic cannot form this lower branch
even though Iamblichus says that the sympathy which it utilises
contains an tyvoc of the divine. Nevertheless divine mantic is seen as a
part of theurgy or theurgical salvation. It is not merely a source of
gratuitous information. Indeed the gods sometimes withhold informa-
tion about the future if the soul may become “‘better” that way (289;
see also iii, 31). Jamblichus seems to stress throughout his treatment of
mantic its usefulness to salvation and its ability to connect us with the
vonra. This comes out particularly in the section which discredits the
making of images, iii, 28-30; esp. p. 167, 1If. Oavpdouip’ &v el Ti
dmodébanto TV T& dAnbwa eldn Tév Oedv OewgodrTwy Beovpydv. Ak Tt
vyap &v Tig eldwha qvrl &Y Bvtweg gvtwy avtaddEutto. .. On the whole,
then, for Jamblichus mantic is concerned with the furtherance of that
part of human activity which is concerned with the immaterial world
and thus comforms more to the higher forms of theurgy. The nearest
Tamblichus comes to making any kind of hierarchical distinctions in
mantic is in iii, 18, esp. p. 144, 3ff.
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All forms of theurgy have to do with divine beings of some sort. Yet a
general distinction has to be made between cosmic divinities and hyper-
cosmic gods who are completely separate from material oyéoiwc. This
distinction will be observed especially in Iamblichus’ treatment of
sacrifices.

Underlying this distinction of a theurgy which, as we shall see, is of
this world and a higher, hypercosmic theurgy is the distinction which
Tamblichus makes between ocuumdfeix within the {éov or material
world, and @uAie which is the transcendent cause of this sympathy.
Tamblichus seems to avoid the use of the word cuprdaleix for the re-
lationship of a lower and higher r&&ic. This is particularly evident in v,
9-10. The beneficial causality of sacrifices should be termed quAfa or
oixetwoig. He is attempting to show that the real cause is transcendent
¢uhia. This effects a oyéowv ouvdetinny (209, 11f.) of:

TGV INULovpYodVTLY TPdG T& SNLLouEYoLLEVa
TRV YEVWOVTOV TPOG T& ATTOYEVWMLEVA.

In 10 he distinguishes two major levels or tafews. Firstly that of the
physical world and the daemones and wepuxéopior Oeot within it, and
secondly that of higher and more perfect causes. The lower level is the
level of physical cupmdOea. It is also our human tdfic — d¢ wpdTa
TPoGOoLXELoVLEVE XaTa TNV M6 Tpdg N Takw (211, 2). The higher level is
the level of true causality which leads to the ultimate cause, guia pia,
and in p. 211, 16 this is seen as the all-pervading cause which
(1) connects lower with higher,
(2) is the unifying source and cause of lower cupmddera,
(3) is a unifying power within its own level.
oumabeix expresses the horizontal connection between objects whose
true relationship is grounded ultimately in a transcendent cause termed
¢unie, which for the higher theurgy is an end in itself. Seen as such,
¢urta involves a vertical movement of inferior towards superior.15

In iii, 16, 137, 20, &vwoig 3¢ xal ) cupurdbela Tob wavtdg seems to refer
to the material world. The unity in the material world is the means
whereby the gods express things to men (épyavois p. 138, 7). They use
daemones, souls and # ¢boig 6An as gpyava — all these cosmic entities
“obey”” the gods (dxorovfolot) and represent the pia dpyn and »ivnoug

15 See also de Myst. v. 7 where he mentions sympathy but says that it is not
the whole answer to the problem of causality in sacrifices. 207, 17f. 0d v § ve
dAn07c tpbémog . . . He goes on to stress the transcendence of the higher gods.
Further cf. Festugiére Révélation iii p. 201 n. 2.
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which comes from the gods who are outside (#4w) the universe. This is
similar to v, 10, 210, 18 éraxolovBolvra.

Whilst he sees a hierarchy within the phenomenal world of cuprafeta,
the various parts are, nevertheless, regarded as belonging to a single
vdEwc when one makes the vital hierarchical distinction between the
embodied and the incorporeal, i.e. the gods who are outside the uni-
verse. @uha expresses the relationship of these two levels and the real
source and cause of the sympathy which obtains between the levels
within the lower sphere. One cannot, of course, deny the great hier-
archical chain of intermediaries in Tamblichus, but it is at times clear
that he is equally intent on stressing the great divide between the
material world and its gods and the purely noetic gods.

gl “‘operates” in the realm of volc dmabfic (211, 15) and this
connection of transcendent ¢uhix with volc recalls again the fact that it
is the connective power of the incorporeal, noetic gods. It recalls also
the distinction of sacrifices into corporeal and noetic and the parallel
division of and within human beings.1® It is thus not surprising that
the highest level of union with the gods is described by a combination of
volg and quAia, as in iv, 3, 184, 18, § @uAtag dpovonTixiis xowwvia, and
more personally in X, 8. 294, 5, 0 xUpog Tig SpovonTixijc LAlag Tig
mpdg dAMrovg, where divine friendship implies not only the breakdown
of all barriers between man and god but also a similar fostering of
communication and union of men who have reached the noetic level.

The division I have mentioned may be seen in an important passage
on theurgy (p. 184). The context, however, makes interpretation
difficult. Iamblichus wants to show how, in Porphyry’s words, we can
call on the gods as though on superiors yet order them as though they
were inferiors. Tamblichus gives several answers which seem hardly
consistent with each other. Some daemones, he argues, are lower than
us in perfection. These one may ask and command. But at the highest
level no human expressions (asking, etc.) are adequate to describe the
relationship of man to god and their unity. In between these two ex-
planations comes an important statement about the nature of theurgy
in which the following two “‘aspects’ of theurgy are described. The
points can be analysed in the following way.

Ia 76 pév o¢ wap’ avlpdmwy mposaybpevov. This theurgy is exercised by
men.
b It preserves our téic in the universe and the All.

16 Dealt with below p. 95.
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¢ We call on our superiors.
d We call on them from our position as human beings.
2a We act empowered by divine cuv0fjpora.
b This theurgy reaches up to the gods outside the world.
¢ We now order the powers of the All.
d We are invested with divine cuv0fpara (and thus raised to the divine
TdELg).

He seems to be comparing not two aspects but two stages of theurgy
when he distinguishes the objects aimed at by (1) and (2) above. He
differentiates means and ends. The first is analogous to the lower type
of sacrifice (see below). The second is taken up in the following chapter
where he develops the idea of man transcending his own ‘“human”
wa&uc. This is the highest stage and is reserved for the few. Both stages
are dependent on divine power and concerned with divine powers.
Thus the lower type is not to be compared with human mantic where
man is the main agent and interpreter of the natural world around him.
The Yyvog of the divine which Iamblichus recognises in the material of
human mantic is much further removed from the divine source than is
the divine presence in theurgy type I.

Two further points might be noted here. As regards the flow of
thought both before and after this passage, could it be that ITamblichus
has wandered a little here, that initially he wanted to distinguish and
reconcile two aspects of theurgy but ended up by separating them,
spurred on, perhaps, by the interesting new argument of the following
section (iv, 3)? Secondly, it is to be noted that whilst the higher type of
theurgy reaches up to the noetic level, it has not transcended all
dealings with the lower powers (those of the All).17 The inclusion of this
continued use of lower powers and, therefore, concern with the material
world, is necessitated by the context. Iamblichus can now counter
Porphyry’s objection and tell us what gods we can “command” and
why. But the fact that Iamblichus allows, even in this context, con-
tinued dealings with cosmic gods to those who have risen above their
level indicates, however indirectly, the importance which Iamblichus
placed on the lower theurgy.

In v, 15 Iamblichus grounds a division of sacrifice in a twofold
classification of human beings. This classification of human beings
seems to imply not merely two distinct types of person but a division
within the individual as well. We are either & 7ol odparog peréwpol

17 Similar to Proclus’ division of theurgy in Marinus Vita Procl. ch. 28
mpévotay %37 Tév devtépwv. See p. 116.
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(cf. petéwpov p. 184, 5) 7 T& v&, (i.e. spiritually), or bound down é&v
7§ dotpemdel ocopatt. In accordance with this there is a double cult
(Opnoxeta). One is amholc domuatos ayvés and free from yévesis. The
other is dvamipumhdpevog T&Y cORATOV xal Ti¢ Evdhov TaaYe Tparypatelag.
Hence there are two sorts of sacrifice (Oustév . . . Sitta eldn). The first is
performed by those already pure. The second are &wha, copatostd? and
belong to the less perfect. He also speaks of &uia and &uha ayald,
which seem to mean the rewards consequent on the two types of
sacrifice. This is brought out more fully in 16. The lower type of
sacrifice is concerned with petitions for bodily goods whereas the
higher type brings spiritual benefits which he describes in 17. The
lower sacrifices bring ‘‘gifts’” which promote the civic virtues (p. 223, 8,
ovppetploy 88 %ol xpdow ... moapeyduevoc). They afford success and
avert disaster in the material sense.

Tamblichus now claims to introduce a further classification in 18,
but it is difficult to see how this really differs from that put forward
in 15. The same distinctions are meant but different terms are used.
Most men live under ¢botc and eipappévy, but a few transcend this by
using volc. Others lie between these two extremes. The first group live
according to ¢botc. The phraseology here at 224, 10 reminds us of 184,
4, where it is employed to describe the first aspect/stage of theurgy it-
self. Those wholive xata vov udvor (for he is here also taking account of
those in the middle who live partly at both levels) are freed from the
bonds of @botc and voepdy xai dodpatov lepatixiic Oeopdv Jurpeheridor
mepl vt Thg Oeoveylog o pwépy. Again the different types have differ-
ent gods (19). One can “offer” uotxag duvapeig (226, 5) to the lower
gods whilst the higher gods are honoured (226, 11f.) drwordrolg Tipaic

.. T 3¢ voepa Tolg TotolTolg Sdpa appblel xal To THg dowpatouv {wig,
8o T dpeTy) ol copla Swpettal, xal el Tiva TéAeto ok EAa TG YuyFic EoTiv
ayafs. Again at 227, 1T he stresses that we cannot transcend the cos-
mos and the cosmic gods by the use of lower rites. Participation
(uetéyew) in the theuwrgic gods at the hypercosmic level is a rare oc-
currence achieved by transcending corporeal objects so that one is
(228, 5) Omeproopie e Suvaper Toig Oeolg Evoduevog. od det 3 To &v évi
mote poAg %ol OYE mopayryvduevoy &ml TH Téhel TVg lepaTinil ToOUTO
%x0woy dropatvely Tpde dmavtag avbpdmous, AAN’ 003E Tpdg ToVg dpyopévoug
7hg Oeovpylag molelobur adrdypnua xowdy, 0ddE mpde Tolde pecolbvrag &v
odT]i. %ol Yo 0DTOL AUWGYETWG GwPaToEdT] TTotobvTal T Empéletay Tig
6616770,

One might note here that the idea of spiritual sacrifice or an offering
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up of one’s deeds as seen at the end of 19 is already to be found in
Porphyry. He, too, in de Abst. ii, 34 distinguishes different levels of
sacrifice. At the highest level words are not used, not even internally.
Silence is the order (163, 22f.); 8¢t &pa cuvapBévrag xal dpotwbévrac adr
Ty adt@Y dvaywyly Ousiay iepdv mpoodyew & 0ed, Ty adthv 8¢ xal
Bvov oboay xal Huév cwtnpiay. He tells us that one can sing a hymn of
words to the vontol Oeol. See further Apollonius of Tyana quoted by
Eusebius P.E., iv p. 150, and for Porphyry de Abst. ii, 60, 185, 1;
Beoic Ot dploTn pv dmapyd) volc xabapds xal Yuyd) dmabne: dbid. ii, 45, 174,
18, voepd Oualq where he speaks of internal and external ayvela — the
latter being ritual; further a quotation from the Philosophy of Oracles
in Aug. Civ. Dei xix, 23, “Nam deus quidem, utpote ommium Pater,
nullius indiget; sed nobis est bene, cum eum per tustitiam et castitatem
aliasque virtutes adoramus, ipsam vitam precem ad ipsum facientes per
imatationem et inquisitionem de ipso. Inquisitio ewim purgat, inquit,
vmitatio deificat adfectionem ad ipsum operando,” Macrobius — though
probably reflecting Porphyry Som. Scip. 1.7.3, solae faciunt virtutes
beatum, nullaque alia quisquam via hoc nomen adipiscitur; unde qui
aestimant nullis nisi philosophantibus inesse virtutes, nullos praeter
philosophos beatos esse promuntiant. The idea of spiritual sacrifice is
further adopted by Proclus de Phil. Chald ii; Suvov obv ©& 0ei tobrov
avafddpey, v elc adrov &opolwow. The care and original mode of
Tamblichus’ expression of this tradition show that he really believed
what he was saying and was not simply repeating a pious formula.
Having given an account of that branch of theurgy which is con-
cerned with sacrifices we can now deal with Lewy’s interpretation of
Tamblichus’ theurgy.1® Lewy claims that for Iamblichus theurgy and
philosophy are two distinct ways of reaching the same goal — union
with the gods. Now sacrifice is said by Iamblichus to be a part of
theurgy (225, 4). The higher stage of sacrifice to which he here refers
requires a noetic disposition on the part of the participants. Those who
do not live xata volv cannot reach the same ontological level. They are
restricted to a lower term of ascent. Their mode of conduct is theurgic,
in the ritual sense, and can hardly be seen as a lower stage in the philo-
sopher’s way to god. It is clear then that ““theurgy” alone in Lewy’s
sense does not take us to the highest level but rather a combination of
“theurgy” and ‘“‘philosophy” is required for the final stage of the
ascent. Thus one can hardly speak of two parallel ways. Iamblichus has

18 See above p. gof.
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attempted to dovetail the two ways in the final stage of ascent in his
concept of a higher theurgy.1? It is, I think, this attempt to combine the
two ways at the highest level which causes such great difficulty when
we ask about the role of ritual at the noetic level.

The account of sacrifices certainly has a “‘spiritualising”” tendency.
This impression is strengthened by the concluding sentence of v, 20
which puts those who practise a soparoetdy) ripéhetay ¢ 661étToc into
a middle class hovering between earth and heaven. Yet this higher
sacrifice, so spiritual in its tendency, is concerned with union with the
theurgic gods, 228, 2 tév Oeovpyixdv Oedv. A similarly curious phrase in
ii, 11,96, 16 Oeovpyixiy Evwoty gives one the impression that Iamblichus
is implying that there is a separate philosophical union, that what
the philosophers do not attain is theurgic union though they may well
attain some other union. This would seem to support Lewy’s parallel
idea. But the occurrence of the phrase in the spiritualising section on
sacrifices argues against this interpretation and confirms the general
analysis of theurgy presented above — which involved the corollary
that there is only one way to union. The exact role of ritual at the higher
level remains obscure even in Proclus where conflicting views are still
found.20 Tamblichus takes care to explain that the highest gods are
outside the material universe and attempts to give a rudimentary
metaphysics of theurgy in explaining how they are efficacious within
the material world. He is clearly an opponent of the crudest theurgy
which makes material objects divine in themselves and this may go
some way to explaining ‘‘spiritualising’’ passages such as that on sacri-
fices. Besides there is in the case of spiritual sacrifice already a tradition-
al framework of thought. Of course, Iamblichus will not go so far as to
give an explicit metaphysical explanation of theurgy. This he would
deem to be out of place since theurgy cannot come under the discipline
of speculative philosophy. Proclus goes against Iamblichus on this point
and his “‘religion’’ seems drier as a consequence.

We must be content to point out that Iamblichus’ higher theurgy,
however spiritualising it may appear to be, is still basically involved in
ritual. Mantic, which is a branch of theurgy, at the highest level uses
externals. The passage ii, 11 reinforces the point, whilst 184—5 clearly
implies, with its reference to odvOqua and its attempt to “‘explain”

19 Moreover Iamblichus tells us (217, 8) that the worship of the material gods
is also necessary if we wish to reach the higher grade. There is no short cut.
20 On conflicting views in Proclus on ritual see chap. eight.
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theurgic vocabulary and concepts, the use of ritual of some kind at the
highest level of union.

This said, it remains possible to distinguish two types of theurgy
only on the basis of a difference in the ontological level at which each
operates and of the inner disposition of the human participant himself.



CHAPTER SEVEN

CAUSALITY IN THEURGY

After the initial survey of theurgy in lamblichus’ de Mysteriis we
are, perhaps, now in a better position to examine the actual meaning
of the word theurgy. This leads, as we shall see, to a consideration of
the problem of causality in theurgy. Lewy gives a good survey of the
difficulties presented by the Greek words for theurgy in Chaldacan
Oracles, Excursus iv; “The meaning and the history of the term
‘theurgist’ and ‘theurgy’”. As regards our own examination we are
concerned here with only one of his observations, that theurgy may
mean the work of the gods. Does this mean the gods acting on men or
men performing divine actions (or actions which lead to the gods)?
Lewy claims that Iamblichus understood the word in the latter sense.
Theurgists are ol 7d Oela épyalbéuevor — and he quotes de Myst. i, 9, 33, 9
7 16@v Epywy 1éyv and 96, 17 7 &y Zpywy TéV deeNTwY . . . TeAcotovpyid.
But in Exc. v. n. 8 of Chaldaean Oracles he gives us the other meaning
which stresses the activity of the gods; iii, 18, 144, 1; iii, 20, 148, 6 75
3¢ Oetov £pyov ... odte dn’ dvbpwmivyg alriag iii, 20, 149, 6 Bein Evépyera.
Ibid. 14-15 shows the general principle behind this usage. God is the
ultimate cause in theurgical activity. Lewy stresses this in the same
note. lamblichus emphasizes that the gods appear xard v iStay
Bodaow and not by force (cf. 43, 3; 44, 14; 284, 1f.). He also uses the
term adrogavys (in magic and Chaldaean contexts this means ‘“personal
appearance”’) as ‘‘voluntary”’ appearance.! Men are involved in the
operation of ritual or divine actions, but it is the divine which achieves
results.

This concept of theurgy naturally leads us to ask about the nature
of god’s activity amongst men — his intervention and presence to
human beings. We will now sketch the background to this doctrine in

1 De Myst. 40, 19 Adrogavig vdp tie Eott xal adrofeds % S1d TédV ¥Afocwy
EMapdrs. On self-manifestation see Lewy, p. 101.
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Plotinus and Porphyry and attempt to assess the similarities and
differences between their concept of divine causality and that of
Iamblichus. The title of this chapter reproduces Iamblichus’ own
terminology for the relationship of divine and human in theurgy. The
language of strict causality would probably appear too rigid for Ploti-
nus. Already on this score communication between the two philo-
sophers may perhaps be said to have broken down. For those who reject
the Aristotelian terminology of causality altogether Iamblichus will
have little to contribute.

Firstly we turn to Plotinus. For the sake of the comparison with
Tamblichus it is best to restrict ourselves mainly to the One, the ulti-
mate cause in the Plotinian system, because of its overall transcendence.
This gives a more accurate point of comparison when discussing the
transcendence of Iamblichus’ divine world over the human soul.

Armstrong (History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy,
p. 261-2) deals with the role that the One itself plays in mystical union.
In Enn. v, 3.17, 28-32 Plotinus tells us of the light which comes to us
from the One and which is identical with the One. In v. 5.8 he tells us
that there is no question of spatial source (réfev). The One simply
appears — 8td od ypn Sidxety, &AN' fovyij wévewv, €wg Av Qavy], Tapacxe-
vdoavta Eavtdy Beatiy elvan, domep dpbahpds dvatorag MAtouv mepLuéver.
6 3¢ Hmeppavels Tod 6pllovrog ... Edwxev Eavtdv Oedoauclor 1o0ic Bppacty.
At other levels of ascent, as we shall see, Plotinus talks of the effect of
the higher on the lower but nowhere else does he express so well that
union with a higher principle is not an automatic process. Man is not
helpless. He must “‘prepare” himself. Note the resounding answer to
the question “how?” at the end of v. 3.17, &peke wdvra. But this does
not automatically entitle us to the vision of the One. It would be going
too far, as Armstrong points out, to see in this anything like the Chris-
tian doctrine of grace in which union with God is only possible by His
free gift of Himself. The difference is, perhaps, that the Christian mystic
awaits an individual act of grace from God and stresses the utter
dependence of man on God and the worthlessness of his own finite
endeavours to approach the infinite. Unlike the Christian mystic who
waits for God to look down on him personally and care for him Plotinus
is stressing simply the ultimate dependence of man on the One, a
dependence which is the same for all men and which does not involve
any act. of will on the part of the One. If the One is seen as the ultimate
source of return there is nevertheless a large element of the One within
us, there is something akin to the One in our very nature which helps to
bridge the gap between ourselves and the transcendent One.
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In vi. 7.22, 6f. Plotinus says that the One is the cause and giver of
love by which we approach him. The passage is worth extensive
quotation: é&petdv 3¢ yiveroar Emiypdcavtoc adtd Tol dywbol, domep
ydertag dévrog adtols xal elg Ta Epiépeva Epwrac. xal Toivov Puyy Aafolon
elg abmny v &xeibev dmoppony xweitar xal dvaPaxyedetar xal oloTpwy
miumhaton xod Epwg yivetar. mpd ol 3E 008E pog TOV volv xweltar . .. (I4)
gnewdav 3¢ fjuy el ad1ny Gomep Oeppacia éxeiley, fdvwortal 16 xal EyelpeTar

. (18) afperon ploeL dves alpopévy Hd Tob ddvrog ToV EpwTa. Similarly,
chap. 31, 17; Yoy Ep& pev éxetvou O’ adtol &€ dpyTic elg 10 Epav wivnleioa.

The effect of the One is thus felt at all stages. Moreover it is now
clear that it somehow causes not only the final union but all aspiration
to higher reality. In ch. 23, 4 we are told the principle behind this —
&x TodTou T avta. Thus the One is not only the source of all things with
respect to their ontological status, it is also the supreme cause (or end)
of the inner life of the soul. We have often remarked how difficult it is
todistinguish these two aspectsin Neoplatonism. These passages under-
line that difficulty. Nor does this spiritual dependence on the One
destroy human freedom. For just as ontologically the One is cause,
united and yet separate from its product, so in the spiritual sphere it
acts as supreme principle whilst not eliminating the individual will.
The particular nature of the hypostasis Nous is as much dependent on
its own impulse as on the causal effect of the One. Thus the relation-
ship between hypostases in the spiritual sense is analogous to their
ontological relationship. We might, perhaps, call this causal effect of
the One in the spiritual sphere teleological or final in that it is concerned
with the desirability of the object of the human soul. We might even
ask whether it is the efficient cause but in fact such terminology hardly
seems capable of expressing Plotinus’ thought and it was left to more
pedestrian minds to harden thought with school terminology.2

The above passage is also interesting in that this “‘giving” of the
One occurs at all levels. The effect of the One is transmitted to the soul
through Nous. This dmoppoi, as it is termed, is the equivalent in the
spiritual sphere of the ontological process of emanation. In ch. 23 it
is seen as ¢é&c¢ and is presented to Nous. It is now only an {yvoc. In v.
6.4, 16f. the hierarchical image of light is used ontologically. The light
image thus applies to the spiritual and the ontological spheres. Notice
that soul has volg &muypdvvuvra adtiy voepav odoav (same word émi-
yewvwwew iv. 5.7, 39 used of the effect of an external activity). The

2 For Iamblichus and Proclus see below p. 105 and note 10.
3 See also on weptovsta Suvdpewe p. 107.
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image of light is a favourite of Plotinus to express both ontological and
spiritual illumination.4

What we have to assess is the scope of this dmoppo®. This is not the
informing process by which Nous and soul became what they are. It is
something more than this. It is a means of recreating them after their
initial creation and, more than that, a means of lifting them above
and beyond their own ontological status. Plotinus gives a more de-
tailed explanation of the ontological process but it is not surprising
that he fails to elucidate the idea of the “‘spiritual” dmoppo¥;, which is
evidently something more easily experienced than conceptualised
though basically rooted deep in the concept of the One as source of
all.s

We next deal with Porphyry. Firstly there is the passage of Augustine
Civ. Dei x. 29. Though at first possibly he is reading too much into his
sources, the latter part of the paragraph is not open to this objection.
Porphyry, following Plato, apparently declared that man could not
reach “perfectio sapientiae” in this life, but for those who live on the
intellectual level any deficiency can be made good by god’s grace and
providence after death.

In Ad Marc. 282, 1 f. we have the following: avBpdne 8¢ copd Bedg
0B didwaty Eovotay. xal xabalperar utv &vBpwmog éwvota Beod, Sucaompa-
yiay 8¢ dmd Oeol Spucdpevog Suixer. Like Plotinus he sees god as the
instigator of his efforts to reach up to the vonrd. He follows with the
Platonic formula that all the good we do is caused by God, all the evil
by ourselves: 282, 6, xal wavrwy &v wpdtTopey dyxd&y Tov Oedv altiov
Nyoueho: tév 3 xaxdy altior Nueic Eopdv ol EAbuevor, Bedg 8¢ dvaitioc.6
Porphyry, then, continues to speak of what god gives, the 3@&pov Oeof.
This gift is dvaqaiperov (inalienable). Requests must be for things which
have relevance to a separated soul. Wait till god shows you what to ask
for and then ask for & (0edg) Béher te xai €otiv adtég (283, 3). Note that
god is here invoked as a helper. When we desire to obtain spiritual
benefits we should strive after them and ask god to assist us in attaining
them (282, 16£.). This accords with his criticism in the letter to Anebo
of those types of prayer which are concerned with the needs of the body.
Tamblichus effectively dismisses this objection both at the end of de
Mysteriss and in v. 16-17 where he distinguishes material and spiritual
benefits which are to be had from the gods. These belong, as explained

4 Light image used for spiritual illumination, i. 2.4, 20.
5 For d&moppo? see chap. nine n. 2.
6 This is a combination of Plato Rep. ii. 364B 3f. and 366C~D with X. 617E.
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above, respectively to the man who offers material gifts to the gods
and to the one who offers spiritual gifts. But Iamblichus and Porphyry
did have in common here the idea of spiritual help from god.

Porphyry displays here considerable differences from Plotinus. For
Plotinus, as shown above,? life after death is not intrinsically better for
the man who lives at the level of nous than his earthbound life. Second-
ly and more to the point here, Porphyry stresses much more than Plo-
tinus the divine aid needed by man. Of course this is couched in religious
rather than philosophical terminology which may partly account for the
difference. But is not the very use of the religious framework itself an
indication of the difference of Porphyry’s position ?

Porphyry’s comment in the Life that Plotinus’ work was divinely
inspired® as Armstrong says (note ad loc.) has little support from the
Enneads. We have attempted to show how such a doctrine might have
developed from Plotinus’ ideas. On the other hand one has here the
distinct impression, and it can be stated no more precisely than that,
that Porphyry has changed the temper of Neoplatonism.

However it might be unfair to use the ad Marcellam when comparing
Porphyry and Iamblichus. We must exercise a certain caution. The ad
Marcellam involves what one might term traditional piety rather than
““theurgy”’ with its sacramental and magical elements. It is true that
godisseenas a helper (ch. 12, 21). On the other hand it is clear through-
out the work that it is man who can and must make the effort to reach
god. Only virtue leads to god (ch. 16). edoéBeir comes through deeds,
i.e. virtuous acts. God will strengthen us if we act rightly. But does this
imply anything more than the extra strength we receive when we see
the Intelligibles and understand what life is about? It is significant
that in chapter 18 he tells us that the gods do not do us harm by being
enraged but by our ignoring and not knowing them, 286, 10, 0d
xorwbévreg odv of Oeol Badmrovow, &N dyvonbévrec. Porphyry retains an
intellectualist and anthropocentric view of human relations with the
divine. He is convinced that pious actions and even general reverence
for the gods must be accompanied by &pery) and coglx (ch. 22—-23), but
he makes it quite clear which comes first, 285, 11f. ody % YAGTTA TOD

7 See p. 74 above.

8 Life ch. 23. xal 871 Ao&d¢ pepduevoy morAdxg ol Beol xatedBuvay Bapviy paéwv
dxtiva Topdvtes, Mg émionéder T mop® xelvev kol EmPBréder ypapTivar T Ypapévra,
elpnron. See Armstrong’s note ad loc. ‘“Note that Porphyry attributes his master’s
achievement predominantly to divine inspiration and guidance. This has little
support from the Enneads. Plotinus normally thinks that the philosopher can
attain to the divine level without this sort of special assistance.”
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60pol Tiwov wapd 0e@, dAA& T Epye. G0oQdG Yap dvip xal otydy Tov Osdy
Td: avlpwmog 88 dpabiig xal edyduevo xal Bbwy wiaiver T Belov. pévog
obv tepedg 6 copds . .. The philosopher is a priest and not the other way
round. But when he turns to theurgy in the narrower sense his attitude
is somewhat different as we shall see.

Tamblichus, on the other hand, undoubtedly thought that man could
only be united with the gods by the activity of the gods themselves.
That Tamblichus should express himself in this way does not surprise
us for it has long been pointed out? that the later Neoplatonists reduced
man’s status. But is this in every aspect a radical reversal of Plotinus’
position or might it not be in some respects at least rather a change of
emphasis? It has already been demonstrated that Iamblichus was not a
magician or charlatan and that he probably admitted vénoic in his
mystical or theurgical union. It will also now be seen that his concept
of divine help has some links with ideas in Plotinus.

I wish now to take up again the problem of theurgic rites in the
ascent of the soul in order to show that even here in an area ignored by
Plotinus Tamblichus does not descend to mere magic but attempts to
maintain the doctrine of god’s transcendence whilst not losing sight of
the spiritual endeavours of man himself.

In de Myst. ii. 11. the divine origin of theurgical union is argued for.
It is all the more indicative, therefore, of Tamblichus’ genuine attempt
to reconcile ritual and divine transcendence that in this very section
we should be referred to mystical €pya. The ingredients of divine union
are as follows:

(1) 7o Oeior acfrro, Sdvarprig Oetor

(2) Rites — ouvbypara etc.

(3) Human thought and virtue.

It remains to ask about their relationship. Firstly we must point out
that all are considered necessary and Iamblichus makes explicit
reference to (3) in this respect: 98, 8 &A\’ odx &vev wév Tol yvévar
napaytyverat mote N SpaoTind Evawoic. vénous and 8hag g Puyile dploTag
Swxbéaeig (97, 12f.) are called attendant causes — cuvaitie. However it is
the Oeia cuvBfpara which are seen as actual or primary causes (dare we
call them efficient causes?)10 g xvptwg Eyetpovra )y Oelay BodAnouy, and

9 Dodds, Procl. Elements of Theology Introduction xx n. 2.
10 Tf we take Proclus’ analysis of prayer (I Tim. i. 213) we have the following
‘‘causes.”
(1) morymindg — SpacTyplovs TéHV Beddv Suvduets.
(2) TeMxag — &xpavro ayado TédY Yuydv.
(3) mapaderypatinag — TpwTOVEYR it
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again adra to cuvbnpata &’ fautdv Spd 76 olxelov ¥pyov. The tran-
scendence of the gods is maintained when he says % té&v Oeév

&ppmrog Sbvautg adty) &g’ Eautic Emiyryvdoxet Tag olxelag eixdvac. Tambli-
chus wants to prove the necessity of cuvbfpata (and of virtue and
vérel) whilst maintaining the independence of the gods. He then
suggests that the suvffpara are not inferior to the gods (97, 9—11). This
idea is contained in the epithet Ocix applied to the cuvdfpara in 16. In
this way, he says, t& t@v Oedv adrd OS¢’ avtéy dvaxweirar. Then the
&ppmrn Sdvag or Oele alrie and the Oela cuvbijpara are put on an equal
level as attributes of the gods. This idea occurs again in 184 where it is
by virtue of the presence of dméppnta odpBora that man is raised to the
level of the gods and ¢then has the right to union with them. Proclus
refines this (In Crat. 29f.) when he distinguishes different levels of
obpfBora. The theurgists only “‘imitate” the Oeiax odwBora.ll In de

(4) etduxdc — ta dpoporwrind Tdv Yuydv (i.e. to the gods) mpdg todg Beove.
(5) SAxdg — the ouvbhpara sown in the world by the demiurge for human
dvduvnolg.

Like Iamblichus Proclus places direct causality in the hands of the gods, but
unlike him he accords the suvf#Apata a much lower role. Yet a glance at an im-
portant passage in the Cratylus Commentary (p. 29f.) shows that Proclus thought
of different levels of ouvbfhuara. The theurgists only imitate the feia oduBora.
For men they are molveidd. At the level of the gods, however, they exist povoet7.
Each symbol is, indeed, part of the nature of a god and expresses his igué-mg or
his ability to act on what is below him (airtx). In this he seems to agree with
Tamblichus. t6 évoudGewv or the évopastind évépyeia is not a merely human
activity. The human element, however, divides naming from thinking whilst
at the divine level évop.dCetv and voeiv are united.

11 The relationship of obuBoAx and cuvBfpata to the Forms is very obscure.
The statement in de Phil. Chald. v. (See p. 118) is the clearest evidence that
Proclus distinguished them. It is also likely that Iamblichus did too, cf. de Myst.
136, 6 which suggests this by referring to their analogous nature. xafdmnep oBv 8¢’
elxbvwy yewd ol mavta, xab onpatvousy Goudteg [xal] St cuvbnudTey.

For Proclus a obvnua is a token of a god (is it to be identified in any way with
a henad immanent in a lower level ?) which inhabits a thing or person and be-
comes the means whereby the object or person reverts to that god. See Procl.
In Tim. i. 21, 11f.; 215, 24. In in Alc. 69, 3 where the ouwOhuara are clearly
meant they are called dnoppoiat Tév Oelwv. Bvnrd participate in them (perioyet)
and so bear the images (cixévag) of different gods. He also calls them uqdoetc.
We have noted the use of the term dmoppo%; in Plotinus. Proclus’ suvfhuara per-
form a similar function since it is through them that everything is summoned
back to the One. cf. In Crat. 30, 24 xal o076 &otiv 76 wdvTa xivoby el TdV TOD
&yabol mwélov xal &oBeotov TV EpwTa TolTov mapeyduevov Toig odoty.

In many ways, however, the cuvdfuata seem to be similar to Forms. They
represent the material manifestation of the immaterial. This was clearly taught
by the Chaldaean Oracles (cf. In Crat. 21, 1: In Tim. i. 340, 12£.). The cuvdfuara
are present in the world to remind us of the gods (I% Tim. i. 213, 17, mpdg
gvdpwnow). The Oracles clearly identified them with the thoughts of the Father
(see Lewy p. 191-2) and may have equated them with the Forms throughout
their system; cf. Proclus de Phil. Chald. v, # eulocogia thv te MOny ol dvduvnowy
BV aidley AMoywy aimdral...., t6 8 Myie TéY TaTeiedy cuvbnudrwv. Proclus
proceeds to reconcile the two ideas (cuvddel 8¢ dppédrepa). See further on p. 118
below. Proclus frequently speaks of participating in cuw@fuara (e.g. In Tim. i.
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Myst. 101, 3f. Tamblichus explains that in divine mantic @¢ doyava
Ombxertar T éx Ocdv xatamepumopévy) Tie TpoYvMoews d6cel boa Te Tepl
Ty oy Audv Eott kol T4 obpa xal 8ou év T @doel Tol wavtdg A Tals
Staug Exdorwv picecwy Evumdpyel. Evidently ritual actions are in them-
selves merely 8pyave. If this interpretation is correct the cbuBoAx at the
lower level will be merely dpyovee which transmit the power of the
gods.

Thus god is not actually himself immanent where his effect is ex-
perienced. See further 126, 17; xai téte &) wdpeotv adTf ywpeLoTds 6
Bedg Emndpmwy, érepog BV xal Tob TUPdE xal Tol Tvebpatos xal ThHe idtag
€dpac wal Thong THe mepl TOV TéTOV Puotxilc xal lepdc Qavopévng xaTa-
oxebe. gmdpmwv recalls the concept of Eapdig which was probably
used by Iamblichus to explain the divine presence. The same words
recur a little before, in iii, 11, 125, 2; d¢ Tapéyov EEwbey xal Emndumrov
Ty Tpyny, and 125, IT wdpeott 8 ed0bg %ol ypfiTan g dpydve Té TeoeHTy
cf. 138, 7 &g dpydvorg pésotg oMol ol Beol ypmuevor.

Iamblichus stresses that god ‘‘remains’ above whilst his effect is felt
below: 139, I od y&p xabéxer 03¢ obrog éml Ta THide kol wPdG Nudc TOV
TV %petTTévLV voly, pwévovtog 8 adrol, &v adtd Td Te onuele xal TV
povretay EAny mpde adTodv EmioTpépel xal &’ adTol TpoibvTa adTA Aveu-
ptoxel. Clearly there is an analogy here in yévovrog and wpotévra to the
remaining and procession in the ontological order and this is, here at
least, something similar to the outward flowing movement from the One
in Plotinus which draws us to it.

A further idea used by Iamblichus to explain theurgy and mantic
which recalls a Plotinian concept is the notion of procession by
abundance of power. Plotinus and Porphyry use this concept to ex-
press the ontological relationship of the created and the creator.12 An

365, 24 petéyw). Although immanent in the world in much the same way as
Forms they have a different origin and function. They perfect the cosmos rather
than simply enform it (In Tim. i. 161, 10). They are mentioned alongside the
Aéyou (In Tim. i. 4, 32). The soul is full of Aywv dppovikdv xal cupBérwy Oelov
%ol SNLLoVEYLH@Y.

When closest to forms or Aéyor Proclus seems to stress in them the upward
orientated function of form rather than the downward orientated function
of emanation.

12 The concept naturally belongs to the theory of emanation; iv 8. 6, 14,
altie Suvdypeng dmrétov; vi. 9. 6, 11, 16 dmepthnTe Tig Suvduewg (of the One); vi.
7. 32, 32, Yewd ... T} wap’ adTod weprovstq ol xdAAoug; ii. 9.8, 25 Slvauig S
Bavpaoth; iii. 2.2, 10 of Nous — oA vy Exov xal micav. xal TadTny Tolvuy
THv Tod Totely Ao dvev Tod {nreiv mwotfjoon. In Proclus the concept is connected
with the technical term teleidtnc which indicates the perfection of power that
enables a hypostasis to create effortlessly; cf. Procl. Elements of Theol, (ed.
Dodds), 30, 25; 68, 9; 106, 17; 112, 23. In Parm. iv, p. 955, 17 (Cousin) 8¢’ dme-
pRoA)Y yvwoTixdig évepyetag. In Porphyry the term almost certainly has the same
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example of this idea may be found inde Myst. 232, 12 # Teprovsia Tijg
duvdpens. He goes on to say that this meprousia allows superior grades of
reality to be efficacious in lower orders. The word used is wapeivat which
is later qualified by é\dpre. (see above). Again in 143, 6 he makes a
similar statement. In 232, 12 he had attributed super-abundance of
power to higher beings (t@v dxpotdrwv) but here he attributes it to
mantic itself (to be more precise the subject is 6 tpémog g wavrixic).
As he does frequently in this work Tamblichus is here making it clear
that mantic does not rely on human powers for its performance. Its
“causality” (we might say) is mpwrovpyds adrefolotdg e xal Smepéywy
CUVEANQOG TE &V ExVTH Ta Sha GAN odx adrdg mepleydpevog Hmd Tvwy
03¢ dietpybuevos Hmod T@Y peroadauBavévrey ... &Swplote 3% Suvdper
EmunpaTév T G %ol Sunonpaivev dbpbwe. A further point of similarity
with Plotinus’ concept of superabundance is the idea of the ease with
which the superior or whole hypostases “‘operate’” on the lower level.
One may refer to 136, 1 pera paotdivng.13

basic meaning but the extant examples are not in a static context, i.e. he speaks
about gaining and losing neptovsia Suvdypews rather than seeing it asa permanent
property. This is because he is more interested in the hypostases (souls) which
can fall than the eternally perfect ones. But the extension of the concept to them
is interesting. In Sent. xxxvii he opposes a downward movement of pluralisation
and Ygpeoig duvdpens with an upward movement to unity évewotg which is finally
secured by duvdpewg meprovsta.

This loss and regaining of &vwotg or wholeness of power (cf. Sexnt. xxxvii, p. 33,
15, €xer (soul) 8¢ Ty THic EAng Sdvaey 8% xal Evtuyydver ofoy &v abTé, STav dwd
708 &vbAov dmocTay &v Exvtd yévyron; ibid. 18f. olxelag Suvdpews xévwow ... ThHy
dbvapy Exew tijc mdong edploxeto) is ambiguous in meaning. It may refer to the
externalized activity of soul which becomes pluralized in body and does not
regain full unity until death (ontological sphere) or it may be understood in the
spiritual sense. This seems implied in some of the passages we have quoted and
is even clearer in Sent. xxxii, p. 21, 7 where he is discussing virtue and the moral
life (spiritual sphere), xal T6 &’ Eovtol pévew xabaupdv Sid Suvdpews meptovsiay.
Perhaps influenced by this is coglug meplovsia in Synesius, de Ins. 145, 13. A
passage in ad Marc. (281, 3) similarly refers to ascent during life and must, then,
be spiritual in meaning — &nd ¢ téw¢ &v peyéber Suvdpeng loyvodang Evdocwe. Here
is an idea already found in Plotinus, that we should imitate Soul in its wholeness
(cf. above p. 78). A further point to be raised concerning weptovsta as abundance
or excess is the way in which such wholeness is maintained. The internal power
can give off an external power effortlessly. This leads to easy and effortless
control of the lower self, an idea presented in Senf. xxxii as we have seen (chap.
two p. 26f.). See also Plot., iv. 3.18 where he explains that there is a certain
type of oyiopds which operates when soul is embodied. It works by deliberation
but that is inappropriate to the disembodied state. Since, however, disembodied
souls are still Aoyuxal he must account for reasoning in some way. The problem
is solved by suggesting a type of Aoyioués which always flows from the vénoug of
disembodied souls and is always successful, 12f. &vépyeiavést &Hoav xol olov
Euoaoty oboav. Note also the connection of external activity and image.

13 cf. Proclus In Crat. 81, 14 of ‘Péa/d0vapic — Aéyetar odv ‘Péa xol Sid td
Emppely del to dyadd xod Sk 70 alriav elvon THig Oetag paotdvne. 104, 10 Ti¢ Oelag
pacTdwng xopnyéy. The word is Platonic though it has no metaphysical signifi-
cance in the works of Plato; cf. Rep. 460D, Laws 684D, 625B, 720C, Crit. 107C,
Epinom. 991C, Gorg. 459C.
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Plotinus often uses the word 3idwpl? to express the ontological
relationship between higher (or whole) hypostases and lower hypo-
stases. IJamblichus also uses this word in a theurgic context. Talking of
mantic he says (140, I5), petadidmwot pév wact TéV dyalév . .. dpelel Te
o Srowxodpeve dpbdveg, uéver 3¢ G moAd pEAhov E¢’ Eavtiic TocolTE
pdAhov ¢ oixetag TeEletdtTog TEmApwTar (note also didwst, 129, 10).
Here too we can see the idea of superabundance which is based on the
concept of the perfection inherent in a hypostasis. For ag8évewc see also
p- 17, 6.15 Saffrey refers to Plot. iv. 8.6, 11-13 700 8¢ per’ adrd olov
YEWoPEvou Ex Suvdpews dpdtov, Eom &v Exelvolg, v odx &del oThoon olov
meprypdfovta @Béve ... This passage from Plotinus shows a meaning
similar to that implied by Iamblichus’ usage of the concept of &pOovia
and, incidentally, shows the connection of the idea with that of super-
abundance as is seen also in the passage from Iamblichus quoted
above (140, 15).

One final point must be made before concluding our remarks about
Iamblichus. He frequently talks about the divine will in a way which
seems quite foreign to Plotinus and Porphyry. Whilst asserting the
impassivity of the divine he often stresses its transcendent nature by
declaring that the divine operates according to its own volition and is
not forced or manoeuvred by lower entities.1® But he also introduces an
individual concept of divine will whereby the divine may or may not
affect certain people or things. The gods sometimes withhold the future
from men to help them, 289, 18, drmoxpinToust & éodpeva Evexa Tob 1y
oy Berttova dmepydalesOor. In 209, 16 the concept of divine will is
used to express the particular preordained function of certain objects
as agents for mantic. Such things preserve (Sixcwlw) 6 BodAnpa 100
memounxétoc. This notion of divine will expresses that tendency in
Iamblichus to see the divine presence in the world frequently as a sort
of personal intervention.1?

In this rather summary account of causality in theurgy and spiritual
ascent we see certain points of contact between Porphyry, Plotinus and
Iamblichus. All three philosophers stress the ultimate dependence of
man on the divine source both ontologically and spiritually. But it is

14 eg. v. 1.2, 22: 6, 32.

15 See also Ernst Milobenski, Der Neid in der griechischen Philosophie,
Klassisch-Philologische Studien 29, Wiesbaden, 1964, who adds Laws 730E 4f.,
Epist. vii 344B, Epinom. 988B, and further examples from the Philebus.

16 See Lewy p. 468 n. 8 for examples and p. 100 above.

17 See also de Myst. 137, 4—10 and discussion below p. 126f. 211, 13 has the
same implication of localisation of divine benefits by god.
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with the latter that we are here concerned. Porphyry shows a certain
leaning towards a concept of ‘““grace.”” This is radically re-emphasized in
Iamblichus (for whom the soul is ontologically lower in rank and nous
is fallen, thus putting man at a lower level and increasing the necessity
for divine aid). So far this concept of ‘“‘grace” might be traced to
Plotinus’ concept of Zpwg and Iamblichus frequently uses the language
of Plotinian ontological procession and return to describe the spiritual
ascent. But there is a fundamental change when Iamblichus introduces
a more personalised theory of divine will and involvement in the world.
Iamblichus bases his theurgy on cuundfewx and its transcendent cause,
puno. Although to a large extent separating the noetic and the material
world each with its own particular theurgy he also stresses their con-
tinuity through ¢u\i«. Hence he can introduce popular magical elements
from top to bottom of his system by means of the great chain of Being
and the use of material objects as intermediaries. Although the use of
these objects is limited to the lower sphere, nevertheless, the aspirant
to the higher theurgy must not neglect them even though he will later
transcend them. The cuvdfpara display a greater continuity and are
present throughout the system and are similar in many ways to the
Abyouin Plotinus.18

The use of traditional philosophical material by Iamblichus might
raise theurgy above the level of vulgar magic but his attempt to inte-
grate popular theurgy in the Neoplatonic system19 has resulted in some
strange changes of emphasis, and even abuses, of those points of Plo-
tinus’ intellectual structure which are most vulnerable to religious
thinkers of Iamblichus’ type. In many cases Iamblichus can be said to
have legitimately expanded those points which Plotinus, no doubt
grudgingly but at least consistently, accepted but chose not to empha-
size. Porphyry certainly represents the first stage of innovation, but
Iamblichus has a more radical approach.

18 For cuvBfpara and Adyor see n. II.

19 cf. Julian’s letter to Priscus (RA. Mus. n.F (1887) p. 25 and Bulletins de
UAcad. R. de Belgique, 1904 P. 500) in which he asks for Iamblichus’ writings on
Julian the theurgist and declares his enthusiasm for Iamblichus in philosophy
and Julian in theosophy. Bidez, quoting this letter, remarks (REG (1919) xxxii
38, ‘ Iamblique et son école’’) that Julian shows interest in Iamblichus the philo-
sopher in so far as he gives “‘la justification philosophique de la théurgie chaldai-
que qu’il préconise comme instrument de salut.”



CHAPTER EIGHT

THEURGY IN PROCLUS

We have already had occasion to mention Proclus in our discussion of
theurgy and we now take the opportunity of saying something about
theurgy in the works of Proclus. Obviously this is a much vaster subject
than can properly be encompassed in a few pages and we will limit our-
selves to those points which might throw some light on the thought of
his predecessors. Such a survey is important for our purposes in two
ways. Firstly a study of the role of theurgy in Proclus will enhance our
general understanding of the Neoplatonic attitude to theurgy. Secondly
Proclus frequently develops the ideas of previous philosophers and
attempts to incorporate them more profoundly into the Neoplatonic
system. Iamblichus very often lies at the beginning of this process of
development and one might be able to learn more about him, however
tentatively.

The enquiry begins with what appears to be an inconsistency by
Proclus on the position of theurgy vis a vis vénoug. Plat. Theol. i. 25 is
the clearest! evidence for the primacy of theurgy in Proclus, though
clearly, in view of the distinctions and nuances observed in Iamblichus,
we must treat the passage with caution. The essential sentence comes
at the end of the chapter. Z¢lerat 3¢ ndvra duk TodTwv (nloTig, dinbew,
gowg) xal cuvdmTeTon Talg TEwToLpYOig altialg, Ta pEv Sk THg EpwTixdig
povtag, T 8¢ Sk i Oetog prhocoglag, Ta & Sud Tig Deovpyixiic Suvdpens,
M xpetrrov Eotly andone avbpwnivie cweposdvng xal &mieThune, cuAla-
Bodoa T Te TG poavtinilg dywba xal Tag THe Teleotovpyixiic xabaprindg
Suvdperg xal vt dmAds T THe &vBéou natanwyiic vepyhpaTa.

In the Cratylus Commentary, however, theurgy seems to be somehow
limited and even subordinate to vémeiwg. Of particular interest are In

1 This passage has now been discussed by A. J. Festugiére ‘‘Contemplation
philosophique et art théurgique chez Proclus™ Studi di Stovia veligiosa della tavde
antichitd, Messina, 1968. Unfortunately the work has proved unobtainable.
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Crat. 32, 28f. and ibid 65, 25f. The second passage cuts theurgy short at
that level of the voniol Oeol where 6 0Ocdc, 6 ouyxdetwv Tov maTExdV
dukxoopovissituated (65,24) since heis the highest named god —évopasréc.
Proclus goes on to claim that e wpd 7ol odpavol — T& mpdTioTH TEHY
8vtwy (60, 10) are unknowable except to the &vfog vol. We do not name
them nor grasp them through yvéoic or Sudvoix. Even the theologians
merely indicate them néppwBev through analogies with sense objects. It
seems that theurgy is here linked with what is évopaotéc and that the
&vog vob is that transcendent part of us (66, 14 7o &Epemuévoy .. .)
which can deal with what is not évopactéc. This separation of the
Chaldaean term &vfog voii2 from theurgy is rather striking. Interesting
also is the fact that &vboc vob is here concerned with the vontd as much
as with the One.3 In the passage 32, 28f., naming is again discussed and
theurgy is said to operate as far as the first rank which can be named
which is here identified as the point at which ¥ voepa T&v vontév @ioic
éEéhapdev. All before this is in silence and hidden, known only to véyotc.

It might be contended that there is no contradiction here, that the
Cratylus Commentary is not limiting the power of theurgy but merely
denoting at what stage the theurgists ceased to use real names for the
gods, since the Cratylus Commentaryis concerned with semantics whilst
the Platonic Theology is concerned with actual union. This might well
be true, but then does it not imply some kind of difference between a

2 &vbog vol. Kroll, De Orac. Chald. p. 11 and n. 1; cf. Proclus Plat. Theol. 6, 35.
In Crat 47, 15; 66, 11. In Alc. 519, 136-8. de Phil. Chald. iv. De Prov. 172.
In Paym. 1044, 28. De Dec. Dub. 64, 9, p. 106 Boese. Hadot suggests that this
idea has its origins in Plotinus — ‘“‘Fragments d’un commentaire sur le Parmé-
nide,” REG 74 (1961), p. 425 and n. 73; cf. v. 3.14, 15; V. 5.8, 22; vi. 7.32; Vi.
7-35, 19-24, 30; Vvi. 9.3, 26—7. For Porphyry see Procl. Theol. Plat. 1, 11, p. 27
ITopgiprog 8¢ ab peta Tobrov &v 1) Ilepl dpy v mpaypatela TOv vobv clvar pv aldvioy
&v oAhoig xal xahols dmodetnvuot Adyoug, Exewv 8¢ Speg &v Eautd %ol mpoatdvLdy <TL*
nod T &V TPodLdVLOY> Tol VoD T8 Evi cuvdmTew (Exeivo Yop v Eméxeva mavtdg aldvoc)
70 8¢ aldviov Seutépav Exety, udilhov 8 tplrny &v éxetvey TdEwv. A similar idea may lie
behind Sent. xxv p. 11, 4 Ocwpelron 8 dvonota xpelrtowt vohoews ... 6 ydp
dpoley T6 Bpotov yvdoxeton. See further J. M. Rist ‘“Mysticism and Transcendence
in Later Neoplatonism,” Hermes 92 (1964) 213—225. L. H. Grondijs, “L’Ame,
Le Nous et les Hénades dans la Théologie de Proclus,” Mededelingen dev Konin-
klijke Nedevlandse Akademie van Welenschappen, Lettevkunde, Nieuwe Reeks,
Deel 23, No. 2. Amsterdam 1960.

3 Though basically the #&vfog vol is a means of contact with the One, in
Proclus de Phil. Chald. iv the object of the évBoc vod is in the noetic world. The
flower of mind secures us én’ dxpe THg mPATNG voyTHe Tptadog iSpuvbiv and a
further stage is required to reach the One by means of what Proclus calls the
“flower of the whole soul.” The &vBog vod is still concerned with uniting tjc
voepdic Hdv Lwiig o évostdéstatov but only in the realm of our nous. The ““flower
of the whole soul,” on the other hand is a device for uniting the whole human
being to the One. t0 8¢ dnacdv TGV Puyxdy Suvdpewy & ToAveld&y odedy. It is
difficult to see whether Proclus means union with the One itself or a lower form
of union with immanent Henads. See further p. 120.
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higher and a lower theurgy? The difference here need only be slight.
But I think there is a more radical difference.

This division of higher and lower theurgy corresponds in one way at
least with Marinus’ division of virtues at the highest level into
theurgical virtues and those virtues which are even higher than these,
cf. Marinus, Vita Procli 3, ... Osowpnrixdc xol téc odte 3% xehovpévag
Oeovpyinde, Tag 3¢ Tt dvewtépw TodTwY CLTHoAVTES, (O %ol dmep &vhpwov
$#dn rerayuévac. It is noteworthy that the highest virtues are passed
over in silence, a perhaps not altogether fortuitous use of the word
which recalls that region of silence at the summit of the noetic world.4
But it is the last phrase which is particularly significant and fits in well
with the &vBog vol which is &ppnpuévov and also with the theurgy of
Plat. Theol. i. 25 which is above all human wisdom. On the face of it
there is a connection here and one might suppose that the word
theurgy was sometimes not applied to the very highest level of ascent.

Marinus gives us no indication of what this highest level really
consisted of. But this might be as much due to his own lack of under-
standing as to some uncertainty on Proclus’ part. It is remarkable that
Marinus claims no mystical experiences for his subject, Proclus. Now
as Westerink-Saffrey note in their introduction to Proclus’ Platonic
Theology,5 Marinus was a dry and exact sort of person who regarded
philosophy as he did mathematics. This would account for his dry and
scholastic reading of the Neoplatonic virtues in his account of Proclus’
life. It looks, for instance, as if Marinus understood OswpnTiny dpery to
be merely the brain work of natural theology and Oeovpyuxy &pety as
consisting of rites and the study of Chaldaean theology.6 He would
appear, then, to have little sympathy or understanding of mysticism or
religious feeling. Now this casts serious doubt on the validity of
evidence drawn from Marinus since he evidently did not understand the
genuine religious nature of later Neoplatonism. It still remains likely,
however, that Marinus, being rather unoriginal, took his classifications
from Proclus. Marinus’ subdivision of theurgic life and virtue at the
beginning of ch. 28 of the Vifa looks genuinely Procline and not an
invention of the biographer. Now this classification is hierarchical as it
refers to an upward and a downward movement. Marinus seems to
interpret avatewdbpevog elg ta xpelrrova as meaning study of the Chal-
daean Oracles. One feels that Marinus has somehow missed the mark

4 For silence, see Theol. Plat. iv, chap. 9, silence from the noetic level upwards.
5 .

P. XXiv,
6 Marinus, Vita Procli, xxii.
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here and what Proclus really meant was the pursuit of that higher
union effected by the higher theurgy of Plat. Theol. i. 25.

My basic contention here is that there need be no contradiction
between the Cratylus Commentary and the Plat. Theol. if one accepts
that the former concerns itself with a lower form of theurgy, that second
or providential aspect of theurgy mentioned by Marinus in ch. 28 of the
Vita.

In Tamblichus we distinguished two levels of theurgy, a lower con-
cerned with temporal needs, addressed to the lower gods and material
in its ritual, and a higher theurgy concerned with spiritual well-being,
addressed to the transcendent gods and apparently less material in its
ritual elements, if it included them at all in some of its branches. Now
although it is possible to determine Proclus’ doctrine of theurgy in more
detail on some points, on the question of levels of theurgy we cannot
bring forward such clear evidence as we can for Iamblichus. It is not,
however, likely that he disagreed with Iamblichus on this point and the
evidence itself leads tentatively to support this.

We may note two facets of this subdivision of theurgy;

() The occurrence and role of ritual elements even at the higher level,
(2) The precise position of “Plotinian” véyotc.

We will take the second point first. In Iamblichus we saw how
vémotg was in a sense the high point of theurgical activity, that it could
only be achieved through moral strength and theurgy, that there was a
difference between ordinary vénous — seen rather as rational activity —
and the highest level of vénoig which was to be identified with Plotinian
vénotc. The same tendency is found in Proclus with human voi¢ con-
sidered as a mere EMapdig of vobe. This makes the discussion of the role
of nous more complicated. We have already noted the tendency in
Iamblichus and Proclus to lower the position of man in the scale of
being with a subsequent increase in importance of divine help — in the
form of theurgy. The vénoiwg which is the final object of the theurgic
ascent is now considered to be divine or superhuman. There is no
vénowg of the type in which subject and object are identical in an
unchanging relationship at the human level. Thus theurgic union in
Plat. Theol. i. 25 is above human cwepocbvy and érmistyipy. This may
be what Iamblichus means in de Myst. when he says that theurgic
union is above vénoic — human véynoic. We have already shown that for
Tamblichus the highest form of union involves something akin to
Plotinian véyoic in the sense of overcoming the subject/object gap in an
intuitional or mystical experience. The same is true for Proclus who
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stresses the role of vobg at the highest levels of union. A fact which
further supports this is the way in which Proclus sometimes sees
theurgy as a means not merely to union with the One but as a means of
achieving the unified thought of real vénoic. In this way the relative
independence and worth of man in Plotinus is completely sacrificed
though the goal reached may well be similar. Indeed when we look at
the way Proclus conducted his ““theurgical”’ life we may also wonder
whether the means to that goal were so totally different from Plotinus’
way as has been thought. It is true that rites and magic were involved
but a hard life and prayer were also of importance.

We now turn to the first point. We recall that the higher theurgy in
Tamblichus was not correctly defined by maintaining that it involved
no ritual element. It certainly seemed to involve some ritual. The same
principle might be applied in Proclus’ case. We do not necessarily
expect to find two levels of theurgy differentiated by the presence or
absence of ritual. And we will find that this is the case in Proclus. This
somewhat reduces the impact of de Philosophia Chaldaica ii on the
nature of the hymn we should offer to god. Suvoc 8¢ tol matpds od Adyor
cOvletor, odn Epywv xataonevy). wbvog Yop &pbaproc &y, @hapTdy Buvov od
Séyetar. py obv xawvl fnudtey xataryidt weloew EAnilopev ToOV Adywv
GBGv deombryy, pndt Eoywv Quvrdost UeTd TEXVNG HEXAANDTLOUEV®Y.
droadamioToy edpopptay Oede puiet. Buvov odv T4 0edd Tobrov dvabduey,
v elg adtov Eopolwaow.? This still remains a most striking indication
that there is a more spiritual side to theurgy in Proclus’ eyes. But it
would be going too far to accept this as Rosan seems to do,8 as evidence

7 I do not take tobrtov Guvov as referring literally to the hymn which follows
(cf. Lewy, Excursus ix, Proclus “Fire-Song”) — It is in apposition to ¢opolwoty
which includes our whole way of life. Otherwise the passage would be nonsense,
since Proclus would first be telling us that god is not honoured by mere words and
ritual and then proceed to say that we should honour him with a prayer. The
‘“hymn” would appear to be a result of Proclus’ religious enthusiasm. It is worth-
while considering that the language of the Chaldaean oracles might have appealed
to Proclus as a means of expressing religious feeling. That is certainly the case
with Synesius.

Lewy transposes thv elg adtov E€opotwoty into the third line of the hymn after
gri Tov &An0% oxoméy contending that the two phrases are found together in Plato
Theaet. 176B. But they are not. On the other hand the idea that true worship is
more than words, is in fact épolworg, is common — cf. p. 97. Des Places in
Oracles Chaldaiques p. 207 adopts Lewy’s transposition. See also Festugiére’s
emendation goporéynow Révélation 111 p. 134 and n. 5). Both of these changes
are proposed on the grounds that the text as it stands does not mean anything.
I hope to have shown that it does mean something and that it is a perfectly
nﬁ)rmal Neoplatonic sentiment. I therefore do not find the necessity to emend
the text.

8 This would seem to be implied by the way in which he treats the division of
theurgy into a higher and a lower theurgy; Proclus p. 213—217.
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that there was never any ritual in the higher theurgy. Plat. Theol.
(i, 25 end) seems to include rites (évepyfipata). Although the Crat.
Commentary may be seen as restricting in some way at least the scope
of a lower theurgy where the names of the gods are used and ritual
shouting is employed Proclus still allows some form of theurgic rite
(onpaivoust) at the higher levels.® In Plat. Theol. iv. 9, p. 193 he
mentions the Chaldaean burial rite.10 It remains difficult to know how
far Proclus thought this rite to be in itself effective since he frequently
used rites and theurgic language virtually as metaphors or at least
simply as parallels of some kind to the internal spiritual state, as for
example in Plat. Theol. p. 151. Indeed on p. 194 he seems to offer an
apology for his extended treatment of ritual and the theological
elaborations concerned with it when he says dxh& tadra piv &x g &udic
7pdg Ta towdde ovumabelug pepdunvrar. This comment suggests rather
that Proclus enjoyed ritual and Chaldaean theology than that he found
it absolutely essential to his position. There seems little more that can
be said about the relationship of ritual and spiritual life at this highest
stage without entering on a complete survey of Proclus’ works, an
important task which deserves an independent study. A few more
ideas will be added, however, when we come to discuss the role of the
henads in theurgy.

Our general impression from Proclus’ statements about theurgy is
that he did see a distinction between a higher and a lower theurgy
similar to the distinction found in Iamblichus. The final sentence of de
Magia is important in this respect!! as of course is the text from de
Phil. Chald. iv. But more positive is Marinus’ comment at the be-
ginning of ch. 28 of the Vita ... dpetiy &t pellova xal tedewrépay
émoploato Ty Oeovpynny . .. 003 xata Odtepov Tév &v Toic Oclowg SirTév
Bropdrey &y, vody ubvov xal dvatewbpevog el T xpelrrova, Tpbvolay
70 xad T8y Sevtépwy éribeto Oetdrepdy Tiva xal 00 xatd TOV Eumposhev
elpnuévoy mohtixdy Tpémov. Talg yap 7év yaAdwlwv ocvordoeot
éxéypnro. Here he distinguishes two aspects of theurgic virtue, one is
concerned with contemplation and looking towards the gods, the other
is concerned, in a downward movement, with the things of this world.
It is this lower aspect of theurgy which is concerned with all those
curious magical devices and “miracles” which make up the more

9 In Crat. 66, 16 03¢ yap 8’ dvopdtey yvepilesbu mepinacty, GANL of Ocordyor
néppwhev adrd onpatvovst &x Tig TEY patvouévey meds dxelva dvaoyiag.
10 See Lewy p. 206, especially n. 125.

11 See further below, p. 120.
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dubious side of Graeco-Roman religion and which are enumerated in

the following chapter of the Vita. Significant also is the fact that Mari-

nus finds these to be of more interest than the loftier side of theurgy.

The ancient world had a penchant for the sensational. But this should

not lead us to overlook the deeper manifestations of religious feeling.
In the commentaries of Olympiodorus there are three significant

passages where theurgy is connected with unity. The passages are as

follows;

1. In Alc. 172.81.

Zoti yvavar Eautdy Bewpnrinds, te dmolehvpévoy Eavtéy Tig OedomTar

goti xar Beohoyinddc, bre Tic YV Eautdv xata THv idéav Thv éavtol EoTL

xal gvbouotaatinde, 8te Tic YV Eautdy xatd 6 &v, xal’ 8 cuvarTépevos TG

oixeley 0e& Evbovoia.

2. In Phaed. 114.16f.

i mapaderypmatinal dpetal al pnxétt Oewpodeng . .. (i.e. Dewpnrial) . ..

Tadtag 3¢ mpoatifnow 6 TTapBlyoc év Tolg mepl dpeTdv.

87 elol ol ab fepatinal dpetal, xatd 6 Oeoetdic doioTduevar the Yuyig,
avTimapnrovoal Thoulg Tals elpnuévang odolddesty obcarg Eviaial ye
Srdpyovoar. xal tadtag 3 6 ‘TapPhiyoc Evdetuvura, ol 3¢ mepl Ilpbxudov xal
GUPEGTEPOV.

3. Ibid. 46, 8.

elol yop xal Tapaderypatinal dpetal. domep Yap T6 Huérepoy Supa TpbTepoy
wdv pwtlbuevoy OO Tob Hhaxol wTdg Erepby Eott Tol QwTiGovtog Mg
ENapmbpevoy, Botepov 8¢ évolral mwg xal ocuvdmretar xal olov &v xal
Ahoetdec yiverar, ofitw o §) Ruerépa Yuyy xat dpyds uev ENGumTeral HTo
vol xal &vepyel xatd Tdc Oswpnrindc dpetds, xal Uotepov olov 8mep 76
Edpmov yivetar xad Evoelddg vepyel xaTd ThG THEASELYUATIRAG APETAS,
xal prhocoplag pév Epyov vodv fudc motficar, Oeovpylag 8¢ évdour pdc
Tolg vomrols, O &vepyely TapadelyaTIRG.

The three passages are fairly consistent and represent a chapter in
the history of the schematization of the virtues which begins with
Porphyry.12 Fortunately Olympiodorus supplies us with some names in
the second passage. A familiar pattern emerges — Iamblichus as origin-
ator of an idea, Proclus as expounder and refiner. But can we find these
ideas in the extant works of Proclus and Iamblichus?

Two general points emerge from these passages.

(x) Theurgy is concerned with uniting.

12 See Theiler, ‘‘Marinus von Neapolis und die Neuplatonischen Tugendgrade.”’
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(2) The theurgic virtues are somehow parallel with the other virtues
rather than simply above them.13

In Crat. p. 29, 21f. tells us that cdpBorx and cuvBAuara (with which
theurgy concerns itself) are ultimately vested in what is beyond the
vonta — i.e. the One. Compare this with El. Theol. 145 where the idi-
o6yreg or specific characteristics of lower hypostases are the &éduderc
of the henads. These idiétqrec are very closely connected with
ouwvbfuare and sometimes seem identical in theurgic contexts.14 All the
apparatus of theurgy is thus to be traced back to the One. More
abstractly El. Theol. props. 57-59 lie behind the theory — where the
presence of & at all levels is noted.

In Plat. Theol. iv. 9 we have already noted the phrase 8u ¥ &vixtog
xal Thong YveoTxs dvepyetag xpettTovos aryiic fiv % wlotic 2vdiSwaw and
we might connect it with Plat. Theol. i. 25, where the multiple, non-
unified nature of nous is expressed. More pertinent is I# Rem. i. 177,
19 aveyeipouoa 8¢ T6 dppnTov civOnua THg T@v Oedv Ewiadac SmooTdoewe.
Again the connection of civOyua with unity. The olivOyua seems
identified here with the One within us as the following sentence shows:

. ouvadaoa 6 dpole To Euotov ... T8 dntp odatav mioav xal Laly vt
70 évoetdéotarov [thy] 1¥i¢ olxelag odotag te xal Lwic.

But the clearest account comes from de Phil. Chald. v. suvéornxe yap
7 Yuyd o T@Y vogpdv Abywy xal 6y Betwy cupBérwy, &v of piv eloty dd
TGV voepdy eldBy, o 8¢ dmd Tév Oelwy Evadwy xal Zoudy eixbveg piv tév
voep@y 0bouGy, dydhpata 3¢ TéY dyvdoTtwy cuvbnudtey. xal donep mEcw
duyh) mavtev péy ot mMpopa TGy elddy, xatd play 3 Shwe aittay
dpéotyxey, obre xal mdvtev udv petéyet Tév ouvbnudroy 8 &v cuvdrTteTar
Tolc Belowg, dpmpiotar 8¢ 4 Ymapbig &v évi. The connection between
owbipare and unity is clear. And notice also here how the cduBora

13 The parallel nature of theurgic virtue means that it is present and efficacious
at all levels of reality. This would seem to contradict Marinus’ report which places
theurgic virtue at a particular level (Vita Procli ch. iii). On the other hand, ch.
xxviii of the Vita allows theurgy much greater scope. It encroaches on the realm
of political virtue, treating the same material in a new divine way. It is equally
possible that it encroaches in the other direction.

14 In Craf. 31, 1. tii¢ olxelag iSiéyrog cuvbfpara. ITsgr vijc xab’ * EAAnvag
icgaruniic Téyvijc. Bidez, p. 150, 22; Tdg cuveomepaudvag iSbTTAC BV Tl pept-
Qopévag. This is said in the context of obuBora and owbfparta. See also
P. 149ff. The idea of sowing obuBora or cuvdfuata is common. Proclus In Tim.
1211, 1; couBbrog dpphTog Ty Bedy, & Tév Puydv & mathp évéomelpey adraic. Such
phraseology is clearly borrowed from the Chaldaean oracles, cf. Iz Crat. 21, 1.

oduRora yhp maTpixds véog EoTelpey xatd xbopLoy,
olg T& vonTa Voet %ol dppdoTe xIAAEL EvodTa.

cf. Kroll, Or. Chald. p. 50.
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and the forms have a different origin, a fact which seems related to the
way in which Olympiodorus describes union as involving two elements
or stages, becoming nous and being united to nous.

This leads us to suppose that Olympiodorus is basing his classification
on Proclus. We can now see why he refers to éperat which are odouddeig
and others which are évixiae. We notice the exactness in distinguishing
their modes of existence ofioaig/dndpyovor. What is above being can
scarcely be described as having ofota. Smapfig is the word to be used
and is so used from Porphyry onwards.15 Notice Srapéic in the passage
above.

The reference to Iamblichus by Olympiodorus indicates that Proclus
has here developed a doctrine of Iamblichus. Certainly a term similar
to Beoerdec tiic Yuydjc can be found in the de Myst.16 But more basically
this theory of theurgy is one more symptom of the divorce of human
knowledge and thought from experience of divine thought which first
appears in Iamblichus. From Iamblichus onwards the human is
unable to attain direct knowledge where subject and object are identi-
cal. Thisisreserved to the divinelevel and can only be achieved by man
when, with the help of the gods, he transcends himself and his own
limited nous. The ordinary nous of man will always stand outside the
object it contemplates, never be united with it, nor experience it,
until aided by theurgy which enables it to be united with its object and
become the sort of nous and enjoy the sort of vémoic that we find in
Plotinus.

We have, then, established that Proclus (or Syrianus)1? connected the
working of theurgy with the theory of henads by which the omni-
presence of the One at different levels was explained. One curious
corollary to the henad theory was deduced from the general theory that
the higher in rank a hypostasis is, the more extensive is its field of
operation.18 Thus the One is operative at all levels and is solely opera-
tive at the highest and the lowest level. This observation lent theoretical
support for the magical theory of the power of stones, herbs, and other

15 For $mapkis, cf. Rist, “Mysticism and Transcendence in Later Neoplato-
nism” p. 220f.

16 de Myst. 46, 13, t0 Octov &v Auiv. p. 168, 4 évoeddv xal vontéy odoiéy. cf.
Hermeias In Phaedy. 150, 24f quoting Iamblichus and especially o yap &v Tig
Juyiic Evobebar Tolg Oeoic mépuxey.

17 One must always leave open the possibility that Proclus inherited a doctrine
from Syrianus if not from Iamblichus. On this problem see the remarks of Dodds,
Elements Introd. xxiii—iv.

18 El. Theol. prop. 57, 59, 140.
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material objects, all of which occur towards the bottom of the whole
hierarchy.

Yet it remains difficult to see just how Proclus meant this theory to
be applied to theurgy. There is no evidence from Proclus so far as I
know that he thought the highest mystical union could be achieved
through the operation of herbs and stones. Rather the opposite seems
to be implied and, as in Iamblichus, such devices are restricted to
lower levels of theurgy. At the end of the fragment of de Magia he tells
us that we ascend to higher levels by abandoning v @bow xal tag
puotxag évepyelag and employing talc mpwrovpyols xal Ocloarg Suvdpest.
He has only just been talking about the cuvOfjpara connected with
material objects and this final sentence seems to imply that the
theurgist graduates from corporally immanent henads or cuvffjpara to
those immanent on the higher spiritual levels. This is supported by
those passages where Proclus deals with the highest level of union and
in which he talks of the One’s immanence in the individual soul in the
form of the &vBog vol. In the passage quoted above In Rem. i. 177. this
highest part seems identical with 16 &ppnrov cOvBnpa g 16v Oeddv
éviaiag dmootdoews. Thus it is likely that at the higher level of theurgy
the odvnua concerned with ascent will be that token of the One’s
presence in us which is itself an #\apig of a henad. Proclus nowhere I
think explicitly refers to the &apdic of a henad in a soul but the In
Rem. passage comes near to this when we recall how Proclus likes to
talk about the immanence of the henads as cuvfjuara.19 The meta-
physical principle governing éapdeis and idibtyres is explained in
El. Theol. 125, and particularly in 64 ai 3¢ Eapderg Evdroewmy.

Finally I would like to stress once again how in the passages from
Olympiodorus (and in the above examples from Proclus) theurgy is
seen as a unifying agent at the level of nous. The final union with the
One is not mentioned.2? Thus for Proclus theurgy is not a way of by-
passing noesis but rather the only means to attaining it. In Plat. Theol.
122 we are told that souls are joined to Nous by the voepol povddes.

This exposition perhaps helps to clarify the way in which theurgical
activity was described in philosophical language within the Neoplatonic
system. It is difficult to say how much of the theorising and systema-
tising found in Proclus is to be traced back to Iamblichus but some

19 See In Tim. i. 36, 61.; de magia Bidez 150, 9, #) T&v Hhtaxédv ovpBérwy. On the
other hand one must beware of making a complete identification of immanent
henad and personal cdvOnpa. Iamblichus argued against the identification of the

personal Saipwv with the self (against Porphyry) in de Myst. ix 8. Their relation-
ship is close though somewhat obscure.
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similar themes appear and a fairly consistent line of approach to some
aspects, at least, of theurgy is apparent.

For Proclus there is seen to be no contradiction between his state-
ments in the Cratylus Commentary and those in the Platonic Theology.
He almost certainly divided theurgy into a higher and lower branch in
much the same way as Iamblichus. Both philosophers considered véyotc
an important element but fostered by theurgy since they thought of the
noetic union as beyond mere human effort. Both appear to have accept-
ed ritual at the highest level of theurgy though certainly restricting it
progressively as one approached the ultimate goal. Of vital importance
in Proclus’ philosophical exposition of theurgy is its connection with
unity. Theurgy depends ultimately on the One through the henads
represented at different levels by ouvOfjpara. Whether henads were
invented by Iamblichus is impossible to say. They may have been an
idea of Syrianus or more likely to have emerged more gradually,
acquiring an explicit status only in Proclus, for in Iamblichus the uni-
fied element in véyoic is more clearly distinguished than in Plotinus, a
fact which surely led to a more precise and analytical investigation of
the effect of the One at different ontological levels starting with the in-
telligible world.

20 Of course Proclus did posit a higher stage in union, cf. de Phil. Chald. iv;
and Theol. Plat. i. 25 also seems to mean union with the highest principle. T
should like to make one proviso to the conclusion of Rist’s article ‘“Mysticism and
Transcendence.” Even if the Procline theurgy at the level of nous is a trans-
position because of the demoting of Porphyry’s matfp, I cannot believe that
Proclus was entirely unaware of the new meaning he gave to the uniting effect
of theurgy — uniting at the noetic level of thinking subject and vonra. It is highly
unlikely that Porphyry specifically spoke of theurgy at this level. This means
that the efficacy of theurgy at this level was a later conscious innovation or
correction of Porphyry’s interpretation of the Chaldaean oracles.

Although Proclus’ profusion of stages between human nous and the One is in
many ways unsatisfactory, nevertheless the idea of the ‘““flower of the whole
soul” looks like a determined attempt to call a halt to the infinite regress (or
rather progress). This stage differs from the others in being not a further refine-
ment involving an even loftier part of man but in attempting to reintegrate man
as a whole. Proclus seems dissatisfied with the gradual whittling away of the
individual to its ‘‘highest” element and, perhaps, wanted to restore a more
realistic picture of the mystical aspirant as a conscious human being — od ydp
Zopey vods wévov, dAAk xol Stdvora xal 36Ex xal mpocoyd xai mpoatpeosig. There is
much more to this than merely an attempt to eliminate the complications
caused by doctrinal transitions!



CHAPTER NINE

THE THEORETICAL ATTITUDE OF
THE NEOPLATONISTS TO THEURGY

Plotinus’ attitude towards magic has been hotly disputed. On this point
there will be more to say when we come to discuss his practical attitude.
In this chapter we restrict ourselves to an examination of the theoretical
standpoint of Plotinus, Porphyry, and Iamblichus. We opened our
whole discussion with an examination of theurgy in Iamblichus. It is
important to stress that ITamblichus applies the theurgic concept to all
branches of religious phenomena and ritual. In Porphyry and probably
in Plotinus it is more restricted in scope. It was part of Iamblichus’
justification of theurgy that man, in his reduced status, is dependent on
the gods for salvation. His theurgy is largely based on the concept of
ovurdbewx and its transcendent cause. It is to the examination of this
element as it appears in Plotinus and Porphyry that we must now turn.

For our comparative purposes iv. 4.40ff. is instructive. If we accept
the classification of theurgy into a higher and lower theurgy as we have
analysed it, there is no place in Plotinus for theurgy of any kind at the
higher level. He admits the existence and efficacy of magic but restricts
it to the lower soul. We shall note below that magic in Plotinus is not
really the same as even the lower theurgy of Iamblichus since it is not
really concerned with the salvation of the soul in any sense. Plotinus’
whole treatment is based on the broadest possible concept of magic.
There is a natural sympathy between all parts of the All. This is the
true magic. The sympathy is recognised by men who, then, use it on
each other. The true magic of the All exists without artifice and spon-
taneously — undevodc unyavmuévou (40, 4). He thus implies that the human
use of this sympathy is a sort of artificial magic. The natural magic
includes all forms of merely material attraction — e.g. music.

Thus he distinguishes the natural magic of the world and the ex-
ploitation of it by man. It is interesting to see the addition to this expo-
sition in the Arabic Theologia. How much of it might go back to Por-
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phyry is difficult to say. In the Theology we read; “The artificial magic
is falsehood, for it is all mistaken and does not hit the mark.” Where
Plotinus makes no comment on the relationship between the objects
used in artificial magic and the natural sympathy employed, the com-
mentator adds his own interpretation; ‘“The charm which takes place
by touch and the word which he speaks is a trick of his so that the be-
holder may imagine that that action is his action, whereas it is not his
action, but is the action of those things which he uses.” This might be
implied (we can go no further) in Plotinus’ words. At 42, 10f. he suggests
that there are two ways in which an effect is achieved (or influence
“given’’) —

(1) spontaneously map’ adrol

(2) by artificial means éxboavroc &Ahov elg pépoc Tt adtol. But in the
following words he claims that magic achieves only what it was natural
for it to achieve since the moving agent is part of the All as well. He
seems to imply here that artificial magic is efficacious but achieves no
special effect, i.e. has no special power other than the power naturally
residing in the objects it uses.

Though the unity of the All and the consequent sympathy of its
parts are due ultimately to the World Soul and, further back still, to
the pattern in the noetic world, (cf. vi. 7.14, 20f.) Plotinus does not
exploit this transcendent cause as Iamblichus does. In fact Plotinus
tends to keep the divine out of magic as far as he can. It is true that the
stars are divine and daemones are mentioned. But they are brought in
as being parts of the All amongst its many other parts. It is in relation
to stars that the idea of effluences is introduced. The causal connection
between objects in sympathy is described as a ‘“‘giving”. The stars
‘““give”” whether we pray to them or not; 42, 4 xal et edy¥jc ylyvesOal
dotéov xal edyijc &vev map’ adtév. And Plotinus sometimes specifies that
what the stars “‘give’ is an droppo, an effluence. A similar expression
is used of the ontological procession of a lower from a higher hypostasis
and there is some kind of analogy here to the higher hypostases when
he describes the stars as giving but not losing anything and giving with-
out being conscious of the gift.! The theory is probably meteorological
in origin and even though Plotinus uses the concept here to account for
the operation of the hidden sympathy between stars and the material
world, its use is very restricted? compared with what we can find in

1 jii. 2.2, 15f. voBg Tolvuy Sodg Tt Eavtol elg BAny drpeudg xal Houvxog T& ThVTA
elpyd{ero obrog 88 6 Adyog &x vob Suelg. Td ydp dmoppéov éx vol Adyoc.

2 For dmoppo, amdppoa, &moppée etc. see p. ro2f. above. ii. 3.11, 8—9, on the
influence of the effluence from the heavenly volc on man. ii. 1.3, 28, ii. 1.4, 4,
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Proclus where it seems to be employed to express the channels of divine
aid.3 Moreover Plotinus’ complete rejection of the role played by will
here (i.e. the stars do not hear our prayers and decide to answer them
or not) is in marked contrast to Iamblichus who accepts the fact that
our prayers are heard and that the gods may withhold things from us
(though always to our good), and must therefore contend with the
problem of divine will in a more personalised form.4 In fact Iamblichus’
theurgy involves deities or rather noetic beings which are far more
personalised than anything we can find in Plotinus but it is interesting
that when Plotinus does mention such beings (e.g. his daemons as
opposed to the stars5), he grants that they can hear our petitions, 43,
12f. It is possible, however, that they form a special class which is very
low in the hierarchy of being for they are also said to be subject to the
effects of magic while the stars are not.

Artificial magic does not seem for Plotinus to be of any use in the
salvation of the soul. But he does seem to recognise both its ‘‘good” and
bad side. iv. 4. 43 would appear to be concerned with black magic whilst
iv. 4.42 suggests by its mention of petitions and prayers the sort of
worldly concern we find in Iamblichus’ lower theurgy. I put good in
inverted commas because Plotinus thought that this kind of concern
distracted people from the noetic world and that all material needs and
goods drew one literally by magic and sympathy away from the real
world to the shadowy material world. The use of sympathy and magic
in Plotinus always implies a movement downwards and away from
reality rather than towards it.

Another interesting point is Plotinus’ suggestion that in the working
of magic it is irrelevant whether a petitioner is good or bad, iv. 4.42,
13-16 el 8¢ xoxodg 6 alrédv, Oavpdlewv 0d Setl- xal yop &x woTaudy dpdovrar
ol xaxol, xal T6 3180v adTol odx oldev & didworv, &Ik Sidwor pévov. The
same idea also appears in Porphyry.

Plotinus does not believe in any form of revelation which is an
independent source of otherwise unattainable knowledge. In iv. 7.15

ii. 3.2, 7 on effluences from the stars. vi. 7.22, 8 on spiritual influence from above.
iii. 5.3, 12, of that second outpouring of a hypostasis by which it enforms what is
beneath it. iii 4.3, 25 of external &vépyeia; cf. chap. five n. 8. See also Plato
Phdr. 251b tob ndAhovg thv dmoppony. For Porphyry, see the Philosophy from
Orvacles Wolff p. 160; De Abst. ii. 46 where there is a connection with the
8ymua. See further Procl. In Tim. i, 147, 12. For Jamblichus, cf. de Myst. 137, 18.

3 de Magia, Bidez 149, 20. In Tim. i. 43, 1f., 97, 8.

4 See p. 109 above.

5 Although the stars too are, in a sense, personal gods, they are not, however,
as involved in the world as daemons.
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he refers to oracles of gods and of souls of men which give revelation
about immortality. But this is only to provide conviction for already
held beliefs by more tangible evidence. This conviction (ntotig), which
comes from alolnoig, is opposed to the &nédebic of Plotinus’ own
rational arguments. This is another idea which is found again in
Porphyry in the introduction to the Philosophy from Oracles.

Plotinus’ concept of mantic is restricted in the same way as his con-
cept of magic and for the same reasons. It is a product of universal
sympathy and thus operative only within the All or the material
cosmos. The sharp difference between the immaterial realm of Nous
and the lower world is brought out in iv. 4.12 where Plotinus implies
that diviners employ Aoyiopée rather than nous. Nor does he deny
that the stars are a source of prediction. But he insists that predictions
from the stars are achieved by learning the various combinations of
signs (see ii. 3). But just as Plotinus, by implication, denies any
special magical quality to particular objects by stressing the uni-
versality of sympathy, so also is his concept of divination equally
universal. Predictions from the stars are grouped with the sort of
conclusions we can make about a person’s character and what sort
of things he will do by looking at his eyes. For they are members
of the All as well as ourselves. Meotd 8¢ mdvra onpetwyv xat copdg Tig
6 pabov &€ &arov &Mho (ii. 3.7, 12).

Porphyry supposes, like Plotinus, that the basis of mantic is sym-
pathy; de Myst. iii 27, 1f., od 87 Tolrto Ayew Set, ¢ xal gioLg xal Téxwy
xal 7 ovumdleix @Y B¢ &v vl {Hw TG Tovtl pepddv mpodnhdoelg Eyet
TV TPdg EAAAx, 008’ &1L Td cdpata obtw xateoxedactar, ©¢ lval
mpoonuactay &rd TV Etépwy elg Td ETepa.

Tamblichus, however, rejects this theory as inadequate to explain all
forms of divination. Divination based merely on cupmdfeix is not
divine but human mantic though it does contain an ¥yvoc of the divine.
Here we come to an essential point of difference between Plotinus and
Tamblichus, and Porphyry is now on Plotinus’ side. Of course Iam-
blichus does not reject the role of sympathy altogether. iii. 16 makes
his position clear. Sympathy is just one of the 8pyava which the gods
use. Now this sympathy is, as Plotinus would agree, something
ultimately dependent on the higher hypostases. But Iamblichus seems
to go further than simply to stress this dependence. Human mantic
works through the sympathies given in nature and the human agent
uses skills endowed to him by nature. But divine mantic is not, like
human mantic, due toany natural gift whereas in Plotinus and Porphyry
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all mantic is due to a natural gift. The &ritydeiétng for divine mantic is,
for Tamblichus, a gift of the gods.® In de Myst. 165, 19f. he denies that
the ability for divin€ mantic comes from nature (mapa T3¢ pboewe) —
odx €0ty émwg mote &v Tobrowg edguin Tig &v YmoxatacxevasBeln . ..
Octorg &par pavtiniic 00dév Eoti oméppa &v Hply éx ploewg. gdalg has been,
as it were, bypassed and a more direct mode of contact with the divine
created.

This direct contact with the gods is seen not only in the way in which
we become ‘‘suitable” for mantic but in its actual operation. For
Tamblichus the natural sympathies of the All are merely the material
which the gods can manipulate in order to send messages to men. The
sympathies are thus demoted in importance and play a subsidiary role
to that of the gods above. This radically new emphasis is seen most
clearly in the fact that it is no longer man who uses the sympathies in
the world but the gods (cf. de Myst. 120). When dealing with augury
from birds ITamblichus says that they are made by god for a particular
purpose and that everything they do is in accordance with the divine
will at the time of their creation — de Myst. 137, 41.; mdvra cuppwvolvra
Toig Boviiuact T@v Oedy &yer adtdg Sporoyouubvas olg ol Oeol xat’ dpydg
¢mirdrrovow. We may argue that their prophetic purpose is built in and
forms part of the world picture. No doubt Iamblichus means this. The
gods use the natural sympathies of the world but not all of them (e.g.
the exceptions made under human mantic, the ones which display only
an Tyvo¢ of the divine. Iamblichus is probably basing his distinction on
the Stoic distinction of natural and artificial mantic. One might apply
Cicero’s criticism (de Div. i, 13). To preserve the argument for a divine
mantic he must relegate those phenomena explicable by the use of
human reason to a separate and lower type of mantic). In this instance
he feels a more direct presence of the divine and thus chooses to under-
play the natural element (od yap Tév xatd @bow, 137, 6) in order to stress
the divine causality. There is here more than an {yvoc of the divine,
AN’ Srtepuég 81 Tt T Epyov &oTl Tobro. Certain prophetic bird behaviour
is “supernatural” and there is a transcendent agent at work — &g
Eépou TG &vrog Tob Sk TéY dpvibwy Tabta dmepyalopévov. How far this
is from Plotinus’ concept of sympathy and divination may be seen from
our discussion of iv. 4, 40f. For Plotinus the sympathy in the world on
which divination is based is the same as any other manifestation of
sympathy. There is no special type of sympathy to account for special

6 de Myst. 101, 2 7 éx Oedv xatamepmwopévy Tijc TpoyvMcens dboet. On Emitndet-
étmg see Dodds, Elements of Theology, p. 344—5.



ATTITUDE OF THE NEOPLATONISTS TO THEURGY 127

phenomena. This is true even in iv. 3, 11, 1-6. Iamblichus, on the other
hand, chooses certain elements of the All as particularly endowed with
divine significance and although he must admit that even human mantic
has a trace of the divine mantic, he is quite firm in his conviction that
some parts of the universe betray more than a mere trace. The conti-
nuity of Neoplatonic ontological procession seems to break down here.?
No doubt this is because Iamblichus is speaking 0Oeovpywxéic. When
Plotinus introduces divine presence in statues in iv. 3, II he uses the
example to illustrate a general metaphysical theory. Iamblichus works
the other way round in the de Mysteriis at least. This is an important
point. One cannot deny that Plotinus here considers that the “gods”
may be “‘present’’ in statues which reflect their character, but this, he
claims, is the same with any recipient which is particularly adapted to
the reception of certain forms or presences.8 Individualisation takes
place before embodiment? and it can be plausibly argued that specific
characteristics will inhabit the bodies or receptacles most suited to
them. In this case it will be no surprise that particular gods (which
seem to be of the level of Soul) may be present where suitable means of
material expression exist. That receptivity could be created by men
and that the gods should be seen as present in inanimate cult objects is
a surprising concession to popular thought. Porphyry deals more fully
with the same theme in his work on statues.10 The fact that Porphyry

7 Iamblichus’ émttndetétne for divine mantic is over and above normal
gmitndeldtyg for form. Proclus distinguishes oovOune and Form (see chap. seven
n. 11). This seems to imply that the divine channel which aids in ascent is
different from the ontological procession of Form. On a broader basis Proclus
distinguishes henads and ta& vontd. The henads in their manifestation at different
levels are independent of the vontd or Forms. Thus theurgy which works through
the henads leads to a divorce of the spiritual ascent from the contemplation of
Forms.

8 mpoomalic 8¢ 10 dmwoody ppndév, domep ndtonTpov dpmdout el86g TL Suvdpevoy.
Dodds (Greeks and the Irvational p. 306, n. 83) comments “6nwcoly seems to
involve denying any specific virtue to magical rites of consecration.” Although
this statement relies on the interpretation of a single word (might éwweodv not
equally imply that it is easy to make statues which will receive the gods’ pre-
sence?), nevertheless, the general line of argument in the chapter supports
Dodds’ interpretation, since he is using the instance of the statues merely as an
example of a general theory about the presence of the Aéyot in the universe. What
we would like to know is the relationship of these gods and their mode of
presence with the vonrd and the Aéyot. I suspect that Plotinus (unlike Iamblichus
and Proclus, see n. 7) identified them. This would be in accord with his theory of
natural sympathy. Moreover the reference in ch. 11, 11 to Te 0e& éxelve (surely
meaning Nodg) links Nobg as god and source of Aéyot with the Beol of line 2.

9 Porphyry Sent. xxxvii., Plot. vi. 4.4. How far individualisation goes is hard
to say. Whether Plotinus believed in Forms of Individuals, cf. Rist “Forms of
Individuals in Plotinus.” CQ n.s. 13 (1963) 223-31, Blumenthal ‘‘Did Plotinus
believe in Ideas of Individuals?,” Phronesis 11(1966) 61-80.

10 mepl dyarpdrwy. Fragments in Bidez 1*—23*.
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devotes a special book to the subject as worthy of independent study
points to a divergence from Plotinus who uses the concept merely as an
illustration of a philosophical idea. Porphyry goes further than Plotinus
in his assessment of the importance of such cult objects as bringing to
material manifestation the incorporeal attributes and powers of the
invisible gods. This theory probably formed part of his salvation for the
masses. The theoryis expressed in the Chaldaean Oracles and is exploited
by Proclus. Porphyry does not, however, seem to have accorded cult
objects any further significance than that of revelation.!

We now turn specifically to Porphyry’s concept of theurgy. In this
he is neither as consistent nor as thoroughgoing as Iamblichus. The
letter to Marcella from Porphyry’s last days preaches a traditional type
of piety which shows no influence of theurgy, suundfera, or sacraments
of salvation. I think that this is less likely due to retraction or rejection
by Porphyry of theurgy towards the end of his life than to a much more
limited concept of theurgy. Porphyry considers the theurgic practices
to be an actual alternative to a life of practical virtue. The opposite is
the case with the pious religion of Ad Marcellam where the role of &pev,
is fully stressed. Traditional piety and theurgy are to a large extent in
separate compartments and the absence of the latter in a work does not
necessarily mean that Porphyry had totally rejected it. One of the
reasons which lies behind this limited concept of theurgy is Porphyry’s
failure to distinguish between magic and black magic and, more precise-
ly, his contention that theurgy is dangerous.

Porphyry seems to have devoted more attention than did Plotinus to
the distinction between yontelo and theurgy, black magic and theurgy
proper.12 But he is by no means as clear as Iamblichus. Whilst some-
times distinguishing yonrete and theurgy he often seems to have con-
fused them or rather to have seen the workings of one as affected and
possibly checked by the other. The theory of the de Mysteriis represents
an advance in clarification.

Augustine in Civitas Dei x. 9. Bidez Fr 2, 27*13 notes this distinction
— “quam vel magian vel detestabiliore nomine goetian vel honorabiliore
theurgian vocant.” Augustine here suggests that Porphyry and the
Platonists used these two names to distinguish two kinds of magic,

11 cf. (mepl dyaipdrov) Bidez 1*5, Tolg xafdmep éx BiBAwY 6V dyadudtov
dvaréyew to mepl Oedv pepadnxéor ypappara. Cf. 2*7, and also Proclus quoting
the Chaldaean Oracles (In Rem. i. 39, 17f.) for the doctrine of revelation through
material means to those unable to approach the true nature of the gods with nous.

12 See the references given by Zintzen ‘‘Mystik und Magie in der Neuplatoni-
schen Philosophie.” Rk. Mus. n.F. 108 (1965) p. 96 n. 88.
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magic proper and theurgy, but that, in fact, both were concerned with
the same spiritual principle and daemons. This is most forcefully proved
by the little story in x. 9, where a good man is thwarted by a bad man.
“Quo indicio dixit apparere theurgian esse tam boni conficiendi quam mals
et apud deos et apud homines disciplinam.” (Bidez ibid. 29*21.) However,
it is difficult to know exactly whether Porphyry considered a beneficent
god or daemon to have been checked directly by the wicked man or
suspects the operation of an evil daemon. The latter is suggested in
de Abst. 11, 45, p. 174, 2 where yénreg appear to be impious and asso-
ciated with Satpoveg wovnpot. The idea of a conflict between good and
evil daemons who contend for man’s soul is found elsewhere in Porphy-
ry.13 In x. 9, Bidez 29*13f. Augustine seems to suggest this when he
says ‘“‘potestates ... quae vel ipsae invideant purgationi awimae, vel
artibus serviant invidorum.”’ Here is the idea of a conflict or a checking
of good daemons by those spiritual beings ready to do the will of wicked
people. Iamblichus himself appears to believe in such forces which he
calls évrilcor, de Myst. 177, 18. Though not addressing himself to the
charge in de Regressu Animae that theurgy can be ‘“‘dangerous,” he,
nevertheless, gives us an indication of what his position would be when
in 176, 3 he claims that the theurgist in touch with the gods will be
immune from any malign influence. It is the wicked who come in
contact with evil spirits.

According to Augustine Porphyry wavered in his acceptance of
theurgy. It would seem that this hesitancy was found within the com-
pass of a single book, de Regressu Animae and Porphyry’s more sceptical
side is seen also in the letter to Anebo. Augustine reports three reasons
for this hesitancy to accept theurgy on Porphyry’s part; x, 9, Bidez
fr. 2, 27*27f. Nunc enim hanc aviem tamquam fallacem et in ipsa actione
periculosam et legibus prohibitam cavendam monet. The charge of danger
surely refers to the sort of spell and counter spell that we have been
discussing above. The illegality of theurgy is an interesting topic which
falls outside the scope of this work. It is interesting to note that Syne-
sius was also very much aware of the illegality of certain branches of
theurgy.14 The first of Porphyry’s objections, that theurgy is fallax is,
perhaps, more important and more difficult to understand since fallax
seems to mean not merely deceptive but actually false and useless.

13 de Abst. ii. 3643, and the Hellenic Theology (if by Porphyry) in Eusebius
P.E. iv. 5, 1-2. Further, In Tim. i. 77, 71.

14 Cf. Synesius de Ins. p. 170, 11f.; cf. R. MacMullen, Enemies of the Roman
Order p. 124-127.
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Augustine refers to this again in x, 27, Bidez fr. 7, 34*28f. “‘Quid prodest
quia negare non potuisti evvare homines thewrgica disciplina et quam
plurimos falleve per caecam insipientemque sententiam atque esse certissi-
mum ervorem agendo et supplicando ad principes angelosque decurrere.”
Porphyry, who thought that even the lower soul could be saved without
the help of theurgy, was clearly undecided as to the real nature and
status of theurgy. As his letter to Marcella shows he hated all mere
ritual divorced from virtue. His preoccupation with theurgy was no
doubt due to actual experience of the power of magical activities and a
generalinterest in the more speculative and lofty verses of the Chaldacan
Oracles which inevitably involved him in the exegesis of their more
suspicious elements.

Although Porphyry declares theurgy to be effective only on the
lower soul he, nevertheless, uses Chaldaean terminology for the highest
ends attainable by man, e.g. the ascent to the mat#p.15 This leads us to
ask whether there is a form of higher theurgy in Porphyry. Though
Porphyry talks in de Abstinentia about verbal prayers which can be
offered up to the vonrol Oeol (he forbids all kind of verbal prayer to the
highest God),16 he nowhere else mentions anything remotely ritualistic
in connection with the return to the Father. But Porphyry’s use of the
Oracular language here in de Regressu Animae for the highest part of
ascent may point to a higher theurgy in the Oracles themselves which
has been further spiritualized by Porphyry. A few curious remarks from
de Regressu Animae lend support to the theory that the Oracles them-
selves advocated two levels of theurgy. What I shall say about the
Oracles will be only superficial since it would be out of place here to
examine in any greater depth the teaching of the Chaldaean Oracles on
this point. In fact the material hardly suffices.

I would like firstly merely to pose a question. Why should we find a
passage so philosophical as Kroll p. 11 in the Chaldaean Oracles? Lewy
sees such passages as a sort of inverted metaphor where metaphysical
or philosophical language is used to express a ‘“‘theurgical”’ concept ; cf.
Chaldaean Oracles p. 175-6, ‘“‘Plato compared the illumination accom-
panying the vision of the ideas with that experienced by the initiate at
the culminating point of the mystery. The Chaldaeans, on the other
hand, used the image of philosophical vision in order to represent the
illumination of their initiate.” He then warns us of the spiritualising

15 De Regr. Anim. Bidez fr. 4. For mathp, cf. Kroll p. 12ff. and Lewy, Chaldacan
Ovacles p. 76f.
16 de Abst. ii. 34.
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tendencies of Neoplatonic exegesis of the Chaldaean Oracles. But is it
possible that the Chaldaean rites did demand a corresponding spiritual
or contemplative attitude? This seems to be a possibility which re-
quires further investigation.

There are two fragments from de Regressu Animae which suggest a
higher level of theurgy in the Oracles. The first passage is found in
Bidez fr. 4, 32*21; ‘“ Hoc enim tibi immundissimi daemones, deos aetherios
se esse fingentes, quorum praedicator et angelus factus es, promiserunt.
quod in antma spivitali thewrgica arte purgati ad Patrem quidem non
redeunt, sed swper aerias plagas inter deos aetherios habitabunt.” This
suggests that the Oracles themselves limited the lower man to a lower
level of ascent. It is clear that the Oracles did preach a return to the
Pater but they evidently limited the attainment of this level to a
minority of the human race.

The second passage is in Bidez fr. 8 36*5; Dicit etiam Porphyrius
divinis orvaculis fuisse responsum nos non purgars lunae teletis atque solis
... Denique eodem dicit oraculo expressum principia posse purgars . ..."”
This might be, as Lewy maintains, a deliberate misinterpretation on
Porphyry’s part (Chaldaecan Oracles, p. 139, n. 274). If the principia/
deyal were originally to be identified with the three Chaldaean cosmic
rulers, two of whom are connected with the sun and the moon, and
Porphyry has elevated them above the material world he would appear
to have read into the Oracles two levels of theurgy, the one concerned
with the dpyat and a lower theurgy concerned with the rites of the sun
and moon. Another and perhaps more likely interpretation is to admit
Porphyry’s misinterpretation of the dpyat as the highest triad (or dyad?)
but to claim that the Oracles themselves must have maintained the
difference between the dpyat and the sun and the moon whose rites
did not purify. The Oracles do seem to have distinguished, for example,
between a transmundane and an intramundane sun (Lewy, p. 151f.).
Could they be here referring to such a distinction of levels? For there is
reference elsewhere to Chaldaean rites of sun and moon (Proc. Iz Rem.
1.152, I4) which seem to be connected with the more material ascent
of the 8ynua/mvelpa. The Oracles are perhaps here warning usin a hyper-
bolic manner that their own lower rites do not take us beyond a certain
level. Otherwise one must take this passage as an attack on the rites of
some other mystery religion of which the Oracles did not approve.

This discussion shows, however vaguely, that there might have been
a division in the Chaldaean theurgy itself into a higher and a lower
theurgy. Such a division would correspond with the Chaldaean world
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picture and stratification of human ascent which we have described
above.17 It is significant in this distinction of human attainments that
the “lower’”” man is doomed to rebirth in the order of things whilst the
“higher man” (the theurgist himself) by rights escapes from the cycle
of rebirth after death, though he does find his way down to the world
again as a special emissary of the gods.18 He is thus sent down to the
world whilst the others fall. For him it is a privilege. He does not escape
rebirth but it is no longer a natural consequence of his own imperfection.

Another important point which has to be raised here is the question
of a change in Porphyry’s attitude towards the relationship of philoso-
phy and theurgy. In view of some of O’Meara’s work on The Philosophy
from Oracles it now looks less likely that Porphyry altered his views
radically on this particular theme. O’Meara does not seem to me to have
proved that the Philosophy from Oracles and the De Regressu Animae
are the same work. On the other hand the possibility cannot be dis-
counted.1? He alsoreveals someinteresting facets of Porphyry’s thought.

17 See p. 62f.

18 The privilege of the theurgist makes him comparable in some ways to the
Porphyrian philosopher who escapes to the Father — cf. Hadot, Porphyre et
Victorinus, p. 393f., esp. 304, n. 1 and 2. Although he ascribes a special way to
the rank of angel which seems to be superior to the normal theurgical way (Bidez
fr. 2, 20*6, aliam vevo viam esse perhibeat ad angelovum superna consortia) the rank
attained is still within the ‘‘visible” world — aetheria vel empyria (loca). Porphyry
elsewhere considers angels to be very close to the intelligible world (see Porph.,
Contra Christianos fr. 76, Harnack). Yet it does not seem that they were in the
intelligible world. The angels have nothing to do with the philosophers’ goal and
way to that goal. Moreover Porphyry denies that those who reach the deos
aetherios come to the Father. Possibly Porphyry has demoted the Chaldaean
empyria (the equivalent of the noetic world in Chaldaean terminology). This
demoting fits in well with Porphyry’s general assessment of theurgy as an
inferior debrepog mhobs. Unless it is Augustine who has misunderstood Porphyry,
it looks as if Porphyry reduced the empyrian world to a lower status at the
summit of the visible world; ct. Bidez fr. 6, 34*24; aetherias vel empyvias mundi
sublimitates et firmamenta caelestia. This refers to the limit set on the ascent by
theurgy which elsewhere clearly comes within the visible world (fr. 4. 32%24).

19 Bidez p. 15 dates the Philosophy from Ovacles to a time before Porphyry met
Plotinus in Rome (c. 262/3 A.D.) and the de Regressu Animae after the letter to
Anebo, both of these being after 262/3 A.D. Sodano puts the de Regressu Animae
after 268 (Porphyry’s return from Sicily), Lettera ad Anebon, 1958, ch. 1) and
Dodds (Greeks and the Ivvational, p. 287) after Plotinus’ death in 269 A.D.

O’Meara queries Bidez’s conclusions which are based on the discrepancy be-
tween the contents of the two works and a statement in Eunapius. V. Soph. iii.
I.I1, 457; adTdg ey oby @not (véog 82 dv towe tabra Eypagey G¢ Zoixev) Emituyeiv
XeNoTNpie undevi TdY Snuoctwy: &v 8¢ adtd 1§ BB xataypdeer. O’Meara’s argu-
ments (Povphyry’s Philosophy from Oracles, p. 33—34) are not entirely convincing.
He would like to interpret the passage as supporting his theory that the Philosophy
from Oracles was written after 268 A.D. He is right to point out the {swg and &g
ouxev. Eunapius was clearly not well informed. But it is best to leave it at that.
The pév and 8¢ are hardly contrasting two periods of writing, as O’Meara claims
since we are explicitly told that he recorded the Oracle in the same book. It is just
possible that the one book was revised later on. As to the force of xarta — in
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An important fragment of the Philosophy from Oracles in Augustine
C1v. Dei, xix. 23 has the following sober statement about the ascent of
the soul “. .. ipsam vitam precem ad ipsum (dewm) facientes per imita-
tionem et inquisitionem de ipso . . ..”" This is remarkably similar to state-
ments from his later period and if we uphold the traditional early dating
for the Philosophy from Oracles (i.e. pre-Plotinian) we find here a certain
consistency on Porphyry’s part and a soberness which might require us
toreappraise the conventional picture of a superstitious, religious-mind-
ed Porphyry restrained and brought to reason by the rationalist
Plotinus.

Of course similar turns of phrase in Iamblichus and Proclus do not
exclude a higher theurgy, but they do at least imply what one might
term a “pure” theurgy, i.e. a type of ritual magic which involved ge-
nuine religious and moral conditions.2? Then we are reduced to two
interpretations of Porphyry’s position; (a) he held the same view of
theurgy in the Philosophy from Oracles as in de Regressu Animae, i.e. it
applies only to the lower soul, the way of virtue being the means to
higher union, (b) he held a view similar to that of Iamblichus in the
Philosophy from Oracles and modified this later in de Regressu Animae
to exclude even the name of theurgy at the higher level of union. Of
these alternatives the former is more likely (There is no problem, of
course, if de Regressu Animae and the Philosophy from Oracles are the
same work and are late in date. We would simply know less about
Porphyry’s attitude to religious matters in his early days). He declares
his intention in the prologue?! of the Philosophy from Oracles to concern
himself with reporting the philosophical content of oracles whilst touch-
ing little on the actual practice of divination. This is the opposite of
Tamblichus in the de Mysteriis where content is not dealt with. More-
over Porphyry will deal with divination only where it will aid Ocwpto.
(Could this be the limited form of divination by dreams found in Sy-
nesius de Insomniis and going back to Porphyry?). The weight of the
Philosophy from Oracles must have fallen on the actual content of
oracles and revelations rather than on the means of obtaining them,
and the contents are reported so that they might be of use to those who
xotoypdpe might this mean no more than recording of the Oracle whilst &ypagey
means he described the circumstances surrounding the revelation? The Oracle
might well have been already in a written form which Porphyry then copied out.
See O’Meara’s arguments about xataypdgpet, that it “means to register what has
previously been recorded.” He then takes this as an early account by Porphyry
later written down in a later account. But it could refer to a written oracle.

20 See page 96f. above.
21 Prologue of the Philosophy from Oracles, Wolff p. 109-110.
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wish to secure release from philosophical doubt. They are ancillary to
philosophy and the search for salvation announced in the preface would,
despite the religious subject, appear to be obtainable ultimately through
contemplation and philosophy.

It is quite clear that, even in the Philosophy from Oracles Porphyry,
unlike Tamblichus, is searching not for cult ways to god or a justifi-
cation of ritual and religion, but for oracular and divine confirmation
of his philosophical position. We already see that critical spirit which is
supposed to belong to the later period, when he claims that S«ipoveg
use natural means when divining the future since they can make
mistakes just as men can; see Wolff p. 169; "AN" #3n xal iy yvéow
Tig @oplc TNV dxpuBi xal Tag & TobTwv cuwfBdoeig dxatdAnmToy lvo
avOpdmotg,xal 00 uévov todrolg, GAA& xal Tiot TAY Sopbvev: 8bev xol
Jebdovron Tepl mOMGY Epwnlévres. Even more interesting is a fuller
statement by Philoponus (Wolff p. 174) where, if the source is the
Philosophy from Oracles, that work would seem to include some of the
criticisms of theurgy found in de Regressu Animae wodrowg odv &macwy
¢ xal Tolc dvlpdmors ThHY Te mpaxtixny Ococoplav (obre THv poyetov
®xoh@v) yalemiy elc &yyelpnow elval gnot, xal v Qopoy v dxppT TéV
&oTpwy, xal The €% TolTwY cupfdoelg dxataAfmwrTovs, Std xal YeddesOut
mepl TOMGY épwtnlévrag ... All of this suggests a more critically
minded Porphyry than has hitherto been supposed and the Philosophy
from Oracles can no longer be used to prove a ‘‘superstitious’ Porphyry.

One final point might be made which shows even more dramatically
the gulf that separates Porphyry from Iamblichus in the matter of
theurgy. Iamblichus makes it clear that virtue is necessary for the
success of theurgy proper (as opposed to black magic). Porphyry does
not seem to have come to such a clear understanding of the place of
virtue in theurgy and seems rather to have thought of theurgy as an
alternative to virtue as regards the salvation of the lower soul. Sext.
xxix seems to imply this by the way in which it contrasts the theurgical
way to salvation with the way of practical virtue.22 Porphyry sees man
as a prey to good and evil demons whether the individual is good or not.
Iamblichus firmly states that the good theurgist will not fall a victim
to evil spirits of any kind, thus dismissing Porphyry’s tales of good
men ensnared by black magic (see de Myst. 178, 11f.). These concepts
confirm the impression that Porphyry considered virtue to be irrelevant
to theurgy. We have already seen that Plotinus thought that virtue

22 See p. 60 above.
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was not necessary when practising magic. The thought behind this is the
firm conviction that the basis of magic is something entirely natural.
Iamblichus’ introduction of the supernatural world of noetic gods into
magic would necessarily bring along with it the requirement of moral
goodness in those participating in theurgy if he wanted to entertain the
idea of a theurgy that led to union with the divine, although one must
admit that Tamblichus’ genuine religious zeal has a great part to play in
his conviction that the theurgist will not succumb to evil spirits.

For all practical purposes the sort of ritual theurgy which we see in
Iamblichus, however spiritualised, goes unrecognised by Porphyry, and
is replaced by philosophy. The lower type of theurgy is, however, re-
cognised and limited to the lower soul. The old dichotomy of higher and
lower soul comes out clearly in de Regressu Animae with the anima
intellectualis and the anima spivitalis. Porphyry’s discussion of universal
salvation to which we shall shortly turn, is bound up with this dicho-
tomy which we have already seen in Iamblichus.23 There are in fact two
distinct stages of salvation and, in addition two modes of salvation.
The stages are the higher and lower elements in man, the modes are
theurgy and philosophy. The philosophical way to salvation lies initial-
ly in the practice of virtue (Senf. xxxii). It is only when a man reaches
the higher virtues that he begins to save his higher self or return to his
real self by means of the theoretical virtues. But even in the Sententiae
Porphyry implies that there might be another way to save the lower
self at least, i.e. the &ynua/nvelpa-bound lower soul (Sent. xxix), and it
seems difficult to find any other candidate here but theurgy. It is this
way which is dealt with in the extant fragments of de Regressu Animae
and it is limited to the lower soul and criticized in other respects, all of
which suggest that if the theme of the work was the search for a “‘univer-
salway of freeing the soul” then this examination of the Chaldaean way
of theurgy has shown it to be wanting in Porphyry’s eyes especially be-
cause of its limited nature.24 Porphyry clearly believed that theurgy
had some validity and connected us with the gods through gavraocte.
I think that the letter to Anebo was written in a spirit of friendly criti-
cism by a man who basically believed in some aspects at least of theurgy
but who was increasingly perplexed by the important theological and
metaphysical problems which such a belief entailed. Porphyry remain-

23 See p. 95f above.

24 This would, of course, argue against a ‘‘higher’’ theurgy in the Oracles. On
the other hand the higher stage that we have suggested for the oracles might
have been ignored by Porphyry as being unworthy. It would also be limited to a
few exceptions and was handed down in a limited circle. See note 26.
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ed loyal on the whole to the Plotinian philosophy but Iamblichus was
ready to sacrifice many Plotinian concepts in order to accommodate
his religious beliefs.

Yet even if Porphyry did admit the validity of theurgy at the lower
level, unlike Iamblichus he saw no reason why the philosopher (the man
who has returned to his real or higher self) should bother to participate
in the theurgic rites pertaining to his lower soul.

In the thirty-second chapter of Civitas Dei X, Augustine tells us that
Porphyry looked for a via universalis animae liberandae but failed to
find one. It is not immediately obvious whether he is quoting Porphyry
or rather interpreting him. Did Porphyry use an equivalent of via
universalis and, if so, what can he have meant by it?

Augustine sees the via universalis as a religion of salvation which is
not restricted to one nation (or time) but open to all nations at all times
and he criticizes Porphyry for not recognising Christianity as the uni-
versal religion. Towards the end of the chapter, however, Augustine
introduces a new idea. Christianity, he says, saves the whole man - to
use Porphyry’s terms, Christ saves the anima intellectualis, the anima
spiritalis, and the body: Haec via totum hominem mundat et inmortalitats
mortalem ex omnibus quibus constat partibus praeparat. Ut enim non alia
purgatio ev parti quaereretur, quam vocat intellectualem Porphyrius, alia
et, quam vocat spivitalem, aliaque 1psi corpori; propterea totum suscepit
veracissimus potentissimusque mundator atque salvator (Bidez fr. 12, 43%,
11f.). This contains the implied criticism that Porphyry had different
ways of salvation for the higher and lower soul. Whether he considered
a form of bodily salvation is difficult to say but it would not be an
impossibility,25 though highly unlikely.

This causes us to ask just what Porphyry meant by a via universalis.
The following three possibilities present themselves;

() A way common to all nations at all times
(2) A way which saves all parts of the human being

25 Porphyry, as we might expect, rejects bodily resurrection (de Regr. An.
Bidez fr. 11, 5, 41*35f.). Even the 8ynpo/mvebpa is rejected at the highest level
(sine ullis omnino corporibus). Yet Augustine here seems to be implying that
Porphyry considered a salvation of the body. Kroll argues (Ovac. Chald p. 61)
that the Chaldaeans believed in a Judaeo-Christian type of bodily resurrection.
Lewy argues (Chaldaean Ovacles, p. 214f.) convincingly against this and suggests
that “‘salvation of the body’’ refers (a) to its being free from disease, etc. in this
life — Synesius Hymmn ii. 275f. suggests this idea in a Porphyrian-Chaldaean
context; (b) to bodily dissolution into the elements at death by which it cannot
be used magically. Possibly Augustine might be referring to this kind of bodily
salvation here. We recall that both Iamblichus and Porphyry accredited theurgy
with the power to bring material benefits.
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(3) A way which saves all types of men (this latter is really an aspect of
(2) since types are defined according to the predominance of the higher
or lower soul which belongs to them).

Only three disciplines which lead to salvation are considered by
Porphyry.

(1) verissima philosophia (Platonism)
(2) mores ac disciplina Indorum.
(3) inductio Chaldaeorum.

It is not immediately obvious why any of these should be restricted in
sense (I) above. Philosophy is open to any apt pupil whatever his ethnic
origin and the same would seem to apply to the other two. The second
restriction would, however, apply in different ways to all three. Philo-
sophy is limited to the noetic man. Chaldaean theurgy, according to
Porphyry, involves the salvation only of the lower soul. The position of
Indian philosophy is less clear.

But Porphyry does think of the Bpayudves as a limited and restricted
sect: de Abst. iv, 17 p. 256, 6f. ol utv Bpayudves éx yévoug Stadéyovrat
&omep lepateloy thy Totxdtny Oeocogiav. It is true that they are here
contrasted with the Zapavaior whose adherents are voluntary recruits
from all India, but these, too, would appear to be limited insofar as
they depend on the Indian social structure for their existence. The
handing down of doctrine within the family amongst the Bpayudveg is
similar to the theurgic family traditions attested in the later period of
Neoplatonism.26 Although such restrictions in Chaldaean theurgy apply
only to the theurgist himself (the priest) and not to the ordinary reci-
pient of the rites, it is, nevertheless, clear that the theurgists themselves
were thus in a class apart which as I have explained elsewhere,2? is
comparable to that of the philosopher in Porphyry’s thought and would
thus involve limitation two. The founder of Chaldaean theurgy?28 would
appear to have begun this tradition and it is reasonable to assume that
Porphyry would have known about it, though there is no extant refer-
ence to it in his works.

There is no reason why philosophy should be restricted in sense one.

26 Marinus, Vita Procli 28, records how the whole theurgic rite was passed
down from Nestorius the Great through Plutarch and his daughter Asclepigeneia
to Proclus.

27 See note 18.

28 Cf. Procl. In Rem ii. 154, 17 (Kroll 60), ¢bid. 118, 16f. Olympiodorus In Phd.
64, 2 (Kroll 60). Iamblichus de Myst. ii. 2, 69, 7. For Julianus see Psellus de Aurea
Catena (Bidez, C.M.A.G. vi, 160, 7 and Mélanges Cumont i, 88, and Lewy p. 224
n. 195 &¢ ((Iovhavdg) 6 wathp, émel yewijoar Tobrov (sc. Oeovpydv) Epeldey, dpyoyye-
Aty frroe uxdv oV cuvoyéa Tolb TavTdg TEdS THY TodTou dmdoTasty ...
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On the contrary it would surely qualify for universality here. Porphy-
ry’s restriction of philosophy to a few people would, on the evidence of
Augustine, seem to be the traditional one of competence which comes
under heading two above.

Moreover Augustine gives a reason for the rejection of the Chaldaean
way which seems similar and supports our interpretation above: Bidez
fr. 12, 43*8. Quia plus apud eas curiositas valuit quorumque angelorum
cognoscendorum et colendorum, i.e. theurgy is concerned only with the
sort of divine phenomena which will assist the lower soul, thus inti-
mating a division with concomitant restrictions of higher and lower
souls. It is difficult, again, to determine whether Augustine is inter-
preting here or giving Porphyry’s own reason for the failings of the
Chaldaean way to salvation. But the reasoning here looks similar to
that at the end of the letter to Anebo where Porphyry criticizes the
Egyptian Mysteries for omitting that part of “‘religion” which is con-
cerned with salvation proper and concentrating on bodily or sublunar
well-being and the lower forms of communion with the gods which
benefit the lower soul only.2® This evaluation of theurgy would appear
to be a major theme in Porphyry’s treatment of the Chaldaean “way.”
For him it is a second course (cf. Bidez, fr. 4) which does not carry its
adherents as far as the first choice, philosophy, but which is open to all
men whilst philosophy is for the few.

From these considerations it looks as if both types of universal way
are involved in Porphyry’s search though with considerable qualifi-
cations. The kind of liberation which Porphyry was looking for was
liberation for the higher soul since the lower soul could never be really
free from the world until the higher soul had returned to the Father.
But equally his search was for a way which brought such freedom to all
men. It is Augustine’s own criticism (based on Christian teaching) that
this way must include salvation for all parts of each man — intellect,
spirit and body. Porphyry is ultimately concerned only with intellectual
salvation. Philosophy which achieves this is possible only for the few.
Chaldaean theurgy which is open to all helps only the lower self whilst
Indian philosophy seems to be restricted in other ways. And even if
Porphyry did see a higher theurgy and a salvation for the real self in the
Chaldaean theurgy, this would be restricted to the gifted few who would
according to Chaldaean doctrine then join the ranks of the theurgists, a
special select body. And once again men are divided into classes.

29 de Myst. X. 7; Augustine Civ. Dei X. 11. Cf. Sodano, Lettera ad Anebon p. 30.
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Porphyry is not, then, concerned with total salvation. He is indeed
interested in the salvation of the lower self but only as an incidental
topic in his search for a discipline that would be easily studied and
practised by all men and lead to the salvation of their higher selves. To
this extent he differs from Plotinus in that he realised the implications
of the difficulties of the philosophical way and ardently searched for a
more embracing discipline.

Why he turned in this direction is less easy to determine. His natural
interest in religion, his general enthusiasm for every branch of human
knowledge, a more practical bent and a more outward looking and in-
volved attitude would, perhaps, account for this development. The
influence and example of Christianity cannot, of course, be ruled out
here.

That Porphyry failed in his search for a universal way where Iambli-
chus showed more success can only strengthen the link between Por-
phyry and Plotinus and help to demonstrate the gulf which lay between
the philosopher and the genuinely theological and religious attitude of
Tamblichus and the later Neoplatonists.

As regards the theory of religion and theurgy we may now draw the
following conclusions. It cannot be denied that Porphyry shows a
greater interest than Plotinus in religion and theurgy. While both
accepted the theoretical basis of magic, Porphyry’s greatest departure
from Plotinus is to allow a role to theurgy/magic in the actual salvation
of the soul even though he restricts this to the lower soul. Plotinus re-
stricts himself to a discussion of magic and there would appear to be no
mention of magic in the theurgic sense in the Eunneads. It is Porphyry
who first introduces the idea of theurgy into Neoplatonism and he goes
much further than Plotinus’ magic in making magic/theurgy a means
to communion with the divine. The reason for this may be sought in
Porphyry’s great scholarly interest in the abstruse and religious prac-
tice in general as well as in his desire to find a universal way of liberating
the soul. Porphyry also shows a correspondingly greater interest in
daemonology.

Porphyry thus opens the way to Iamblichus though he stands much
closer to Plotinus than to Iamblichus. The most important innovation
of Iamblichus is the exploitation of the transcendent cause of sympathy
and a concept of localisation by which specific material phenomena or
persons are endowed with special powers by the divine will. This goes
far beyond the concept of universal sympathy in Plotinus and Porphyry
follows Plotinus at least in his attitude to mantic.



I40 ATTITUDE OF THE NEOPLATONISTS TO THEURGY

Their attitude to oracles and revelation is similarly restricted.
Neither considered them as imparting new information but rather as
confirming already held convictions. Again there is a fundamental
difference from Iamblichus. Unfortunately de Mysteriis says little about
the content of oracles but it is clear from Iamblichus’ objection to
Porphyry’s philosophical attitude to religious phenomena that he takes
theological revelation at face value and interprets it in the language of
philosophy only in so far as such language will not distort its meaning.
Porphyry puts philosophy first. We can, of course, argue that Iambli-
chus in the de Mysteriis is speaking theurgically and that elsewhere he
might have a different approach. But Porphyry’s position is clear from
Iamblichus’ criticism. He is a philosopher first and foremost. The
Tamblichus of de Mysteriis is a theologian.

Porphyry and Plotinus seem to regard the goodness of the magic
practitioner as irrelevant. This is the more remarkable in Porphyry who
enlarged the scope of magic so as to include the salvation of the soul.
His salvation by theurgy really is magic in the worst sense whilst
Tamblichus certainly shows an advance on Porphyry here by insisting
on virtue as a prerequisite for theurgy even at the lower level.

Porphyry clearly had a very different picture of theurgy from Iam-
blichus. He regards the operation of theurgy at the lower level as ir-
relevant for the man who lives at the higher level and would appear to
regard theurgy merely as an alternative at the lower level to a life lived
according to the practical virtues.

Porphyry clearly lacks Iamblichus’ religious zeal and consistency.
His attitude to theurgy and religion seems to be a dangerous halfway
house between Plotinus and Iamblichus. It has often been noticed how
Porphyry frequently changed his ideas and it is not always very easy to
decide whether our inability to reconstruct his thought is due to such
changes or to the poverty of the extant material. But his wavering in
the matter of theurgy is attested by Augustine who had access to more
of Porphyry than we have. It is partly due to this hesitancy and doubt
that Porphyry produced such a dangerous compromise in the matter of
theurgy.

Plotinus had never concerned himself with the search for a “univer-
sal’” way to salvation, but it is interesting to compare Iamblichus and
Porphyry on this point. Porphyry’s attempt to find such a way and his
great interest in religious matters and spiritualized religion bring him
closer to Iamblichus. On the other hand his failure to find a universal
way lies in a basically sound Plotinian attitude to contemplation and
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magic. Iamblichus, one may say, was more successful in his attempt to
produce a popular Neoplatonism but even he frequently has severe
reservations about the chances of reaching the highest grades of reality
which he sometimes sees as attainable only by the few.30 Indeed, de-
spite the popularity and great influence of Iamblichus, he was, proba-
bly, a little more cut off from the more flamboyant of his ‘“followers”
than has been thought. This we will see in discussing the practical
attitudes of the Neoplatonists towards theurgy and religion.

30 de Myst. 219, 14.
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So far we have dealt only with theoretical attitudes to theurgy and
magic. It would be most instructive if we knew how far the Neoplato-
nists involved themselves in the actual performance of magic. Unfortu-
nately, the evidence for these matters is very vague and even where it
exists there is sometimes some obscurity as to the intentions of the
participants. This is particularly true in the case of Plotinus. Merlan
has argued! that he was a practising magician. Such a view hardly
stands up to criticism? and it is, perhaps, not necessary here to review
the arguments again except to note that at no point is Plotinus said to
be an active agent in magical practices.3

This is in marked contrast to Porphyry. In Eunapius’ life of Porphy-
ry there is a report of an incident in which he was not merely a by-
stander or subject but the actual agent of magic. The event referred to
probably occurred in Syria before Porphyry’s meeting with Plotinus.4
Eunapius is actually quoting from Porphyry’s work on the Philosophy
of Oracles: Eunap. V. Soph. iv. 1.12, 457 ¢nor 3¢ xal Sawpdvidy Tive
@bow dmd Aoutpod Tt vog ExdiidEat xal éxBodely. Kavodbav Tobrov Eheyov of
gy dptot. There is no other report of his being so involved in magic. On
the basis of this one piece of evidence we can make no more than an
informed guess that Porphyry had gone one step further than Plotinus
but probably did not become a regular magical practitioner. His
objections to magic as outlined in the previous chapter would surely
have restrained him.

The picture that Eunapius paints of Iamblichus is very different.

1 “Plotinus and Magic,” Isis, (1953) 341-8.

2 A. H. Armstrong, ‘“Was Plotinus a Magician?,” Phyonesis 1 (1955) 73~79.

3 There is one possible exception where in Enneads iv. 4.43, 8 Plotinus refers
to “‘counter-spells.” I agree with Armstrong’s interpretation that the “‘counter-
spells” are “‘spiritual’’ and moral and not magical (op. cit. p. 75f.).

4 See Bidez p. 15.
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It is full of stories about his magical activities. Yet even here we must
be very cautious. Iamblichus is said to have attracted pupils because of
his access to the gods through his duatocivy (V. Soph. v. 1.4, 458). That
may be conventional flattery and the story of how Iamblichus spirited
forth two godlike youths (V. Soph. v. 2.1, 459) seems closer to the
accepted picture of the miracle worker. Two things must, however, be
noted in Eunapius’ account. Firstly, we should note Iamblichus’ sup-
posed hesitancy in performing the miracle (&N’ odx edoeBéc pév .. .).
Secondly and, perhaps, more there is Eunapius’ own comment about
the source of the story, V. Soph. v. 2.7, 459; é\éyero 3¢ nal mapadokbrepa
xal Tepatwdéotepn, Eyo O& ToVTwV Avéypagov 003év, opaiepdy TL xod
Oeopicte mpdypa Myodpevos el ouyypagly otdoipov xal Temvyulav
gneodyewy axony Seplappévny xal péovcay. dMAG xal Tabra, Ypdew Oe-
Soweidg dxony oboav, wANv Scaye Emopar &vdpdoty, of, Tolg &Ahoig dmic-
Todvres, Tpds THY Tol gavévtog alcOnow cuvexdpgbnoay. oddelc 3¢ adrol
oy Etalpwv dvéypadey, Soa ye Nudc eidévar. Evidently a spurious oral
tradition had grown up around Iamblichus’ activities. It is, perhaps,
significant that Eunapius has so few certain stories to tell about him.
Evidently Iamblichus’ reputation did not rely on such extreme
examples of theurgic activity. The general soberness of his way of life
might be illustrated by the reference to his private devotions in Euna-
pius V. Soph. iv. 2.7, 458. His disciples asked him whether there was
any truth in the report that he levitated whilst praying and that his
body and garments became golden in colour. That in itself would not be
extraordinary in the case of a genuine mystic and it is surely remark-
able that his disciples did not make more extravagant claims about his
activity. But we are even more struck by Iamblichus’ reaction to the
questioners. of Tt pdAia yehaoelwy, éyéhacev &mi Tobrolg Tolg Abyolg
TdpBryoc. Tamblichus is little concerned with the externals of mysti-
cism and prefers to meditate alone, — vt 3%ra wévog, & Siddoxae Oerérare,
%’ goxutéy Twa mpdtrerg — something which his disciples could not
readily understand although it may have influenced them later. In V.
Soph. vi. 1.5, 461. Eunapius records that he has no information on
Aedesius’ religious gifts. This lack of information he attributes either
to Aedesius’ fear of legal suppression or the silence and reserve of his
disciples. This latter element appears again (V. Soph. vii, 2.6, 475)
where Eusebius acknowledges but warns Julian to disregard the extra-
vagances of Maximus' magical and theurgical practices. This seems
evidence of a rift between the more overtly theurgical like Maximus
and Sosipatra and a more reserved and balanced tradition. It would be
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easy enough to remove the conventional pious representation of the
philosopher from Eunapius’ accounts. His reports on the differing at-
titudes to theurgy of his various subjects merit, however, more serious
attention.5

Thus a careful reading of Eunapius’ life of Tamblichus reveals a man
who might well have experienced genuine mysticism and who made no
extravagant claims for himself. Tamblichus did lay special emphasis on
the religious element in Neoplatonism; he did practise theurgy yet he
was probably restrained in his practice. He is far from a manipulator
of divine powers. When asked to prove himself by a miracle he hesitates
and says @A\’ odx ér’ uol ye tolto, AN Grav xaupde §i. (V. Soph. v. 2.1,
459). Moreover he lived a simple life — thyv pév Stowtav &y edxorog xal
apyotog (V. Soph. v. 1.6, 458).

In the case of Proclus we have a fuller biography. Apart from the
conventional piety and rigorous life (Vita Procli ch. 19), the extent of
his theurgical activities is also described. In ch. 29 is described at length
the story of how Proclus cured Asclepigeneia. That there is some basis
of fact to this story is suggested by the realistic comment about his
fears if the story should get out. This is not modesty but a genuine fear
since theurgy was forbidden by law. Chapter 28 gives us an even darker
side. We are told that he was adept at raising luminous phantasms of
Hecate, making rain and at other branches of lower theurgy. We should
recall, however, his own admission that he is very curious about religi-
ous rites.® Proclus seems altogether to have been a much drier and less
impassioned person than Iamblichus. The Life gives us the impression
of a meticulous, virtuous and honest professor who had a great weak-
ness for magic and dubious theurgical activities. Yet it would be hard
to deny that there is a genuine religious, even mystical, element in his
life. Damascius’ Life of Isidore gives us a similar picture of the last
Neoplatonists. They did indulge in magic but at the same time display-
ed genuine religious feeling and lived lives of real virtue.” These factors
are not always incompatible, least of all in that generally superstitious
era of the ancient world.

5 But caution must be exercised here too. Dillon in his edition of the fragments
of ITamblichus’ Platonic commentaries p. 17 remarks that the story of Iamblichus’
premonition of a funeral passing along a road resembles a similar tale told of
Socrates by Plutarch in the De Gen. Socr. 580.

6 See page 116 above.

7 See the remarks of Armstrong in his review of Clemens Zintzen: Damascii
vitae Isidori veliquiae, C.R., Vol. xix, No. 1. March 1969 pp. 49-50.
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Porphyry’s exposition of Neoplatonism led him to adopt a number of
phrases and terms which occur again and again in his writings. It is,
perhaps, one of the qualities which made him such a good teacher of
Neoplatonism. One word which dominates his thought is cwtnpia, the
salvation of the soul. It was until recently thought that Porphyry’s
main, if not sole, contribution to the history of thought lay in his treat-
ment of this theme at different levels. But if Hadot’s reconstruction of
Porphyry’s metaphysics is correct he made an equally important and
far more original contribution to that field. Our treatment here has been
restricted to the ‘‘traditional” Porphyry, not because the newly dis-
covered metaphysics is unimportant but in order to clarify a little more,
and to keep fresh in the mind, the role which he played in developing
the concept of salvation. The new and the old Porphyry in some ways
exemplify the two spheres of interest that we have distinguished in the
first part of this work — the ontological, concerned with the metaphysic-
al framework of salvation, and the spiritual, which concerns itself more
with the actual search for personal salvation, and its integration into
the metaphysical structure. The Parmenides Commentary has little to
contribute about the role and aims of man and the soul. It is precisely
on these aspects that the other works lay such great emphasis.

For Porphyry the problem of the ascent or return of the soul (which,
of course, presupposes an understanding of the fall of the soul) involved
a clarification not only of the metaphysical relationship between soul
and body and the relationship of man to the hypostases but also an
assessment of the role of religion and theurgy. In the first part of this
work we have devoted ourselves to the former and have tried to eluci-
date Porphyry’s position in so far as the material allowed. Porphyry
explained soul’s presence in body as an immanent power derived from
and subordinate to the higher soul of man. This theory can be under-
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stood in the light of Plotinus’ concept of double &vépyeix. Nor is this
idea inconsistent with the emphasis placed on derived ddvapig in the
Parmenides Commentary and in Synesius. Soul in body is as real for
Porphyry as it was for Plotinus and is thus not an illusion of thought.
An important basic concept for the understanding and evaluation of
Porphyrian and Plotinian psychology is the distinction we have drawn
between the ontological and spiritual life of man. This distinction
allows us to evaluate properly Plotinus’ optimism about the ascent of
the soul. It is only by stressing the independence of the spiritual life of
man that we can understand the transition in the ascent from one level
of reality to another, especially at the level of Nous. Unfortunately the
extant works of Porphyry do not allow us to draw any final conclusions
about his attitude to transition. He certainly believed that we could rise
to the level of Nous, but how remains unclear.

A good pointer to a philosopher’s estimate of man’s role in the world
may be obtained by examining what he thinks about his fate after
death. Porphyry did not think that the soul became totally cut off from
the material world when it returned to the Father. He is faithful to
Platonic tradition here. But he did believe in an escape from the cycle
of rebirth. This seems to be something of an innovation and there is no
evidence that Plotinus ever taught it. A second point is that Hades as a
place for the dead is taken seriously by both Plotinus and Porphyry but
is of relatively little importance. In Plotinus’ case this is because he
thought that the philosopher could transcend Hades and the material
world. Porphyry, on the other hand, thought that the philosopher
would eventually escape from them by an ultimate return to the Father.
The difference between the two philosophers is not only doctrinal but,
more importantly, in spirit. Plotinus is so confident at times that man
can transcend the world of the lower soul with its succession of earthly
lives and sojourns in Hades or Heaven that death becomes irrelevant.
Porphyry is less optimistic. His stress on fleeing the body seems to imply
not merely a spiritual transcending of the material world but a final
ontological escape. His mysticism is less secure than that of Plotinus.
It is true that Plotinus is sometimes pessimistic and stresses the weak-
nesses of man, just as Porphyry can be optimistic, but on balance the
optimistic is more dominant in Plotinus whilst Porphyry, despite his
theoretical optimism, tends towards a pessimistic interpretation of the
human predicament. Whether the melancholy which almost led him to
suicide was cause or result of this view of human life is difficult to say,
but one has the impression that it was a difference of spirit which led to
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his adopting the new doctrine of permanent escape. Plotinus was more
able to keep in balance the essential Platonic polarity of matter and
spirit, pessimism and optimism.

The search for salvation also took Porphyry into the field of religion
and theurgy. No doubt much of his attention to religion is due to his
extraordinary wide ranging learning and curiosity but there is also a
genuine zeal to discover a discipline or way of salvation that would be
common to all nations and, more important, to all levels of mankind.
This desire is one example of Porphyry’s outgoing attitude, a character-
istic that helped the spread of Plotinus’ ideas which might not otherwise
have been so widely published.

Porphyry would seem to have distinguished traditional piety (ad
Marcellam) and theurgy about whose efficacy and usefulness he had
some serious doubts. He is undoubtedly more religious-minded than
Plotinus. The most important change here is his introduction of theurgy
into Neoplatonism. Plotinus may have recognised the effect of theurgy
on the lower soul but he never professed that it could bring salvation or
lead upwards at all. Porphyry’s role here can only be judged by giving
careful consideration to the nature of theurgy as it was progressively
integrated into the Neoplatonic system, Iamblichus and Proclus being
the best exponents of this trend. Porphyry seems to have limited the
designation ‘‘theurgy”’ to the more magical elements of religion or, at
least, if he did not use the term very precisely he distinguished tradi-
tional piety and practices from those which seemed to him to involve
magic. ITamblichus on the other hand includes all the traditional reli-
gious rites within the ambit of theurgy. His more thoroughgoing atti-
tude is based on a more comprehensive and harmoniously constructed
supporting theory. Both Plotinus and Porphyry accepted the pheno-
menon of magic as based on the concept of universal sympathy. But
whilst for them this sympathy was “‘natural,” an element in the world
of giowg — though ultimately dependent on the intellectual world —
Tamblichus stressed the link with the higher world. Moreover he coupled
this with a more personalised form of divine will. With this combination
the divine is seen working more directly in specific parts of the universe.
This development at once removes some of the restrictions and contra-
dictions of magic and theurgy as conceived by Plotinus and especially
by Porphyry. Because magic was simply the use by man of the given
sympathies of the natural order the virtue of the operator was for
Plotinus and Porphyry irrelevant. Porphyry had scarcely distinguished
theurgy from black magic. This was a rather dangerous confusion and
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Iamblichus does not make the same mistake. The clear vertical con-
nection of sympathy with the noetic gods ensures that the theurgist,
when morally and ritually pure, is under divine providence. It is this
connection with the higher levels of reality that Porphyry denies to
theurgy. For him it is limited to the world of sympathy, the material
universe. At best theurgy may save the lower soul, a restriction which
Iamblichus emphatically opposes.

Porphyry sees theurgy as an alternative to virtue as a means of
saving the lower soul. For the higher aspirations of man he ultimately
concludes that there is no alternative to philosophy. Iamblichus extends
theurgy to the “‘higher soul.” It does not replace véynaig but helps to
foster it. This idea is particularly prominent in Proclus’ connection of
theurgy with unity, a concept that may well go back to Iamblichus. In
de Mysteriis it is clear that, whilst human reason is subordinate to theur-
gy, there is a form of vév g the attainment of which is aided by theurgy,
and which might be similar to Plotinian véynotg, or at least does not rule
out genuine mystical experience.

Of course for Proclus and Iamblichus the human soul is considerably
reduced in status. Porphyry still believed that man should and could
reach the noetic level by his own efforts. Iamblichus thought that man
needed divine help. Theurgy for him means the activity of the gods
towards men rather than man acting on the gods and is thus the means
to divine help. Plotinus, too, speaks of a kind of spiritual ‘‘assistance”
from above which takes the form of a goad to spiritual aspirations. The
One is ultimately the cause of return and in one passage is said to give
out an dmoppov which acts as a stimulus to all levels to return upwards.
Porphyry stresses even more than Plotinus the element of “‘grace’” and
lays special emphasis on the fact that man cannot reach perfection in
this life but only after death through god’s assistance. But he remains,
nevertheless, ultimately loyal to the Plotinian ideal that man has it in
himself to reach upwards. Only virtue brings us to god. This is one of
the sound Plotinian convictions! which made it impossible for him to
integrate theurgy and philosophy.

It remains possible that Porphyry at some stage toyed with the idea
of a theurgy operating at a level higher than that of the lower soul.
There are spiritualising passages in the Chaldaean Oracles which could
act as a precedent, and it is possible that the Oracles made some kind of

1 Porphyry also believed in an undescended part of the human soul. This
Plotinian doctrine would seem to be implied by the reference to an ever active
volg in de Abst. i 39, 115, 9.
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distinction between a lower and a higher theurgy. The concept of levels
of theurgy occurs in Iamblichus and Proclus and is very important for
our understanding of the role of theurgy in Neoplatonism. It is not
enough to say that they adopted a higher theurgy which was non-ritual.
Although there is less direct manipulation of the forces in material
objects in what we are calling the “higher”” theurgy there does remain
a ritual element in at least some of its branches. The real distinctive
mark is found in the difference of goal. There is a theurgy which con-
cerns itself with worldly or material benefits from the intramundane
gods working through sympathy, and another higher type of theurgy
which makes use of the lower level of reality but which transcends it.
The human agent is raised to the divine level by ¢uAix and communes
with the transcendent gods for immaterial benefits which concern the
very salvation of the soul and union with the divine. Porphyry rejected
the idea that the philosopher needed the aid of theurgy to achieve this
goal or even that he needed theurgy to purify his lower self. But
Iamblichus saw it as essential to the philosopher and despite some
dubious elements it cannot be denied that the higher theurgy, as
Iamblichus saw it, could act as a support for genuine mystical and
religious experience. The lives of Iamblichus and Proclus bear this out.
Porphyry, however, because of his sound Plotinian attitude to the
dignity of man could neither extend the sphere of theurgy to the higher
self nor see it as other than magical coercion of inferior gods.

This brings us to the final point with regard to theurgy. Iamblichus
criticises Porphyry for applying the canons of philosophical thought to
the consideration of religious and theurgical ideas. The type of integra-
tion of religious and philosophical ideals that Porphyry attempted
proved impossible. Iamblichus, in his turn, wanted to speak theurgical-
ly when dealing with theurgy and philosophically when dealing with
philosophical questions. But one cannot deny that he was also con-
cerned to integrate philosophy and religion. Iamblichus’ approach is,
however, subtler than that of Porphyry. He attempted integration
without confusion. Porphyry is first and foremost a philosopher.
Iamblichus, in the de Mysteriis at least, takes the stance of a theologian.
Religious data are there to be accounted for. When they do not contra-
dict reason, all is well; if they do, one must remember that human
reason cannot adequately comprehend the divine. Is it not possible that
in the final experience of the divine Iamblichus is as close to Plotinus,
if not closer, than Porphyry? Iamblichus clearly distinguished human
reasoning and transcendent véyoig attained with the help of theurgy.
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Porphyry sometimes gives the impression that contemplation is a con-
tinuation at a higher level of abstract reasoning. Whatever Plotinian
véyog is it is not simply abstract thought. It is an experience, and one
feels that Iamblichus was familiar with it.

We commenced this work with a reference to Porphyry’s long discus-
sion with Plotinus on the relationship of soul and body. Porphyry seems
to have been a fairly persistent critic and questioner in Plotinus’ school,
and on at least one occasion it is recorded that he changed his mind on a
concept after stiffly opposing it.2 Augustine, Iamblichus and Eunapius
testify that Porphyry was often hesitant and frequently changed his
mind.3 His excessive melancholy and failure to maintain the Plotinian
transcendental optimism also point to a certain insecurity. He seems to
lack the conviction of Plotinus and the single-mindedness of Iamblichus.
To a large extent Porphyry’s philosophical experience was that of a
questioner and his life-long search for salvation was full of contradic-
tions. It has been said that Plotinus is an island in the development of
philosophical thought.4 This is especially true where he shows little
concern for the religious elements which played an important part in
Pre-plotinian philosophers such as Numenius and the Post-plotinian
thinkers.5 We have had occasion to remark that Plotinus was more
inward-orientated than Porphyry. It fell to Porphyry, who was intellec-
tually more involved in the contemporary world of religious experience,
to account for it in terms of the new philosophy developed by his master.
He failed in his task because he was too close to Plotinus. He remained
a “‘philosopher” and it was left to the ‘““divine”” Iamblichus of the next
generation to make the necessary philosophical concessions to accom-
modate a more thorough ‘““popularisation’’ of Neoplatonism.

2 Vita Plotini ch. 18.

3 Augustine records his hesitancy about theurgy; Civ. Dei. X. 9. Bidez 27*26.
Tamblichus in Stob. i. 365. Eunapius V. Soph. iv. 2.6, 457 molhdc Yyodv Tolg %37
mpomempaypatevpévors BiProlg Oewptog Evavriag xatélme, wepl Gy odx Eotiy Erepby
Tt §0Edlewv, 3) 811 mpotov Evepa E36Eacev. But we have noted already that Iambli-
chus is not an altogether reliable witness for inconsistency in Porphyry and
Plotinus (see chap. four) and Eunapius probably relies on him here. It is signifi-
cant that they only “surmise’”’ (Cumont (see Loeb p. 360 n3.) reads eixdletv for
dokdlew) a change of opinion. Porphyry obviously never explicitly denied some
of his earlier views and it always remains an open possibility that Iamblichus saw
contradictions and signs of retraction where he failed to understand the complex-
ity and flexibility of Plotinus and Porphyry. This is not meant to refute what has
been said above but merely to point out the possibility that Iamblichus might
have been over-severe and a little insensitive in some of his criticisms.

4 Dodds, Greeks and the Ivrational, p. 286 ‘‘Plotinus is a man who, as Wilhelm
Kroll put it, ‘“raised himself by a strong intellectual and moral effort above the
fog-ridden atmosphere which surrounded him.’”

5 One might add the Neopythagorean movement.
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I append here a list of Porphyry’s works which are relevant to the
doctrine of the soul. In brackets I give the number from Bidez’s list of
Porphyry’s works. Vie de Porphyre, App. iv.

Tpdg "AptoTotéNy, mepl 7ol elvar v Juyhy Evredéyeiay [Bidez 33].
Only the title preserved in the Suida.

? mepl brvou xal &yprydpoewg [Bidez 36]. Title only from the Fihrist of
Muhammed Ibn Ishaq.

mpog Falpov mepl Tol wég Epduyolbran to EpPeva [Bidez 38]. Preserved
under the name of Galen. K. Kalbfleisch (ed. and Introduction) has
demonstrated that it is almost certainly by Porphyry.

mepl T@v T PuyTic Suvdpewy [Bidez 35]. Fragments in Stobaeus. This
is mainly a survey of previous opinions.

nepl Yuyijc mpog Bonbov & [Bidez 34]. The title from the Swida. Frag-
ments in Eusebius, P.E.

nepl alobfocwg [Bidez 37]. Reference in Nemesius de Nat. Hom. 7 182,
4 Matth.

Commentary on the Phaedo [Bidez 17]. Fragments in Olympiodorus I»
Phaedonem.

De Regressu Animae [Bidez 44). Fragments in Augustine Civitas Dei
collected in Bidez, Vie de Porphyre, App. 11.

Zvppixtev {ymudrev ' [Bidez 73]. Incorporated in Nem. de Nat.
Hom. and now assembled by Dorrie.
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THE mvebpa/Eymuo

The idea of a semi-corporeal entity called the mveSpa or 8ynua on
the borderline between spirit and matter occurs both in Porphyry and
Plotinus although it is of importance only to Porphyry (and the later
Neoplatonists). It performs several functions in respect of soul.

(1) acts as substrate to the lower soul.

(2) is an organ of perception.

(3) is the subject of magical and theurgic rites.
[(4) acts as the “body” of daemons.]

Plotinus several times refers to progressive or gradual embodiment
in a way which suggests the descent: of the mveSua/éymua through the
spheres: e.g. iv. 3.15, 1f.: "Taot 3¢ &xxddacar Tol vontol elg odpavov pév
np@dTov xal odua éxel mposAaBoloar di” adrol #dn yweolor xal &mi Ta
vewdéotepn chpata, elg Soov dv elg uijnog éxtabdor. Kol af udv én’
odpavol elg shpata ta xatetépw, ai 3¢ dn’ dAwY el M cloxpuwbpevar,
alc N Sdvauic odx Hpxeoev dpor &vredbev Sid Bdpuvory xal Ay woAd
épehxopévarg, & adtals éBapvvdy. Notice the terminology. yewSéotepa
implies gradings of corporeality: the idea of weight — Bdpuvoty, Bapivly
—and the concept of dragging — &pehxopévarg — are often associated with
the nvebpa/8ynua; cf. Porph. Sent. xxix, p. 13, 7 épehxopéwy. 1bid. p. 14,
I; épédxetar. P. 14, 4 t6 Bapd mvedua. . I5, I épéhnetar xal Bapeitar. Ad
Gaurum p. 49, 16f.; Epéhnortd Tu odpa aifepddes % mvevparddeg .. . de
Antro Nympharwm, Nauck 64, 15; dypdov 70 nvelpa dpehxopévars. In
Plotinus épeAxopévag occurs again in iv. 3.24, 22 where the mvelpa/
Symua is certainly meant. In iv. 3. 9, 5 he mentions souls which enter
earthly bodies from airy or fiery bodies 7§} é&x adpatog deptvov 3 mupivon
elg Yoy ywopévy (see also on descent of soul in iv. 3. 17, 1 f.).

In iii. 5.6, 37 he suggests that daemons might have bodies of fire or
air, el copara mpochapBavousty &épwa # whpwa. Compare this with the
daemons of Porphyry which have an éepédeg mvelpa (ad Gaurum p. 42,
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8) and also cf. de Abst. ii, 39. This is an unusual passage in Plotinus as
Armstrong notes (ad loc. cit. in Loeb Plotinus). Plotinus is not happy
about the idea of fiery bodies as intermediaries yet his peculiar use of
the concept of vont) Ui as an intermediary between total incorporeality
and the material world seems to be dictated partly by the semi-
corporeal nature of the mveBpo/8ynue.

One of the clearest references in Plotinus to the mvebpa is iii. 6.5,
24f. in the context of philosophical separation — t6 3¢ ywpilesOat T3 uy
TOAA]} veboet xal T Tepl T& xdTed WY avracte. eln 3 &v xal TO ywptlew
adTd TO Exeiva datpelty &V TobTo ywpiletaw, STav un émi mvedpoatog
Oohepol &x yaotpipopylag xal mwAnboug od xabapdy § capxdv, AN f
loyvov 16 &v &, 6¢ &n’ adrob dyeiobar fouyy. Notice here that the soul
“rides on”’ the mvelpa (dyetobot). The term 8ynua is not used by Plotinus
but might be implied by the term éyeicOat. One can say no more than
this as the term is also used of the One’s transcendence over volg (i I,
8, 9) cf. also iv. 4. 27, 13. v 7ol alcOnTinol Qo oduétt 6 cwpatt
oupmepuppévy, Eroyovpévyy 3¢. Body here is the earthly body but it
also includes with it an Iyvo¢ of the growth soul, the lowest phase of
soul. It is possible that the term éroyoupévny is used in a way similar to
Synesius de Ins. p. 155, 14—16 where the lower powers of soul act as
substrate to the higher powers which thus “ride” (¢moyeitor) on them.
The importance, however, of iii 6.5, 24f. lies in the connection of the
mvelpa/8ymua with purification. He here mentions two modes of puri-
fication — purification from impure gavracta. and purification of the
nvebpa. Is Plotinus here considering a theurgic purification? This is not
necessarily the case. In de Ins. Synesius’ purification of the nvebpa is
more spiritual and moral than ritual. Senf. xxix shows how a Neo-
platonist could consider purification of the wvelpa in a moral sense.
The real difference between Plotinus and Porphyry occurs in Sent.
xxix when he claims that theurgy might provide an alternative means
of purifying the mvelpa. It seems more likely that in iii 6.5 Plotinus is
referring to different ways of talking about purification rather than
different methods of achieving it. We should also notice the force of
eln 3’ av. Plotinus is not even sure whether we can talk of purification in
this way.

In ii. 2.2, 21 the term nvebpa again appears towg 3¢ xal mwap’ AUy 1o
mvebpa T0 epl T Puyny Tolto wotel. Here the mvebupa of the individual
soul is compared with that of the celestial soul. But this is probably a
reference to the mveSua of Plato, Timaeus 79 A-E. In any case he is
hesitant ({owc). The influence of the doctrine of descent through the
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spheres which is later an integral part of the mvelpo/éymua doctrine
may possibly be seen in iv. 3.7, 20 f. 16 8¢ cuvénesBu 1§ 10D mavTdC
mepLpopd xol B Exelfev xopilesbur xai maoye map’ adrod 0ddtv dv el
onpelov Tobrto Tob pépn Tdg Muerépas elvar. Ixavh yap Juyd xal mapd
pboews TOMwY ToA& droudrreston ol HddTwy xal dépoc.

The nvebpa/6ynua would seem to be involved in several passages
which discuss the continuing life of the lower soul after death or
eschatology in general. iv. 3. 24, 20f. "Eyovoat 8¢ o@pa xal t6 dvria-
pRdveso Tév cwpaTik@y xohdoewy Exovsr Talg 8t T&v Yuydy xabupaic
oboutg xal pndey undapd) Epehxopévars Tol chpatog &€ avdyxng oddwuwod
copatog dmdpket elvon. He is here talking about souls which have de-
parted from their bodies after death; cf. 4b7d., 1. dAA& ToB &EeABobon
Tol cwpatog yevhoerat; Souls which during life on earth were body-
bound receive bodily punishments after death in Hades. These souls
are located spatially. If they were not altogether wicked their souls are
separated from the body. There is then no longer a substrate for their
lower souls (t6 dexbpevov émwoody, 2) but if they are not completely
pure they may still retain a corporeal substrate of some kind (4). A
similar idea occurs at the opening of i. 9. If we commit suicide (a
wicked action) we will still be attached to something corporeal. In fact
we will simply be moving to another place and not getting entirely out
of body (mdvrn €£w). Plotinus would appear to be quoting the Chaldaean
Oracles in the first lines of the chapter (according to Psellus P.G. 122,
1125C-D) and they certainly believed in the mvedpa-8ynua.

In iv. 3.4 Plotinus asks how it is, if all souls are one, that Soul is
always embodied whilst individual souls enjoy periods of freedom from
embodiment. He says (6f.) xaivol tivéc paot T68e udv xaraeidew, od
navty 3¢ EEw cwparog Eoecbar. But this does not satisfy him here since
he wants to pose the question on the assumption that the individual
soul can be entirely outside body. He answers his question by pointing
to the fact that both Soul and soul have a higher, transcendent part
and a lower, immanent part. It is the higher part which is outside
body. The lower soul of the philosopher will no longer be immanent or
concerned with the world after death. Plotinus is not here simply
rejecting the idea of a mvebpa/éymua body (which is clearly implied in
this passage — cf. Dodds, Procl. El. of Theol. p. 300). Not every person
“loses” his lower soul after death. Heracles, for example, does not. The
mvebpa/Exnua theory of “embodiment” after death is not totally re-
jected but simply proved inadequate to account for those instances
where Plotinus thinks that all forms of “‘embodiment’’ cease.
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[Olympiodorus In Phd. 204, 14f. can distinguish those who are
completely without bodies after death from those with astral bodies.
(1) b pev &vev @urocogpiag — dwell on the &xpwv Tijg Yijg — perd cwpdtwy
TVELRLATIXGV AETTTOTATMY.

(2) i 3¢ moMTIx@g Prhoco@olout — &v 0dpave — peta TV adyoetddy.
(3) «l 3¢ xabapbeioon Teréwg — cig Tov drepubopiov Témov amoxabicTavror —
Svev COPATOY.

&vev copatwy is strikingly similar to sine wllis ommino corporibus
(Porph. de Regr. An. Bidez fr. 11, 5 p. 42*1), a phrase which Porphyry
is supposed to have used of those who finally returned to the Father.
Olympiodorus would appear to be saying something similar. He has
ruled out the two astral bodies that Proclus taught, the mvevpatiedy
odpa and the adyoedes odua (see In Tim. iii 2361.). These belong to
stage one and two respectively. Proclus considered the latter to be
indestructible. It is not clear whether Olympiodorus implies its dis-
solution but in dissociating the soul from it at the highest stage he
would seem to go against Proclus. On the other hand we recall how
easily one can misunderstand Porphyry on this point. It is equally, if
not more, likely that Olympiodorusis merely stating the existence of a
soul phase entirely above the material world and a level of ascent which
belongs properly to it but which still might not involve a total divorce
from the 8ynua level —i.e. the higher part of the lower soul continues to
exist in its adyoetdic Eynue.]

Plotinus is clearly not fully committed to the idea of the mvebua/
8y but he does introduce it most noticeably in an eschatological
context where it fulfils the role of corporeal substrate and serves to
answer the problem of a spatial Hades, a concept that Porphyry tackles
in Sent. xxix.

Porphyry connects the mveSua very closely with the faculty of
gavtacta. This is not in any way original but it is absent in Plotinus
(unless iii. 6.5 is an exception, although Plotinus is here hesitant in any
case). The developed mvelpa/8ynua doctrine as found in Neoplatonism
involves the combination of Platonic and Aristotelian ideas (see Dodds,
Proclus, El. of Theol. App. ii). There is also a third element in Por-
phyry’s doctrine of the nvebua — the idea developed by the Stoics from
the Aristotelian notion of mvebpa, that the soul is itself mveSpa. (S.V.F.
ii. 774, 885) and the connection of mvebpa with perception and pavraste
(cf. Verbeke, L’Evolution de la Doctrine du Pnewma p. 741.). This would
appear to be the historical background for Porphyry’s doctrine of the
anima spiritalis in which the mvelpo/8ynpe seems at times to be
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identified with a soul-faculty. This confusing theory lies at the root of
an apparent contradiction in Porphyry’s mvebpa doctrine. In de Regr.
Anim. Porphyry, according to Augustine, distinguished two “parts” or
levels of soul, the anima intellectualis or rational soul (voepa Yuy)and
the anima spiritalis (Civ. Dei X, 9; Bidez fr. 2, 28*3): utilem dicit esse
mundandae parti animae, non quidem intellectuali, qua rerum intelligi-
biliwm percipitur veritas, nullas habentium similitudines corporum, sed
spiritals, qua corporalium verum capiuntuy tmagines. Hanc enim dicit
per quasdam consecvationes theurgicas, quas teletas vocant, idoneam fieri
atque aptam susceptioni spivituum et angelorum et ad videndos deos. The
reference here to theurgy will concern us shortly. Firstly we must ask
what is the anima spiritalis. Synesius in de Insommniis (which owes
much to Porphyry) reproduces the same expression, p. 156, 8; 76 vé
7ot mvebpa ToUTo TO Yuyxdy, & xal mvevpaTiXy Yuyxny TEooNYbpevcay of
eddaipoveg, xal Oedg xal Salpwy wavrodamde xal eldwlov yiveton, xal g
mowag &v todte tiver Puyyn. This entity is somehow identified with the
faculty of pavracia. We should note the similarity between this doctrine
and that of Porphyry. There is the term wvevpatxiy Juyiv. This
becomes a god or Saipwv; cf. also p. 163, 13, Ocd¢ odoa xal TpoPHTLC.
There is possibly here a confusion with a different type of nvedpa which
enters from outside the human soul and is the cause of prophestety and
inspiration. The same idea may be found in Porphyry’s Philosophy
from Oracles, p. 160 Wolff, mvedpa yap ©6 xatiov xal ambppota . . . ; cf.
Tamblichus de Myst. 112, 1I: 103, 15. A similar idea may also be
implied in Syn. de Ins. 165, 11, wovnpdv mvebpa eloxpivetar, although the
basis of this may be a more primitive physiological notion of mvedua,
cf. 1bid. 165, 10 &yxepdrov xothtar, and Galen passim esp. 8.233, 5.6006,
17B 247-8 and Aristotle G.4. i, 741 b37f. That the soul is punished in
Hades through the mvedpa is an idea also found in Sent. xxix as is also
the concept of the eidwAov. In Synesius the wvebpa is said to become an
etdwlov whereas in Senf. xxix the wvelpa attracts an idwiov to itself.
The etdwrov is the shade in Hades.

The similarity of function is striking. The close connection of the
nvedpa/8ympe in de Inmsommits with the soul faculty of gavrasta is
difficult to comprehend but undoubtedly there. On p. 150, 12 gavrastio
later identified with wvedpa is a form of life, xal Zouxev abry Cwh i
elvar puxpdy dmofdox. On p. 155, 12f. pavrastia is described as the ymua
of the soul phase above it and in the case of animals itself »ides
(émoyeiton) on the soul powers below it and becomes their ‘“Aéyog’” or
“reason.”’ This aspect of the nvedpa/8ympa doctrine is seen even more
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clearly in Hierocles who may have been influenced by Porphyry. See
C.A. 26.478, &v & 70 adyoedes Eyxeital, mpoomvéoy TG aPdyw cdpatt
Camy ... Zom yap Tic €07 T duhov 6B, xal {wfg vilov yewnTindy S’
T 70 Ovnrov Yuév Léov cuumdnpobrar: cf. Syn. 181, 12 dmd yap obrwg
Eyovrog (mvebparog) &Quywln (the body). In Hierocles the irrational
soul — &Aoyog w — stands beneath the &ynux as it does in Synesius. The
faculty of gavracie/nvelua is midway between the incorporeal and the
corporeal, the rational and the irrational, cf. Syn. 155, 5f. 8Aw¢ yap
Tolto petabywiéy dott dhoylag ol Abyou, xal dowWdTOL XAl cAOPATOG, XAl
xowdg 8poc qugpolv. That the lower parts of the irrational soul are
below the 8ymua is surely bound up with the doctrine of Proclus that
there are fwo dyfAuata one of which carries the highest parts of the
irrational soul, cf. In Tim. iil. 236, 32 tag pev dupbtyrac Tig &Abdyou
Cofic w0 mvebua mepiéyew (further similarity with Hierocles is the fact
that Proclus’ adyoedés odua is immaterial like the dympa of Hierocles
which is &trov C.A. 478. See Dodds, Proclus, Elements of Theology p.
320 n. 3). In Hierocles the nvebua is equally concerned with gavrasta;
C.A. 26, 482. 70 8¢ g &V lepdv peBbdwv Tag Shxdg pavraciog dmoTéuvoy.

It is difficult to probe any further behind this perplexing conflation
of a soul faculty with the semi-material astral body. There is however
just one further point to note. In de Regr. An. Porphyry had not only
restricted theurgic purification to the anima spiritalis and denied its
efficacy on the anima intellectualis (Civ. Dei X. 27, Bidez fr. 3. 31%24f.;
Sufficit quod purgatione theurgica neque intellectualem animam, hoc est
mentem nostram, dicis posse purgari, et ipsam spivitalem, 1d est nostrae
animae partem mente inferiovem, quam tali arte purgari esse asseris . ..)
but had gone so far as to declare that the philosopher need not bother
about the purification of his anima spiritalis (cf. Bidez fr. 4 32* of.
Rejected by Hierocles, C.A. 26, 482; tehestixny 8¢ &vépyeiay Aeyo Ty
7ol adyoetdolc xabaptinty Sdvauw, tve e 8Ang prhocopiag, T6 pev Oe-
WPNTIXOV TpoNYTTon, 6O volc, 10 8¢ mpanTindy, G¢ Sbvaps, Emmrar). That
does not, however, mean that the philosopher need not bother about his
anima spivitalis. Sent. xxix makes it clear that the nveSpa must be kept
purified but by philosophical and moral means. Porphyry keeps the
two ways of purification separate.

One of the factors in the conflation of a faculty pneuma with the
Aristotelian mvelpa and the Platonic 8ynua was the Stoic nvedua con-
cept in which nvebpa was identified with soul. In view of Plotinus’
rejection of the Stoic teaching on mvelpa (see Verbeke Op. Cit. p. 3521.)
it is unlikely that he would accept a concept of nvebua in the expla-
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nation of perception and gavrasix. The role of mvelpa in Plotinus is
mainly, if not solely, that of a substrate to soul. Porphyry’s position is
somewhat different. Because of the lack of evidence it is not possible to
see exactly what is the relationship between the mvebpa/dymue and the
faculty of gavrasta. All we can say is that they were closely connected.
This close connection in Porphyry had one important result. For
Porphyry purification of the mvelya could come within the realm of
philosophy when it was seen as the removal of pavracior. He can thus
accept mvebpe and its purification as a fact — this is one stage beyond
Plotinus — but he remains uncertain about its theurgical role.
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