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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. 

lowe, 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 
January 1974 

Andrew Smith 
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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,l 
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. 2 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 (Le. 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 (Le. A.D. 263) 
and Plotinus was fifty-nine. He probably died shortly before 305, see Bidez, 
Vie de Porphyre, p. 127. Iamblichus' dates are uncertain. He may have been 
born between A.D. 250-275. Bidez ("Le Philosophe Iamblique et son (kole," 
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 
ecrits, il n'y a pas une pensee, pas une image dont on puisse affirmer a 
coup sur 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.6 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 
Parmenides. This work has some startling things to say about the 
higher reaches of metaphysics - the relationship of the One to Nous. 
Radot'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 V ictorinus.7 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 M ysteriis 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. Radot notes this 

4 Vie de Porphyre, p. 133. 
5 Article "Porphyry" in the Oxford Classical Dictionary. 
6 Porphyrios' "Symmikta Zetemata." 
7 "Fragments d'un commentaire de Porphyre sur Ie Parmenide," REG 74 

(1961) 410-438; "La Metaphysique de Porphyre," Entretiens sur l'Antiquite 
classique, xii Porphyre, 1966; Porphyre et Victorinus, 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 conservees con­
cement la psychologie ou la morale et n' abordent pas pour la plupart les 
sujets traites dans notre commentaire."8 

A similar state of uncertainty now attaches to the PhilosoPhy trom 
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 trom Oracles in Augustine has been generally rejected a recent 
supplement seems to open up the question again. 9 

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 POrphyrylO but it is equally 

8 Art. cit. p. 421. 
9 Porphyry's Philosophy from Oracles in Augustine, Porphyry'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," (Entretiens sur l'Antiquitt classique, xii Porphyre); Waszink, 
"Porphyrius und Numenius" (ibid.). Porphyry and the Stoics, see Dorrie 
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.!1 
On the other hand this tendency in the Life might have wider impli­
cations. Porphyry tells us (ch. IS, 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. II 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 
anecdo.te. 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 

~OCA,A,' o(h-CU!;, ott xev 't'L cp6cu!; &vapeO'cn yeV1JotL 
So strike and be a light to men (ch. IS). 

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 sbesses 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. 2I he refers us to Longinus' comments on contempo­
rary philosophers. This is the report on Amelius, that veteran of 
Plotinus' school. Xot't" tXV1J ILeV 't'OU TIA,cu't'£vou t~ocaL~e, 't'7i ae t~epyotO'£~ 
7tOA,U!; &v XotL 't'7i -rij!; ~PIL1JVe£ot!; 7tepL~OA,7i 7tpO!; 't'ov tVotv't'£ov exs;(vCjl ~~A,OV 

o7t1jye't'o. Then he comes to Longinus' reference to himself. It is in fact 
a rather weak recommendation. 0 ae XOLVO!; ~IL(;)V 't'e xocxe£vcuv ~'t'ot'LpO!; 
B ,,\ 'T' ,~" , '", "~ TI" I otO'Ll\eU!; 0 UPW!; OUo otU't'O!; OI\Lyot 7te7tpotYILot't'eu0fJ,evo!; Xot't'ot • 'jV I\CU't'WOU 
fJ,£fJ,1JO'LV. But notice how Porphyry interprets it. He firstly prepaIes the 
ground for the general nature of the reference by saying that it was 
written when he had only just got to know Plotinus ~'n OCPXIX!; ~xov't'O!; 
't'Yj!; 7tPO!; 't'ov TIA,cu'r'Lvov O'UvouO'£ot!;, and he goes on to interpret Longinus 
as suggesting that he was nearer Plotinus because he avoided 't'~!; 

'AfJ,eA,£ou 7tepL~OA,Yj!; 't'o OCCPLA.6O'OCPOV... XotL 7tpO!; ~~A,OV 't'ov TIA,CU't'£VOU 
ypoccpcuv occpewpcuv. 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 inspired12 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.l3 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 Pythagoras (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 Bidez, Vie de Porphyre 65*-67*. For ProeIus' appreciation, d. In Rem. ii. 
96,13.1 

14 He records that Plotinus used to pronounce &VO(fL\fLv~crKe:'OO(\ as &VO(fLV1JfLlcrKe:­
'00(\ and made other mistakes in his writing (ch. 13). He criticises his untidy 
handwriting in ch. 8. 
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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 - 7tocp~e~ xoct e~~ 'to ~'Y){lo60'wv xoc't' e7t(~e~~~v. 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.1S 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. II), 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. I, and for the journey, ch. 4, p. 275, 
19. Cf. H. Chadwick, The Sentences of Sextus, 142f., and Bidez, Vie de Porphyre, 
p. II2, 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 der 
preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, phil.-hist. kl. 1916, I (additions in 
ibid., Sitzungsberichte, 1921, i. 266-84 and ii. 834f.); Hagedorn, D. and Merkel­
bach, R, Ein neues Fragment aus Porphyrios Gegen die Christen. V. Chr. XX, 
1966, 86-90; Altheim, F. and Stiehl, R, Neue Bruckstucke aus Porphyrios' "aTa 
X(!U)'TUIVOV" Gedankschrift Rohde, 23-38; P. Nautin, Trois autres fragments du 
livre du Porphyre contre les chretiens, R Bibl. LVII, 1950,409-416; cf. also P. de 
Labriolle, Porphyre et Ie christianisme, RH. Ph. III, 1929, p. 385-440; Schraeder, 
H. 0., Celsus und Porphyrius als Christengegner, W.G. xvii, 1957, 190-202: 
Benoit, P. Un adversaire du christianisme au III siecle, Porphyre, R Bibl. 1947, 
543-572. 

18 The evidence is Eunapius, V. Soph. V. 1.3, 458 etTOC l-'-eT' 'AVOCT6ALOV IIop­
q>up£<:> 1I'po0'6etc; eocuT6v. This might simply mean that he had read Porphyry's 
works but 1I'poO'T£671I-'-L seems to imply more than this. That Porphyry addressed 
the treatise ~e(!l Tofi'l'VwlhaeavTov to Iamblichus (cf. Stob. III. 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 Iamblichus' Platonic commentaries adds Stob. 1. 375, 24 ~c; 8'i:yoo TLV(»V &.K~KOOC 
IIAocT(»vLKwv, olov IIopq>up£ou KOCt &AA(»V 1I'0AAWV. See his remarks about &'KOO(» p. 
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.19 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.21 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 0 cpLA6-
O'ocpoc; IIopcpupwc; and 0 6e:r:oc; Ioc[L~ALxoc;.22 Between Plotinus and Iam­
blichus N eoplatonism 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 Iamblichus 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. 104f.; cf. also Procl. In Tim. iii. 234, 18, olm:pl IIopcpupLov and the 
same ;phrase in Iamblichus, Stob. 1. 370, 5f. where Plotinus is added, ol ae ltepl 
IIopcpupLov xocl IIAoo't'Lvov. 

20 In Stob. 1. 365, de Myst. passim, and esp. in Proclus, In Tim. i. 307, 15, 
o 6e:LOe;; 'IcXll~ALXoe;; ltOAAa Ilev &V't'LypcXljioce;; ltpoe;; 't'1]V IIopcpuptou 86~lXv: cf. ibid; 24, 
12f., ii. 306, 2f. 

21 H. Dorrie, Kontroversen um die Seelenwanderung, p. 429. 
22 e.g. In Tim. I, 77, 22f.; cf. also David, InPorphyrii Isagogen p. 92, 3 Busse, 

quoting an oracle, "Ev6oue;; /) IcXll~ALXOe;;, CPLAOIl1X61]e;; 0 CPOLVL~; 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 "On ol !Lev 't'1]V CPLAOO'Ocptocv ltPO't'L!LWO'L, we;; IIopcpupLoe;; xocl IIAoo't'Lvoe;; xocl mOL 
ltoAAol cpLA6O'oCPOL ol ae 't'1]V le:POC't'LX1jV, we;; 'IcX!L~ALXOe;;, xocl LUpLOCVOe;; xlXl IIp6xAoe;; xlXl 
ol le:poc't'Lxol ltcXV't'e:e;;. 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. ITOtXeiWrJu; 6eoAoyt"n, :!tee1 Tij, "aTa IIM.Twva 6eoAoylal;. 



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 - 7t'w<; 7j ljiuX-Yj aUVE:O"'t'L 't'ij> O"W!J.ot't'L. 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 't'oc 
XotS' otu't'oc ocO"w!J.ot't'ot 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. 't'oc XotS' otu't'oc ocO"w!J.ot't'ot U7t'OO"'t'OCO"E:L 
!J.ev Xott oUO"(qt ou 7t'OCPE:O"'t'LV ouae O"uyx(pVot't'otL 't'oL<; O"W!J.otO"L, -r1i ae ex 't'1j<; p07t'1j<; 
U7t'OO"'t'OCO"E:L 't'LVO<; auvoc!J.E:cu<; !J.E:'t'ota£aCUO"L 7t'poo"E:Xou<; 't'oL<; O"W!J.otO"L· 7j yocp p07t'-Yj 
aE:u't'€potV 't'LVOC MVot!J.LV U7t€O"'t''Y)O"E: 7t'poO"E:x1j 't'oL<; O"W!J.otO"LV.2 Soul is not present 

1 See appendix I. 
2 Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus, vol. i, p. 401, translates, "Les incorporels ne 

sont pas presents aux corps et ne se m~lent pas a eux par leur hypostase et sub­
stance. Mais ils se communiquent a eux en produisant une certaine puissance 
contigue aux corps car leur inclination vers les corps a produit une certaine 
puissance qui vient a leur suite et qui est contigue aux corps". For the term pordj, 
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. Dorrie senses the two meanings (lac. cit.). Porphyry 
in Eusebius P.E. 15, II: 8x3a identifies pomx.t of soul with ~OUACXL T& xcxt O"xe\jl&L; 
xa:t 6&A7)0"&L;. But the term can imply a natural propensity, cf. Plot. ii. 1.3, 22. 
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\mocr't'occre:L and oucr(~ but by the projection of a certain MVCX[J.L~ 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· ou3e cr&[J.cx cruve:[J.7te:crov OC7tOX67t't'e:L 't'~v ~VCUcrLV, xcx(7te:p 7tpO~ 't"oc~ 

sve:pye:(cx~ sV 7tOAAOf:~ s[J.7to3(~ov. Here he means that body does not destroy 
the unity or ~VCUcrL~ which exists between all souls in the hypostasis 
Soul. The ~VCUcrL~ of essential soul (as opposed to its external MVCX[J.L~) 
within Soul3 is thus preserved on embodiment. The soul itself is not 
split into parts when embodied. In this sense it is not present oucr(~ as 
is claimed in Sent. iv. What is present (and hence adapted when it 
meets body) is the EVSpye:LCX or svepye:LcxL of soul. These svepye:LcxL are quite 
clearly related to the secondary MVCX[J.L~ of Sent. iv. 

In Sent. xxviii, p. I2, I3 MVCX[J.L~ appears in the plural - OCAA' cxu't'o 
(sc. 't'O occrW[J.CX't'ov) 3e:f: U7tOcr't'~crCXL 3uvoc[J.e:L~ pe:7toucrcx~ OC7tO 't'~~ 7tpO~ cxu't'O 
evwcre:cu~ e:L~ TO ~~cu, cxr~ 3~ )CCX't'LOV crU[J.7tAexe:'t'CXL 't'il> crW[J.CX't'L. It is clear from 
this that any talk of the 'descent of the soul' (XCX't'LOV above) must 
strictly refer to the derived 3uvoc[J.e:L~ 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 ~VCUcrL~ when soul descends to body while in Sent. xxxvii he 
denies any such loss of ~VCUcrL~. In Sent. xxviii the presence of soul in 
body is seen as a sort of extension or weakening of soul (h't'occre:cu~ ••• 
ocpp~'t'ou). This evident contradiction between Sent. xxviii and xxxvii is 
seen even within xxxvii itself where Porphyry also says that soul, when 
embodied, diminishes in power (p. 33, I8 't'~~ OLXe:(CX~ 3uvoc[J.e:cu~ xsvcucrLV). 
We must, however, remember that the loss of ~VCUcrL~ 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 
soulS he would admit a certain duality in soul - soul itself and its imma­
nent power which alone can be related to body. In a fragment preserved 
in Stobaeus 1.354, 4f. 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 Platinus." 

4 See below ch. Two, p. 29. 
5 Cf. Porph. in Stab. I, 350, 25£. 
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celvmg [LEP~cr1'WC; the eva6crE~C; 1'wv ~VEpye:£WV 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 - IXt ~W1'~XlXt SVZPYE~IX~ XIX1',x 

~uX~c; ~vaocr~v aEX6[LEVIX~ 1'~v etc; [Lzp't) 1'WV a~lXrp6pwv ~VEpye:LWV xlX1'(hlX1;~v XlXt 

1'n ~uxn 1'0 [Lzp't) ~XE~V 7tpocrlXvz6EcrIXV. XlXt [L~7t01'E a~1'1'WC; ~mvoou[Lzv't)c; 1'~C; 

~uX~C; XlXt sxoucr't)C; 1'~v ~w~v, 1'~v 1'E x1X6' 1X1)1"~V XlXt 1'~v XIX1',x crxzcr~v, lv 1'?i 
XIX1',x crxzcrw ~wn UrpLcr1'IX1'IX~ 1',x [Lzp't) ••• o{.I't'w XlXt ~uxn &[LEpLcr1'<p oucr1l sv 

"'n cr7tOp~ 7tlXpUrpLcr1'IX1'IX~ 1',x [LZp't). 7 Notice the expression for these 
powers - IXt ~W1'~XlXt SVZpyE~IX~ and the idea of a double ~w~, 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 Stob. I.370, 8. 1',xc; ~w,xc; 1',xc; 07twcrouv 

7top~A't)6e:LcrlXC;. ~w~ would seem to be an equivalent of SVZpyE~1X ,d. Sent. 
xxiii, p. 10, II 1',x 7tCW't) ~WIXL, which is similar to Sent. xviii, p. 6, 5 1',x 

7tCx6't) SVZpyE~IX~. 

Although MVIX[L~c; and SVZpyE~1X appear to be used somewhat in­
discriminately Porphyry does distinguish the two terms in a psycho­
logical context at Stob. I.352, II - MVIX[L~c; ae 1'~c; XIX1'IXO'XEU't)C ~1;~c; &rp' 

~c; SVEPYE'i:V MvlX1'IX~. Thus MVIX[L~C; represents the existence of a faculty 
whilst svzpye~1X stresses its activity. The same distinction may be 
observed in Sent. xli, p. 40, 6 - IXt [Lev IXtcr6't)1'~XlXt aUVcX[LE~C; a~,x cr6>[LIX1'OC; 

xZX1''t)V1'IX~ 1'0 ~vepydv. 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 (MvlX[L~c;) and as the activity of that faculty 

6 Indivisible soul d. Enn. iv. I 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" . 

[L~7tOTE: is to be translated "perhaps," as is common in later writers (d. L.S.].-
d. Plot. iv. 9.3, 3, Porph. in Stab. 1. 349, 3f., also ]ahn, De Philasaphia Chaldaica, 
n. 105, p. 39. 

~v3ocrLe; 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. in Ph. 440, 8 TOG d30ue;. It is also connected 
with procession and derived MVOC[LLe;. Dam. Pro 100 T<xe; 7toAMe; ouO'Eoce; ev36O'E:Le; 
dVOCL KOCT<X ~AAoc[L<.lnv &7tO T'ije; [LLiie; ouO'Eoce; 7tpo'(000'oce; de; 7t(XVTOC iSVTOC, and Prod. In Rem. 
ii. 146, 15f .... ~v3oO'LV oUO'ocv i)uv&.[LE:c.>e;. 

Porphyry speaks in Sententiae xxxii, p. 25, 10 of the higher soul bestowing 
the benefits of reason and order on the lower. The AOYLO'[L6e; presents TO ev36O'L[Lov 
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 7t&.6oe; but is 
active rather than passive. The idea of immanent and transcendent &'p[Lovloc 
used by both Porphyry and Plotinus implies the equation of lower soul with 
d30e; or form in the Aristotelian sense. See further below p. 12ff. 
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(evspyeLOt). The constant use of evspyeLOt and evepyeiv rather than 
MVOt[LL<; in the Symmikta Zetemata calls for our attention. Porphyry 
would seem, in this work, to be avoiding the idea of an immanent 
"power" (which mayor 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 Symmikta 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 't"67to<; - eX.\I't"t 't"1j<; axeaew<; XOtt 't"1j<; 
evepye(Ot<; (Nemesius 136, II, ch. 12, Dorrie p. 99), instead of relation­
ship and activity. Only bodies can be ev 't"67tCp. The immaterial cannot 
be ev 'L"67tCp. But this does not rule out all relationship (axsaL<;) 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" - d. Nem 136, II, ch. 12 ~sov yocp "Asyew "exei evepyei" 
ASYO[Lev "exei ~G't"LV." The point of reference or relationship (exei) occurs 
in both statements, the mode, however, changes. We have, he says, 
confused relational activity evepyeLOt ~ exei with being in 't"67to<;. This is 
not inconsistent with the rejection of presence by oua(Ot in the Sen­
tentiae (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 7tOtpoua(Ot, a 
neutral word, of soul to body is not 't"omx~ but e~o[LOLw't"LX~ (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 MVOt[LL<; 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 Sententiae alongside other state­
ments in the same work which give this expression of embodied soul a 
more substantial existence as a MVOt[LL<; that would exist whether 
actually operating or not. There would, therefore, seem to be no basic 

8 Nero. de nat. hom. 134. II, §IO. Dorrie p. 80; cf. Plot. Enn. iv. 3, 20, lof. 
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contradiction between the doctrine of the Sententiae and that of the 
Symmikta Zetemata. 

We must now try to determine the ontological status of this imma­
nent MV()(.!1-L<; 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 thought9 
- 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 '"'0 ()v, is frequently employed by Porphyry in the Sententiae to 
encompass the whole range from N ous to Soul.10 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. ll 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 N eoplatonic 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 Sent. xxix p. 13, 7; xxxii p. 18, 9; xxxviii p. 34, 18, and especially Sent. 
xxxiv-v, where it is opposed to the material. 

11 Plot. Enn. vi. 4.11, If. 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 pneuma 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. Sent. iv, p. 1,15 
••• MVot!LLV u1teO"t"1jO'€; xxviii, p. 12, 13 U1tOO''t'~O'otL aUVcX!L€LI;. The Porphyry 
passage from Stab. 1,354, II f. uses the words u<p(O''t'ot't'otL and 1totpU<phot't'otL 

of the immanent powers of soul. A passage in ad Gaurum p. 42, 22f. 
invokes the idea of grades of reality: ofhw yap aLcXVOLot yewY)!Lot oUO'ot 

vou u1tQ~e~1)x€ !Lev Xot't" ouO'(otV CX1tO 't'ou Y€VV~O'otv't'ol; otu't'~v VOU • • • Here he 
distinguishes VOUI; and aLOCVOLot. He has previously (line 19) made a more 

I t t t '\' '" ( n" ' )'" - " genera s a emen ot€~ yotp Xot't' otU't'ov = l\ot't'WVot 't'ot ot1tO 't'1)1; OUO'Lotl; 

't'LVWV Y€VVW!L€Vot u1tQ~e~1)x€ <Xot't'oc> aUVcX!L€LI; Xott OUO'(otl;. He goes on to 
distinguish aLcXVOLot from the irrational soul in the same context 1tcXALV ~ 
'" ' . -,,' ( ~') " .,. -" ' '" , otl\OyLot 1) 't'ep I\oyep = oLotVOLot O'UVot<p1)1; Y€VV1)!Lot ouO'ot 't'ou I\oyou e;O''t'L !L€V Xot't' 

ouO'(otV AOYLO'!LWV OC!L0LP0I;. 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 QUO'(ot, 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 MVot!LLI; is not completely original to Porphyry 
or even to Plotinus but has a long history. The idea lies behind the 
logos concept in Philo12 and may be seen in the Pseudo-Aristotelian 
de Mundo,13 where god is distinguished from his powers which can 

12 Philo de Agricultura 5I; C£. further L.A. II, 4; de Posteritate Caini 28f.; 
de Cherubim 86£. and in Cohn's edition the index verborum, M\lOC[LL<;, 10 8\)\I&;[Le:~<; 
!leou., 

13 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 MVOC[l.L~ but also implies a higher MVOC[l.L~ 
from which it is derived. In Sent. iv he calls the immanent power 
aeu't"epocv 't"LVOC MVOC[l.LV which implies a 7tpw't"~ MVOC[l.L~. 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 
debated14 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 evepyeLoc by which a hypostasis has both an 
inner and an outer activity is in many ways complementary to the 
universal theory of SewpLoc. For SewpLoc itself is the activity within a 
hypostasis whereby the hypostasis produces something lower than 
itself as a mxpepyov or by-product. This concept15 is basic to Plotinus' 
metaphysics. Double evepyeLoc 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 Fo! 6ewp(oc, see Plot. Enn. iii. 8. The 6ewp(oc 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. &'AAOC 7tc;)~ (Joevov't'o~ exe:(vou y(ve:'t'IX~ (sc. (; Nou~); E:vepye:~1X ~ (Joev E:0''t'~ 

't'~~ OUO'(IX~, ~ ~' ex 't'~~ OUO'(IX~ €xocO''t'ou. xlXt ~ (Joev 't'~~ OUO'(IX~ lXu't'6 E:O''t'~v 

E:vepye:~1X ~XIXO''t'OV, ~ ~e &'7t' E:Xe:LV1j~, ~v ~e:'i: 7tIXV't't ~7te:0'61X~ E:~ &.vOCYX1j~ €'t'eplXv 
... , - A 'th f' " ~~ , - \ " " , - , OUO'IXV IXU't'OU. S WI Ire OU't'Cll 0'1 XIXXe:~. XIX~ 7tOI\U 7tpo't'e:pov e:xe:~ (Joe:vov'to~ 

IXU't'OU E:V 't'eI) o~xd<p ~6e:~ E:X 't'~~ €v IXU"t'eI) "t'e:Ae:~6't'1j't'0~ xlXt O'uvooO'1j~ E:Ve:pye:LIX~ 
~ ye:vv1j6e:'i:0'1X E:vepye:~1X tm60'''t'IXO'w AIX~OUO'IX. Before turning to N ous let us 
examine one further passage in which it is clearly stated that the ex­
ternal evep'Ye:~1X 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. I2, 39ff. Et 
XIX"t'OC A6yov 61j0'6(Joe:61X, ~v (Joev &.7t' IXU"t'OU orov flUe:'i:O'IXV E:vepye:~lXv w~ &'7tO 
~ALOU cPc;)~ 't'~ 00'.1 61j0'6(Joe:61X XlXt 7tCXO'IXV ~v v01j't'~v cpoO'~v, IXU't'OV ~e 
, , v.. .... .... f: I R ~, " , .... , 't:" , , e:7t oc.xp<p "t'<p V01j't'<P e:O''t'1jXO''t'1X tJIXO'~I\e:Ue:~v e:7t IXU't'OU oux e:",CllO'IXV"t'1X 1X7t 
IXU't'OU "t'o excplXvev - ~ &AAO cpc;)~ 7tpO CPCll"t'O~ 7tOL1jO'O(Joe:V - emM(Jo7te:~v ~e &.e:t 
(Joevov"t'lX ent 't'OU v01j't'ou. ou~e yocp &.7to't'e't'(Jo1j"t'IX~ 't'o &'7t' IXU"t'OU OU~' IXU 't'IXU't'OV 
IXU"t'eI)), (cf. also i, 7, I 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 N ous and the One, but also by the 
direct insistence on the analogous nature of the two hypostases in 
producing their inferiors. v. 2. I, I4ff. is instructive: 't'oc lS(JoO~1X 7t0~e:'i: 

~OVIX(Jo~V 7tp0x.elX~ 7tOAA~V. And there are more indications of the analogy 
with the One at I6f. XlXt 1X()"t'1j ex ~~ OUO'(IX~ E:vepye:~1X tjJux.~~ 't'OU't'o (JoevoV't'o~ 

exe:Lvou ye:vo(Joev1j' XlXt yocp (; vou~ (JoevoV't'o~ 't'OU 7tpO IXU't'OU eyeve:'t'o. 
In v. 3. 7, 20f. the same fire metaphor is used as with the One. Again 

the simultaneity of the two evepye:~IX~ is stressed - XlXt yocp e:t 't'~ e~ IXU't'OU, 
't'eI) e:~~ IXU'tOV ev €IXU"t'eI). Thus the outer activity is a by-product of that 
inner activity which is identical with what a thing really is (its OUO'LIX).I6 
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· 9, 
(also v. I. 6, 28); and compare with v. 3. I2, 40f. and i. 7, I end. 
v. I. 3, 2I - XlXt "t'eI) 7t1X~P e:rVIX~ XlXt "t'eI) 7tlXpe:'i:vlX~ - 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. .. evepye:~lXv ., • ~~'t"'t'~v, ~v (Joev €v €IXU't'eI), ~v ~e e:L~ &AAO. 

16 Note the connection of ~vepye~ex with ouO'(ex in iii, 1.1, If. 
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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 us17 

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 
1.lj;lJ18 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 evepye:LIX theory (so both in v. 4. 2; and see v. 3. II 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 1.lA'Yj or substrate to what is above it.19 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 1.lA'Yj is different 
from spiritual 1.lA'Yj. It is non-being and totally lifeless. The spiritual 1.lA'Yj 
is life par excellence, unlimited MVIX[J.L<;. Thus, earthly 1.lA'Yj, 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 evepye:LIX theory and the use of the 

17 ii. 4.5, 3If.: v. 4.2; vi. 7.I5: v. 3.II; d. Armstrong, Architecture 0/ the Intelli­
gible Universe, p. 67-70. 

18 Cf. ii. 5.3, 4 and ii, 4. 
19 d. p. I6 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 Evepye:Loc 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 Evepye:Loc theory to soul is iv. 8. 7, 17f. where Plotinus begins by 
mentioning the activity of N ous - (f)cme:p ~e ~ voe:poc ~Le~o~o<;; xoc't'<x'~ocO'£<;; 
, '1l. ,... ",t, \" '(J.- ',\,\' , , e:O''t'LV e:LC: >:;;O'Xoc't'ov 't'0 Xe:LpOV - ou yocp e:VL e:L<;; 't'0 e:~e:Xe:LVOC OCVOCr-'YJVOCL, OC/\/\ OCVocyx'YJ 
EVe:py~O'ocO'ocv E~ eocuTIj<;; xoct [L~ ~UV'YJee:;;O'OCV [Le:;;VOCL ECP' eocuTIj<;; cpuO'e:w<;; ~~ 
&.VOCYX71 xoct v6[Lcp [LexpL ~UX-Yj<;; EAee:r:V' 't'eAo<;; yocp ocu't"(j 't'otho' 't'ocu't'71 ~e 't'O Ecpe:~-Yj<;; 
~OCpOC~OUVOCL OCU't'~V ~OCALV &.vocl>pOC[LOUO'OCV - o(S't'w<;; xoct ~ux-Yj<;; Evepye:LOC. 't'O [Lev 
[Le:'t" OCU~V 't'oc 't"(j~e:, 't'O I>e ~po OCU1'-Yj<;; ~ eeoc 't'WV ()V't'WV. Just as the eeoc 't'WV 
()V't'wv is an activity so is the World ('t'oc 't'ji~e:) 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 Evepye:Loc 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. ~UX-Yj<;; ~e 't'0 [Lev EV OCU't'ji, 't'0 I>e E~ OCU't'-Yj<;; 
e:£<;; tXAAO. • •• 'P'ux-Yj<;; ~e e:pyov xoct 't'0 EV OCU't'Ti ErP'YJyop6<;; 't'L xoct 'to e:£<;; tXAAO 
wO'ocu't'w<;;. Z-Yjv OUV xoct 't'oc tXAAOC ~OLe;;;, 80'oc [L~ ~ji ~ocp' ocu't'wv, xoct 't'OLOCU't"Y)V 
~w~v, xoc6' ~v ocu't'~ ~ji. ZWO'oc ouv EV Abycp Abyov ~(~WO'L 't'cj) O'W[LOC't'L, e:r~WAOV 
06 e:Xe:L - xoct yocp xoct e:r~WAOV ~w-Yj<;;, 80'0v I>£~WO'L 't'cj) O'W[LOC't'L. 

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. 8u [Lev yocp EV ocu't'cj) EVe:pye:;; (sc. 
Q Nou<;;), 't'oc EVe:PYOU[Le:voc o~ tXAAoL vo;;, 8't'e: ~e E~ ocu't'ou, ~UX~. ~UX-Yj<;; I>e EVe:­
PyouO''YJ<;; w<;; yevou<;; ~ e:r~ou<;; oc~ tXAAocL ~uxoct w<;; e:r~'YJ. Now he goes on to 
speak of the inner and outer activity of individual souls - xoct 't'ou't'wv oc~ 

Evepye:LocL ~L't''t'ocL <H [Lev yocp ~po<;; 1'0 tXvw vou<;;, ~ ~e ~po<;; 't'0 XOC't'W OC~ tXAAOCL 
~UVOC[Le:L<;; XOC't'oc AbyOV. ~ ~e EO'X<x''t''YJ (SA'YJ<;; ~~'YJ EcpOC~'t"O[Lev'YJ xoct [LOpCPOUO'OC xoct 't'0 
XOC't'W OCU't'7j<;; 1'0 tXAAO ~OCV ou XwMe:L e:!VOCL tXvw. "'H xoct 't'0 XOC't'W Ae:y6[Le:vov 
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OtU't"Yje; tVaOCA[L& seJ'tw OCU1'~e;, OUX &7t01'e1'[L"f)[L~VOV a~, Ct.AA' We; 1'eX sv 1'0~C; 

XOC1'67t1'POLC;, ~WC; &'1 1'0 Ct.pXhU7tOV 7tOCPTI ~~W. 
We have noted the words e'~aWAOV, '~VaOCA[LOC 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 sv~pyeLOt.20 An interesting meeting 
point is iv. 3. 10, 31 quoted above, where we learn that the outer 
sv~pyeLoc is an etawAOV 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 sv~pyeLOt in vi. 7. 4 and 5 
where Plotinus eventually decides that the &v6pw7t0c: of this world is the 
sv~pyeLoc 1'~C; ~uX~c; and not the OUcrLOC. It is the man "there," i.e. in the 
intelligible world, who is ~UX~. He goes on to explain that there are two 
activities involved, Ot'~cr6"f)crLC; here and oc'~cr6"f)crLC; there. Thus in the 
lower man the sv~pyeLoc is an image of the svspyeLOtjoucrLoc of the higher. 
This is close to the double E:V~pyeLoc theory since the lower derived 
activity is based on a similar higher and more perfect activity. The 
lower activity is inferior as Ch. 5, I9f. shows. Ottcr6~creLC; &AAOtC; Svocpye~c; 

aoxoocrocc; eLVOtL, oc[LUap01'~pOCC; aE: we; 7tpOC; 1'eXe; 7tPO OtU1'WV XOtL dx6voce; and 6, lO 
i5cr1'epOe; &v6pw7toe;, 1'0 [LL[L"f)[LOC, eLxe 1'OUe; A6youe; sv [LL[L~cr€L. The parallels 
with iv. 3. 10 above are further heightened by vi. 7. 4, 34 where the 
higher man 7tocp~~e1'OtL 1'~V ~w~v 1'~V AOYLX~V and 7f. where the A6yoe; or 
lower man is ~ux~e; ~1'epOe; 1'~e; 1'0'1 &v6pw7tov 1'OU1'OV 7tOLOocr'Y)e; XOCL 

~~v OCU1'OV XOCL AOYL~€cr6ocL 7tocpexo[L~v"f)e;; and vi. 7. 5, 27 where the higher 
soul 1'pOCV01'~pOCV ~w~v aLaoucrOC· [LiMOV a' oua' S7t'Y)xoAoo6'Y)crev, Ct.AAeX o!ov 

7tpocrW'Y)xev OCU1'~v. ou ycX,p S~Lcr1'OC1'OtL 1'OU vO"f)1'OU, ocAM cruVOC~OC[L~v'Y) o!ov 

sXxpe[Loc[L~v'Y)v ~xeL 1'~V X&1'W crU[L[LL~OCcrOC €OCU1'~V A6y~ 7tpOe; A6yov. "06ev XOtL 
oc[Luapoe; 001'0e; <1'1 sy~ve1'o cpocvepoe; 1'TI sAA&[L~eL. The lower man, 1'0 
cruVOC[Lcp61epov is (in so far as the activity of soul, i.e. lower soul, is in 
him) a A6yoe; of the higher man or real soul. The phrase A6y~ 7tpOe; A6yov 

shows that the higher soul too is a A6yoe; - of Nous, which is above it. 
Dodds suggests, in his note on the Elements of Theology, Prop. €i4, 

that the Plotinian doctrine of the twofold activity of intelligibles has 
its roots in the Stoic antithesis of E:vaL&6e1'0e; and 7tpOcpOpLXOe; A6yoe;. So in 
v. 1. 3, 7f. soul is an etx6)V of Nous. Just as the A6yoe; 6 E:V I1pocpop~ is the 
image of the A6yoe; E:V ~UXTI so is the soul an image or A6yoe; of N ous and 
is the 7ticroc E:V~pyeLoc xoce' ~v 7tpote1'OtL ~w~v ete; &MOU vn6m:acrtv. The 
whole passage deals with the double activity of Nous lOf. - ae~ aE: 

Aoc~e~v sxeL oux E:xp~oucrocv, Ct.AAcX, [L~voucrocv [LE:V 1'~V E:V OtU1'~, 1'~V aE: &AA"f)V 

20 Hadot also notes this, Porphyre et Victorinus, vol. i, p. 335£. 
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VqJtGTaftSv'YjV. Here too is the fire image (7tUpO£; ... eep!L6't"1)£; 10). In 
similar context i, 2, 3, 26f. two types of voeLV - eXAAoc 't"o !Lev 7tpw't"cu£;, 't"o 
ae nar/ bee{vov hepcu£;. w£; yocp 0 EV cpcuv7i Myo£; !LL!L1J!LOC 't"OU EV ljIux7i, 
o{)-rcu xocl 0 EV ljIux7i !LL!L1J!LOC 't"OU EV hepcp - he means the activity of 
V61JO"L£; proper and, secondly, the sort of V61JO"L£; which the soul can 
indulge in. This is a Myo£; or image of the former and is derived. 

We must now turn our attention to i. I where the lower soul as image 
or e~aCUAOV plays an important role. In i. I. 8, IS we are told that soul 
EAAeX.!L7tOUO"oc et£; ocu't"oc xocl ~<jloc 7tOLOUO"OC OUX E:~ ocuTIj£; xocl O"w!Loc't"o£;, eXAAoc 
!LevouO"oc !Lev ocU't"~, etaCUAOC ae ocuTIj£; aLaOUO"OC, &O"m:p 7tp60"CU7tov EV 7tOAAOL£; 
xoc't"6mpoL£;. IIpw't"ov ae e~aCUAOV OC~O"e1Jo"L£; ~ e:v 't"<jl xow<jl. And at i. 1. 12, I7f. 
we have the, two activities again. &AA1J oov ~culj xoct &AAOCL E:VepyeLocL xoct 
't"o xOAoc~6!Levov ~'t"epov. And then, to forestall the arguments of chapter II, 
Plotinus tells us that the production of lower soul (a lower grade of 
reality) is not a fault of (higher) soul. The involvement in 7teX.eo£; 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: ibid. 23, ocp' oov eXCPL1JO"L 't"o 
e~aCUAOV; xoct ~ veuo"L£; ae 7tW£; OUx OC!LOCp't"LeX.; 'AAA' et ~ veuo"L£; ~AAOC!LIjIL£; npo£; 
't"o xeX.'t"cu, OUx OC!LOCP't"LOC, &O"7tep oM' ~ O"XLeX., eXAA' oct't"LOV 't"o EAAOC!L7t6!Levov. The 
mere production of an e~aCUAOV is no sin. We note in these passages how 
the idea of etacuAOV or image is closely combined with that of double 
EvepyeLoc. The first e~aCUAOV of higher soul is OC~O"e1Jo"L£;, an activity, and the 
phrase in i. I. 12, I7f. points to the double e:vepyeLoc 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 ~<jlov, 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 e:vepyeLoc theory is 
connected with enforming. External MVOC!LL£; or E:VepyeLoc 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 N ous down­
wards the Plotinian form enters the metaphysical scene. Form had 
been termed MVOC!LL£; from Philo onwards21 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 A6yor; of that at the previous 
level. We have seen that the double bJEPYS:~OC theory is combimed with 
this notion of form as developing Mvoc(L~r; or A6yor;. The connection here 
proves most useful when the double E:VEPYS:LOC theory is applied to soul 
for, as we have already noted, the act of enforming comes to playa 
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, 1 which reflect 
the double bJEPYS:~OC 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 s:t~or;. In ch. 20, 36 Soul, he says, makes s:t~or; but 
is not itself s:t~or;. &AA' ou~e wr; s:t~or; bJ {)A1l. &X6>p~G'L'OV yap 'L'O bJ {)A1l s:t~or;, 
xoct ~~lj {)Aljr; ot)Gljr; {)G't's:pov 'L'O s:t~or;. ~ ~e tjluXlJ 't'o s:t~or; 7tO~S:~ E:V 't'7j {)A1l 
clMlj 'L'OU s:t~our; O;)Goc. 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 't'o ys:v6(LS:vov s:t~or; (39). This is closely paralleled by the asso­
ciation of YEVS:GLr; with immanent soul in i. I2. 20 XOCL yap E:V 'L'7j YS:VEGS:~ ~ 
7tpOGe~Xlj (= lower soul + body)' ~ ()A<J.lr; ~ YEVS:GLr; 'L'OU clMOU tjlux1ir; 
s:(~our; (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 - &cptljGL 
~e ou 't'<ji &7tOGX~Ge1ivocL, &Ma 't'<ji (LljXE't'~ s:tvoc~.22 In line 29 we are told that 

22 Similar is Porphyry in Stob. i. 370, 7 x!Xt &cp~EQ"e!X~ {Lev x!Xt {L'I)XE't"L e!v!X~ Tilt; 
~CIlIlt; Tilt; (l1t'CIlQ"OUV 7t"pO~A'I)ee(Q"!Xt;. 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 auvoc{Le~t; 
(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 - e:£ 
[J.~ zyyuc; TO U7tO~e:~&[J.e:vov. 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 + 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 - d~oc; introduces. 

In iii. 6. 4, 31 Plotinus explicitly calls lower soul an e:I~oc; and says 
that the nature (tpucnc;) of this d~oc; is zvspye:~IX. It is important to 
notice the connection between d~oc; and zvspye:~IX or MvIX[J.~c;. 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 d~oc; is the 
"compound" idea. The subject of sin and suffering is for Plotinus the 
~i1>ov or crUVIX[J.tpOTe:pOV, the conjoint of lower soul and body. Technically 
neither pure UA'Y) nor any immaterial thing can suffer change. It is only 
the combination of both that is the subject of change. So i, I, 9, 24f. 
IXt ~e TP07tIXt XIXt 0 6opu~0c; ZV ~[J.~v 7tIXPOC TWV crUV'Y)PT'Y)[J.SVWV XIXt TWV TOU 
XOL\lOU, 8 T~ ~~7tOTS zcrT~ TOUTO, ci.>c; dp'Y)TIX~, 7tIX6'Y) [J.&TWV, and iii, 6, 9, 35 
&v&yx'Y) TO[VUV, e:'l 'U 7t&crxo~, [J.~ UA'Y)V, &AM T~ crUVIX[J.tpOTe:pOV ~ 8AWC; 7tOAAOC 
o[J.ou dvIX~. So Porphyry speaks of 7t&60c; as belonging to the cruv6sToV z~ 
UA'Y)C; Te: XIXt d~ouc; and ZX ~uX~c; XIXt crW[J.IXTOC; (Sent. xxi, p. 9, I5f.). This 
seems to be the meaning of Sent. xxxv, p. 30, IOf. where the phrase TO 
~' ZV [J.scrcp O[J.0LOUV XIXt O[J.OLOU[J.e:VOV refers to the compound. 

I t 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 cruv6STOV 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 IXt tpucre:~c; XIXt IXt ~uv&[J.e:~c; are classed with TO d~oc; TO 

23 d. p. 57f. and appendix Two. 
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e1tl UA'Y)e; (Sent. xlii, p. 40, I2f.) as opposed to voue; ••• xoc.l voepoe; A6yoe; 
which is never related to body. The evidently lower class of cpU(JeLe; and 
auv&[Le~e; does exist in relation to body - 1tpOe; 't'oc O'W[Loc.'t'oc. ucplO''t'oc.'t'oc.~ (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 -
't'61tov aouvoc.~ evepyelqc (sc. 't'ou ',IOU, 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. r. 5, If. and (in a passage about the xow6v) 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. I, 350, 25f. &AAO~ ae, i1v xoc.l N OU[L~VWe;, ou 't'ploc. [Lsp'Y) tfiux~c; [L~.xe;, ~ 

Mo ye, 't'o AOy~xov xoc.l &AOYOV, &'MOC Mo tfiuzoce; ¥'zew ~[L.xe; o'lov't'oc.~ ... TIjv [Lev 
AOy~X~V, 't'~v ae &AOYOV. 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, I) 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 Enn. iii. 6.4 where lower 
soul is seen as e:!~OC;. Although Porphyry does not mention the word e:!~oc; his 
interpretation of Plotinus with a transcendent and immanent &pfLOVLIX implies an 
acceptance of Plotinus' position. See further note 7. 

In sie; Tde; 'AetGTOTeAov<; KaT'YJyoetae; p. 95, 22 Busse he suggests the connection 
of immanent soul with Form. OUCl'L6>~e:~c; e:EcrLV 7to~6't'"Il't'e:c; IX[ crufL7t);1)pwnxIXL 't'WV 
oumwv. :EufL7tA"Ilpw't'~xa ~E: e:tCl'LV txdvlX ch~vlX &7toy~v6fLe:VIX cp6e:Lpe:~ 't'a U7tOXe:LfLe:VIX •.• 
't'o yap AOY~XOV tav &p61j &7t0 't'ou &v6p6>7tou cp6e:Lpe:'t'IX~. The essential qualities of the 
human being are to be distinguished from the accidental qualities which, as Sent. 
xxi tells us, account for change and 7tC1.6oc; in general. Here reason is seen as part 
ofthelowersoul which may "perish". (d. n. 22 above). Plotinus postulates a type 
of ~~OCVOLIX which only comes into evidence on embodiment (iv. 3.18). Sent. xxix 
p. 13, IO sees reason as part of the embodied soul 't'ov A6yov &xoucr1l 't'ov fLe:P~XOV 
7tPO~e:A"IlfL~VOV. The iSX"IlfLlXj7tVe:UfLlX theory as seen in Synesius (see app. II), though 
stressing CPIXV't'lXcrLIX as the border between matter and the immaterial, views the 
7tP6>'t'"fl tjJUX~ (~~OCVOLIX) as riding on the iSX"IlfLlX-CPIXV't'IXcrLIX and able to "fall" with the 
iSX"IlfLlX• 
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daoe; 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 Enn. iii. 9. 5, 3, soul is f.lA'YJV oOv 7tpOe; vouv, and to Porphyry p. 341 
ad Marc. p. 291, 3 vou y<XP crwfLlX Y;UX~v AOYLX~V (kreov 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 E:VepyeLIX. It is 
clear that the whole complex of these Plotinian doctrines lies behind 
some of Porphyry's doctrine of the soul. 

The concept of MVlXfLLe; as mediator happens to be particularly de­
veloped in the Anonymous 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 principle27 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 a{)vlXfLLC; or ~w~. 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. I53, 2. 't'0 <pOC'l't'OCO''t'LXO'l 1t'lC:U[LOC O'W[LOC 
1tPW't'O'l <jJux'ij~: ibid. p. I55, I5, 0(1)'t'~ (~ <pOC'l't'OCO''t'LKf) oOO'(oc) 't'ocre;; vnoxBt/-dvau; ~U'lOC­
[LC:O'L'I irwXc:r't'OCL, oco't'~ Myoe;; oi)O'oc 't'OU ~0ou. Plot. Enn. v. I.3, 22f. See Hadot, 
Porphyre et Victorinus p. 34I. 

26 d. Hadot, "Etre, Vie et Pensee chez Plotin et avant Plotin." in Entretiens 
sur l'antiquite classique V, Les Sources de Plotin. 

27 For a very clear exposition, see Hadot, "La Metaphysique de Porphyre." 
Entretiens sur l' antiquite classique xii. The relationship between the One and 
Nous is expressed by referring to an intermediate principle M'IOC[LLe;; 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 ()1tOCp~Le;;), as is M'Ioc[LLe;;. We are thus presented with an ennead. 

flnae!;tt; M'IOC[LLe;; N oue;; 
()1tOCp~Le;; r5vvap,tt; N oue;; 
()1tOCp~Le;; M'IOC[LLe;; Novt;. 

Thus N ous is to be foumd within the One as the One is immanent in N oue;;. This 
triple triad is ascribed to Porphyry in Lydus, de Mens. iv. I22, p. I59, 5. 6c:roe;; 
o 't''ije;; il:'I'IOC~Oe;; &pL6[L0e;; il:x 't'PLW'I 't'PLOC~CU'l 1t):I)POU[LC:'IOC;;, xocl 't'eX.e;; &xp6't'"I)'t'occ;; 't''ije;; 6C:OAoY(OCe;; 
xoc't'eX. 't'~'1 XOCA~OC'LX~'I <pL),OO'O<p(OC'l, &e;; <p"l)aL'I 0 IIop<pupwc;;, &1toO'w~CU'l. For the applica­
tion df the same theory to soul, cf. Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus, vol. i, p. 337f. 
However the evidence in Proclus (In Tim. ii I66, 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 MvotILLC;. We have seen the 
importance of external activity in Plotinus' exposition of emanation. 
Here the external E;vepye:Lot or MvotILLC; 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 N ous. Plotinus 
never intended this MVotILLC; 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 MVotILLC; idea is probably one of the factors 
which led the anonymous Parmenides commentator to build up his 
complicated triadic structure around ~UVotILLC;. 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 hierarchie "verticale" d'hypostases, comme elle Ie sera dans Ie 
neoplatonisme posterieur; elle correspond simplement a des actes ou a 
des genres au sens platonicien, les deux points hypostatiques etant 
l'Un et L'Intelligence, dans la hierarchie "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 MvotILLC;. 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 MVotILLC; into a hypostasis. This perhaps points 
back to the origin of the enneadic structure in a simpler explanation of 
the relationship between hypostases which is akin to the notion of 
double E;vepye:Lot. We have shown how the outer aUVotILLC; 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 MVotILLC; into a full 
hypostasis. We might compare Plot. v. 4. 2, 35 ~ ye:wY)6e:~O"ot E;vepye:Lot 
U1t60"'t'otO"LV Aot~OUO"ot, i.e. the outer E;vepye:Lot of the One. Plotinus, of course, 
means that this E;vepye:Lot is hypostasized as N ous not as an intermediate 
between the One and N ous. However it is not difficult to see how such 

28 "La Metaphysique de Porphyre," p. I60, Entretiens sur l'antiquite classique, 
xii Porphyre. 

29 Porphyre et Victorinus, vol. i. p. 46Iff. 
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a hypostasization of OUVIX[L~t; could take place. Moreover OUVIX[L~t; is also 
connected with form, which is something "real." 

The following texts from the hymns show this hypostasization of 
OUVIX[L~t;. 

lXu't'iX 1t'p6xuO'~t; 

e{)pe't'o ~AOCO''t'IXV' 

gO''t''Y] a€ [L€O'IX 

(2, I08f). 

Thus the emanation process itself - 1t'p6xuO'~t; - stands in the middle 
between Father and Son, hypostasized as Holy Ghost. So also 3, 53. 

XlXt 't'iXv O'uvOwxov 1t'VO~OCV 

[L€O'O'IXV pL~IXt; XlXt ~AOCO''t'IXt;. 

This middle principle (2, 97 [LeO'oc't'lXv &.pxocv) is an activity. It is called 
&a~vlX 1t'1X't'p6t; (2, 95). It aids the Father in giving birth to the Son -
[LIX~WO'IX[L€VIX xpucpLIXV pL~IXV (2, 104). Again &CPPIXO''t'Ot; &att; (4, 6) and waLt; 
(1,238). 

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 Enneads it is difficult to think 
that the term aeu't'eplX OUVIX[L~t; 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 OUVIX[L~t; 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.1 But we must 

1 Aug. Civ. Dei X. 29 (Bidez fro 10 p. 38*4), xii. 27 (Bidez fro II, 2 p. 41*2), 
xii. 12 (Bidez fro II, 3 p. 41*17), xiii. 19 (Bidez fro II, 5 p. 41*31). However one 
should recall Augustine's own temperament and allow for the possibility of 
exaggeration. De Abst. i, 36 p. II2, especially lines 27f. This represents an extreme 
version of ascetism. It is purely theoretical but Porphyry's evident interest 
suggests 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. Weshouldrecallthe fact that Porphyry 
finds Plotinus' involvement in action a source of praise2 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. 
In i. 4. I4, I4f. he declares that the riches of this world are indifferent. 
Yet he adds that they are perhaps even positively disadvantageous 
(I7f. taw<;; !le\l ... ). 

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.4 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.5 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 Lite where Porphyry describes 
some of Plotinus' charitable activities. Significant, however, is the remark at 
line 16f., xcd lIf1.oot; 't"oO"ou't"mt; ~1t'IXpxWV 't"IXt; e:!t; 't"ov ~£ov cpPov't"£3oct; 't"e: xoct ~mfl.E:Ae;[OCt; 
't"'lJv 1tpot; 't"ov VOUV 't"cXO"LV oMe1to't"' &v ~yp'l)yop6't"oot; txcXAOCO"E:v. 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. 

S Lite ch. II, IIf. 
4 His continuing contacts with Longinus (Life ch. 19), his association with 

Iamblichus (cf. Introduction n. IS) and his journey to the East (cf. Introduction 
n. 16). He may also have known Hieroc1es 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, (XtPOP[Loct 7tpO~ 't",x vOlJ't"<X, 
puts the emphasis on this positive aspect. 

Sententiae viii and ix make very clear statememts about "separa­
tion." Sent. viii a ~alJcrev ~ rpucr~~, 't"ou't"o rpucr~~ Me~, xoct a ~alJcrev ~ ~ux~, 
't"ou't"O ocu't"~ Me~. ~alJcre [LEV rpUcrL~ crW[LOC ev ~ux?i, ~ux~ aE EOCU't"~V ev crW[Loc't"~. 

rpucr~~ [LEV &poc Aue~ crw[Loc ex ~ux~~, ~ux~ aE EOCU't"~V Me~ ex 't"ou crW[Loc't"o~. 

Sent. ix (; youv e<xvoc't"o~ aL7tAOU~. (; [LEV cruveyvwcr[Levo~, AUO[LeVOu 't"ou 

crw[Loc't"o~ &7tO ~ux~~, (; aE 't"wv CflLAOcr6rpwv, AUO[LeVlJ~ 't"~~ ~ux~~ &7tO 't"ou 
crw[Loc't"o~' xoct OU 7t<Xv't"w~ ~'t"epoc; E-repCJl ~7te't"oc~. 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 rpucr~c;. The last sentence of 
ix is important xoct ou 7ttXv't"wc; ~'t"epoc; E't"epCJl ~7te't"oc~ - "and the one mode of 
death (death = separation)6 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 
<pucr~c; 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 

(I) 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 -Ij6LXW~ 
(20), Plot. Enn. i. 8.13, 2If. It is the first two which concern us here. Plato speaks 
in sense 2a of the ascetic ideal as death in life, Gorgias 492CS (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 Phd. p. 2, 13-18, p. 21, 22f. 
Macrobius (misinterpreting Plato) has all three meanings. In In Somm. Scip. 
1.11.1 he mentions the moral death of soul and the natural death in which body 
and soul are separated. In I. 13.S 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.S). 

The idea of a soul separated naturally but not spiritually is a real one for the 
Neoplatonists. Olympiodorus discusses (In Phd. 19, 3f.) what happens to a soul 
which is separated naturally but not philosophically. Such a soul crXe:·t"LXW~ ~'I"L 
cruV'ij1t'l"exL w:mji, xex'l"a 'I"~V 1)[L(crXe:'I"OV crX€crLv, It~ WV xex[ 'l"a crxLOe:La'ij (jlexV'\"acr[Lex'l"ex 1te:pt 
'l"OU~ 'l"a(jlou~ ItVe:LAe:hexL. This theme of ghosts is discussed by Proclus with the 
same reference to the ghost of Patroclus as occurs in Olymp. (In Rem. I. 119, 
27f.). In Proclus also is the same reference to Plato (Phaedo 81d) in crxLOe:La'ij ... 
(jlexv'I"acr[Lex'l"ex (ibid. 119, 20). This theory fits in with Sent. xxix where crxecrL~ to a 
body is retained in Hades through the stamping of an e:'lacuAov on the 1tve:u[Lex by 
(jlexV'\"excr(oc. (Note the importance of crX€crL~ in Olympiodorus. The curious term 
1)[L(crXe:'I"O~ occurs in Proc!. In Tim. III. 277, I in a similar context. This peculiar 
term might be borrowed from Theodorus who made soul1)[L(crXe:'I"o~ (In Tim. II. 
142, 26. It was a term which Olympiodorus might have heard in Damascius' 
lectures (Pr. 131, ii. 9, 2Sf.)). 
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not be the complete release of the soul which is supported by Sent. 
xxix where the semi-material pneuma 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 !Llpd'r~ sv O'W!LIX.'r~ y~yvo!Lev'Yje;; we;; sxe(vou e!vlX.~ and i. I. 3, 
2rf. Aeyw ~e ~ 'ro !Lev xexwp~O'~vov, 67tep 'r0 xpw!Levov, 'ro ~e !Le!L~Y!Levov 
07tWO"ouv XIX.L lX.u'ro ()V Sv 'roc~e~ 'rOU (j) xp-Yi'rIX.~, tVIX. 'rOU'rO ~ cp~AOO"OCP(1X. XIX.L lX.u'ro 
s1tL0"'rpecpll 7tpOe;; 'r0 xpw!Levov XIX.L 'r0 xpw!Levov OC7tCxYll, ()O"ov !L~ 7tOCO"IX. ocvocyx'Yj, 
OC1t'O 'rOU 4> xp-Yi'rIX.~, we;; !L~ ocet !L'Yj~e xp-Yi0"61X.~. 

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 (I9f.), xup~oe;; ~e XIX.L lX.u'roe;; t>v 'rOU ~ouAe­
uo"1X.0"61X.~ 7tepL 'rou'rou. But he also stresses the importance of the body. We 
cannot escape by suicide. XIX.L ou !Loc't"1jv lX.u'r<!> s~ ocpx-Yie;; 'ro 1.lPYlX.vov sM6'Yj. 
SXP~O'IX.'rO yap IX.U'r<!> ~~'Yj 1t'OAAOCX~e;;. 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, IS, 37f. ~~~oue;; 'r<!> O"W!LIX.'r~ 60"1X. ~(~wO"~v we;; 
E'repcp 1.lv'r~ EIX.U'rOU and i. 4. 16, 17 ~~~oue;; !Lev 'rou'rcp 60"1X. 7tpOe;; ~v xpdlX.v 
XIX.L MvlX.'rIX.~. 

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.S 

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 level9 

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. Enn. vi. 4. 14-15, Porphyry 'TCe:pt TOU 
'Yv(;)6~ oexuT6v in Stob. III. 582. Plotinus is nowhere as explicit as Porphyry who 
here mentions the inner and outer man together. Plotinus calls what I have 
termed the outer man an addition or another man. For example in vi. 4.14, 23 he 
speaks simply of another man - O!v6pw'TCo(; O!:h:hO(; - who has added himself to our 
true self. The phrase Tbv e:tow O!v6pw'TCOV is used in v. I. 10,10 quoting Plato Resp. 
589 a7-br 0 ¢vTbc; O!v6pw'TCo(;. 

8 cf. vi. 4.15, 27f . 
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 Symmikta 
Zetemata preserved in Nemesius 131, 5, 8 Matth. Dorrie p. 63: "O'n 
ail: xod &O'uyxtHcue; fLE'IE:~, a~AO'l EX 't'OU 't'~'1 ~Ux~'1 't'p67to'l 't'~'1iX XCUp~~OfLE'I'Yl'l 

't'OU O'WfLot't'Oe; E'I 't'C{) U7t'lcp, xot1 &O'7tE:p '1E:XP0'l otlHO xd0'6ot~ xot't'otAd7touO'ot'l, 
fL6'10'l ail: il:~ot't'fL[~OUO'O('l otu't'o 't'Yi ~cuYi, ~'1ot fL~ 7tot'l't'E:AWe; &7t6A'Yl't'ot~, xot6' 
eotu't'~'1 il:'1 't'o~e; o'ldpo~e; il:'1E:pyd'l, 6E:0'7t[~ouO'ot'l 't'o fLEAAO'l, xot1 't'o~e; '1o'Yl't'o~e; 

7tA'YlO'~rX~ouO'ot'l. 't'o otu't'o ail: O'UfL~ot['1E:~ xot1 Ihot'l xot6' eotu't'~'1 il:mO'xE7t't''Yl't'otL 't'~ 

't'W'I '1o'Yl't'W'I. xot1 't'6't'E: yiXp we; oI6'1 't'E: 't'ou O'wfLot't'oe; eotu't'~'1 xcup[~E:~ xot1 xot6' 
eotu't'~'1 y['1E:'t'ot~, ~'1' oU't'cue; il:m~rXAYl 't'o~e; o00'L'i. 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 ou 7trX'I't'cue; 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 iv. 8.I, If.; vi. 9.IO, If. 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 v6'Y)0"~c; of the 
higher self.12 A similar idea is contained in iv. 3. 30 where, as in i. 4. 10, 

he explains that we are aware of our v6'Y)0"~c; only when the faculty of 
<pIXV'rIXO"LIX reflects an image of the activity taking place "above." In fact 
Plotinus seems to prefer v6'Y)0"~c; 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 v6'Y)0"~c; 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 
v6'Y)0"~c;. 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. II that 
Plotinus' wise man would not even be living 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. I3). 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. 43£. 
13 See further p. 75 on action and contemplation. 
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V61JO"LC; 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 xod (; (Lev 

~xwv 't"OlC; (Le(~OUC; e~ &'v&:YX1JC; ~XS:L xat 't"OlC; eA&:nouc;, 00 (L~v 't"o()(L7taALv. oOxe't"L 

(Lev't"oL 't"<» ~XS:LV xaL 't"OlC; eA&:nouc; (; ~xwv 'rOlC; (Le(~OUC; evs:pY~o"S:L xaL xa't"Ol 

't"OlC; eA&:nouc; 7tpo1Jyou(LeVWC;, &'Moc (L6vov xa't"Ol 7ts:p~O"'t"aO"LV ~v 't"~C; ys:veO"s:wc;. 
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 
(evs:pY~o"S:L), though the activity is no longer the direct concern (7tpO-

1Jyou(Levwc;) of the ascended self but seems to occur automatically.14 
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 Lite ot Plotinus Porphyry makes a comment which also casts 
some light on our problem. In the eighth chapter he remarks on Plo­
tin us' great powers of concentration. If he had been working and some­
one interrupted him he was abJe to keep his train of thought even after 
a long conversation. He could take part in a conversation and at the 
same time (&(La) 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. O"uv~v oov xat 

Eau't"<» &(La xaL 't"o~c; &AAOLC; tI9). 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; d. in this chapter 
p. 3If. and the discussion of ii. 9.18 on p. 78 chap. V. For 7tc:ptcr't"Q(crL!; (= circum­
stances) d. S. V.F. 3, 135, 't",x xQ('t",x 7tc:p(cr't"Q(!;L'I xQ(e~xo'l't"Q( - duties dependent on 
circumstances. Further, Cic. Att. 16.11+ Plot. Enn. i. 4, 13, 3 7tC:PLcr't"Q('t"LXQ(( of 
the external activities of man as opposed to contemplation, d. 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 7tpol')yOU[Ltt'lW!; (also Sent. xxxii p. 18, 12). Theopr. de Igne, 14 = principally, 
as opposed to xQ('t",x cru[L~e:~1Jx6<;, and in Stoic terminology means chiefly, as guiding 
principle, d. Zeno S. V.F. I. 57, 20. Julian, Or. 8. 242C and is opposed to xQ('t",x 
7te:p(cr't"Q(cn'/ 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 form15 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 V61JO"LC;; and SrcLfLeAeLIX 't"ot) x60"fLOU, 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 Insomniis - 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. fLevouO"IX cX't"pefL~C;; 

(~Ux~) 3wO"eL 't"Cj> ~<rCj) 't"<X 't"wv YLVofLevwv LvMAfLlX't"lX (i.e. insight into future 
t) '-'ll '"" ,~, r! 'L even s . XIXL 't"ou't" t>O"'t"L 't"o l\eyofLevov, XIX't"LOV't"1X fL'I XIX't"LeVIXL, o't"IXV 1X00Xo;'t"WC;; 

o xpetnwv ~1tLfLeA1j't"IXL 't"Ot) Xetpovoc;; (de Ins. p. r67, rf.). The paradox in 
xlX't"L6V't"1X fL~ xlX't"LevlXL 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. 65£. 
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For (a) we might refer to Phdr. 246b.6 Ij;ux~ 7taO'oc 7tocV't'oc; E:m!Le:Ae:~1'OCL 

1'013 &Ij;uxou: d. also Epinomis 98rb. 7f. 1'0131'0 a' E:0'1'1 O'xe:aov <1> !L6v<p 
7tAcX.ne:Lv xoc1 a'YJ!LLOupye:~v 7tpOO'~Xe:L. 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. 6rrd. 

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 7t(Xv1'oc 'tov x60'!Lov aLOLXe:~ 

(Phdr. 246c. r) whilst the latter is carried down ~wc; rJ.v O'1'e:pe:ou 1'LVOC; 
, ~, A Y - " , ~, 6 .1. ' ,- , At f' t OCV1'LI\OCi"'YJ1'OCL ••• ~<pOV 1'0 O'U!L7tOCV e:XI\'YJ 'YJ, '!'UX'YJ XOCL O'W!LOC 7tocye:v. Irs 
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.!? For Plato the fallen souls no longer 
have a clear vision of god - oihe: tMv1'e:c; oihe: LXOCVWC; vo~O'ocv1'e:c; 6e:6v 
(ibid. c. 7) - and think of him as a sort of super, immortal ~<J)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-S, vi 1.2, 9 (= Phaedr. 24SC), 
d. Sallustius xxi, Proel. In Tim. iii 296, 2Sf. 

17 The same Platonic idea was used in Christian cireles as early as Justin; d. 
Chadwick, Early Christian Thought and the Classical Tradition, p. I6, "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 - d. 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 eXMOC eXP~&fLe:voC; we; £v 

, • "1:"" '.,.,' "" a • \ ., \ 6 ... A A OUX c.uC; 1)P",ot't"o e:fLe:~ve:v, otFl.FI. e:Fl.otve:V e:otU't"OV 7toFl.Ue; ye:V fLe:vOe;, O~OV t-'e:t-'ot(1)-
, \ 'I:" '" I:" • \ , " 0'" • A'., ,3;' - \ '0 .,-fLe:voe;, Xot~ e:",e:~FI.~",e:V otU't"OV 7totV't"ot e:Xe:~v ve:Fl.c.uV - c.ue; t-'e:FI.'t'WV 'jV otU't"CJ) fL1) e:ve:Fl.1)O"ot~ 

't"olho, ~e:U't"e:pov yocp eyeve:'t"o. This revolt is termed 't"6AfLot, d. vi. 9.5, 29 
eX7toO"TIjVot~ ~e 7tc.ue; 't"ou evae; 't"OAfL~O"ote;.18 This is elsewhere seen as a kind 

18 For 1:'6)..11-01: in Plotinus and Gnostic 1:'6)..11-01:, see the remarks of A. H. Armstrong 
Cambridge History ot Later Greek and Early 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. II, 15f. cpucrc:cu~ oE 7tOAU7tp&.y[LOVO~ XIZ~ 

&pXC:LV IZU't"~~ ~OUAO[LeV'IJ~ XIZ~ eLVIZL IZU~~ XIZ~ 't"o 1tAeOV 't"ou 7tlZp6v't"o~ ~'IJ't"dv 
eAO[LeV'IJ~ E:XLV~O'IJ [LEV 1Z?J't"~ ••. (20) hd yocp ~UX~~ ~V 't"L~ MVIZ[LL~ oUX 
~O"UXO~ ••• (29) 1tpw't"ov [LE:V elZu't"~v E:Xp6vcucrc:v. Here the essential nature 
of soul which distinguishes it from N ous is closely connected with its 
creative activity. So too v. 2.1, 18f. ~ oE (Soul as opposed to Nous) ou 

[LevouO"IZ 7tOLC:'i:, &AAOC XLV'lJ0e!:crlZ E:yevvlZ c:~OCUAOV. E:xc:'i: [LEV oov ~M1tOUcrlZ, 

80c:v e:yevc:'t"o, 7tA'lJPOU't"IZL, 7tP0C:AOOUcrlZ oE C:L~ x(v'lJcrLV &AA'lJV XIZ~ E:VIZV't"(IZV 
yc:vvq. c:'LOCUAOV ••• 

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.2o In fact the double E:VepYC:LIZ theory would seem to 
demand such an interpretation since the external E:VepYC:LIZ 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 N ous 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 d. V. 1.1, 3-5. 'Apx~ [Lev 00'.1 O(.u,O(.~t; ,OU XO(.XOU ~ ,6A[L0(. XIXL ~ yeve:cnt; XIXL ~ 
rrpGl,'I) he:p6''I)t; Xo('L ,0 ~oUA'I)61jVIXL 3e: ~O(.u,&v e:!Vo('L. 

20 d. 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 7t'iXO'Ilt ljJux~ and 
&AAIlt~ ljJuxlltL The main points in which individual souls differ are: 
(I) There is movement in the partial souls. 
(2) They are somehow related-

(a) to the 7t'iXO'Ilt ljJux~ because of their movement from it. 
(b) to the bodies which they have entered. 

The whole Soul is different - ~ 7t'iXO'Ilt ljJux~ ov/)ap,ov eyEve'C'o OU~E ~A.(}e'/l 
(If.). 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 
- X<UPLO'~V (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) e7t'et ~e Xlltt 'C'ou~e 'C'ou 7t'1ltV'C'oc; ljJux~v e!vllt~ ~~eL, U7t'EO''C'Y) 

, , 1J,'1> , '>1...... "E" I I ,~ , I~ \' , (Joe'C'llt 'C'lltu't'Y)c; 'lOY) XIltL 0 oc.l\l\Oc; p<UC; O(Jo(JoIlt Xllt~ 'C'IltU'C'Y)C;, e<o ope<oe<uc; Xllt~ IltU'C'OC; 
yeyevY) (JoEVOc;. Thus we have distinguished Soul and World Soul, the 
former being X<UPLO''C'~. 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. 2, 26f., ~L't''C'~ 

yocp S:7tL(JoEAeLIlt 7t'lltv't'6c;, 'C'ou (JoEV xllt66AOU xeAeoO'e~ xOO'(Joouv'C'oc; eX7t'pocy(Joov~ 

e7t'~O''C'IltO'(qt ~IltO'LALX1i, 'C'o ~E XIlt6EXIlt0''C'1lt ~~Y) lltu'C'oupyC{> 'C'LV~ 7t'O~~O'eL O'uvllt~1i 'C'1j 
7t'pOc; 'C'o 7t'pllt'C"C'6(Joevov 'C'o 7t'pfi't''C'ov 't'ou 7t'pllt'C''t'O(JoEVOU 'C'~C; ~oO'e<uc; eXVIlt7t'L(Jo7t'AiXO'Ilt. 
And also, iv. 8.4, Sf., the various ranks of soul eX7t'~(JoOVlltc; (JoEV e!VIltL (Joe't'oc 
'C'lic; ()AY)c; (JoevooO'lltc; ev 'C'C{> vO'Y)'C'C{>, ev OUplltvC{> ~E (Joe't'oc 'C'~c; ()A'Y)c; O'uv~~mxe'i:v 

exe(v71, but on embodiment (IO) (Joe'C'Ilt~OCAAoUO'Ilt~ ~E ex 'C'OU ()AOU etc; 'C'o (JoEP0c; 
• •• eX7t'oO''C'iXO'Ilt Xlltt (Jo~ 7t'pOc; 'C'o vO'Y)'C'ov ~M7t'71' (JoEPOc; yevo(JoEv'Y) (Joovou'C'llt( 'C'e 
Xlltt eX0'6eve'i: Xlltt 7t'OAU7t'pIltY(Jo0ve'i: Xlltt 7t'pOc; (JoEpOc; ~M7t'eL ••• O''C'pllt~e'i:O'Ilt etc; 
'C'o £v (= the particular). Similarly, vi. 4.I6, 29, ev 'C'C{> ()ACj> 'C'o (JoEPOc; cX7t'O­
Xp07t''C'ouO'Ilt oLov e~E6opev21 ex 'C'ou 7t'lltv'C'Oc; etc; (JoEPOc;, etc; a eve(pye~ elltu't'~v 

(JoEPOc; ()V ••• (34) evepye(qt YEV'Y)'C'Ilt~ 'C'o XIlt6EXIlt0''C'OV. 
The same idea is contained in the notion of a twofold providence, iii. 

f ' - , (''''' I ) '>1 6 ''1>'''-3.4, II ., xlltxe~vllt 7t'pOVOLIlt = 'Y) 'C'el\eLIlt 7t'pOVO~1lt 9 'Y) oc.V<U ev, 'Y) oe Ilt7t'O 'C''YJC; 

21 A possible borrowing from the Chaldaean Oracles where it is used of pro­
cession. Kroll p. 23 e~H)opov, p. 20 -rouBe yocp eK6p<flO'KOU(JLV &lLe(A~K-ro( -re Kepcxuvo(; 
cf. also p. 25 and the usage in Synesius Hymn I, 408 eK'ltpo6op&>v; 2, 123 'ltpo6opoov; 
ibid 137; 4, 4; 9, 66, 69. 

Compare the use of exsilio, prosilio and proexsilio (Synesius, tK'ltpo6p<flO'KOO!) 
in Victorinus. 
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rt.vw, and iii. 3.5, 14, ~v ae gX 7tcX.V't'wv XIX.L 7tp6VOLIX. fLLIX.. dfLlX.pfLev'Yj ae OC7tO 
't'ou Xdpovo<; ocp~lX.fLev'Yj, 'ro ae um:pcX.vw 7tp6VOLIX. fL6vov. 

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, erXEalX.erElev'ro<; fLev &',1 E:xcX.er't'ou 
XIX.L 7tpo<; 'rov OtXE'i:OV 'r67tov cpEpofLevou ... 7tOAA'l)<; ae XIX.L 6XA6.1aOU<; 7tPOVOLIX.<; 
aEofLevwv, OhE 7tOAAWV 'rWV OCAAO'rPLWV lX.u'ro'i:<; 7tpoer7tL7t'r6v'rwv ocd 't'E gVaEL~ 
eruvExofLevwv XIX.L 7tcX.er'Yj<; ~o'YjEldlX.<; w<; gV 7tOAAn auerXEpEL~ aEofLevwv. To ae 
'reAE6v 'rE 0',1 XIX.L LXIX.VOV XIX.L lX.ihlX.pXE<; XIX.L ouaev gxov lX.u'ri!> 7tIX.POC cpuerw ~plX.xeo<; 
olov xEAEUerfLlX.'ro<; ae:'i:'rIX.L. We hear elsewhere of the imperfection of the 
individual parts of the cosmos. So iv. 3.IO, 22, 'Ev yocp 'ro'i:<; uer'repoL<; 
rt.AA'YjAIX. gfL7tOaL~OV't'1X. 7tOAAcX.XL<; OC7tOer't'EpE'i:1'IX.L 1'ou 'rUXE'i:V fLoPCP~<; ~<; OtXELIX.<;, 
~V b Myo<; b 5:',1 erfLLXPi!> EleAEL. gxe:'i: ae YLyvofLev'Yj<; XIX.L 't'~<; l:IA'Yj<; fLoPCP~<; 
U7t' IX.U'r~<; XIX.L 1'cX.~w 'rwv YEvofLevwv &fLlX. 5:X6v'rwv OC7t6vw<; 1'0 YEv6fLEVOV XIX.L 
OCVEfL7tOaLer1'w<; XIX.Mv ger·n. 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 noAV7tpcX.YfLWV iii. 7.II, IS. 
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 
7tOAU7tPIX.YfLoeruv'Yj 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 N ous, 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, IS above; v. 3.3, 17. 
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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 't'6A[J.IX) from subsequent incarnations which were caused by 

. personal wickedness in the previous life. In iv. 8. 5, 16 Plotinus 
distinguishes two OC[J.IXP't'[IX~. ~~n-tjc; aE: 't'-tjC; OC[J.lXp't'[IXC; oUO"1jC;, 't'-tjc; [J.E:V en!. 
't'TI 't'ou xlX't'eAee~v 1X~'t'[qt, 't'-tjc; aE: en!. 't'C{l eveocae yevo[J.eV1jV XIXX,x apaO"IX~, ~ [J.ev 

eO"'t'LV 1X1ho 't'ou't'o, 8 nenovee xlX't'eAeOUO"IX, 't'-tjc; aE: 't'O ~AIX't''t'OV e~c; O"W[J.IX't'1X rxAAIX 
auvlX~ ••• 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 
(ibid. 27 x&v [J.E:V eanov rpuY7l), 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 d. Festugiere Revelation III p. 77ff. 
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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. In iv. 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 't'L fLefLtpeaEle el,; &\1 ex6V't'ee; 1jAEle't'e €M6\1't'o,; XlX.t 

&nIX.AAIX't''t'eaElIX.L, e'l 't'L'; fL~ &peaxoL't'o; 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 - d ae: a~ XlX.t 

't'oLOu't'6\1 ea't'L 't'6ae 't'0 niX\I, we; e~e~\lIX.L e\l IX.U't'CJ> xd aotpLlX.\I ~x.eL\I XlX.t e\l't'lX.uElIX. 

i.lV't'IX.'; ~LOU\l XIX.'t" exe~\lIX., n(;)e; ou fLlX.p't'upe~ e~'YJP't'~aElIX.L 't'(;)\1 exe~; 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. 78). 
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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, d. iv. 8. 6, I2, oux ~ae:L cr't'~Q'(XL (the infinite power 
of the One) o!ov 7te:pLyp&ljJav't'a cp66v<p, x.(Upe:~v aMe:£ ... 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 an individual 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
al idea 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 
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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. II, I, 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 Deum mundo 
dedisse, ut materiae cognoscens mala ad Patrem recurreret nee atiquando 
iam tatium polluta contagione teneretur. 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. x&v [Lev 8iXnov cpuYll, ouaev ~e~AIX7t1;IXL 

YVWcrLv XIXXOU 1t'pOcrAIX~OUcrlX XIXL CPUcrLV XIXXLIX<; yvoucrlX ... and Plotinus, we 
said, meant by this the 1t'pw'rY) xa80ao<; of the soul. The necessity of the 
first embodiment is also mentioned by Porphyry in Stob. ii, I72, I5f. 

Mo~pIXV a' ot) 'rLva CPY)[LL m;cpuY[Levov ~[L[LeVIXL &vapwv 
ou XIXXQV ouae [Lev Zcr8A6v, Z1t'~V 'rtl 1t'PW'r1X yevY)'rIXL. 

Tou'rO [Lev 00'1 1t'epL 'rOU 1t'pw'rou XIXL &1t'lXplX~a'rou dY) &'1 AeyCJ}v ~LOU' 1t'epL ae 
'rou aeu'repou, ()'rL Zcr't"LV zcp' ~[L~v, ........ Synesius also entertains the 
idea that the soul is sent down by god (Hymn I, 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 
pOTC~. The inclusion of "will' may also refer more to the inner spiritual ascent/ 
descent. 
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'(J. " ... XOC't'EI-'OCV OC7tO O"OU 
X60vt 6'Yj't'EUO"OC~' 
&v't't ae 6~0"0"oce; 

ye:v6!LocV aOUAOC' 
i5AOC !LE !LOCYOLe; 
E7tea'Yjo"E 't'eXVOC~e;. 
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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 Lang26 has shown. 6~0"0"oc yocp Xoc't'~OUO"OC 't'av 

- fJ.1 '0 ., \ ,\ - 0 - ~." '.,., \ ,- \ ... 7tpcu't'OV I-'~OV EVEI\OV't''Yje; OCV't'~ 't'ou V'Yj't'EUO"OC~ oOUI\EUe:~' OCI\I\OC e:Xe:WO !LEV IjV 
AE~'t'OUPYLOCV 't'~voc Ex7tA~o"OC~ 't'] cpuO"e:~ 't'OU x60"!Lou, 6EO"!LWV 'AapocO"'t'ELoce; 
E7t~'t'oc't''t'6v't'cuv. yO'Yj't'Eu6ELo"OC ae u7ta 't'WV awpcuv 't'~e; i5A'Yje;, 7toc6oe; 7te7tOV6E 
7tOCpO(.7tA~O"WV eAEu6epo~e; E7tt O"UYXEL!LEVOV xp6vov !LE!L~0"6cu!Levo~e;, ot XOCAAE~ 
6EPOC7tOCLV'Yje; eVO"XE6ev't'e:e; !Leve:~v e6eAouO"~, 't'iil xup(<p ~e; epcu!Lev'Yje; aOUAEUE~V 
O!LOAOY~O"OCV't'Ee;. Note the reference in 't'av 7tpw't'ov ~LOV to the 7tpw't"Yj 
xoc6oaoe; concept. Soul comes to earth as a servant obeying the laws of 
necessity but may by an act of the will (e6EAOV't'~e;) make herself into a 
slave. She performs a AE~'t'OUpy(oc or service to nature - cpuO"~e;. The 
7tpw't"Yj xoc6oaoe; is mentioned on p. 161,7, lSACUe; ae ot ~LO~ 7tOCV't'Ee; ev 7tAOCV"(l, 
't'7j !L~ !LE't'oc ~v 7tpw't''Yjv xoc6oaov &vocapoc!LOuO""(l. The concept of AE~'t'OUPYLOC 
also appears in Porphyry de Abs. iv, IS, p. 25S, 13, ocu't'ot ae (ot BpocX!Loc­
vee;) oi5't'cu 7tpae; 6ocvoc.'t'ov a~OCXELV't'oc.~, we; 't'av !Lev 't'ou ~~v Xp6vov c':>O"7tEP 
&Voc.YXOCLoc.V 't'LVOC 't'7j CPUo"E~ AE~'t'OUPyLoc.V &XOUO"LCUe; U7tO!LeVE~V, O"7tEOaEW ae 't'oce; 
tjluxoce; &7tOAUO"OC~ 't'WV O"cu!Loc't'cuv. He clearly quotes this idea with approval. 
It is interesting to note that the Bpoc.X!Locve:.c; are looking forward to death 
when the body is separated from the soul. This fits in with the more 
precise interpretation of the 7tpw't''Yj xoc6oaoe; in Porphyry - that we 
should try to return after our first fall. In Enn. iv. 4. 34, If. 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 7tpw't''Yj xoc6oaoe;. 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 7tpw't''Yj xoc6oaoe; in iv. S. 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.27 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 
~vepye~1X 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 ~vE;pye~1X 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 Chaldaean Oracles e.g. Psell. 
II2gC. 

d(~eo <xOGh ljJux'ij~ OXeT6v, 1l6ev ~v T~V~ TeX~e~ 
O"c!J!LOGT~ 67JTeuO"OGO"' •.• 

and, commenting on the oracles, Procl. In Rem. ii. gg, I xOGl ot 6eo( CPOGO"W T~V 
yeveO"~v (sc. l!IuXIX~) tmo"TpecpO!LevOG~ 67JTeUe~V, an' &8OG!LeXO"TCJl Tif> OG6xev~ 67JTeuouO"OG~ 
&veXye0"6OG~ 'mh.w tv-reu6ev. These are the souls which have not yielded to matter 
and become slaves. Cf. further Plat. Theal. 302, 3 -r'ij~ TCe:pl fSA7JV 67JTe(OG~; In Tim. 
i. 34,4 TO 67JTeUOV m:pl ~v yeveO"~v. See Kroll p. 48, 51; Lewy, Chaldaean Oracles, 
18g, n. 45. 



SEPARATION OF SOUL FROM BODY 39 

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 eL[J.OCp[J.E:V"f), 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' 0"1tOUaOC~O~ 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 hypostasisl 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 d. 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, d. Nemesios 
de nat. hom. I35, 7 § II (Dorrie 85) ro~ ~ IjJ\)X~ ~O't"e [Levsv eom-r'/i sO"nv, lS't"otv Aoyll;;1)'t"otL, 
~o't"e Be sv 't"<jl v<jl lS't"otv vo1j. But this explanation does not seem sufficient, as we 
shall see. 

2 d. Dodds, Entretiens sur l'Antiquite classique, 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 anyone 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 (4\)X~) and 
ego (1HJ.e:rt;;)? For him the two terms are not co-extensive. Soul is a continuum 
extending from the summit of the individual 4\)X~' whose activity is perpetual 
intellection, through the normal empirical self, right down to the e:~8Cl))"ov, the 
faint psychic trace in the organism; but the ego is a fluctuating spotlight of 
consciousness." 

3 Enn. iv. 8.8, If. Porphyry de Abst. I 39, p. !IS, 9 VOUt;; f.l.E:V y&p to''t'L It'POt;; 
1X{)"Ciji, x&v 1)f.l.e:rt;; f.I.~ OOf.l.e:v It'POt;; 1X1hiji. This passage is pessimistic with regard to the 
reconciliation of ascent and presence in the body; ibid. p. !IS, 4, and !I7, 6-7. 

4 Plotinus - The Road to Reality p. 149-150, and also "Integration and the 
undescended Soul in Plotinus." American] ournal of Philology LXXXVIII, 1967, 
P·41 9f . 
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It may look Up or look downwards, d. ii. 9.2, 4ff., tjJUX~C; as: ~[L&V 't'o [LS:v 

eXEt 7tpOC; eXc:lVOLC;, 't'o as: 7tpOC; 't'<xt>-r<x ~XELV, 'to a' ev [LEO'cp 'tOU1WV' rpUO'EWC; yaep 

oUO''Y)c; [LLiXc; ev aUVeX.[LEO'L 7tAEtOO'LV o't'S: [LS:V 't~V 7tiXO'<xv O'U[LrpEPEO'O<XL 't'<J) eXPLO''t'cp 

<XU't'~C; x<xt 't'ou ()V't'OC;, o't'S: as: 't'o xdpov <XU't'~C; X<xOEAXUO'Os:V O'UVErpEAxUO'<xO'O<XL 't'o 

[LEO'OV. 't'o yacp 7tiXv <XU't'~C; oux ~V OE[LLC; X<xOEAXUO'<XL (d. i. I.II). 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" ; ~ <xu't'ot 

[LS:v o~ AOyL~6[LEVOL x<xt VOOU[LEV 't'ae ev 't'yj aL<XVoLq; VO~[L<X't'<X <XU't'OL' 't'OU't'O yaep 

~[LE'i:C;. 't'ae as: 't'OU '.IOU eVEpy~[L<X't'<X &VWOEV oihwc;, blC; 't'ae ex 't'~c; <xtO'O~O'EWC; 

XeX.'t'WOEV, 't'OU't'o ()v't'ec; 't'o XUpLOV 't'~c; tjJux~c;, [LEO'OV aUVeX.[LEWC; aL't"t'~C;, xdpovoc; 

x<xt ~EA't'LOVOC;, xEtpOVOc; [LS:v 't'~c; <xtO'O~O'ewc;, ~EA't'LOVOC; as: 't'ou '.IOU. The 
higher principle does not turn to us but rather we turn to it - ~[LiXc; 

[LiXAAOV 7tpOC; <xu't'ov etc; 't'o &vw ~AE7tOV't'<XC; (43). Perception is described as 
~[L'i:v &yyeAoc; (44), nous as ~<XO'LAEUC; •. , 7tpOC; ~[LiXC; see also chapter 4, 
If., ~MLAeUO[LeV as: x<xt ~[Le'i:c;, ()'t'<XV X<X't" he'i:vov. 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, ~ 'tOU 7t<Xv't'oc; tjJUX~ 

(II), in iv. 3. I2, 4f., ou yaep [LE't'ac 't'OU '.IOU ~AOOV, eXAA' ~rpOM<XV [LS:v [LEXPL y~C;, 

xeX.p<x as: <xu't'<x'i:c; eO''t'~pLx't'<XL U7tEPcX.VW 't'OU oup<xvou. IIAEov as: <xu't'<x'i:c; x<X't'eAOE'i:v 

O'U[L~E~'Y)xev, ()'t'L 't'o [LEO'OV <xu't'<x'i:c; ~v<xyxeX.O'O'Y), rppOV't'LaOC; aeO[LEVOU 't'OU etc; () 

~rpOM<XV, rpPOV't'LO'<XL. Plotinus does not appear here as optimistic as in the 
other passages, since freedom seems here to come only with natural 
death.5 Yet the [LEO'OV 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 (rp<XV't'ML<X) 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 Zeu<; Ile 1tOl:T~P tAe~crOl:<; 1tOVOUfJ.evO(<; 6V'I)Tel OI:OTWV Tel llecrfJ.el1tOLWv, 7tept & 7tOVOUVTOI:L, 
IltllwcrLV &:VOl:1tOl:UAOI:<; tv Xp6VOL<; 1tOLWV crrofJ.lhrov tAeu6epOl:<;, tv' l£xoLev txe'L XOl:L OI:UTOI:L 
ytvecr601:L, OU1tep 1) TOU 1tOl:VTO<; ~uX~ &:<:1 oOilb Tel T'jille emcrTpecpOfJ.ev'I). (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, IIf. 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, €~eAOoucroc i)e, is 'n 7tep 

€7tAe6voccre, 1'oU1'O yLve1'ocL. Each person contains all the various levels 
from nous to mere vegetable life and may choose to live according to 
anyone 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 (d. ii. 4.6, 21). The 
instrument of spiritual advance is no longer identified with anyone 
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. Et i)s n~ &:i)uvoc1'd 1'~v 7tP6>1''Yjv ~v 1'OLOCU1''YjV ~UX~v gxeLV 

xocOocp&t; vooucrocv, i)O~OCcr1'LX~V AOC~S1'<il, et1'oc &:7t0 1'ocu1''Yjt; &:VOC~OCLVS1'<il. Also iv. 
3.8, 12, xoct iS1'L 7ttXv1'oc 7tiX.crOCL, xoc1'OC i)e 1'0 €vepy~crocv ev oclhn extXcr1''Yj' 1'ou1'O 

i)e 1'4'> 1'~v [Lev evoucrOocL evepyd~, 1'~v i)e ev YV6>creL, 1'~v i)e ev ops~eL, xoct ev 

1'4'> &AA'YjV &AAOC ~M7teLV xoct &7tep ~M7teL dVOCL xoct yLyvecrOocL. 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: 1'0 yocp 

i)eu1'spoct; xoct 1'PL1'OCt; 1'4'> eyyuOev xoct 1'4'> 7topp6>1'epov U7tovo'Yj1'sov dp~crOocL, 

iJlcr7tep xoct 7tOCP' ~[Liv ouX O[LOL<ilt; ~uxocit; U7ttXpXeL 1'oc 7tpOt; 1'oc exei, &:AA' ot [Lev 

evoiv1'o &v, ot i)e ~tX).).oLev cx.v eyYUt; eqnS[LeVOL, Ort; i)e ~nov cx.v €XOL 1'ou1'o, xocOb 

1'ocit; i)uVtX[LecrLV ou 1'ocit; ocu1'ocit; evepyoucrLv, &:).).' ot [Lev 1'n 7tP6>1''{l, ot i)e 1'n 

[Le1" hdv'YjV, ot i)e 1'n 1'PL1''{l, &7ttXv1'<ilV 1'OCt; 7ttXcrOCt; ex6v1'<ilv. 

The idea of not using the higher powers which are, nevertheless, 
always present potentially comes out well in i. 4.4, 9f., ~ oui)' gcr1'LV is).<ilt; 

&vOP<il7tOt; [L~ ou xoct 1'oU1'O ~ i)uVIi[LeL ~ €VepyeL~ €X<ilV, ()V i)~ XOCL ipoc[Lev 
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e:M(xL(lov(x e:!V(xL. &"A"A.' We; (lepOe; (xU't"OU 't"ou't"O CP~O"O(le:V SV (xU't"ij> 't"O e:!~Oe; 't"~e; 

~<u~e; 't"O 't"e"A.e:LOV e:!V(xL; ~ 't"OV (lev cx."A."A.ov cx.v6p<U7tOV (lepOe; 't"L 't"ou't"o g:x.e:LV ~UVeX(le:L 
g:x.OV't"(X, 't"OV ~e e:U~(xL(lOV(x ~~'Y), 8e; ~~ x(Xl li;ve:pye:tq; SO"'t"l 't"ou't"O x(Xl (le:'t"(X~e~'Y)xe: 

7tpOe; 't"O (xu't"6, e:!V(xL 't"ou't"o. We have already discussed the curious usage of 
the terms ~UVeX(le:L and li;ve:pye:(q;.6 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 ro. 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. IoIZ. Here also various levels are mentioned. In v. IoIO Plotinus 
says that the three hypostases exist for us - the microcosm - as well as 
for nature - the macrocosm: (Sf.) "QO"7t'e:p ~e Ii;v -r7i CPUO"e:L 't"PL't"'t"OC't"(XU't"eX SO"'t"L 
't"oc e:tp'Y)(lev(X, of)-r<U :x.p~ VO(l(~e:LV x(Xl 7t(XP' ~(l~V 't"(xU't"(X e:!V(xL. But we are not 
always active at the various levels, (chapter IZ, If. 7tWe; oov ~:x.ov't"e:e; 't"oc 
't"'Y)"A.LX(XU't"(X oux &.v't"L"A.(X(l~(Xv6(le:6(X, &'"A."A.' &.pyOU(le:v 't"(X~e; 't"OL(xU't"(xLe; li;ve:pye:L(xLe; 
't"oc 7t'OMOC, ol ~e oM' ()"A.<ue; sve:pyoUO"LV ;). He goes on to explain what this 
activity involves. We must, he says, turn our perceptive faculty in­
wards in order to receive the cp<uv~ 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 &'v·d"A.'Y)tJne; involves the 
reception of representations or images. In this way it is connected with 
Cp(xv't"(Xo"((X. 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 ~!Le~~ is 
the central or reasoning faculty. Above it lies its ~OC(nAeU~ namely nous, 
whilst octere1Jer~~ is described as our tJ..yyeAo~ and lies below "us." In 
chapter 4 Plotinus wishes to take us a stage higher for ~ocer~Aeu0!Lev ~e 
XOC~ ~!Le~~. So somehow "we" - he is vague and speaks only of "we" not 
"the we" can rise onto a higher level. This occurs xoc't"' exe~vov (= 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 b y~vwerxwv Eocu't"6v. He no longer 
talks of the soul or 3~ocvo~oc 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, eruvocp7tocerocv't"oc 
EOCU't"OV e~~ 't"o tJ..vw (12) and, Plotinus adds cryptically, !L6vov ecpeAxov't"oc 
't"o 't"~~ ljIux.~~ tJ..!Lewov, 8 XOC~ Mvoc't"oc~ !L6vov 7t'tepouereoc~ 7tpO~ v61Jerw. 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 becomes7 nous when one abandons all the other 
phases of oneself and gazes on nous by means of nous, (28f., ~er't"~ ~~ vou~ 

't"~~ OC1J..0~ yeyovw~, 5n 't"eX tJ..AAOC cXcpe~~ EOCU't"OU 't"ou't"CP XOC~ 't"OU't"ov ~M7te~, 

ocu't"ijl 3e Eocu't"6v). 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 ytYVO(LCXL here. "The 
repeated use of the word ytyve:a6cxL permits no doubt ... Plotinus here discusses 
(and admits) the possibility of some kind of transformation (yeve:(l"L<;) of "us" into 
the vou<; xwpLo"r6<;." vou<; 't"L<; seems to imply individual vou<;, however. 
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feels here in the language the appeal to personal experience. The ex­
pression in chapter 6, r6f., btd ae: zV't"O(.u60(. y€y€v~[L€60(. 7tOCALV 0(.15 xO(.t 8'/1 
~ux?i 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 experienceS 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 this level is 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 no us 
can never be subtracted from nous. Nor can anything "enter" no us 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 &px~ of soul. But this 
does not seem to me to satisfy the Plotinian ideal of unity.9 Moreover 
this notion of immanence or pre-existence within the higher is a 

8 Merlan, loco cit. points to the use of O'UVOl:p7t'(f.~e:w in this connection; "Here for 
the transformation (y€ve:O'L~) the term O'uVOl:p1t'lX~e:LV is used - indicative of some 
ecstatic quality ofthe experience here envisioned by Plotinus." Also ibid. 81. with 
ref. to &p7t'(f.~e:w 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. 48f. 
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necessary ontological fact. The soul always is in nous (Sent. 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.1° 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, O{)1'Ul XlX.t voue; 7tlX.v1'IX.XOU &',1 XlX.t OU~IX.[LOU IX.t1.LOe; 

ljJUX6W XlX.t 1'&',1 [Le1" lX.u't'ae;, XlX.t OUX IX.U1'oe; ljJux~ ou1'e 1'a [Le1'a ljJux~v OU~E E:V 
1'ou1'o~e;. Then we have the standard Neoplatonic definition of soul in 
Sent. v where a clear distinction is meant, ~ [Lev ljJux~ 1'~e; &[LepL(J't'ou XlX.t 

7tept 1'a (JW[LIX.1'1X. [Lep~(J't'~e; OU(JLIX.e; [Le(Jov 't'~, 0 ~E voue; &[LePL(J1'Oe; OU(JLIX. [L6vov. 

Sent. xliv distinguishes nous and soul with respect to eternity and 
time and the mode of thought proper to each - p. 45, 14 (soul) 'to o[L[L1X. 

cpepou(JYjC; de; & ~xe~ xlX.1'a [Lepoe; and p. 44, 14 (nous) &[LIX. 7tocv't'lX. vod. 

10 Lloyd, Cambridge History ot Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy p. 
290. Iamblichus, Stob. 1. 365, 7f.; 372, 9f. But Lloyd, I think, overstates the case 
for Iamblichus' 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 ot 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 Stab. referred to above, Iamblichus expressly tells us 
that Porphyry distinguished the evepy~tLlX'l'OI: of soul and Soul. Festugiere seems 
to think this is contradicted by Sent. xxxvii, where Soul and souls are identified 
(Revelation 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 evepydOl:L which Porphyry tells us are restricted by the body 
(Sent. xxxvii, p. 33, 3f.). See also Wallis, Neoplatonism p. II3 although I do not 
agree that Stob. I. 457, IIff proves that the distinction between the activities of 
souls and Soul was not caused by embodiment. That soul remains in its own 
'l'&i;L<; 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, IOf.). Soul has of itself knowledge 
of being but would not see its own possession otveu 't"OU 7tpO ocu't"~<;;, i.e. 
nous (p. 20, 10). Soul is "filled by nous" (p. 21, 12). And the phrase 
O"uveLVOC~ 't"ij) yevv~O"ocv't"~ (p. 20, 7) implies transcendence. 

Outside the Sententiae we find further supporting evidence. In ad 
Gaur. p. 42, 22 a~cXvo~oc yeVV1)(J.oc OUO"OC vou U7to~e~1)xel1 (J.ev XOC't"' OUO"(OCVOC7tO 
't"ou yevv~O"ocv't"Or;, OCU't"~v VOU, Mvoc't"OC~ a' emO"'t"pec:pew ocu't"~ 7tpor;, 't"ov VOUV XOCL 
O"uv~evoc~ 't"wv ocu't"ou, et XOCL (J.~ xoc6cX7tep a vour;, 't"~r;, &6p6ocr;, XOCL otveu aLe~6-
aou 6(~ewr;,12 eO"'t"Lv ~(J.(J.OLPOr;" Porphyry insists on the principle that the 
product is always inferior to the producer. Ibid. 18 &et yocp xoc't"' ocu't"ov 
(Plato) 't"oc &7t0 ~c:: ouO"(ocr;, 't"~vwv yevvw(J.evoc u7to~e~1)xe auvcX(J.ewr;, XOCL 
ouO"(ocr;, &~(~ 'rwv yeyevv1)x6'rwv.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 § II. 

Dorrie p. 85), tilr;, ~ tjlux~ 7to't"e (J.ev E:V tocur(i E:O"'rw, is'rocv AOy(~1)'t"OCL, 7t0't"& 
ae E:V 't"ij) vij), is't"ocv von. 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.14 

There is a passage from De Regressu Animae which is more explicit. 
It occurs in fro 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 argues15 that it is consubstantial in so far as it is pre­
existent in nous which acts as its source or &px~. But how can soul 
become - fieri - consubstantial? Fieri indicates that we are dealing with 

11 d. Plotinus 1.8.7, 19 u1t6~OGO"~~. Sent. xi. Stab. 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, I, 9; iv. 4. I, I5f.; Stab. I 349, 8; Sent. 
xliv p. 45, 7; 46, 3· 

13 Reading is here adapted from Kalbfleisch, ad Gaurum, Nachtrage p. 80 
14 A similar sort of looseness of expression occurs in Sent. xli p. 40, 4, vou~ 

3e xwpt~wv tOGu't"ov &1tO O"cil{LOG't"o~ 't"6n {L&A~o"'t"OG 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 Parphyre et Victarinus p. 338f. 
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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 consub~tantial 
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 
Evepye:Lot 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 N ous, i.e. the whole hypostasis N ous. 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 N ous 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 N ous, the paterna 
mens, which encompasses individual minds. One might finally refer to 
Stob. 1. 457 II-I3 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 't"&~LC;. This does not, of course, mean that 
union with N ous or the One cannot take place but simply that the soul 
itself cannot become votic;. 

16 The idea of the "inner" man in Plotinus (cf. i. I, 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 cOlltext 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 V01)'t"& 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, I3 

voepwc; 't"lic; ljiuxlic; svepyoucr1)c;. At this stage soul is directed towards and 
filled by nous. It receives, then, only images of the V01)'t"& - p. 2I, II 
ljiuxlic; wc; ljiuxlic; 7tpOC; VOUV svopdlC11JC; ~a1) Xot~ 7tA1)pOU{1-EV1)C; OC7t' otu't"ou. The 
final two stages are compared at p. 22, 7 't"WV 3e 7tpOC; VOUV evepy~crot~ 
{1-1)ae 't"OU OC7tOcr't"~crot~ ex 't"WV 7tot6wv etc; ~VVO~otV ocCP~XVOU{1-EVOUC;, 't"WV ae {1-1) 
7tpOC; VOUV Sx0ucrwv 't"1)v sVEpye~otV, OCAAa 't"n otu't"ou oucr(~ etc; cruvap0[L1)V 
OCCP~y[LEVWV. The man who acts according to the paradeigmatic virtues is 
called 6ewv 7tot~p as opposed to the man at the third stage who is 
simply 6e6c; (p. 22, I2£.), thus making a clear distinction between the 
two highest levels of ascent. 

The supreme union with nous seems to be meant in Sent. xl, p. 38, 7. 
We will quote the passage in full - 't"OLC; [Lev yap aUVot[LEVO~C; xwpeLv etc; 
't"1)V otu't"wv oucr(otV voepwc; Xot~ 't"1)V rx.u't"wv YLVdlcrxe~v oucr(otV <Xott> SV otu't"n 
't"n yvdlcre~ Xot~ 't"n eta~cre~ 't"~c; yvdlcrewc; otu't"ouc; OC7tOAot{1-~&veLV xot6' Ev6't"YJ't"ot 
't"1)V 't"OU YLVdlcrxov't"oc; xot~ y~VWcrXO[LEVOU [Xot~J 't"ou't"o~c; 7totpoucr~v otU't"OLC; 
7t&pecr't"~ Xot~ 't"o ()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 ~O"n a~ voue; 't'Le; IXU't'Oe; yeyovwe; 

(v. 3.4, 29). He does, however, use the word Ev6't''t]e; which might imply 
this. This word is used of the unity of true being in Sent. xxxvi p. 31, 
Sf. 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. I, 8 where 
unity is the common 't'eAOe;. In the latter passage the word is also drawn 
into the spiritual sphere of ascent. Porphyry qualifies the word by a 
further phrase ev lXu't'n 't'n yvwO'eL XlXt 't'n eta~O'eL 't'~e; yvwO'ec.ue; which seems 
to suggest something less than full identity of subject and object. It 
reminds us of Plotinus v. 3. 4, 23 -I)[1.e~e; ae: &AAYJ aUV&[1.eL 7tpoO'xp't]O'&[1.evoL 

...., 'r I t \ .11' 6 '1\' - "'.I. fJ.1 fl VOUV IXU YLVc.uO'XOV't'1X elXu't'ov xlX't'o,!,o[1.e IX 't] exeLVOV [1.e't'IXI\IXt-'0v't'ee; ••• oU't'c.u 

vouv XlXt IXU't'OUe; yvc.u0'6[1.e61X. 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 O'uvapo[1.0e; is often used in the context of the spiritual 
ascent. Thus Sent. xxxii p. 21, 10 O'uVapO[1.0L IXU't'OU 't'n oUO'[~ and p. 22, ro. 
Plotinus uses the word in i. I. 7, 21 to indicate the identity of the Civ6p 

c.u7t0e; - what is essentially man in the human being - with the AOYLX~ 
Ij;ux~ and in vi. 8. 13, 29 to express the unity of will and self in the One 
O'uvapo[1.0e; IXU't'Oe; EIXU't'<J). 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 O'UwpUO'Le; might also 
be less strong than it at first appears in de Abst. p. 107, Sf. 't'~v xlX't'a 

MVIX[1.LV 't'~v -I)[1.e't'eplXv O'UWPUO'LV 't'<J) 6ec.upouv't'L XlXt 6ec.upou[1.evcp •.• ouae: 

7tpOe; &'A'A0, &AAa 7tpOe; 't'ov ()V't'c.ue; IXU't'OV <-I» O'UwpUO'Le;. Although it is used 
by Aristotle to indicate continuity of substance (Met. IOI4b22, 
I069aI2, Phys. 227a23), by the time of Proclus it seems to be identical 
in meaning with [1.e't'exm etc. See El. Theol .. prop. III, p. 98, 25 where 
only the more perfect members of a series participate in members of the 
series above them O'u[1.CjlUe0'6IXL 't'o~e; U7tepXeL[1.eVO~e;. See also ibid., prop. 
128, p. II4, 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 Sent. xl. 
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; ibid. p. 37, I4f. d a' oihc.ue; IXU't'<J) 7tlXpcbv ou 7t&peL XlXt aLa 

't'ou't'O O'IXU't'OV &yvoe~e; XlXt 7t&V't'1X [1.iX'AAOV, OLe; 7t&peL ••• Thus Being is 
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present to us and we are present to it (1tCXpwv). But there is another 
sense in which we may not be present to Being (ou 7trXpe:L) and we are 
told to correct this.17 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 emO''t"pocp~ of a hypostasis towards 
its prior as different from its spiritual emO"t"pocp~ or union. This is 
particularly clear in his treatment of the relationship of N ous and the 
One. Nous is formed by a constitutive emO''t"pocp~, and its turning in 
mystical contemplation towards the One, by which it indulges in an 
activity whose scope lies outside its mere existence as N ous, is a 
further type of emO''t"pocp~.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. xl thus 

spiritual relationship 

(variable) 

0'e:otu't"6v 

I 'm""po~~ 
or 

1totpe:LVot~ 

(floating self ego) aU/aU 

(='t"o1)v) 

\ 
ontological relationship 

(permanent) 

(outer man) 

The ontological relationship which is Xot't"' ouO'(otV is &'vot7t6O'7totO''t"ov 
(p. 38, 3). This confirms its necessary nature. Interesting, too, is the 
statement that we are not separated oUO'(~ or cut off by anything else 
(p. 38, 17 ou;r &AAcp 't"Lvt &7to't"e:'t"[l.1)[l.Evm) from nous but are separated 't"1j 

17 See also the preceding lines, ibid. p. 37 IIf., esp. )(0(1 00 7t'OCPE~ O'IXU't"iji )(lXl7t'EP 
7t'lXpWV. The 0'1Xu't"6v or real self is identical with Being - 1X0't"iji of line 14. 

18 For Nous and the One, d. Armstrong, Intelligible Universe p. 69. The vo\)~ 
l:pw~ or mystical contemplation of the One by No\);, (vi. 7.35) is something 
different from what Armstrong calls its "normal and constant contemplation" 
by which it is itself; d. vi. 7.15, v. 3.11. 
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7tpOC;; 't'O !L~ aV O''t'pocp1j. The word oc7to't'e!Lv(') is used frequently by Plo­
tinus19 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 7tOCpei:vocL and SrcLO'­
't'pocp~ 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. 
Illumination is the hallmark of the third stage of ascent (Sent. 
xxxii p. 21, 12 7tJ.:YJpOU!LeV1jC;; OC7t' ocu't'ou). 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, 9f., ~7teO'S(,) 't'o(vuv 0 !Lev vouc;; 't'Cj'> 
SeCj'>, evo7t't'pL~6!Levoc;;20 't'1j o!LOLwO'eL Seou' 't'Cj'> ae vCj'> ~ l\IuX~' 't'1j ae oco l\Iux1j 
u7t1jpe't'e('t'(') 't'o O'w!Loc, etc;; 60'0v ot6v -re, xocSocp~ xocSotp6v ••• 't'1j ae l\Iux1j 't'1j 
SeocpLAei: xoct 't'Cj'> SeocpLAd vCj'> ev 't'Cj'> xocSocpCj'> O'W!LOC't'L. This same subordi­
nation is found in an expanded context on p. 291 where two important 
ideas are added. 
(I) 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. 0 a' oco Sei:oc;; (vo!LOc;;) 
U7tO !Lev 't'ou vou O'(')'t'1jp(ocC;; ~vexoc 't'oci:c;; AOYLxoci:C;; l\Iuxoci:C;; xoc't'Ot 't'OtC;; evvo(occ;; 
aLe't'cXXS1j. Salvation is achieved not through the unity of soul and nous 
but by the reflection in the logical soul of V61jO'eLC;; in the form of ~VVOLOCL. 

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. xl, 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 transition 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 CP<XV't'<XO'I<X terminology; cf. image of mirror in Plot. i. 4.10, 9 &O'm:p 

ev x<X't'61t''t'P<Jl (cp<XV't'<XO'I<X ibid. 19f.). Reception from above (and below) by the facul­
ty of CP<XV't'<XO'I<X is frequently termed 't'U1t'OC; - impression; cf. also Porphyry ad 
Gaurum p. 42, 9, 't'OCC; e[LcpocO'e:LC; 't'7jc; Cp<XV't'<XO'L<XC; &O'1t'EP ev x<X't'6m;p<Jl; ibid. 6, &1t'o[L6 
pyVU0'6<XL; Sent. 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 cpoc.v"C'oc.a(oc.. 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 A nimae 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 Lite 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.21 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 Iamblichus 
and Produs.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 ProcIus. 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 N eoplatonic 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 
Festugiere 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. I. Festugiere, Revelation vol. iii p. 8I. See also Pepin, 

TMologie cosmique et tMologie chretienne, p. 433ff. where he discusses Augustine 
Sermons 240 and 24I and concludes that they contain Porphyrian eschatology. 
They do not contain the idea of a permanent escape but, as Pepin 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 Civitas Dei where he is 
drawing on Porphyry's de Regressu Animae. In de Regressu Animae 
Bidez fro II, 4 p. 4I* 2rf., after telling us that Porphyry altered the 
Platonic tradition in this matter4 Augustine goes on quod in libro decimo 
commemoravi, dicere maluit (Porphyrius) animam propter cognoscenda 
mala traditam mundo, ut ab eis liberata atque purgata, cum ad Patrem 
redierit, nihil ulterius tale patiatur. In de Regr. An. Bidez fro II, I 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 mundo dedisse, ut 
materiae cognoscens mala ad Patrem recurreret nee aliquando iam talium 
polluta contagione teneretur ... in eo tamen aliorum Platonicorum 

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 S2Sbf. Also 
Phaedo 1I3d 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. Dorrie "Seelenwanderung" for general respect for Platonic tradition 
amongst Neoplatonists. 
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opinionem et non in re parva emendavit, quod mundatam ab omnibus 
malis animam et cum Patre constitutam numquam iam mala mundi huius 
passuram esse confessus est ... Cf. p. 40* I4f.: purgatamque animam ob 
hoc reverti dixit ad Patrem, ne aliquando iam malorum poUuta contagione 
teneatur, and Civ. Dei. bk. X chap. 31 Deinde beatitudo quoque eius post 
experimentum malorum firmior 6 et sine fine mansura, sicut iste confitetur. 7 

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 - nOCALV ae 
SOtV 'In ~ tjJuX~ sV't"ocuOoc. 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.s 

Permanent release is definitely rejected by Proclus (El. Theol. prop. 
206) and Sallustius. Cosmic law requires that every soul descend at 
least once in every world period (Proc. In Tim. iii. 278, Ioff.) 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 (In 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 fro 10, p. 37*17f.) that 
Porphyry considered the life after death (post hancvitam) to be perfected by god. 
Perfect wi~do~ is,no! fo~md ~n this life, cf.,p. 103f. bel~w ~nd also Life ~f Plo!inuf 
§ 23, 24f. '1) ylXp a'1) 'I'WI IXv6pcurrcuv 6e:CUPLIX IXv6pcurrLV'1)<; [J.e:v IXV yevoL'I'o &[J.e:LVCUV·CU<; ae: 
rrpo<; 'I'1JV 6dIXV YVWC;LV XlXple:O'O'IX [J.ev &v e:t'1), 00 [J.1JV {}'O''l'e: '1'0 ~&60<; kAe:~V &v aUV'1)6'ijvIXL, 
{},O'rre:p lX[pOUO'LV o[ 6e:oL 

7 And Aug. De Trin. xiii, 12 Et qui eorum de hac re erubuerunt sententia, et 
animam purgatam in sempiterna beatitudine sine corpore collocandam putave­
runt. Civ. Dei xxii 12 (Bidez fro 11.3 p. 41*15, fro 11,5 p. 41*3If., 11,6. p. 42*4f.). 

8 See further, pages 61f. and 74. The phrase O'uvlXve:ve:X6dO''1)<; KIXL 'l"ij<; f;V Cdl'l''jj 
tpLAoye:veO'e:cu<; ooO'lO(<; (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 escape9 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 
(in Tim. iii 296f.) 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 fro 4 p. 32* 14f.: 'ttt 
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 fro 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 dei aetherii super aerias plagas. In fro 6 
Augustine attributes to Porphyry a similar opinion as to the power of 
theurgy - p. 34* IOf.: isto aere 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 fro 6 p. 34* 24 Augustine tells us that Porphyry extended the 
effective range of magic beyond the region under the moon in 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.l0 This is not simply because of 

9 Guthrie, Orpheus and Greek Religion, p. 166f. 
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 
Somnium 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 is influenced 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 fro 7 p. 35* 
IS). 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 
level i.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. IS, 
3 - &v [L~ 11.AAYj 't"L~ IXU't"O IXL't"LIX &.v6e"Ax?j; - 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 

(I) The origin and ultimate habitat of all souls is 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, Sent. 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 0/ Theol. App. iL) 
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 (Sam. 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 N eoplatonic 
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.!! 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,!2 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, nf. 
Plotinus is discussing memory. This faculty first comes into operation, 
he says, in the oupocv6c;. He then distinguishes three "places" that souls 
inhabit. 
(I) vOYJ,,6v 
(2) ev oupocviJ) (I4) 
(3) oc~creYJ"OC; x6cr[Loc; (26) 
By the second he is thinking particularly of the stars who rule their 
bodies with ease and without e7tLVOLOCL xoct [LYJXOCVOCL (iv. 4. 6, r4). iii. 4- 6 
makes a similar distinction in an eschatological context. See especially 
I9ff. oct [Lev o0v ev oc~creYJ"iJ) ~ ev ~ALCP ~ ev &AAcp TWV 7tAOCvw[Levwv. 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 - r8f. ~ TWV 
&vw oct [Lev ev oc~creYJTiJ), oct ae ~~w. 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 Timaeus 4rd 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 SId. Hades 
as a place for the wicked sometimes seems to form a further level, under the earth. 

12 It 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.) 't"lic; a' g~w yevo[LevIXC; 't"~v aIX~[LovtIXv (j)uO"w u7tep~e~'YJxevIX~ XIXt 7tOCO"IXV 
d[LIXp[Lev'YJv yeveO"ewc; XIXt 8AWC; <'t"0> EV 't"C])ae 't"C]) OPIX't"C]), ~WC; EO"'t"tv ExeL, O"uv­
IXvevexedO"'Yjc; XIXt 't"~C; EV IXu't"TI (j)~AoyeveO"ewc; OUO"tIXC;. 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. eeoc; [Lev oi5v Exdv'YJc; O"UVIXp~e[LOU[LZv'YJc;, 'to ae AOL7tOV aIXt[LWV, (j)'YJO"t, 
[LzyIXc; XIXt 't"1i 7t(Xe'YJ 't"1i EV IXU't"C]) aIX~[L6V~IX.13 
iv. 8.4, sf. also shows the tripartite stratification; 
(I) [Le't"li 't"~C; 8A'YJC; [LevO\)O"IXC; EV 't"C]) VO'YJ't"C]) (5). 
(2) EV OUPIXVC]) ae [Le't"li 't"~C; iSA'YJC; O"Uvaw~xeLv ExdvY) (6). 
(3) [1.e't"IX~tX.AAOUO"IX~ ae EX 't"ou iSAOU etc; 't"o [LepOC; (10). 

In iv. 3. 32, 23 he contrasts Heracles EV OUPIXVC]) and Heracles EV 't"C]) 
VO'YJ't"C]) who really transcends Heracles - u7tep 't"ov 'HpIXxAeIX. 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 oupIXv6c; is the highest part of the IXtO"e'YJ't"oc; x60"[Loc;. We see this 
again in iv. 3.17, If.: is't"~ ae EX 't"ou vO'YJ't"ou etc; 't"~v OUPIXVOU 'CIXo"~V IXt tjluxlXt 't"o 
7tPW't"OV XWPIXV, Aoyto"IX~'t"O &.V 't"~c; EX 't"WV 't"owu't"wv. Et ylip OUPIXVOC; EV 't"C]) 
IXtO"e'YJ't"C]) 't"67tCp &[Ldvwv, e'l'YJ &.v 7tpoO"ex~c; 't"WV vO'YJ't"wv 't"oLC; EO"XtX.'t"O~C;. 'Exdeev 
't"otvuv tjlUXOU't"IX~ 't"IXU't"IX 7tPW't"IX XIXt [Le't"IXAIX[L~tX.ve~. 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; ibid. 8f. IIocO"IX~ [Lev a~ xIX't"IXM[L7touO"~ 
't"ov OUPIXVOV XIXt a~a6IXmv o!ov 't"o 7tOAU IXU't"WV XIXt 't"o 7tpw't"ov Exdvcp, 't"1i ae 
&'AAIX 't"oLc; uO"'t"zpo~c; EVIXUytX.~OV't"IX~, IXt a' Em7tAeOV XIX't"WUO"IX~ EVIXuytX.~oum 

[LOCAAOV xtX.'t"w. 
Having introduced the notion of theurgy it is appropriate to record 

that the Chaldaean Oracles, one of the main sources of theurgic rites 

13 d. Iamblichus De Myst. x 7, 293, 1Of.; ix, 6, 280, 17f. 
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 Tim. ii. 57, 9f.) states that the 
Chaldaeans divided the universe into the ~fL7tUPWV, IXteepwv and UAIXLOV. 
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 
OUplXVOU ••• vw't"wv and enters the intelligible world of silence. See also 
Egyptian Tale p. 65, 5 OUplXVOU vW't"wv. The notion of "the back of the 
universe" seems to be ultimately derived from Plato Phaedrus 247b7 
where the vw't"OV OUPIXVOU 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, I, I2, a 
passage we have already had occasion to quote in the context of the 
tripartite division. The relevant passage is i. r. I2, 28f. &tp£'I)cr~ o6v 't"o 
e'CaWAOV, e:1. f-lf] eyyv~ iO vnobe~af-levov. &tp£'I)cr~ ae: ou 't"iJ) &7tocrX~crO~VIX~, &AA~ 
't"iJ) fL'I)Xen dvlX~. ouxe't"~ ae ~cr't"~v, Mv ~Xe:L ~M7t1l OA'I). 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 Chaldaischen Orakel und die Hymnen 
des Synesios" (now reprinted in Forschungen sum Neuplatonismus) p. 22-3 and, 
Lewy, Chaldaean Oracles p. 137 and Thilo, Coel. Emp. 3, 4ff. 

16 d. Lewy, Chaldaean Oracles, 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. I. 12 Plotinus is saying the following: 
(I) 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. Iamblichus, 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, Sf.) ot ae m:pl. llopcpupwv XIXl. 
llAW't''i:VOV ex&cr't'<p tLepe:L 't'ou 'Tt'IXV't'Oe; 't'ae; OLXe:£IXe; aUV&tLe:Le; 'Tt'po~&AAe:cr6IXL U'Tt'O 
't'Yje; tj;uxYje; eX'Tt'OCPIX(VOV't'IXL, XIXl. eXcp£e:cr6IXL tLeV XIXl. fl/YJ'Xi7:t el'Vat 't'eXe; ~wae; 't'ae; 
O'Tt'wcrouv 'Tt'po~A'Y)6dcrlXe; [ot 'Tt'e:pl. llopcpupwv XIXl. llAW't''i:VOV llAIX't'WVLXOl.] 
eXcpop£~OV't'IXL 'Tt'IXPIX'Tt'A'Y)cr£we; 't'o'i:e; eX7tO 't'ou O"Tt'eptLlX't'Oe; cpu0tLeVOLe;, o7t6't'lXv de; elXu­
't'o eXvlXap&tL'1l 't'o cr7teptLlX' e:LVIXL ae XIXl. 't'IXU't'IXe; ev 't'</> 7tIXV't'l. XIXl. tL~ eX'Tt'6AAUcr6IXL 
't'&XIX 1Xv 't'Le; emvo~cre:Le: XIXLV6't'e:pov, 00x eX'Tt'L6&vwe;. The tL'Y)xe't'L e:LVIXL recalls 
the similar phrase in Plotinus i. I. 12. We have shown elsewhere the 
connection of ~WIX£ with the lower soul and the external activity of 
souJ.17 Surely, if we were correct in connecting Porphyry's concept of 
the presence of soul by MVlXtLLe; 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. 10; 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 Iamblichus 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 d. 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 ou 1t'&.V'I'1J ae: /t~w crW[LOC'l'OC; /tcr€cr6OCL. See Dodd's 
comment on Prod. Elements of Theal., prop. 196. 
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reflect Plotinus' inconsistency (if we may include Plotinus in 't'ou~ m:pl 
ID .. 6},t'~vov) but to accredit Porphyry with the opposite opinion accorded 
him in i 370, Sf. He writes that those around Plotinus say that at death 
the irrational or lower soul is either 
(1) released (cXqndO"'t)~) d~ ..-Ijv yeVEO"LV 
(2) separated (cXcpOCLPOOO"'t)~) cX1tO 't'~~ aLOCVO~OC~. 

In this latter case one may see a further distinction 
(a) each power is dissolved into the life of the cosmos and yet remains 

({l.evEL) cX{l.E't'~~A't)'t'O~. This idea is attributed to Porphyry. 
(b) The whole &Aoyo~ ~<.U~ remains and is preserved - a view attri­

buted to the priests. 
In the general analysis of this passage I would agree with Festugiere 

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. i 370. 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 Festugiere, Revelation III p. 235-6 and notes. I do not 
agree with him, however, when he rejects the conjecture 1iX(xL (ibid. p. 236 n. I). 
Against Festugiere I would suggest that the subject of AueT(xL and [LeVeL 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. Festugiere 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 'h X(xL (misprinted as iI X(xL 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." 

Festugiere refers to Corp. Hermet. I 24-5. I do not, however, see in this passage 
the clear distinction between two parts of the lower soul that Festugiere uses to 
support his argument that Porphyry makes some parts survive and others 
dissolve. The 1ieo~ seems to me to be treated in a similar way to the other aspects 
of the lower soul. It is true that it is handed over to the daimon but it is avevepY1)TOv 
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 In Tim. iii 234, 6f. Proclus connects the problem of the fate of the 
irrational soul with that of the survival of the 15;(YJ!L1X and places Por­
phyry between the extremists, Atticus and Albinus, who say that the 
I5XYJ!L1X and the irrational powers of the soul cease to exist after death 
and Iamblichus who says that both continue to exist; 18f. : 01. ae 't"ou't"W\I 

!Le:'t"PLW't"e:POL, &cr7te:p 01. 7te:pt IIopcpopw\I, XlXt 7tpq.6't"e:POL 7tIXPIXL't"OU\I't"IXL !Le\l 't7J\I 
XIXAOU!L~\I'YJ\I cpeop~\I XIX't"IXCIXe:alX\I\IU\lIXL 't"OU 't"e: OX~!LIX't"Oe; XlXt 't"~e; &A6you ~ux~e;, 
&\llXcr't"OLXe:WucreIXL ae IXU't"&' CPlXcrL XlXt &\lIXAUe:crelXt 't"WIX 't"p67to\l de; 't"~e; crcplXtplXe;, 
&cp' (1\1 't"~\1 crU\lee:crL\I ~AIXXe:, CPUP&.!LIX't"1X ae d\lIXL 't"IXU't"1X ~x 't"W\I OUPlX\ltW\I crCPIXLPW\I 

\ .... " i"'l.' "'1 \ fl ,~ tv \ \ ';" XlXt XIX't"wucrlX\I IXU't"1X crUF\.F\.e:ye:w 't"'YJ\I 'j'UX'YJ\I, wcr't"e: XIXL e:L\lIXL 't"IXU't"1X XIXL !L'YJ e:WIXL, 
IXU't"~ ae ~XlXcr't"lX !L'YJx~'t"' d\lIXL !L'YJae aLIX!L~\le:W 't"~\1 LaL6't"'YJ't"1X IXU't"W\I. This pas­
sage, it is true, is as much concerned with the I5X'YJ!L1X as with the irra­
tional soul but the I5X'YJ!L1X 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 ~ XlXt 8't"L !L&'ALcr't"lX !L~\le:L &!Le:'t"&.~A'YJ't"Oe;. We now see 
that Porphyry claimed that the I5X!L'YJ1X and the irrational soul remain 
(!L~\le:L) and are yet dissolved (aLIXAUe:'t"IXL). They do not simply pass out of 
existence but "they are and are not." Proclus professes to find this 
paradox mystifying (ibid. 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 "!L~ 
d\lIXL" part of his assertion by denying the further existence of the 
I5X'YJ!L1X and the irrational soul as individuals - ~XIXCI't"IX. The word LaL6't"'YJe; 
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 :EooXp()(:'t"LX'l)'I tIM't"1)'t"()(:. Also ibid. 43, 10, but more concerned with 
subdivision of a series; and 48, 25 and In Rem. i. 83, 23 of the identity of the 
various gods. 
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individualized or falls. The one is ontological, the other spiritua1.21 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 (Stob. 
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 Iamblichus 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 Iamblichus. 

One final point to notice in Iamblichus 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 In 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 cru!Lq:)1)e:L~ 't'ij ye:VEcre:L. 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 E7tt[l.EAe:LOC 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 yeveo"L~ 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: (I) 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 (I) 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. IS, 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. 24f.). 

Kristeller, 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.1 
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, IS, 4Sf.). 

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 Kristeller p. 89ff. 
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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 and 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 great impediments 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 article2 that Plotinus was very 
2 "Reincarnation in Plotinus," Mnem. Ser. 4, IO.I957, 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 Enneads. It has 
sometimes been supposed that the N eoplatonists 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.I3, 2If. 
Plotinus first talks about the moral death of the soul &.7t08V~o"Xe:L 0\)'1, 
we; \jI\)X~ &'1 8<iVOL, xOt.:t 0 8<ivOt.:'t"0e; Ot.:u't"n xOt.:t E't"L E:V 't"ij) O"WfLOt.:'t"L ~e:~Ot.:7t't"LO"fLevYJ E:V 
f)).:n E:O"'t"L xOt.:'t"Ot.:aUVOt.:L xOt.:t 7t).:YJ0"8~VOt.:L Ot.:u~e; XOt.:t E:~e:A80uO"YJ E:xe:r Xe:r0"8Ot.:L, ~<iJe; 

&'VOt.:ap<ifLYJ xOt.:t &.cpeAYJ 7t<iJe; 't"~v O\jlLV E:X 't"OU ~op~6po\)' xOt.:t 't"ou't"6 E:O"'t"L 't"o E:V 
"ALao\) E:A86V't"Ot.: E:7tLxOt.:'t"Ot.:aOt.:p8dv. Clearly E:~e:A80uO"Yl 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 E:~epxofLOt.:L 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.I.I2, 33 again the reference seems to be to natural death. The 
immediate cause of the withdrawal of soul is the lack of a 'receiver' -
\)7tOae:~<ifLe:VoV (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 -
fLe:'t"~ 8<ivOt.:'t"ov (7) and iii+6, II, after natural death comes the choice of 
new lives. 

In ii.9.6, 13 he can accept the gnostic treatment of Hades because it 
comes from Plato.4 

3 H. Dorrie, Entretiens sur l' antiquite 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 - cr1)VW(HV 
(4) - and a second stage when they stand apart. To this second stage he 
adds the remark d &[Lljlw e:Lev xoct [LeVOLeV (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, I f. 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 3I 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 (e~eA6oucroc). 

In vi, 4, I6, 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 'AAArt. oux iSv't"o~ 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. 3I-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 above5 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, 2I we read e7td xoct ev't"ocu6oc, 8't"ocv exe~ WeA7J e:LvocL, ~'t"L o0croc 
eV't"ocu6oc eXIjlL"YJcrL 7trXv't"oc 8croc &"AAoc· OALYOC 't"OLVUV xeXxd 't"oc ev't"eu6ev· xoct ev 

5 See p. 6rf. above. 
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OUPOl.:V<]) 000"01.: 7t'Ael.w. 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 It't"L 000"01.: E:v't"OI.:u601.:. Now the 
same phrase is used of the heavenly region - E:V OUPOl.:v<]) 000"01.: and is to be 
taken as parallel with It't"L 000"01.: E:v't"OI.:u601.: (argument a fortiori) rather than 
with E:xe~ E:6eAYl dVOI.:L. 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+6, 40 he seems to be discussing the natural function of 
soul. The transcending of yeveO"L~ (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 
!1-eye6eL. 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: et o;)v XOI.:t 't"o &7t'o601.:vdv &AAOI.:y~ E:O"'t"L O"W!1-OI.:'t"O~, 

&O"7t'ep E:0"6~'t"o~ E:xe~, ~ XOI.:l. 't'LO"LV IX7t06eO"eL~ O"w!1-OI.:'t"o~, &O"7t'ep E:xd It~oao~ E:X 't"~~ 

O"x"Y)v'ljc; 7t'OI.:v't"eA~c; 't"6't"e, etO"uO"'t"epOV7t&'ALV ~~ov't"oc; E:VOI.:ywv!.0"0I.:0"601.:L, 't"l. rlV aeLVov 

e'l"y) ~ 't"OLOI.:U't""y) 't"WV ~~wv etc; &AA"Y)AOI.: !1-e't"OI.:~OA~ 7t'OAU ~eA't"l.wv 000"01.: 't"ou !1-"y)ae: 't"~v 
, \ " I 6 () \ \ , .... 6' \ ...... , .... p..' t , OI.:pX"Y)V OI.:u't"OI.: yeveO" OI.:L; ••• 47 XOI.:L YOl.:P e\l't"OI.:u 01.: em 't"wv ev 't"ep i-'Lep exOI.:O"'t"wv 

, '" '" .1. ' ,~~,. "" '6' " , , )" , '''' I , OUX "Y) evoov 't'UX"y) , 01.:/\/\ "Y) esw OI.:V pW7t'OU O"XLOI.: XOI.:L m!1-WseL XOI.:L ooupe't"OI.:L XOI.:L 

7t&.\I't"OI.: 7t'OLe~ E:V O"x"Y)v~ 't"~ 8AYl y~ 7t'OAAOI.:XOU O"x"Y)vac; 7t'OL"Y)O"OI.:!1-eVwv. 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 etac.uAOV 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 &7tLO''t'pOCP~ 

which we noted earlier. This by-product of action is equivalent to the 
external evspyeLIX. 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 
bJspyeLIX., however many material opportunities are to hand for its 
expression. This is what is ~eant by the element of freedom and re-
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sponsibilityas 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 Enn. 
iii. 4.1." By quoting Enn. 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 
e7tLcr't"poip~ of each faculty upon its producer and this return produces 
perfection in the lower. But in this case he cannot mean ontological 
btLcr't"p0ip~ by which a hypostasis is formed. Firstly the faculties are seen 
not as mere substrates but as fully formed. Secondly the IbtLcr't"poip~ is 
not necessary but optional (atlVIX't"IXL). 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. 6 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 qua 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 
!:lecupLIX where 7tpa~L<; 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 d. vi. 4.15. 



ESCHATOLOGY IN PORPHYRY AND PLOTINUS 77 

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 (&pxoc£) 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 
[.LLX't'OC; &v6pw7toc;. He seems to think that the middle course is insecure 
(v. g.I). 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, 24f. 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, 't'oc'L~ !Josv 7tOCpOC !Joepo~ XOCL Xp6vcp y~yvo!Joevou 't'OU 't'o~o,hou 

XOCL ev 't'iIl Xe:LPOV~ y~yvo!Joev'YJ~ emO''t'pocp:q~ 7tpO~ 't'oc &!Joe;(vcu, 't'7i as Ae:YO!JoeV71 't'OU 
7tOCv't'o~ e:!VOC~ 'to !Jo'YJa' ev 't'iIl Xe:LPOV~ ~pycp ye:yovevoc~, &7toc6e:'L as xocxwv o()O'71 
6e:CUPL~ 't'e: 7te:pwoe:'Lv 't'oc U7t' ocu't'~v e~'YJP't'~0'6OCL 't'e: 't'wv 7tpO ocu't'~~ &e:L' ~ &!Jooc 
auvoc't'ov XOCL &!Jocpcu •• " 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 ii.g.r8, 30; eyyu~ as ye:v6!Joe:vo~ 't'OU &7tA~X't'OU !Jo~!Joo(!Joe:6' &v ~v 't'OU 

, .1,' \.,}. - " , " '1>'" '"'6' O'U!Jo7tocv't'o~ ,/,UX'YJV xoc~ 't"jV 't'cuv ocO''t'pcuv, e:~~ e:yyu't''yJ't'oc oe: 0!Joow't''yJ't'o~ e:/\ ov't'e:~ 

O'7te:uao~!Joe:v &v 7tpO~ 't'o ocu't'o XOCL 't'oc ocu't'oc &v ev 6e~ XOCL ~!Jo'Lv e:(;tj &'t'e: XOCAW~ XOCL 
ocu't'o'Lc;; 7tOCpe:O'xe:uocO'!Joevo~~ cpuO'e:O'~ XOCL em!Joe:Ae:Loc~C;;' 't'o'L~ as e~ &px~~ U7tOCPXe:~. 
The All-soul has, in general, a facility for effortless management of its 
body.7 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.s 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. 31f£' 
8 Imitation of All-Soul, ii. 9. 18, 30 - A striking passage is the end of iii. 4.3, 

24f. XIXL (J.evo(J.E1/ 't'iji (J.ev &AAcp 7tIXV'rt v01)'t'iji &vw, 't'iji 3e to')(lhcp IXlhou 7tE:7tE:31j(J.e6IX 
't'iji x(hw otov &'7t6ppotIXV &.7t' txe;(vou 3tMv't'E:<; e!<; 't'o x<X.'t'w, (J.iiAAOV 3e evepYE:tIXv, 
txe;(vou oux eAIX't''t'ou(J.evou. Here it is not even Soul ~ut 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 evepYE:tIX to the level below them. Cf. also chap. 
seven n. 12. 
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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, I. 

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. Dorrie thinks that the Hades of Sent. xxix stands for 
the earthly existence of the soul. But the addition of O''t'e:pe:ou to O'6l(Loc't'oc; 
in the phrase E~e:A6ouO'7l yocp OCIJ't'1j 't'ou O''t'e:pe:ou O'6l(Loc't'oc; (p. I3, 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 E~epX0(Loc~ is, 
as we have remarked above,9 usually employed to express natural or 
ontological separation. Of course one could say that this too is used 
metaphorically. But what of Sent. xxix p. I4, I9f.? - xoct (Ll)v xoct EV 
't'1j E~68CJl ~'t'~ xoc't'oc 't'l)v 8Cuypov &.voc6u(LCocO'~v 't'o 7tve:u(Loc ~xouO'oc 't'e:6oACU(Le­
vov •• " If the metaphor is carried on in ~~o8oc; we have the peculiar 
situation of a morally good soul (i.e. internally separated) having a 
wet pneuma - 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 yEVe:O'~C;. 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,lO 
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 Civ. Dei x 29, Bidez fro 
IO p. 37*I6. Uteris etiam hoc verbo apertius, ubi Platonis sententiam (d. 
Phaedo 66e) sequens nee ipse dubitas in hac vita hominem nullo modo ad 
perfectionem sapientiae pervenire, secundum intellectum tamen viventibus 
omne quod deest providentia Dei et gratia post hanc vitam posse compleri.ll 

9 P.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 't'ov vouv, av xoct 
ITAOC't'<UV &'YOC1t'YJ't'ov ()'t'<p de; y~poce; &'qnxvd't'ocL AeMYLO''t'ocL. An echo is found in 
Synesius de Ins. p. 156, 5 voue; y&.p, rp'YJO'L, xoct rpp6V'YJO'Le; &.yOC1t'YJ't'ov ()'t'<p xoct 
ete; y-Yjpoce; &'rpLxmv't'o, 't'1Jv &.rp&.v't'ocO''t'ov AEy<uV. 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, II 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 6e:wp(oc 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 M ysteriis 
of Iamblichus is an important document in the history of religious 
thought. We recall that the occasion for writing the de M ysteriis 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 M ysteriis will put Porphyry's ideas into context and 
thus help us to clarify his position with regard to theurgy and his place 
in the N eoplatonic 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 N eoplatonists 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. 
(r) Theurgy and vO'YJ(n~. 
(2) Higher and lower theurgy. 
(3) Causality in theurgy. 

We turn first to the relationship between theurgy and VO'YJcrL~. Twice 
in the de M ysteriis Iamblichus 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. -ro 13' OLXe:LOV €1t1. 1t<lcrLV &7toawcro!Lev crOL 1tpocr'YJxov-rw~, xocl. 
-ra !Lev 6e:OAOYLXa 6eoAoYLxW~, 6e:OUPYLXW~ ae -ra 6e:OUpYLXa <X1tOXpLvou!Le6oc, 
<PLAOcrO<pW~ ae 1'a <PLAOcrO<pOC !Le:1'a crou cruve:~e:1'&cro!Le:v). The point is raised 
again in ii.II, 96, 7; xocl. aL01'L <PLAOcrO<pW~ !L<lAAOV xocl. AOYLXW~ <XAA' ouXl. 
xoc1'a 't"ljv €ve:pyov -rwv te:pewv 1'exv'YJv 1'0',1 <X1tOAOYLcr!LOV 1toLd1'OCL, aLa 1'ou1'O 
OL!LOCL adv 6e:OUpYLxw-repov e:L1te:LV 1'L 1te:pl. ocu1'wv. Now this latter passage 
acts as a preamble to the well-known passage in the same chapter in 
which Iamblichus apparently puts theurgy above VO'YJcrL~ and disparages 
1'ou~ 6e:WP'YJ1'LXW~ <PLAOcrO<pouv1'oc~. But what does Iamblichus mean by the 
terms VO'YJcrL~ and <pLAOcrO<pW~? 

Before involving ourselves in an examination of ii, II it is important 
to grasp the general tenor of Iamblichus' criticism of Porphyry - that 
Porphyry uses one method of examination for all subjects. And this 
method Iamblichus calls <pLAOcrO<p(OC. It is clear, however, from many 
points that Iamblichus 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. ro, 285, 2; <XAA' €\I't'ocu6oc xocl. 
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[LI1.ALcr't"o( crrpI1.A[LO('t"o( crU[L~o(£VZL 't"oi<; &.V8pW1tOL<; 't"Oc [Ley Lcr't"O(, ~V£Xo( &V &'1tO 't"~<; 

&.v8pCU1t£v'Y)<; &.cr8zvdO(<; crUAAOy£~CUV't"O(£ 't"L 1tZpt 't"iiw /3o(L[LOV£CUV smcr't"O(cr£cuv ••• 

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 
mysticalftheurgical union there is no E't"zp6't"'Y)<; 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.1 This seems to me to be Iamblichus' chief point against Por­
phyry and he seems to understand by rpLAocrOrp£O( 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 E't"zp6't"'Y)<;. This is certainly what Iamblichus 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 Ale. 172, If. This corresponds with a similar 
analysis in In 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 Proeli 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 Ale. 172, If. 
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 3L&VOLOI: and v61)O"L~. But he goes on to say that not even 't',x 7tEpt 't'WV ov't'w~ 
ov't'wv promote full contemplation. One must add, he says, 'llucr[wO"L~ (a medical 
metaphor d. 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 V61)crL~ where knowledge of true being is the same as the V01)'t'~ ~w~. 
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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 aLOC\lOLOC in the Plotinian 
sense than that of \I611O'L~. 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 qlLAOO'Otp(OC and 
\I611O'L~ do not of themselves lead to actual union with the divine. But it 
is also becoming clearer that Iamblichus does not always use the word 
\I611O'L~ in the way in which Porphyry and Plotinus use it. The \I611O'L~ or 
y\lWO'L~ of ii, II would appear to resemble Plotinian aLOC\lOLOC, discursive 
reason, rather than unified intuition. This y\lWO'L~ is concerned with the 
knowledge of facts (98, 5 ouae YeXp SeX\I y\lw[Le\l 't'eX ~xocO''t'cp Y€\IeL 7tOCPOCXO­
Aou60u\I't'oc ~aLOC. •• &M' OUX &\Ieu [Lev 't'OU Y\lW\lOCL ••• ). It is time to pursue 
this point in further depth. I hope here to show that Iamblichus does 
recognise a form of v611O'Lt; which is above the y\lWO'L~ of ii. II and is more 
akin to Plotinian \I611O'Lt;. 

In an important passage in i, 3, 7, 14f. Iamblichus claims that our 
y\lWO'Lt; concerning (~ 7tept 6ew\I Y\lWO'Lt;) the gods is ~[Ltpu't'o~. This y\lWO'Lt; 
is superior to all Xp(O'L~, 7tpooc(pemt;, /..6YOt;, and &7t6aeL~L~. eLxocO'£oc, a6~oc, 

and O'UAAoyLO'[L6t; begin in time (&pX0[L€\I0Lt; 7to't'e ?!.no Xp6\1ou). Such 
~[Ltpu't'o~ y\lWO'Lt; is, as the name implies, something vested in the soul by 
nature. But such y\lWO'L~ is not the same as ~ 7tPOt; 't'o 6e~o\l O'U\loctp~. 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 ~ 't'W\I 6ewv 
S~llP't'll[L€\I11 [LO\lOeLa~~ O'U[L7tAOX~.3 This is unified and oc.u't'otpu~t;. He then 
seems to imply that by this O'U[L7tAOX~ we become somehow enveloped in 
god and filled by him. We transcend our human selves and in this 
knowledge of the gods (eLa€\Ioc.L) we find our real selves. The same is true 
of the lower gods. He now applies the name O'U[Ltpu't'ot; xoc't'oc\l611O'Lt; (9, II) 
to this O'U\loctp~. This must be the same as the O'U[L7tAOX~ since he now 
expounds the principle of like perceived by like, of the connection with 
the eternal and unchangeable through eternal and unchangeable 
thoughts (V0'l70'8L~) - 't'oc~t; ae xoc6ocpoc~t; xoc.l &[L€[L7t't'OLt; \I0~O'eO'L\I octt; etAlltpe\l s~ 

3 For (JU(.L7tAOXlJ 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 (JU(.L7tAOXlJ which is achieved by the use of the 
ladder or framework. Here are the ontological and spiritual aspects again. 
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(h~(ou 7tOCpa TWV 6e:wv. This he again calls e:!~'1l(n~ and then declares that 
it is eternally in the soul (.LOVOe:L~~~ - just the point which distinguished 
the earlier <iU(.L7tAOX~ from the ~(.LCPUTO~ yVWO'L~ which is not (.LOVOe:L~~<;. 

There is, however, one difficulty here. The whole passage seems to 
refer to the permanent state of the soul (8, 8; ~<i"'1lxe: yap lid XOCT' 

eVEpye:LOCV EVOe:L~W~) and what I have elsewhere called its ontological 
dependence. It is not always easy to discern whether words like <iuvoccp~ 
refer to ontological dependence or the spiritual state of the soul. 
O'UVcX.7tTe:L in 96, 14 obviously carries the latter sense since some men (the 
theoretical philosophers) are excluded. O'U(.L7tAOX~ also occurs in Proclus 
in Ale. 224, IS 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 vou<; but do not always use it. Can we construe the ~e:r: of 9, 9 
and the subjunctive O'UVOC7tTE<i6w of 9, 13 as implying obligation (and 
therefore free choice) rather than necessity - a spiritual rather than an 
ontological meaning? 

The word O'U(.L7tAOX~ occurs again in iv, 3, 184, 18 in the same context 
of the removal of division - e:~ yap ~ cpLA(OC<; O(.LO'JIo'YJ7:t'Xfj~ XOLVWV(OC xoct TL<; 
,~ '''' .,. , - • , "'.l.' I OCoLOCI\UTO~ O'U(.L7tI\OX'1l "'1l~ e:vwO'e:w<; <iUVe:Xe:L "'1lV Le:POCTLX'jV OC7te:pyOC<i~OCV ••• 

What is remarkable here is the conjunction of V6'1l<iL~ and theurgy. This 
Ii~LcX.AUTO<; O'U(.L7tAOX~ refers to the union of caller and called where all 
ETe:p6T'1l<; disappears, 185, 5, Ot)Te:. •• w~ ~Te:pOV e~ ETEPWV eyxe:Lp(~O(.Le:v. 

This recalls the (.LOVOe:L~~<; O'U(.L7tAOX~ 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 V6'1lO'L<; and theurgy -
289, 8, ~ (.LOCXOCPLWTcX."'1l TWV 6e:wv V6'1l<iL<; comes as a result of theurgy; 294, 
4, TO (.LOCXOCPLO'TOV TEAO~ TWV liyoc6wv ~(.Lr:v 7tp6Xe:LTOCL xoct OCUTO TO xupo<; T!fj<; 

O(.LO'JIO'YJ7:t'Xfj~ cpLA(OC<; T!fj~ '7tpO<; liAA~AOU<;: those who reach the higher 
theurgy live XOCTa VOUV (.L6vov, v, 18-19. 

All this has a bearing on the interpretation of ii, II since from these 
passages it would appear that Iamblichus is not putting a theurgic 
level above the level of vou<; in a way which would either abolish it or 
reduce it to a lower level. V6'1l<iL<; would seem to be an aspect of the 
actual union with the gods which Iamblichus calls theurgic union (~v 
6e:OUPYLX~V ~VW<iLV, 96, IS). But what is the meaning of 07tep na,aa'JI 
V6'1l<iLV in ii, II, 96, I8? Even if this includes the highest form of V6'1l<iL<; 

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 v61l0'~c; 
in union, since what he is trying to stress here is that the ultimate 
causality of union is above v61l0'~c;. 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 v61l0'~c; attained in union might be similar to the 
e:(81l0'~c; in O'U(J.7tAOX~ which we discussed above. Such v61l0'~c; 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 v61l0'~c; in 
the formula 7tOCO'OCV v61l0'~v, He may have meant merely all human v61l0'~c; 
by the expression.4 We recall that in iv, 3 Iamblichus says that man 

4 One should be very cautious when later Neoplatonists speak of transcending 
\l67)O'L~ etc. They tend to separate unity with the \l07)'t'6\1 from \lOU~, \loe:r\l and to 
speakof\l67)O'L~ at different levels without making quite clear at times to which 
level they are referring. Both Iamblichus 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 - l«(d 1tiiO'cx IjiU)(l) l(cxt 1tii~ \lOU~ &\le:pydcx~ ~)(e:L 
8L't''t'OC~ 't'oc~ (Le\l &\l0e:L8erc; l(cxt l(pd't"t'o\lcx~ \loijO'e:CIl~, 't'oc~ ae \107j't'Ll(OC~. Referring to 
fragment I of the Chaldaean Oracles he says the following l(&\1 yocp 6)O'w cx! 't'OLCXU't'CXL 
\lOijO'e:L~ OC1tACXr, &'1toAd1to\l't'CXL TIi~ 't'OU \lo7)'t'ou &\lLCXtcx~ oc1tA6't'7j't'0~ l(cxt e:!~ 8e:u't'epcx~ 
<pepo\l't'cxt 't'L\lCX~ \loepoc~ (<puO'eLC;) e:t~ 1tA'ij60~ ~87j 1tpoeA60uO'cx~. He is talking about union 
with the highest member of the noetic world. It is beyond \lou~. It is \l07)'t'6\1 but 
still subordinate to the One which is only introduced with the words 't't\lL &\1 
~'t'L 0'U\lcx<p6e:(7) (Le\l1tpOC; 't'0 !!\I. This \l07)'t'6\1 may be grasped only by the &\l60c; \IOU at 
the very pinnacle of \lOU~ and related to the unified \l07)'t'6\1 by the unity in its own 
nature. At this level of &\l60~ \IOU Proclus is still talking about \l67j0'L~ ('t'o \107)'t'O\l 
't'OU't'O \lOOU(Le:v). And yet at this stage \lOU~ must be using the second of its 
&\lEpye:LCXL, the &\l0e:L8e:rc; &\le:pye:tcx~ which are l(pd't"t'o\lcxc; \loijO'e:CIl~. One must be 
cautious indeed with the meaning of the term \l67)O'LC;. It is easy to see from this 
chapter of Proclus how simple it would be for him to talk about a stage above 
\lOU~ and \l67jO'L~ whilst not severing all connections with some of the implications 
of \l67)O'L~ as Plotinus conceived it. Much of this complexity is due to the distinc­
tion of that which is \l07j't'6\1 and that which is \l0e:p6\1. Damascius in de Prin­
ciPiis ch. 70 makes this point clear when commenting on Fr. I of the Chaldaean 
Oracles - ouae ~ O'1te:UaouO'cx &cxuTIi~ 1tOL'ijO'CXL 't'0 \107)'t'O\l, &'AA'~ &'<pLe:rO'CX &OtU't'1)\I &l(e:t\lCj> 
1tpO~ 't'1)\1 e:!~ cxu't'O &'\lOC1tACIlO'L\I, l(cxt \107)'t'O\l (LiiAAO\l 7) \loe:pO\l e:!\lCXL 1tp06u(Lou(Le\l7). The 
stress on passivity in the \l07)'t'6\1 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. I) suggests that Proclus' commentary on fro I of the Chaldaean 
Oracles in de Phil. Chald. iv is probably derived from Iamblichus. Iamblichus 
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 Iamblichus as in Proclus to divorce unity and \l67)O'L~ 
or yvWO'L~. 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 \l07)'t'6\1 could be grasped even by the &\l60c; \IOU, that it was not y\lCllO''t'6\1 
but t<pe't'o\l l(cxt &'1t0 't'ou't'ou 1tA7)pou0'6cxL 't'O\l \lOU\I (Aeyo\l't'e~) ou y\lwO'eCll~ &'AA' ouO'tcx~ 
l(cxt 't''ij~ IlA7)~ l(cxt \l07)'t''ijc; 't'e:Ae:L6't'7)'t'0c;, In his commentary on the Chaldaean Oracles, 
however, he and his followers l(cxt 't'1)\1 Y\lwO'w &\1 't'Cj> \l07)'t'ij) l(cxt 1te:pt cxu't'o l(CX't'CX­
Aet1tOuO'w. I agree with Dillon (See his general comments on Iamb. In Parm. Fr 
za and zb) 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 
theurgicallevel. However, he never makes clear whether the (surely 
superhuman) V6'YJO'L~ enjoyed in union gives us an understanding of the 
divine O'uv6~fl-IX't'1X (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. 

Iamblichus, 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 M ysteriis to restrict his discussion to the noetic 
gods. It is to the realm of pure V6'YJO'L~ that he bids man to return. The 
unifying power of the gods is thus above all human V6'YJO'L~, but this 
human V6'YJO'L~ 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. 29 I , 3; 
~ fl-ev 't'a~ 't'wv vO'YJ't'wv OUO'(IX~ teplX't'LxlXt~ oaot~ iXvlXfl-e't'pet. Iamblichus unlike 
Porphyry and Plotinus did not think that human V6'YJO'L~ 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 
P haedo 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 Iamblichus 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 &.yvwa't'6v he then argues for a higher level of yvwaL~ by which 
it is grasped 1j 1jVWfJ,tV'lj yVWO'L~ - 1j VO'lj't"lJ yvwaL~ 00<; &A'lj6w~. Iamblichus himself 
would appear to have used this phrase (Damascius de Principiis I 147, 22f.) 
auv&.ye:L yap e:t<; ~v 7t'&.aoc~ 1jfJ,wv 't'a~ V07)aE:L<; xoc~ 7t'OLe:! fJ,tocv auve:LA'ljfJ,fJ,&V'ljV ex 7t'ocawv 
7t'OCV't'e:A'ij xoc~ &.3L&'XPL't'OV xocl 00<; &.A'lj6w<; 1jVWfJ,tV'ljV V6'1jaLV, otocv 't'OU VO'lj't'OU txe:tvou 't"lJv 
V6'1jaLV e:!VOCL ~OUAe:'t'OCL 0 I&.fJ,~ALXo~. Further investigation into the use of terms like 
yvwaL~ and V6'1jaL<; and their relationship to the metaphysical structure of reality 
in late Neoplatonism would help greatly to clarify our assessment of Iamblichus 
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 experience5 but also a means to union with the divine (higher 
theurgy): d. de Myst. x. 4, p. 28g, 13f. Ct."A"A' lX.u't"o 't"0 XIX.AOV XlX.t 't"~V 't"&~LV ~V 

Ct."A"1)ElYi XlX.t 7tpbtouO"IX.V fLe't",x 't"Yit; 7tpoyvwO"eWt; 7tlX.plX.aSXov't"IX.~· 7t&peO"'t"~ a' IX.U't"~ 

XlX.t 't"0 6lcps"A~fLOV. The seer actually exchanges his human life for a divine 
existence iii, 4, p. 109, 14-15 ~ fLe't"IX."A"A&'t"'t"ouO"~v Ct.v't"t 't"Yit; Ct.vElPW7t[V"1)t; ~wYit; 

't""1)v EldlX.v. Now Dodds6 has shown that the sort of divine activity which 
Iamblichus 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' v6"1)O"Lt; has nothing whatever in 
common with Plotinian v6"1)0"~t; and contemplation. This might certainly 
be true as far as Iamblichean 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 
v6"1)0"~t; can be seen in the de M ysteriis 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 N eoplatonism. He sees v6"1)0"~t; as the end-point 
even of the mediumistic trance7 though what value such v6"1)0"~~ can 
have when divorced from the rigorous contemplative ascent is hard to 
say. For Iamblichus such v6"1)O"Lt; 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. 9 Perhaps this kind 
of activity represents the more genuinely spiritual tendencies of the 
later N eoplatonists (in accordance with the spiritualizing theory of 
sacrifice). And prayer, we should remember, was considered by the 
Neoplatonists to be a part of theurgylO 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 

5 A characteristic of a lower level of theurgy. See below p. 96f. 
6 Dodds, "The Greeks and the Irrational." Appendix ii, p. 295f. 
7 See p. 91 below on divination as an aid to salvation. 
S On need for a good life when involved in mysteries see p. 92. 
9 Eunapius V. Soph. v. 1.4ff., 458. See below Postscript. 
10 Proel. In Tim. i 210, 30f. 
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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 7dO"'nt; (he refers to Theol. Plat. 61-3, 193). Lewyll 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 
O"U!L7tCX6e:LCX,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 O"U!L7tOC6e:LCX, but through 
cpLA(CX. This would seem the only analysis which can take adequate 
account of a passage like ii, II, where one cannot deny that Iamblichus 

11 S. Eitrem, Symbolae Osloenses xxii (I942), 5I-2; Rosan, Proclus p. 2I3ff.; 
Lewy, excursus iv in Chaldaean Oracles 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, II 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 v6'Y)0"~~ (see 
224, IOf. 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. 

Iamblichus' analysis of theurgy and the way to salvation in the de 
M ysteriis 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, II 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 M ysteriis Iamblichus 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. 
Iamblichus himself includes sacrifice in theurgy (de Myst. 225, 4f.). 
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) It is to an examination of these branches of theurgy that 
we now turn. 

13 See below p. 120 on the levels of O'uv61j(LIX't"IX. 
14 See further de Myst. 179, 9-12 3(3o't"IX~ 't"or~ 6e:oupyor~ ~ 7tpO~ 't"o VO'lj't"ov 7tUP 

&vo30~, a 3~ KIXl 't"eAo~ 3e:i: 7tCiO''Ij~ (Lev 7tpoyvwO'e:6)~ 7tCiO'1j~ 3e 6e:OUPY~K'ij~ 7tPIXY(LIX't"e:(IX~ 
7tpo't"L6e:0'61X~. 
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Iamblichus recognises the existence of black magic (de Myst. I77). 
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 (XUXAOC;). 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 !Locv't"e;Loc (p. 175, 
IS) 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 (iii, 
IS), 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 ~Xvoc; 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). Iamblichus seems to stress throughout his treatment of 
mantic its usefulness to salvation and its ability to connect us with the 
vO'Y)'t"oc. This comes out particularly in the section which discredits the 
making of images, iii, 28-30; esp. p. 167, IIf. f)ocU!LOCaOCL!L' atv e;~ 't"LC; 
oc7tO~e~ocL't"o 't"&v 't"oc OCA'Y)f)LVoc e;~~'Y) 't"&v f)e;&v ()eweOV'/I7:(J)'/I f)e;oupy&v. ~LOC 't"L 
yocp &v 't"LC; e;~~CUAOC ocv't"t 't"&v ()V't"CUC; ()v't"cuv OCV't"OCAAOC~OCL't"O ••• On the whole, 
then, for Iamblichus 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 
Iamblichus comes to making any kind of hierarchical distinctions in 
mantic is in iii, IS, 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 O"xEcne;. 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 
Iamblichus makes between O"u{J.7tOC6eLOC within the ~<i>ov or material 
world, and qnALoc which is the transcendent cause of this sympathy. 
Iamblichus seems to avoid the use of the word 0"U{J.7tOC6eLOC for the re­
lationship of a lower and higher 'rOC~Le;. This is particularly evident in v, 
9-10. The beneficial causality of sacrifices should be termed qnA(oc or 
otXeLWO"Le;. He is attempting to show that the real cause is transcendent 
qlLA(OC. This effects a O"XEO"LV O"uv~e't'Lx~v (z09, IIf.) of: 

't'ii)V ~"YJ{J.LOUpyouv't'wv 7tpOe; 't'a ~"YJ{J.LOupyou{J.evoc 
't'WV yevvwv't'wv 7tpOe; 't'a oc7toyevvw{J.evoc. 

In 10 he distinguishes two major levels or 't'oc~eLe;. Firstly that of the 
physical world and the daemones and 7tepLx60"{J.LOL 6eoL within it, and 
secondly that of higher and more perfect causes. The lower level is the 
level of physical O"u{J.7tOC6eLoc. It is also our human 't'OC~Le; - we; 7tpw't'oc 
7tp0O"oLxeLou{J.evoc xoc't'a 't'~v we; 7tpOe; ~{J.iie; 't'OC~LV (ZII, z). The higher level is 
the level of true causality which leads to the ultimate cause, qnA£oc {J.£oc, 
and in p. ZII, 16 this is seen as the all-pervading cause which 
(I) connects lower with higher, 
(z) is the unifying source and cause of lower O"u{J.7tOC6eLOC, 
(3) is a unifying power within its own level. 
O"U7tOC6eLOC expresses the horizontal connection between objects whose 
true relationship is grounded ultimately in a transcendent cause termed 
qlLALOC, which for the higher theurgy is an end in itself. Seen as such, 
CjlLA£OC involves a vertical movement of inferior towards superior.15 

In iii, 16, 137, zo, ~VWo"Le; ~e xoct ~ O"u{J.7tOC6eLOC 't'ou 7tOCv't'oe; seems to refer 
to the material world. The unity in the material world is the means 
whereby the gods express things to men (OpyocVOLe; p. 138,7). They use 
daemones, souls and ~ Cjluo"Le; /)A"YJ as 6pyocvoc - all these cosmic entities 
"obey" the gods (ocxoAou6ouO"L) and represent the {J.£oc ocPX~ and X£YY)O"Le; 

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. 00 [L-l)v 1\ ye: 
aA'1l6-l)r,; 't"p61tor,; •.• He goes on to stress the transcendence of the higher gods. 
Further cf. Festugiere Revelation iii p. 201 n. 2. 
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which comes from the gods who are outside (g~cu) the universe. This is 
similar to v, 10, 210, IB e7tocxoAouOoi.hl"t'oc. 

Whilst he sees a hierarchy within the phenomenal world of O'U(.L7t&'OeLoc, 
the various parts are, nevertheless, regarded as belonging to a single 
't'&.~LC; when one makes the vital hierarchical distinction between the 
embodied and the incorporeal, i.e. the gods who are outside the uni­
verse. tpLA(OC 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 Iamblichus, 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. 

tpLA(OC "operates" in the realm of vo13c; eX7tocO~C; (2II, IS) and this 
connection of transcendent tpLA(OC with vo13c; 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.16 It is thus not surprising that 
the highest level of union with the gods is described by a combination of 
vo13c; and tpLA(OC, as in iv, 3, IB4, IB, ~ tpLA(OCC; o(.LOV01J't'LX~C; XOLVCUV(OC, and 
more personally in X, B. 294, 5, 't'o x13poc; 't'~c; o(.LOV01J't'LX~C; tpLA(OCC; 't'~c; 
7tpOC; eXAA~AOUC;, 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 
calion the gods as though on superiors yet order them as though they 
were inferiors. Iamblichus 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 't'O (.Lev 6>C; 7tOCP' eXvOp6mcuv 7tpoO'ocy6(.LE:vov. This theurgy is exercised by 

men. 
bIt preserves our 't'&.~LC; in the universe and the All. 

16 Dealt with below p. 95. 
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c We call on our superiors. 
d We call on them from our position as human beings. 

2a We act empowered by divine O"uve~[LIX't"IX. 
b This theurgy reaches up to the gods outside the world. 
c We now order the powers of the All. 
d We are invested with divine O"uve~[LIX't"1X (and thus raised to the divine 

't"cX~L<;) • 
He seems to be comparing not two aspects but two stages of theurgy 

when he distinguishes the objects aimed at by (I) 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" 
't"cX~L<;. 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 txvo<; 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 Iamblichus 
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 ~~w 't"OU o"W[LIX't"O<; [LE't"ewpo( 

17 Similar to Proc1us' division of theurgy in Marinus Vita Procl. ch. 28 
1t'POVOLIXV ~8'lJ TWV 8~T~PCJ)V. See p. n6. 
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(d. (le;'t"scupov p. 184, S) 't"e; 't"CI> vCI>, (Le. spiritually), or bound down tv 
't"CI> oO"'t"pe;wae;~ O"w(lex't"~. In accordance with this there is a double cult 
(OPllO"xdex). One is OC7tAOUe; ocO"w(lex't"oe; ocyv6e; and free from ysve;O"~e;. The 
other is ocvex7tL(l7tAcX(le;voe; 'rwv O"cu(lchcuv xext 'r~e; tVUAOU 7tocO"'rJe; 7tpexy(lex're;£exe;. 
Hence there are two sorts of sacrifice (OuO"~wv •.. a~noc e;tall). The first is 
performed by those already pure. The second are ~VUAex, O"cu(lex'roe;~ali and 
belong to the less perfect. He also speaks of &UAex and ~VUAex ocyexOoc, 
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, 
O"U(l(le;'rp£exv ae xext xpiiO"~v ••• 7texpe;:x.6(le;voe;). They afford success and 
avert disaster in the material sense. 

Iamblichus now claims to introduce a further classification in 18, 
but it is difficult to see how this really differs from that put forward 
in IS. The same distinctions are meant but different terms are used. 
Most men live under cpuO"~e; and e:L(lexP(lSVll, but a few transcend this by 
using voue;. Others lie between these two extremes. The first group live 
according to cpuO"~e;. 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 who live xex'roc VOUV p6'Vo'V (for he is here also taking account of 
those in the middle who live partly at both levels) are freed from the 
bonds of cpuO"~e; and voe;pov xext ocO"W(lex'rov te;pex'r~xlie; Oe;O"(lov a~ex(le;Ae;'rwO"~ 

7te;pt 7tocv'rex 'r~e; ()eov(!'Ylaf: 'rOC (lsPll. Again the different types have differ­
ent gods (19). One can "offer" cpuO"~xoce; aUVoc(le;~e; (226, S) to the lower 
gods whilst the higher gods are honoured (226, IIf.) oc7toA6'ro~e; 'r~(lexLe; 

.•• 'rOC ae voe;poc 'rOLe; 'ro~ou'ro~e; awpex ocp(l6~e;~ xext 'rOC ~e; ocO"CU(loc'rou ~culie;, 

()O"ex 're; ocpe;-r1j xext O"ocp£ex acupe;'i:rex~, xext e;'L 'rwex 'rsAe;~ex xext ()Aex ~e; ljJu:x.lie; to"'t"~v 

ocyexOoc. Again at 227, II he stresses that we cannot transcend the cos­
mos and the cosmic gods by the use of lower rites. Participation 
((le;'rs:x.e;~v) in the theurgic gods at the hypercosmic level is a rare oc­
currence achieved by transcending corporeal objects so that one is 
(228, S) u7te;pxoO"(l£<P 're; aUvoc(le;~ 'tOLe; Oe;oLe; eVOU(le;voe;. ou ae;L a~ 'to tv evE 
7to're; (l6A~e; xext oljJe 7texpexy~yv6(le;vov tnt 'rCl> 'rsAe;~ 'r~e; te;pex'r~x~e; 'rou't"o 
xowov OC7tocpex£ve;~v 7tpOe; &7texv'rexe; OCvOpW7tOUe;, OC)..)..' oMe 7tpOe; 'roue; ocp:x.O(lSVOUe; 
'r~e; Oe;oupy£exe; 7tO~e;Lo"Oex~ exu't"6:x.Pll(lex xo~v6v, ouae 7tpOe; 'roue; (looouv'rexe; tv 
exu'r1j. xext yocp oi)'ro~ OC(lcucryS7tCUe; O"cu(lex'roe;~ali 7tO~ouv't"ex~ -r1jv tn~(lSAe;~exv 't"lie; 
oO"~6't"'rJ'roe;. 

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.); ~e:L &poc GUvocq>Oev't"oc<; xocl o!loL6)Oev't"oc<; ocu't"ij) 
't"~v ocu't"wv ocvocy6)y~v OuaEocv te:pocv 7tpoa&ye:w 't"ij) Oe:ij), ~v ocu~v ~e xoct 
G!lVOV oi5aocv xocl ~!lWV (6)'t7Jplocv. He tells us that one can sing a hymn of 
words to the V01)'t"ot Oe:oC See further Apollonius of Tyana quoted by 
Eusebius P.E., iv p. ISO, and for Porphyry de Abst. ii, 60, 185, I; 
Oe:OL<; ~e ocp(a't"1) !lev OC7tOCPX~ vou<; xocOocpo<; xocl ljJux~ OC7tocO~<;: ibid. ii, 45, 174, 
IS, Voe:p~ OuaE~ where he speaks of internal and external &'yvdoc - the 
latter being ritual; further a quotation from the PhilosoPhy of Oracles 
in Aug. Civ. Dei xix, 23, "Nam deus quidem, utpote omnium Pater, 
nullius indiget; sed nobis est bene, cum eum per iustitiam et castitatem 
aliasque virtutes adoramus, ipsam vitam precem ad ipsum facientes per 
imitationem et inquisitionem de ipso. Inquisitio enim purgat, inquit, 
imitatio 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 pronuntiant. The idea of spiritual sacrifice is 
further adopted by Proclus de Phil. Chald ii; G!lVOV oi5v 't"ij) Oe:ij) 't"ou't"OV 
ocvocOw!le:v, ~v e:t<; ocu't"ov s~O!lO(6)aLv. The care and original mode of 
Iamblichus' 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 
Iamblichus' theurgy.18 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 xoc't"oc vouv cannot reach the same ontologica1level. 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. 9o£. 
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attempted to dovetail the two ways in the final stage of ascent in his 
concept of a higher theurgy.19 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 o"WtLoc't"oeL~1j rnLtLs'AeLocv 't'1j~ oo"L6't"'YJ't"o~ 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 't"wv 6eoupYLXWV 6ewv. A similarly curious phrase in 
ii, II,96, r6 6eoupYLx~V E:VWO"LV 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. 2o Iamblichus 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, II reinforces the point, whilst r84-5 clearly 
implies, with its reference to O"uv6'YJtLoc 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 Iamblichus' 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 Chaldaean 
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 ot -rli edcx; epycx;~6(LEVO~ - and he quotes de Myst. i, 9, 33, 9 
~ 'tWV ~pywv 'texv'Y) and 96, 17 ~ -rwv ~pywv -rwv app~-rwv ••• -rEAEcrWUpytcx;. 
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, I; iii, 20, 148, 6 -ro 
ae eE~OV ~pyov ••. mhE an' avepwn(v'Y)t; cx;h(cx;t; iii, 20, 149, 6 eE~CX; evepYE~cx;. 
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. Iamblichus emphasizes that the gods appear xcx;-rli 't~v La(CX;V 
~OQA'Y)cr~V and not by force (d. 43, 3; 44, 14; 284, If.). He also uses the 
term cx;u-roCPCX;V~t; (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 A?r,oq:>Q(v~~ y&p "L"l~ ecrn xQ(t Q(,j"L"06eA~~ ~ ~~OC "L"WV xA~creCJ)v 
~AAQ(!L~~~. On self-manifestation see Lewy, p. 10!. 
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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 
Iamblichus 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 {7t66e:v}. The One simply 
appears - a~o ou XPl) a~wxe:w, ~)'J .. .' ~cruX~ ILeve:~v, ~cu~ &v cpocv~, 7tOCpocO'xe:­
ucXO'ocv't"oc EOCU't"OV 6e:oc'tl)v e:!voc~, ClO'7te:p bcp6ocAILo~ ~VOC't"OAa~ ~ALOU 7te:p~ILeve:~. 

o ae U7te:pcpocve:l~ 't"OU op(~ov't"o~ •.• ~acuxe:v EOCU't"OV 6e:cXO'oc0'6oc~ 'tor:~ ()ILILocO'W. 
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, &cpe:Ae: 7tcXv'toc. 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: Ecpe:'t'OV aE y(ve:'tIX~ EmXPWO"IXV't'OC; IXO'tO 't'OU ocY1X60u, &O"1tE:p 

, ~I ,.... " "'" \' ,L \ "\. r.t -
XIXP~'t"IXC; OOV't'OC; IXU't'O~C; XIX~ e:~c; 't'1X e:CP~e:ILe:vlX e:pCil't'IXC;. XIX~ 'to~vuv 'i'UX"rl I\IX!-'OUO"IX 

e:tc; lXu't'1jV 't'~v Exe:'L6e:v OC1tOppO~V X~Ve:L't'IX~ XlXt OCVIX~IXXXe:Ue:'tIX~ XlXt O'lO"'t'PCilV 
,"> \ !!. I \ _ ~\ ,~\ \ \ _ N () 

1t~IL1tI\IX't'IX~ XIX~ ",PCilC; yLVe:'tIX~. 1tpO 't'ou oe: Ouoe: 1tpOC; 't'ov vouv X~Ve:~'t'IX~ • •• 14 
E1te:~aaV aE ~Xll etc; IXU't~V &O"1te:p Se:pILIXO"flX txe:'L6e:v, PWVVU't'IX( 1:e: XlXt Eye:(pe:'t'IX~ 

( 8) " ,,,, I '\ - ~I \" S··l 1 • •• I lX~pe:'tIX~ cpuO"e:~ IXVCil IX~POILe:V"rl U1tO 't'OU OOV't'OC; 't'OV e:pCil't'IX. 1m1 ar y, 
chap. 31, 17; ljJux~ EP~ ILEV txe:(vou U1t' IXU'tOU E~ ocpitic; e:tc; 't'o EPOCV x~v"rl6e:'L0"1X. 

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 -
tx 't'ou't'ou 't'de 1t(XoV't'lX. 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 
to distinguish these two aspects in N eoplatonism. 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 N ous 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 OC1tOppO~, as it is termed, is the equivalent in the 
spiritual sphere of the ontological process of emanation.3 In ch. 23 it 
is seen as cpwc; and is presented to Nous. It is now only an txvoc;. 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 vouc; EmXPWVVUV't'1X IXU't'~V voe:pocv OUO"IXV (same word Em­

XPWVVUO"LV iv. 5.7, 39 used of the effect of an external activity). The 

2 For Iamblichus and Proc1us see below p. 105 and note 10. 
a See also on 7t'ep~ou()"tlX 8uvIXr.tecu.;; 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 &7tOppo~. This is not the 
informing process by which N ous 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" &7tOppO~, which is 
evidently something more easily experienced than conceptualised 
though basically rooted deep in the concept of the One as source of 
all. 5 

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, r f. we have the following: &VSp6l7tcp aE: crocpij) Seo<; 
Seou aLacucr~v t~oUcrLOCV. xoct xocSocLpe't"oc~ fJ-E:V &vSpCU7to<; tvvoLif Seou, a~XOCW7tpOC­
YLOCV aE: &7tO Seou opfJ-wfJ-evo<; a~wxe~. Like Plotinus he sees god as the 
instigator of his efforts to reach up to the vO'YJ't"tX. He follows with the 
Platonic formula that all the good we do is caused by God, all the evil 
by ourselves: 282, 6, xoct 7ttXv't"cuv iflv 7tptXnofJ-ev &yocSwv 't"ov Seov oc~'t"wv 

~ywfJ-eSoc' 't"wv aE: xocx&v oc'Cno~ ~fJ-e~<; tcrfJ-E:V ot EA6fJ-evo~, Seo<; aE: &VOCL't"~O<;. 6 

Porphyry, then, continues to speak of what god gives, the awpov Seou. 
This gift is &voccpocLpe't"ov (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 & (Seo<;) SZAe~ 't"e xoct zcrnv ocu't"6<; (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, r6f.). This accords with his criticism in the letter to Anebo 
of those types of prayer which are concerned with the needs of the body. 
Iamblichus effectively dismisses this objection both at the end of de 
Mysteriis and in v. r6-r7 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 &7tOppo1) 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,7 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 Lite that Plotinus' work was divinely 
inspiredB 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 M arceUam when comparing 
Porphyry and Iamblichus. We must exercise a certain caution. The ad 
M arcellam involves what one might term traditional piety rather than 
"theurgy" with its sacramental and magical elements. It is true that 
god is seen as 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). e:UcrZ~e:LIX. 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, ou 

XOAw6zv-re:,; oi5v ot 6e:ol ~A&:7t'rOUcrLV, &'AA' &.yvo"fj6zv're:,;. 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 &.pe:'r~ and crorp[1X. (ch. 22-23), but 
he makes it quite clear which comes first, 285, IIf. oUX ~ yAW't"'t"1X. 'rou 

7 See p. 74 above. 
8 Lite ch. 23. xod (S'n AO~&~ cpe:p6[Le:vov 7toAMxL~ ot 6e:OL xa't'e:U6uvav 6a[LLV1)V CPIX~wV 

&.X't'L'i1X 7top6'i't'e:~, w~ emax~tjJe:L 't''Ii 7tIXP' exe:lvwv XIXL em~A€tjJe:L ypacp~'iaL 't'oc ypacp~'i't'IX, 
e:'ip'Y)'t'aL, 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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O"ocpou 1'L[LLOV 7tOCplX Oe:iJ), &"AAIX 1'1X lpyoc. O"OcpOe; YIXP &V~p xoct O"Lywv 1'OV Oe:OV 
't'L[L~' &vOpW7tOe; 8e &[LocO~e; xoct e:ux6[Le:voe; xoct OOWV [LLOCLVe:L 1'0 Oe:iov. [L6voe; 
o0v te:pe:ue; 0 O"ocp6e; ••• 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. 

Iamblichus, on the other hand, undoubtedly thought that man could 
only be united with the gods by the activity of the gods themselves. 
That Iamblichus should express himself in this way does not surprise 
us for it has long been pointed out9 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 v6'YJO"Le; 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 Iamblichus 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. II. the divine origin of theurgical union is argued for. 
It is all the more indicative, therefore, of Iamblichus' genuine attempt 
to reconcile ritual and divine transcendence that in this very section 
we should be referred to mystical lpyoc. The ingredients of divine union 
are as follows: 
(I) 1'1X Oe:ioc OCt1'LOC, MVOC[LLe; Odoc 
(2) Rites - O"uvO~[Loc1'oc etc. 
(3) Human thought and virtue. 
I t 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"A' oux &ve:u [Lev 1'ou YVWVOCL 
7tOCPOCYLyVe:1'OCL 7t01'e: ~ 8Poco"1'LX~ gVWO"Le;. v6'YJO"Le; and 8"Aoce; 1'~e; tj;ux~e; &pLo"1'OCe; 
8LOCO€0"e:Le; (97, I2f.) are called attendant causes - O"UVOCL1'LOC. However it is 
the Oe:ioc O"uvO~[Loc1'oc which are seen as actual or primary causes (dare we 
call them efficient causes?)10 we; XUpLWe; sydpov1'oc 1'~v Odocv ~qo"A'YJO"LV, and 

9 Dodds, Proel. Elements of Theology Introduction xx n. 2. 
10 If we take Proelus' analysis of prayer (In Tim. i. 213) we have the following 

"causes. JJ 

(I) 7tO~'1JT~Xa~ - ~pOCO'T'1JP(OU~ TWI! 6e:wI! ~UI!&:!J.e:~<;. 
(2) Te:A~xa<; - &XPOCl!TOC &.yoc6a TWI! <jJUXWI!. 
(3) 7tOCpoc~e:~Y!J.ocnxa~ - 7tPWToupya oc'£noc. 
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again ocu't'oc 't'oc O"u\l6~fLOC't'oc eXcp' EOCU't'W\I ap~ '1'0 otxe'i:o\l ~pyo\l. The tran­
scendence of the gods is maintained when he says ~ 't'W\I 6ew\I ••• 
" ~, , -l. ' " -, I "" 1 I bl' OCpP'Y)'t'ot:; oU\lOCfLLt:; OCU"I occp eocu't''Y)t:; emyLyvwO"xeL 't'oct:; OLxeLoct:; eLXQ\loct:;. am 1-
chus wants to prove the necessity of O"u\l6~fLOC't'oc (and of virtue and 
\lO'Y)o"Lt:;) whilst maintaining the independence of the gods. He then 
suggests that the O"u\l6~fLOC't'OC are not inferior to the gods (97, 9-II). This 
idea is contained in the epithet 6e'i:oc applied to the 0"U\l6~fLOC't'OC in r6. In 
this way, he says, 't'oc 't'W\I 6ew\I ocu't'oc ucp' EOCU't'W\I eX\lOCXLVe'i:'t'ocL. Then the 
&pP'Y)'t''Yj M\lOCfLLt:; or 6e'i:oc OC~'t'LOC and the 6e'i:oc O"u\l6~fLOC't'oc are put on an equal 
level as attributes of the gods. This idea occurs again in r84 where it is 
by virtue of the presence of eX'lt6pp'Y)'t'oc O"UfL~OAOC that man is raised to the 
level of the gods and then has the right to union with them. Proc1us 
refines this (In Grat. 29f.) when he distinguishes different levels of 
O"UfL~OAOC. The theurgists only "imitate" the 6e'i:oc aUfL~OAOC.ll In de 

(4) e!BLKtXt; - TtX ,xCPOILOLII>TLKtX TW'J ljiuxw'J (i.e. to the gods) 'It"POt; TOUt; 6eout;. 
(5) UALKtXt; - the auv6~lLctTct sown in the world by the demiurge for human 

,x'JcXlL'J'llaLt;. 
Like Iamblichus Proclus places direct causality in the hands of the gods, but 
unlike him he accords the auv6~lLctTct 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 aU'J6~lLctTct. The theurgists only imitate the 6erct aUIL~OAct. 
For men they are 'It"OAUe:LB'ij. At the level of the gods, however, they exist ILO'JOe:LB'ij. 
Each symbol is, indeed, part of the nature of a god and expresses his !BL6T1lt; or 
his ability to act on what is below him (cth(ct). In this he seems to agree with 
Iamblichus. TO o'J0lLcX~ew or the o'JolLctaTLK-lj e'JtpyeLct is not a merely human 
activity. The human element, however, divides naming from thinking whilst 
at the divine level o'JOlLcX~e:L'J and 'Joer'J are united. 

11 The relationship of aUIL~OAct and aU'J6~lLctTct to the Forms is very obscure. 
The statement in de Phil. Chald. v. (See p. lIS) is the clearest evidence that 
Proclus distinguished them. It is also likely that Iamblichus did too, d. de Myst. 
136,6 which suggests this by referring to their analogous nature. Kct6cX'It"e:p oO'J BL' 
e:!K6'J1I>'J yewwaL 'It"ct'JTct, KctL a1lILct('JouaL'J OOactUTII>t; [KctL] BLtX aU'J61lILcXTII>'J. 

For Proclus a aU'J61l1Lct 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, IIf.; 215, 24. In in Ale. 69, 3 where the auv6~lLctTct are clearly 
meant they are called ,x'lt"OppO(ctL TW'J 6e(II>'J. 6'J1lTcX participate in them (lLeT(axe:L) 
and so bear the images (dK6'Jctt;) of different gods. He also calls them tlLcpcXaeLt;. 
We have noted the use of the term &'It"OppO~ in Plotinus. Proclns' aU'J6~lLctTct per­
form a siInilar function since it is through them that everything is summoned 
back to the One. d. In Crat. 30, 24 KctL TOUT6 taTL'J TO 'It"cX'JTct KWOU'J e:!t; TO'J TOU 
,xyct60U 'It"66o'J KctL &a~e:aTO'J TO'J /fPII>Tct TOUTO'J 'It"ctpe:X6ILe'JO'J TOrt; ooaw. 

In many ways, however, the aU'J6~lLctTct seem to be similar to Forms. They 
represent the material manifestation of the immaterial. This was clearly taught 
by the Chaldaean Oracles (d. In Crat. 21, I: In Tim. i. 340, 12f.). The auv6~lLctTct 
are present in the world to remind us of the gods (In Tim. i. 213, 17, 'It"POt; 
&'JcXlL'J'llaL'J). 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; d. Proclus de Phil. Chald. v, ~ <pLAoao<p(ct T-lj'J Te A~61l'J KctL &'JcXlL'J'llaL'J 
TW'J cttB£II>'J A6YII>'J cthLaTctL •••• , TtX Be A6YLct 't'W'J 'It"ct't'PLKW'J auv61lfLcX't'II>'J. Proclus 
proceeds to reconcile the two ideas (auv¢8e:L Be ,xfL<p6't'e:pct). See further on p. lIB 
below. Proclus frequently speaks of participating in auv6~lLct't'ct (e.g. In Tim. i. 
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Myst. 101, 3f. Iamblichus explains that in divine mantic w~ oeyava 
u7t6Xevt"IXL 't"yj ex 6e&\I xlX't"lX7te!J.7t0!J.e\lYl 't"~~ 7tpoy\lwaew~ a6aeL <lalX 't"e 7tept 

't"~\1 ljJuX~\I ~!J.&\I za't"L XlXt 't"o a&!J.1X XlXt <lalX Z\I 't"yj rpoaeL 't"OU 7tIX\I't"O~ ~ 't"1X~~ 
~aLIXL~ exaa't"w\I rpoaeaL\I z\lU7tapxeL. Evidently ritual actions are in them­
selves merely i)PYIX\lIX. If this interpretation is correct the aO!J.~oAIX at the 
lower level will be merely i)PYIX\l1X which transmit the power of the 
gods. 

Thus god is not actually himself immanent where his effect is ex­
perienced. See further 126, 17; XlXt 't"6't"e a~ 7tapea't"L\I 1X0't"yj xwpLa't"&~ 0 
6eo~ zmAa!J.7tw\I, ~'t"e:po~ &\1 XlXt 't"ou 7tUpO~ XlXt 't"ou 7t\le:O!J.IX't"O~ XlXt 't"~C: ~aLIX~ 

~aplX~ xlXt 7tacrYJ~ 't"~~ 7te:pt 't"O\l 't"67to\l cpuaLx~~ XlXt te:pa~ cpIXL\lo!J.e\l"YJ~ XIX't"IX­
axe:u"YJ~. smAa!J.7tw\I recalls the concept of ~AAIX!J.IjJL~ which was probably 
used by Iamblichus to explain the divine presence. The same words 
recur a little before, in iii, II, 125, 2; w~ 7tlXpeXO\l ~~w6e:\I XlXt smAa!J.7tO\l 

't"~\1 7t"YJY~\I, and 125, II 7tape:a't"L 3' e06u~ XlXt XP~'t"IXL w~ bPya\l<p 't"<{) 7tpocp~'t"Yl 
d. 138, 7 w~ bPya\loL~ !J.eaoL~ 7tOMO~~ ot 6eot xpw!J.e\lOL. 

Iamblichus stresses that god "remains" above whilst his effect is felt 
below: 139, I 00 yocp xIX6eAxeL 003e: oij't"o~ S7tt 't"oc 't"yj3e: XlXt 7tPO~ ~!J.a~ 't"O\l 

't"&\1 xpe:L't"'t"6\1w\I \lOU\l, !J.e\lo\l't"o~ 3' 1X0't"OU, S\I IXU't"<{) 't"a 't"e: a"YJ!J.e~1X XlXt 't"~\1 

!J.IX\I't"e:LIX\I <lA"YJ\I 7tpO~ 1X0't"O\l sma't"perpe:L XlXt a7t' 1X0't"OU 7tpo·(6\1't"1X 1X0't"OC a\le:u­
pLaxeL. Clearly there is an analogy here in !J.e\lo\l't"o~ and 7tpo·(6\1't"1X 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 fL€'I"exw). 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 
A6yOL (In Tim. i. 4, 32). The soul is full of A6ywv &'pfLOVLX&V xcd O"UfL~6AWV 6dwv 
XtXt 111)fLLOuPYLX&v. 

When closest to forms or A6yOL 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, 
tXh(~ lluVOCfL€WC; &:rcAe'l"OU; vi. 9. 6, II, 'l"ijl CX7t€pLA1)1t'l"lj> 'I"'ijc; lluVOCfL€WC; (of the One); vi. 
7. 32, 32, y€vvq. ••• 'l"n 7ttXp' whou 7t€PLOUO"(~ '1"013 XOCAAOUC;; ii. 9.8, 25 llUvtXfLLC; lle 
6tXUfLtXcr't"~; iii. 2.2, 10 of Nous - 7tOAA1)V llUvtXfLLV 1J.xov XtXt 7tOCO"tXV. xtXt 'l"tX1h1)v 'l"o(vuv 
'l"1)V '1"013 7tOL€LV rxAAO rxV€U '1"013 ~1)'I"€LV 7tOL'ijO"tXL. In Proclus the concept is connected 
with the technical term 'I"€A€L6'1"1)C; which indicates the perfection of power that 
enables a hypostasis to create effortlessly; d. Procl. Elements of Theol, (ed. 
Dodds), 30, 25; 68, 9; 106, 17; 112, 23. In Parm. iv, p. 955, 17 (Cousin) ilL' \)7t€­

p~OA1)V YVWO"'I"LX'ijC; ev€pydtXc;. In Porphyry the term almost certainly has the same 
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example of this idea may be found in de Myst. 232, 12 ~ m:pwucr(oc 't'~t; 
auvcX.[Le:<ut;. He goes on to say that this 7te:PLoucr(OC allows superior grades of 
reality to be efficacious in lower orders. The word used is 7tOCpdVOCL which 
is later qualified by eAA&.[L7te:L (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'(;'lV &xpo't'eX.'t'<Uv) but here he attributes it to 
mantic itself (to be more precise the subject is 0 't'p67tot; ~t; [LOCV't'LX~t;). 
As he does frequently in this work Iamblichus is here making it clear 
that mantic does not rely on human powers for its performance. Its 
"causality" (we might say) is 7tP<U't'oupYOt; ocu't'e:~oucrL6t; 't'e: xoct U7te:peX<Uv 
crUVe:LA'YjqlWt; 't'e: ev EOCU't'cr 't'~ 15).oc &).).' oux ocu't'ot; 7te:pLe:X6[Le:vot; u7t6 't'LV<UV 
~UaE: aLe:Lpy6[Le:vot; U7tO 't'wv [Le:'t'oc).oc[L~ocv6v't'<UV .•. &awp~cr't'cp aE: aUVeX.[Le:L 
emxpOC't'wv 't'~ 15AOC xoct aLOCO"Y)[LOC(V<Uv &6p6<ut;. 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 [Le:'t'~ p~cr't'WV'Yjt;.13 

basic meaning but the extant examples are not in a static context, i.e. he speaks 
about gaining and losing m:pLoucrtOl: 8uv&:fLECJ)~ rather than seeing it as a 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 ()<pEcrL~ 8uV&:fLECJ)~ with an upward movement to unity ~vCJ)O"L~ which is finally 
secured by 8uv&:fLeCJ)~ 1tepLoucrtOl:. 

This loss and regaining of ~VCJ)crL~ or wholeness of power (d. Sent. xxxvii, p. 33, 
15, ~xeL (soul) 8s: 'l'Y)v 'l'1j~ ISA7)~ MVOI:fLLV 1]87) XOI:L eV'l'Un&:VEL ollcr7) ev OI:\mj>, lS'l'OI:v &1t0 
'l'OU evoAou &1tocr'l'~V ev eOl:u'l'i{> Y~V7)'l'OI:L; ibid. 18f. oExelOl:~ lluv&:fLeCJ)~ X~VCJ)crLV ... 'l'Y)v 
MVOI:fLLV ~xeLV 'l'1j~ 1t&:cr7)~ eoptcrxe'l'o) 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), XOI:L 'l'0 e<p' eOl:u'l'ou fLeveLv x0I:601:pov 8L~ 8uv&:fLeCJ)~ 1tepLOucrLOI:V. 
Perhaps influenced by this is cro<ptOl:~ 1tepLOucrtqc 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 - OC1tO 'l'1j~ 'l'eCJ)~ ev fLey~6EL 8uv&:fLeCJ)~ Ecrxuoocr7)<; ev6>creCJ)<;. Here 
is an idea already found in Plotinus, that we should imitate Soul in its wholeness 
(d. above p. 78). A further point to be raised concerning 1tepLOucrLOI: 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 Sent. 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 AOYLcrfL6~ which operates when soul is embodied. It works by deliberation 
but that is inappropriate to the disembodied state. Since, however, disembodied 
souls are still AOYLXDI:L he must account for reasoning in some way. The problem 
is solved by suggesting a type of AOYLcrfL6~ which always flows from the V6"1)crLC; of 
disembodied souls and is always successful, I2f. evepyeLOI:Vecr'l' wcrOl:V XOI:L oLov 
~fL<pOl:crLV oocrOl:v. Note also the connection of external activity and image. 

13 d. Proclus In Crat. 81, 14 of 'P~OI:/MVOI:fLL~ - Mye:'l'OI:L oov 'P~OI: XOI:L 8L~ 'l'0 
emppei:v ocd 'l'~ ocy0l:6~ XOI:L 8L~ 'l'0 OI:t'l'LOI:V dVOI:L 'l'1j~ 6dOl:~ pqccr'l'6>V"I)~. 104, 10 'l'1jc; 6dOl:~ 
pqccr'l'6>V7)C; xop7)y6v. The word is Platonic though it has no metaphysical signifi­
cance in the works of Plato; d. Rep. 460D, Laws 684D, 625B, 720C, Crit. I07C, 
Epinam. 991C, Carg. 459C. 
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Plotinus often uses the word 8£8cu(LL14 to express the ontological 
relationship between higher (or whole) hypostases and lower hypo­
stases. Iamblichus also uses this word in a theurgic context. Talking of 
mantic he says (140, IS), !J.E:'t'1X8£8CUO'L !J.ev 7t«O'L 't'wv &YlX6wv ••• wcpE:AE:i't'E: 
't'oc 8LOLXOU!J.E:VIX &cp66vcuc;;, !J.eVE:L 8e we; 7tOAU !J.OCAAOV &CP' elXu't'~C;; 't'oO'01hcp 
!J.«AAOV ~C;; OLXE:£IXC;; 't'E:AE:L6't"Yj't'oe; 7tE:7tA~pCU't'IXL (note also 8£8cuO'£, I2g, 10). 
Here too we can see the idea of superabundance which is based on the 
concept of the perfection inherent in a hypostasis. For &cp66vcuc;; see also 
p. 17, 6.15 Saffrey refers to Plot. iv. 8.6, II-I3 't'OU 8e !J.E:'t" 1X'J-rO OLOV 
YE:\I\Icu!J.evou &X 8uvoc!J.E:cuC;; &cpoc't'ou, ()0"Yj &V e:xE:(VOLC;;, ~v oux ~8E:L O''t'~O'IXL OLOV 
7tE:~nypocljJlXv't'lX cp66vcp ••• This passage from Plotinus shows a meaning 
similar to that implied by Iamblichus' usage of the concept of &cp6ov(1X 
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, IS). 

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.16 But he also introduces an 
individual concept of divine will whereby the divine mayor may not 
affect certain people or things. The gods sometimes withhold the future 
from men to help them, 28g, 18, &7tOXPU7t't'OUO'L 't'oc &0'6!J.E:vlX gVE:XIX 't'ou TI)V 
ljJux~v ~E:A't'£OVIX &7tE:PyOC~E:0'6IXL. In 20g, 16 the concept of divine will is 
used to express the particular preordained function of certain objects 
as agents for mantic. Such things preserve (8LIXO'W~CU) 't'o ~OUA'1)!J.1X 'tou 
7tE:7toL'1)x6't'oc;;. 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,17 

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 e.g. 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 ~pw<; 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 cru[lo7t,x6eLcx and its transcendent cause, 
qlL)..(CX. 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 qlL)..(CX. 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 cruv6~[locx't'cx display a greater continuity and are 
present throughout the system and are similar in many ways to the 
MyoL in 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 cruv6~[LQ('t'Q( and Abyo~ see n. II. 
19 d. Julian's letter to Priscus (Rh. Mus. n.F (1887) p. 25 and Bulletins de 

l'Acad. 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 ecole") that Julian shows interest in Iamblichus the philo­
sopher in so far as he gives "la justification philosophique de la theurgie chaldai­
que qu'il preconise 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 v6'Yj(ne;. Plat. Theol. i. 25 is 
the clearest! evidence for the primacy of theurgy in Proc1us, 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. ~<i>~e't'oc~ 8€ 7ttXv't'oc 8~0:. 't'Otl't"C.o>v (7t(cme;, &.A~6e~oc, 
~pcue;) xoct O'uvtX7t't'e't'oc~ 't'oc~e; 7tpcu't'oupyo ~e; oct't'(oc~e;, 't'0:. !L€V 8~0:. -nje; EpCU't'~X9je; 

!Locv(oce;, 't'0:. 8€ 8~0:. 't'9je; 6e(oce; ({lLAOO'Oq>(OCe;, 't'0:. 8€ 8~0:. 't'9je; 6eoupy~x9je; 8uvtX!Lecue;, 
.a ( "" '6' ",,")."). 'I xpe 't''t'cuv e:O''t'~V OC7tOCO"Yje; ocv pcumv'Yje; O'cuq>pOO'UV'Yje; xoc~ E:7t~0''t''Yj!L'Yje;, O'UI\I\OC-
~ouO'oc 't'tX 't'e 't'Yje; !LOCv't'~xYje; &.yoc6oc xoct 't'oce; 't'Yje; 't'eAeO'~oupy~xYje; xoc6ocp't'~xoce; 

8uvtX!Le~e; xoct 7ttXv't'oc O:7tAWe; 't'oc 't'Yje; Ev6eou xoc't'ocxcuxYje; EvepY~!Loc't'oc. 
In the Cratylus Commentary, however, theurgy seems to be somehow 

limited and even subordinate to v6'Yj0'~e;. Of particular interest are In 

1 This passage has now been discussed by A. J. Festugiere "Contemplation 
philosophique et art tMurgique chez Proclus" Studi di Storia religiosa della tarde 
antichita, 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 VO"l)'tOL f}€OL where 0 f}€O~, 0 cruYX.A€LCUV 't'ov 1t1X't'fnx.ov 

aLtXxocrfLov is situated (65,24) since he is the highest named god - OVO fLlXcr't'6~. 
Proc1us goes on to claim that 1'a 1tpO 1'013 OUplXVOU - 1'a 1tp<i:mcr't'lX 1'WV 

()v1'cuv (66, 10) are unknowable except to the &vf}o~ VOU. We do not name 
them nor grasp them through yvwcrL~ or aLOCVOLIX. Even the theologians 
merely indicate them 1t6ppcuf}€v through analogies with sense objects. It 
seems that theurgy is here linked with what is OVOfLiX(j1'6~ and that the 
&vf}o~ voG is that transcendent part of us (66, I4 't'o e~np"l)fLevoV ••• ) 
which can deal with what is not ovofLlXcr't'k This separation of the 
Chaldaean term &vf}o~ voG2 from theurgy is rather striking. Interesting 
also is the fact that &vf}o~ voG is here concerned with the VO"l)'t'oc 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 ~ VO€pa 1'WV vO"l)'t'wv CPUcrL~ 

e~eAlXfL~€v. All before this is in silence and hidden, known only to V6"1)crL~. 
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 Commentary is 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 &v6o~ voi3. Kroll, De Orac. Chald. p. I I and n. I; d. Produs Plat. Theol. 6, 35. 
In Crat 47, 15; 66, II. In Ale. 519, 136-8. de Phil. Chald. iv. De Provo 172. 
In Parm. 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 Ie Parme­
nide," REG 74 (1961), p. 425 and n. 73; d. V. 3.14, 15; v. 5.8, 22; vi. 7.32; vi. 
7.35, 19-24, 30 ; vi. 9.3, 26-7. For Porphyry see Prod. Theol. Plat. I, II, p. 27 
IIopcpopLo~ 8e odi fLe:'I"OC 'l"oihov &v 'l""jj IIe:pl OePXwv 1tPOtYfLOt'l"e:lq; 'l"OV voi3v e:!VOtL fLev Ott6lVLOV 
ev 1tOAAOr~ XOtl XOtAOr~ 0e1to8e:bcvu()"L A6yOL~, ~Xe:LV 8e IlfLCil~ ev tOtU'I"ijl XOtl1tP0OtL6lVL6v <'I"L' 
XOtl'l"o fLev 1tP0OtL6lVLOV> 'l"oi3 voi3 'l"ijl tvl O"UVcX1t'l"e:LV (i:xeLvo yocp 1jv e1texe:LVOt 1tOtV'I"O~ Ottwvo~) 
'1"0 8e: Ott6lVLOV 8e:u'I"epOtv ~Xe:LV, fLiXAAOV 8e 'l"pl'l"1)v ev exe:lvc:> 'l"cX~LV. A similar idea may lie 
behind Sent. xxv p. II, 4 6e:Cilpe:L'l'OtL 8e OeV01)O"£q; xpe:lnovL VO~O"e:Cil~ ... 'l"ijl yocp 
ofLolc:> '1"0 IlfLOLOV YLV6lO"Xe:'I"OtL. 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 Henades dans la TMologie de ProeIus," Mededelingen der Konin­
klijke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen, Letterkunde, Nieuwe Reeks, 
Deel 23, No.2. Amsterdam 1960. 

3 Though basically the &v6o~ voi3 is a means of contact with the One, in 
Produs de Phil. Chald. iv the object of the &v6o~ voi3 is in the noetic world. The 
flower of mind secures us 11:1t' &xPc:> 'I"'ij~ 1tPW'l"1)~ V01)'I"'ij~ 'l"pl0t8o~ t8puv6ev and a 
further stage is required to reach the One by means of what Produs calls the 
"flower of the whole soul." The &v6o~ voi3 is still concerned with uniting 'l"'ij~ 
voe:piX~ 1)fLwV ~Cil'ij<; '1"0 EV05:L8eO"'I"Ot'l"ov 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. '1"0 8e &'1tOmwv 'l"WV <jJUXLXWV 8uVcXfLE.CilV ltv 1tOAUeL8wv oOO"wv. It is 
difficult to see whether Produs 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, 
d. Marinus, Vita Procli 3, ... 6eWp'I)'t"Lx,xC; xod 't",xc; oihw ~~ XIXAOU[LE:VIXC; 

6eoupYLx,xc;, 't",xc; ~e ~n &VW't"EPW 't"O\)-rwv crLW7t~crIXV't"ec;, WC; XIXl. u7tep &v6pw7toV 

~~'I) 't"e't"IXY[LEvIXC;. 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 &v6oc; VO;:; which is &~YlP'I)[LE:VOV 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 N eoplatonic virtues in his account of Proclus' 
life. It looks, for instance, as if Marinus understood 6ewp'I)'t"Lx~ &pe't"~ to 
be merely the brain work of natural theology and 6eoupYLx~ &pe't"~ 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 V ita 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 &vIX't"ew6[Levoc; dc; 't",x xpeLnovlX as meaning study of the Chal­
daean Oracles. One feels that Marinus has somehow missed the mark 

4 For silence, see Thea? 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 Iamblichus 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; 
(1) The occurrence and role of ritual elements even at the higher level, 
(2) The precise position of "Plotinian" v6YJa~<;;. 

We will take the second point first. In Iamblichus we saw how 
v6YJa~<;; 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 v6YJa~<;; - seen rather as rational activity­
and the highest level of v6YJa~<;; which was to be identified with Plotinian 
v6YJa~<;;. The same tendency is found in Proclus with human vou<;; con­
sidered as a mere itAAOC(J.ljJL<;; of vou<;;. 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 v6YJa~<;; which is the final object of the theurgic 
ascent is now considered to be divine or superhuman. There is no 
v6YJa~<;; 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 acucppoauvYJ and bc~a't"~(J.YJ. This may 
be what Iamblichus means in de Myst. when he says that theurgic 
union is above v6YJa~<;; - human v6YJa~<;;. We have already shown that for 
Iamblichus the highest form of union involves something akin to 
Plotinian v6YJa~<;; 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 'Joue; 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 'J61)crLe;. 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 
Iamblichus 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. U(L'Joe; oe 'rou 1t1X'rpOe; OU A6yo~ 

cru'Jee'ro~, oux ~pyUl'J xlX'rlXcrxeu~. (L6'Joe; ya.p O(q>elXp'roe; tJ'J, q>elXp'ro'J U(L'Jo'J ou 

oexe'rIX~. (L~ 06'.1 xlXLVyj P1)(LCk-rUl'J xlX'rlX~y[o~ 1te[creLV eA1t[~Ul(Le'J 'ro'J A6yUl'J 

eXA1)Elw'J oecr1t6'r'Yj'J, (L'Yjoe ~pyUl'J q>1X'J'r&.cre~ (Le'ra. 'reX'J1)e; xexIXAAUlmcr(Le'JUl'J. 

eXxIXAAwmcr'ro'J eU(Lopq>[IX'J eeoe; q>~Ae~. u(L'Jo'J 06'.1 'rij) eeij) 'roU'rO'J eX'JlXeW(Le'J, 

'r~'J e~e; IXU'rO'J e~O(LO[Ulcr~'J. 7 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 'TOU'TOV {)fLVOV as referring literally to the hymn which follows 
(d. Lewy, Excursus ix, Proclus "Fire-Song") - It is in apposition to t~ofLolromv 
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 'T~V d<; OCU'TOV t~ofLo(romv into the third line of the hymn after 
btt 'TOV &)'I)()'ij O'lWTC6v 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 dfLo1roO't<;, is common - d. p. 97. Des Places in 
Oracles Chaldaiques p. 207 adopts Lewy's transposition. See also Festugiere's 
emendation t~ofLOA6Y"l)O'tv Revelation III 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 
normal Neoplatonic sentiment. I therefore do not find the necessity to emend 
the text. 

S 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 (evepyfj(L(x:roc). 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 
(Cl'1)(Loc(vo\)cn) at the higher levels.9 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 &)J.,oc 't"ocu't"oc (Lev h nj~ E(L~~ 

1CpO~ 't"oc 't"o~&~e cr\)(L1COCee(oc~ (Le(L~xl)v't"oc~. 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 
M agia is important in this respectll 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 ... &pe't'1jv ~'t"~ (Le(~ovoc xoct 't"eAecu't"spocv 
E1COp(crOC't"o 't"~v eeo\)py~x~v ... ou~e xoc't"oc e&-repov 't"wv EV 't"OL~ ee£o~~ ~~nwv 

t~~CU(L&'t"cuv ~~l), vowv (L6vov xoct &voc't"ew6(Levo~ et~ 't"OC xpe£novoc, 1Cp6vo~ocv 

~~l) xoct 't"wv ~e\)'t"sp(Ov hWe't"o ee~6't"ep6v 't"woc xoct OU xoc't"oc 't"ov ~(L1Cpocreev 

etpl)(LSVOV 1COA~'t"~XOV 't"p61COV. TocL~ yocp 't"WV XOCA~OC((oV crucr't"&crecr~ ... 
EXSXPl)'t"o. 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 Grat. 66, 16 oU8e y,xp ilL' OVO(J.,xTCilV yVCilpl~eo6cxL noecpUXCXOLV, &A:A<X ol 6eoMYOL 
no6ppCil6ev cx,h,x 01j(J.CXlVOUOL I1:x T'ije; TroV cpCXLVO(J.evCilV nopoe; I1:xe1:vcx &vcxAoylcxe;. 

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 V ita. 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; 
I. In Ale. 172.8f. 
~cr't"L yVWWXL ~Otu't"ov ()eUlp1)'t"LXWe;, (he Cx,toAeAU!LeVOV ~Otu't"6v 't"Le; ()eOCO"1)'t"OtL· 
~cr't"L XOtL ()eoAoYLXWe;, l)'t"e 't"Le; yvij> ~OtU't"ov XOt't"oc 't"~v t~eOtV 't"~v ~OtU't"OU· ~cr't"L 

XOtl ~V()OucrLoccr't"LXWe;, l)'t"e 't"Le; yvij> ~OCU't"ov XOt't"oc 't"o ~v, Xoc()' l) cruvoc1t't"6!Levoe; 't"ij> 
otxe(cp ()eij> ~v()oucr(~. 
2. In Phaed. II4.16f. 
l)'t"L 1tOCpOC~eLY!Loc't"LXOtl &pe't"ocl oct !L1)Xe't"L ()eUlpoucr1)e; •.• (i.e. ()eUlp1)'t"LXOtl) 
't"ocu't"Ote; ~E 1tpocr't"(()1)crLV 0 'IOC!L~ALXOe; ~v 't"OLe; 1tepl &pe't"wv. 

l)'t"L etcrl XOtl oct lepoc't"Lxocl &pe't"Ot(, xoc't"oc 't"o ()eoeL~Ee; UcpLcr't"oc!LevOCL 't"~e; ljIux-Yje;, 
&v't"L1tOtp~xoucrocL 1toccrOtLe; 't"OCLe; etp1)!LeVOCLe; oucrLc1~ecrLv 01JcrocLe; ~VLOtLOC( ye 
U1tOCpxoucrOCL. xocl 't"ocu't"oce; ~E 0 'IOC!L~ALXOe; ~v~e(xvu't"ocL, ot ~e 1tepl TIp6XAOV XOtl 
croccpecr't"epov. 
3. Ibid. 46, 8. 
etal yocp xOtl1tocpoc~eLY!Loc't"LXOtl &pe't"OtL i:>O"1tep yocp 't"o ~!Le't"epov 1)!L!Loc 1tp6't"epov 
!Lev CPUl't"L~6!Levov U1tO 't"ou ~ALOCXOU cpUl't"Oe; ~'t"ep6v ~cr't"L 't"OU CPUl't"(~OV't"oe; we; 
~)..)..oc!L1t6!Levov, {)cr't"epov ~E ~VOU't"OC( 1tUle; xocl auVOC1t't"e't"OCL xOtl OLOV ~v xocl 
~ALOeL~ee; y£ve't"ocL, O{)'t"Ul XOCL ~ ~!Le't"epoc ljIux~ xoc't"' &pxoce; !LEV ~)..)..oc!L1te't"OtL U1tO 
VOU xocl ~epyeL XOt't"oc 't"oce; ()eUlp1)'t"LXOCe; &pe't"oce;, xocl {)cr't"epov OLOV l)1tep 't"o 
~)..)..oc!L1tOV y£ve't"ocL xocl ~voeL~We; ~vepyeL XOt't"oc 't"oce; 1tOCpOC~eLY!LOt't"Lxoce; &pe't"oce;, 
xocl CPLAocrOcp(Ote; !Lev ~pyov vouv ~!Lie; 1tOL-YjcrOCL, ()eoupy(oce; ~E ~VWcrOCL ~!Lie; 

't"OLe; V01)'t"OLe;, we; ~vepyeLv 1tOCpOC~eLY!Loc't"LXWe;. 
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, Proc1us as expounder and refiner. But can we find these 
ideas in the extant works of Proc1us and Iamblichus? 

Two general points emerge from these passages. 
(1) 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, 2rf. tells us that O'\)(.L~OAOC and O'uv6~(.Loc't'oc (with which 
theurgy concerns itself) are ultimately vested in what is beyond the 
vO'Y)'t'oc - i.e. the One. Compare this with El. Theol. 145 where the £8L-
6't''Y)'t'e:~ or specific characteristics of lower hypostases are the E:AAcX(.L~e:L~ 
of the henads. These t8L6't''Y)'t'e:~ are very closely connected with 
O'uv6~(.Loc't'oc 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 ~v at all levels is noted. 

In Plat. Theol. iv. 9 we have already noted the phrase 8LOC 't'~~ eVLocEoc~ 
xoct mxO"YJ~ yVCUO''t'LX~~ eve:pydoc~ xpe:E't''t'ovo~ O'Ly~~ -Pjv ~ 1tEO''t'L~ E:v8E8cuO'LV and 
we might connect it with Plat. Theol. i. 25, where the multiple, non­
unified nature of nous is expressed. More pertinent is In Rem. i. 177, 
19 IXve:ye:Ep0I)O'oc 8e 't'0 dtpp'Y)'t'ov O'uv6'Y)(.LOC ~~ 't'wv 6e:wv eVLocEoc~ U1toO''t'cXO'e:cu~. 

Again the connection of O'uv6'Y)(.Loc with unity. The O'uv6'Y)(.Loc seems 
identified here with the One within us as the following sentence shows: 

, .1. -." rl - ., 'I - ,,, , • \ • •• O'UVOC,!,OCO'OC 't'ep O(.LOLep 't'0 O(.LOLOV •.• 't'ep 1)1te:p OI)O'~OCV 1tOCO'OCV XOCL .."CU'Y)V e:v~ 

't'0 evoe:L8eO''toc'tov ['r~vJ 't~~ otxe:(oc~ ouO'Eoc~ 're: xoct ~cu~~. 
But the clearest account comes from de Phil. Chald. V. O'l)veO''t''Yjxe: yocp 

~ ~I)X~ IX1tO 'rwv voe:pwv A6ycuv xoct 't'WV 6e:Ecuv 0'1)(.L~6ACUV, irlv ot (.Lev e:tO'tv IX1tO 
'rwv voe:pwv e:t8wv, 'rOC 8e IX1tO 'rwv 6e:Ecuv eVcX8cuv' xoct E:O'(.Lev e:tx6ve:~ (.Lev 'rwv 
voe:pwv OUO'LWV, IXyrXA(.LOC't'OC 8e 'rwv IXyvciJO''rcuv 0'1)v6'Y) (.LcX't'cuv. xoct if>O'1te:p 1tiO'oc 
~I)X~ mxv't'cuv (.Lev E:O''rL 1tA~pCU(.LOC 'rwv e:t8wv, xoc't'oc (.LEocv 8e lSACU~ ochEocv 
ucpeO''t''Y)xe:v, oihcu xoct 1tcXv't'cuv (.Lev (.Le:'rexe:L 't'wv 0'I)v6'Y)(.LcX'rcuv 8L' irlv O'I)VIX1t't'e:'t'OCL 
't'or:~ 6e:EoL~, IXcpciJPLO''t'OCL 8e ~ ()1tOCP~L~ E:V evE. The connection between 
0'I)v6~(.Loc't'oc and unity is clear. And notice also here how the O'U(.L~OAOC 

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 V ita 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 Crat. 31, I. 't''ij<; ob(eLOC<; !8~6TI)'t'o<; auVe~lLoc't'oc. flee/· Tifr; "aB' "EAAT}Var; 
leeaTt"ifr; TExvifr;. Bidez, p. ISO, 22; 't'a<; auvea1t'etpoclLevoc<; !8~6TI)'t'oc<; ~v 1))"£'1> lLept­
~olLevoc<;. This is said in the context of aUlL~o)"oc and auVe~lLOC't'oc. See also 
p. 149ff. The idea of sowing aUlL~o)"oc or auVe~lLOC't'OC is common. Proclus In Tim. 
i 2II, I; aUlL~6)"ot<; &:pp~'t'Ot<; 't'wv eewv, & 't'wv ljiuxwv 6 1t'oc-rljp ~vea1t'etpev oc,hoc'i:<;. Such 
phraseology is clearly borrowed from the Chaldaean oracles, cf. In Crat. 21, I. 

aUlL~o)"oc yap 1t'oc't'ptXO<; v6o<; ~a1t'etpev xoc't'a x6alLov, 
OL<; 't'a v01)'t'a voe'i: XOCL &:cppcXa't''I> xcXA)..et ~voihoct. 

cf. Kroll, Or. Chald. p. 50. 



THEURGY IN PROCLUS II9 

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 &.pe't'Q(.~ which are oumWaeL<; 

and others which are EVLQ(.~Q(.L. We notice the exactness in distinguishing 
their modes of existence o!JaQ(.L<;j\m;rXpxouaL. What is above being can 
scarcely be described as having o!Ja~Q(.. {htQ(.P~L<; is the word to be used 
and is so used from Porphyry onwards.15 Notice f)7tQ(.P~L<; 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 6eoeLae<; TIj<; tj;uX~<; 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. This is reserved to the divine level 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 v6'YJmc; that we find in 
Plotinus. 

We have, then, established that Proclus (or Syrianus)17 connected the 
working of theurgy with the theory of hen ads 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. IS 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 {)1tOCP~L<;, d. Rist, "Mysticism and Transcendence in Later Neoplato­
nism" p. 220f. 

16 de Myst. 46, 13, "Co 6e:1:ov ev ~[J.1:v. p. 168, 4 evoe:Lllwv Koct v01)"CW'I oOO'Lwv. d. 
Hermeias In Phaedr. 150, 24f quoting Iamblichus and especially "Co Yd:p £v "C~~ 
ljiux~~ ~VOGQ'6OCL "Co1:~ 6e:01:<; 7teqlUKe:v. 

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. Theal. 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 Proc1us 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 M agia he tells 
us that we ascend to higher levels by abandoning 't~v CPUO'LV XQ(.l. 't'iX.c; 

CPUO'LxiX.c; ~vepydQ(.C; and employing 'tQ(.~c; 7tpw't'oupyo~C; xQ(.l. 8dQ(.LC; 3uvrXfLeO'L. 
He has only just been talking about the O'uv8~fLQ(.'t'Q(. connected with 
material objects and this final sentence seems to imply that the 
theurgist graduates from corporally immanent henads or O'uv8~fLQ(.'t'Q(. 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 &.v8oc; VOU. In the passage quoted above In Rem. i. I77. this 
highest part seems identical with 'to &'pp'IJ't'ov O'uv8'IJfLQ(. 't'tjc; 'tow 8ewv 

EVLQ(.[Q(.C; U7toO''t'rXO'ewc;. Thus it is likely that at the higher level of theurgy 
the O'uv8'IJfLQ(. concerned with ascent will be that token of the One's 
presence in us which is itself an ~AAQ(.fL~LC; of a henad. Proclus nowhere I 
think explicitly refers to the ~AAQ(.fL~LC; 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 O'uv8·~fLQ(.'t'Q(.,19 The meta­
physical principle governing ~AA&fL~eLC; and L3L6't''IJ't'ec; is explained in 
El. Theol. I25, and particularly in 64 Q(.t 3e eAArXfL~2LC; EvwO'ewv. 

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.2o Thus for Proclus theurgy is not a way of by­
passing noesis but rather the only means to attaining it. In Plat. Theol. 
I22 we are told that souls are joined to Nous by the voepol. fLovrX3ec;. 

This exposition perhaps helps to clarify the way in which theurgical 
activity was described in philosophical language within the N eoplatonic 
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, 6f.; de magia Bidez 150, 9, ~ TWV ~ALIXXWV O'U[J.~6A(i)V. On the 
other hand one must beware of making a complete identification of immanent 
henad and personal crov61)[J.IX. Iamblichus argued against the identification of the 
personal 3IXl[J.(i)v 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 vO'Y)(nc;; 
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 (J'\)ve~fLoc't"oc. Whether hen ads 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 vO'Y)cr~c: 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, d. de Phil. Chald. iv; 
and Theal. Plat. i. 25 also seems to mean union with the highest principle. I 
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 n:rx't"~p, 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'lo1)'t"a. 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 - OU yap 
EO"[Le:'1 '10Ue; [L6'10'l, &AAOC XrxL SLa'lOLrx xrxt a6~rx XrxL n:poO"oX-fJ xrxt n:pOrx(pe:o"Le;. 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 THEURG Y 

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 lamblichus. We opened our 
whole discussion with an examination of theurgy in lamblichus. It is 
important to stress that lamblichus 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 lamblichus' 
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 
(ju!L1Coc6eLIlt 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 lamblichus 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 - !L"Y)~e\lo<; !L"Y)XIlt\lUl!LE:\I0U (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, rof. he suggests 
that there are two ways in which an effect is achieved (or influence 
"given") -
(1) spontaneously 7tOCP' OCU't'ou 
(2) by artificial means e:AKUO'OCV't'O~ l1:A:Aou e:E~ !l-epo~ 't'~ ocu't'ou. 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, (d. 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 KOCL !l-e:'t" e:ux!fj~ y~yve:O'eoc~ 't'~ 
~o't'eov KOCL e:ux!fj~ l1ve:u 7tOCP' ocu't'&v. And Plotinus sometimes specifies that 
what the stars "give" is an &7tOppO~, 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.1 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 restricted2 compared with what we can find in 

1 iii. 2.2, Isf. voue; -ro!vuv 800e; -r~ tCXI)-rou de; \))..1jV tX-rpe:!L-lje; xcx~ -I1O'I»)(Oe; -ro: 1t'ocv-rcx 
e:tpyoc~e:-ro' oo-roe; 8e 6 Myoe; ex vou flUe:!e;. -ro yo:p tX1t'oppeov tx vou Abyoe;. 

2 For tX1t'OppO~, &1t'6ppo~cx, tX1t'oppero etc. see p. 102f. above. ii. 3.II, 8-9, on the 
influence of the effluence from the heavenly voue; on man. ii. I.3, 28, ii. I.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 d aE XIXXO<; 0 1X~1'WV, elX1)[J.OC~E~V ou aE~' XlXt yap ex 7to1'IX[J.WV eXpOOV1'IX~ 
ot XIXXO(, XlXt 1'0 a~aov IXU1'OU OUX OlaEV () au~coow, eXAM a(acom [J.6vov. 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 eve:pye:~Q(; cf. chap. five n. 8. See also Plato 
Phdr. 251b 't"ou X,xAAOU<; 't"~v &1t'Oppo~v. For Porphyry, see the PhilosoPhy from 
Oracles Wolff p. 160; De Abst. ii. 46 where there is a connection with the 
ilX"I)[LQ(. See further Procl. In Tim. i, 147, 12. For Iamblichus, d. de Myst. 137, 18. 

3 de Magia, Bidez 149, 20. In Tim. i. 43, If., 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 (7tLO"'t"~e;), which 
comes from (x'~0"6"Y)0"~e;, is opposed to the a7t6ae:~~~e; of Plotinus' own 
rational arguments. This is another idea which is found again in 
Porphyry in the introduction to the PhilosoPhy trom 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 N ous 
and the lower world is brought out in iv. 4.12 where Plotinus implies 
that diviners employ AOyLO"[L6e; 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. Me:O"'t"~ ae 7t&.v't"ex O""Y)[Ldwv xex~ 0"0cp6e; 't"~e; 

o [Lex6wv ~~ &AAOI) &AAO (ii. 3.7, 12). 

Porphyry supposes, like Plotinus, that the basis of mantic is sym­
pathy; de Myst. iii 27, If., OU a~ 't"ou't"O A€:ye:~v ae:~, we; XexL cpome; XexL 't"EXV"Y) 
XexL -f) 0"1)[L7t&.6e:~ex 't"WV we; EV EVL ~CJ)w 't"CJ) 7texV'"L"L [Le:pWV 7tpOa"Y)AWO"e:~e; ~Xe:~ 

't"LVWV 7tpae; &AA"y)Aex, Oua' ()'t"~ 't"~ O"W[Lex't"ex o{hw xex't"e:O"xe:oexO"'t"ex~, we; dvex~ 

7tPOO""Y)[LexO"LOLV a7ta 't"WV E't"EPWV de; 't"~ g't"e:pex. 
Iamblichus, however, rejects this theory as inadequate to explain all 

forms of divination. Divination based merely on 0"1)[L7t&.6e:~ex is not 
divine but human mantic though it does contain an '~xvoe; of the divine. 
Here we come to an essential point of difference between Plotinus and 
Iamblichus, 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 ()pyexvex 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 to any natural gift whereas in Plotinus and Porphyry 
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all mantic is due to a natural gift. The e7tL't"YJaeL61''Y)~ for divine mantic is, 
for Iamblichus, a gift of the gods.6 In de Myst. 165, Igf. he denies that 
the ability for divine mantic comes from nature (7tIX.P~ 1'~~ tpu(J'e{U~) -

OUX ~(J'1'LV ()7t{u~ 7to1'€ ev 1'OU1'OL~ e:utputlX. 1'L~ ?lv U7tOXIX.1'IX.(J'xWIX.(J'6d'Y) •.• 

6e£lX.~ &PIX. [J.IX.V1'LX~~ ouaev e(J'1'L (J'7tep[J.1X. ev ~[J.~V ex tpu(J'e{U~. tpUcrL~ 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 
Iamblichus 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 playa 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 (d. de Myst. 120). When dealing with augury 
from birds Iamblichus 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, 4f.; 7tav1'1X. (J'u[J.tp{uvouv1'1X. 

1'o~~ ~OU).~[J.IX.(J'L 1'wv 6ewv &yeL lX.u1'~~ o[J.o).oyou[J.ev{U~ o!~ oi 6eoL XIX.1" eXPX~~ 

e7tL1'anou(J'LV. 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 txvo~ 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. ii, 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 (ou y~p 1'wv XIX.1'~ tpU(J'LV, 137,6) in order to stress 
the divine causality. There is here more than an rXvo~ of the divine, 
eX).).' u7teptpuE:~ a~ 1'L 1'0 ~pyov e(J'1'L 1'oiho. Certain prophetic bird behaviour 
is "supernatural" and there is a transcendent agent at work - w~ 

hepou 1'LVO~ i5v1'o~ 1'OU aL~ 1'wv 0pvW{Uv 1'IX.U1'1X. eX7tepYIX.~o[J.evou. 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. lOI, 2 't''Ii &x 6e:&v xQ('t'ome:[L7tO[L€v1l 't''ij~ 7tpoyvwcre:w<;; Mcre:L. On &m't''I)8e:L-
6't''I)<;; see Dodds, Elements of Theology, p. 344-5. 
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phenomena. This is true even in iv. 3, II, 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 N eoplatonic ontological procession seems to break down here.7 

No doubt this is because Iamblichus is speaking 6eouPYLxWC;. 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 embodiment9 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' E1tL't"7j8e:L6't'7jC; for divine mantic is over and above normal 
E7tL't'7j8e:L6't'7jC; for form. Proc1us distinguishes O"1Sv6(J-7joc and Form (see chap. seven 
n. II). This seems to imply that the divine channel which aids in ascent is 
different from the ontological procession of Form. On a broader basis Proc1us 
distinguishes henads and 't'cX V07j't'rX. The henads in their manifestation at different 
levels are independent of the V07j't'rX or Forms. Thus theurgy which works through 
the henads leads to a divorce of the spiritual ascent from the contemplation of 
Forms. 

8 7tpocmoc6ec; 8e 't'0 07tCil(fOUV (J-L(J-7j6ev, i:>O"7te:p xrX't'07t't'pov &:p7trXO"OCL e:!86c; 't'L 8uvrX(J-e:vov. 
Dodds (Greeks and the Irrational p. 306, n. 83) comments "07tCilO"OUV seems to 
involve denying any specific virtue to magical rites of consecration." Although 
this statement relies on the interpretation of a single word (might 07tCilO"OUV 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 A6yOL in the universe. What 
we would like to know is the relationship of these gods and their mode of 
presence with the v07j't'rX and the A6YOL. I suspect that Plotinus (unlike Iamblichus 
and Proc1us, see n. 7) identified them. This would be in accord with his theory of 
natural sympathy. Moreover the reference in ch. II, II to 't'Cj> 6e:ijl EXe:LVCj> (surely 
meaning Nouc;) links Nouc; as god and source of A6YOL with the 6e:OL of line 2. 

9 Porphyry Sent. xxxvii., Plot. vi. 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 rr(1966) 61-80. 

10 7te:pt &YOCA(J-rX't'CilV. 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 theory is 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.l1 

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, O'u!L7t'cX.8ew.:, 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 &.pe't'~ 
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 yo'Y)'t'dcx. and theurgy, black magic and theurgy 
proper.12 But he is by no means as clear as Iamblichus. Whilst some­
times distinguishing yO'Y)'t'etcx. 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. (m:pl eXyocA{LIl:rOO\l) Bidez 1* 5, 't"or~ Koc6cbtep tK ~t~AOO\l 't"W\I eXYOCA{LIXTOO\l 
eX\lOCAeyeL\I 't"eX: nepl 6ew\I {Le{Loc61lK60'L YPIX{L{Loc't"oc. 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." Rh. 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 mali 
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. II, 45, p. 174, 2 where y61J-re:c; appear to be impious and asso­
ciated with aOCL[l.OVe:C; 7tov1JpoL 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*I3f. Augustine seems to suggest this when he 
says "potestates ... quae vel ipsae invideant purgationi animae, 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 eXV'rL6e:OL, 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 
fro 2, 27*27f. Nunc enim hanc artem 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. 36-43. and the Hellenic Theology (if by Porphyry) in Eusebius 
P.E. iv. 5. 1-2. Further. In Tim. i. 77. 7f. 

14 Cf. Synesius de Ins. p. 170, IIf.; cf. R. MacMullen, Enemies ot the Roman 
Order p. 124-127. 
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Augustine refers to this again in x, 27, Bidez fro 7, 34*28f. "Quid prodest 
quia negare non potuisti err are homines theurgica disciplina et quam 
plurimos faltere per caecam insipientemque sententiam atque esse certissi­
mum errorem 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 
general interest in the more speculative and lofty verses of the Chaldaean 
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 7t1X.'t'~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 \/o'Y)'t'ot SeoL (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 A nimae 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. II 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; d. 
Chaldaean Oracles p. I75-6, "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 fro 4. For"O('t'~p, d. Kroll p. 12ff. and Lewy, Chaldaean 
Oracles 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 A nimae 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 anima spiritali theurgica arte purgati ad Patrem quidem non 
redeunt, sed super 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 oraculis fuisse responsum nos non purgari lunae teletis atque solis 
... Denique eadem dicit oraculo expressum principia posse purgari .... " 
This might be, as Lewy maintains, a deliberate misinterpretation on 
Porphyry's part (Chaldaean Oracles, p. 139, n. 274). If the principiaj 
&pX<X.[ 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 &pX<X.L 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 &px<x.[ as the highest triad (or dyad?) 
but to claim that the Oracles themselves must have maintained the 
difference between the &px<x.[ 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. In Rem. 
1.152, 14) which seem to be connected with the more material ascent 
of the 6XYJ[J-<X.j1tveu[J-<X.. The Oracles are perhaps here warning us in 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.1S 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.19 He also reveals some interesting facets of Porphyry's thought. 

17 Seep. 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. 394, n. I and 2. Although he ascribes a special way to 
the rank of angel which seems to be superior to the normal theurgical way (Bidez 
fro 2, 29*6, aliam vero viam esse perhibeat ad angelorum 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 fro 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 3e:u1.'e:poc; 7t'AOUe;. 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 fro 6, 34*24; aetherias vel empyrias 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 Oracles 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. I) and 
Dodds (Greeks and the Irrational, 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. 
1.11, 457; ex01.'Oc; !Lev oov tp1)O't (veoc; 3t &v to'roc; 1.'ex;:i1.'ex ~'Ypextpe:v we; ~O~Ke:V) t7t't1.'llXe:'Lv 
XP1)O'1.'1)pt'll !L1)3e:vl1.'i},v 31)!LoO'trov' tv 3e ex01.'ij) 1.'ij) ~~~At'll Kex1.'ex'Yp&tpe:~. O'Meara's argu­
ments (Porphyry'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 to'roc; and we; 
~O~Ke:V. Eunapius was clearly not well informed. But it is best to leave it at that. 
The !Lev and 3e 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 Kex1.'ex - in 
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An important fragment of the PhilosoPhy Irom Oracles in Augustine 
Civ. Dei, xix. 23 has the following sober statement about the ascent of 
the soul" ... ipsam vitam precem ad ipsum (deum) lacientes 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 Irom Oracles (i.e. pre-Plotinian) we find here a certain 
consistency on Porphyry's part and a soberness which might require us 
to reappraise 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.2o Then we are reduced to two 
interpretations of Porphyry's position; (a) he held the same view of 
theurgy in the Philosophy Irom 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 Irom 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 A nimae and the Philosophy Irom 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 prologue21 of the Philosophy Irom 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 
Iamblichus in the de Mysteriis where content is not dealt with. More­
over Porphyry will deal with divination only where it will aid 6e;wptot. 
(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 Irom 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 

XlX't'lXYPtXcpOO might this mean no more than recording of the Oracle whilst ~ypcxcpe:v 
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 XCX't'lXyPtXcpe:t, 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 trom Oracles, Wolff p. IOg-IIO. 



134 ATTITUDE OF THE NEOPLATONISTS TO THEURGY 

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 Iamblichus, 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 ~1X£ILOVe:e; 
use natural means when divining the future since they can make 
mistakes just as men can; see Wolff p. 169; 'AAA' ~8'Yj XIX~ 't"~v yv&aw 
't"~e; cpopiie; 't"~v &xp~~1j XIX~ 't"ae; ex 't"01hcuv aUIL~cX.ae:~e; &XIX't"OCA'Yj7t't"OV e:!VIX~ 
&v6pw7to~e;,XIX~ ou IL6vov 't"oo't"o~e;, &AAa XIX~ 't"~a~ 't"&V 81X~IL6vcuv· lS6e:v XlXt 
ljJe:08ov't"lX~ 7te:p~ 7tOAA&V epcu't"'Yj6ev't"e:e;. 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 't"oo't"o~e; ouv ot7tlXaw 

we; xod 't"OLe; &v6pw7to~e; 't"ijv 't"e: 7tPIXX't"~X~V 6e:oaocp£lXv (oihcu 't"~v ILlXye:£lXv 
XIXA&V) xaAtm;nv e:te; erxe:£p'Yjaw e:!VIX£ cp'Yja~, XIX~ 't"~v cpopav 't"~v &xp~~~ 't"&V 
ota't"pcuv, XIX~ 't"ae; ex 't"oo't"cuv aUIL~cX.ae:~e; &XIX't"IXA~7t't"OUe;, 8~o XIX~ ljJe:08e:a61X~ 

7te:p~ 7tOAA&V epcu't"'Yj6ev't"lXe; ••• 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. Sent. 
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, IIf.). 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 Iamblichus' 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 A nimae with the anima 
intellectualis and the anima spiritalis. 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 (Sent. 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 ISX1)!l-oc!7tve:u!l-oc-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
sal way 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 cpocv-roccr(oc. 
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 inmortalitati 
mortalem ex omnibus quibus constatpartibus praeparat. Ut enim non alia 
purgatio ei parti quaereretur, quam vocat intellectualem Porphyrius, alia 
ei, quam vocat spiritalem, aliaque ipsi corpori; propterea totum suscepit 
veracissimus potentissimusque mundator atque salvator (Bidez fro r2, 43*, 
rIf.). 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; 
(r) 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 fro II, 5, 41*35f.). Even the IlX1)fLOI:/1tve:tifLOI: 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 (Orac. Chald p. 61) 
that the Chaldaeans believed in a J udaeo-Christian type of bodily resurrection. 
Lewyargues (Chaldaean Oracles, 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 Hymn 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. 
(I) 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 BplXXILavec; as a limited and restricted 
sect: de Abst. iv, I7 p. 256, 6f. ot ILeV BplXXILavec; ex yevouc; ~LIX~exov't'IXL 

&cmep teplX't'etlXv 't'~v 't'OLIXU't"YjV 6eoGoqltlXv. It is true that they are here 
contrasted with the ~IXILIXVIX~OL 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 BplXXILavec; is 
similar to the theurgic family traditions attested in the later period of 
N eoplatonism.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,27 is 
comparable to that of the philosopher in Porphyry's thought and would 
thus involve limitation two. The founder of Chaldaean theurgy28 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 2B, records how the whole theurgic rite was passed 
down from Nestorius the Great through Plutarch and his daughter Asclepigeneia 
to Proclus. 

27 See note lB. 
28 Cf. Procl. In Rem ii. 154, 17 (Kroll 60), ibid. lIB, 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 Melanges Cumont i, BB, and Lewy p. 224 
n. 195 OOC;; ('IouA~OGvoc;;) 0 'It"OG't"~P, tm:l yevv'iiO"OG~ 't"oihov (sc. 6eoupy6v) ~{LeAAeV, &pXOGyye;­
A~X-ljV "!jTIjO"e ljiux-ljv 't"ov aUVOXE:OG 't"ou 'It"OGv't"oc;; 'It"pOC;; 't"-Ijv 't"01hou t)7t"60"'t"OGO"~v ... 



138 ATTITUDE OF THE NEOPLATONISTS TO THEURGY 

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.29 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 (d. Bidez, fro 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. II. 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 
Iamblichus and the later N eoplatonists. 

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 Enneads. 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. 
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Their attitude to oracles and revelation is similarly restricted. 
N either 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 
Iamblichus of de M ysteriis 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 
Iamblichus 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 N eoplatonists 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 N eoplato­
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 argued1 that he was a practising magician. Such a view hardly 
stands up to criticism2 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 
0/ Oracles: Eunap. V. Soph. iv. 1.12, 457 cp'YJO'~ az xod. a()(.~fL6v~6v 't'~v()(. 

cpumv cX7tO AOU't'POU 't'~ vo~ exa~w~()(.~ x()(.l. ex~()(,Ae:~V. K()(.uO'<x6()(.v 't'OU't'ov ~Ae:yov OL 
emxwpw~. 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?," Phronesis I (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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I t 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 aLXoc.LOO"OV'Y) (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 (eXAA' oux euO"e~e~ (1.ev ... ). 
Secondly and, perhaps, more there is Eunapius' own comment about 
the source of the story, V. Soph. v. 2.7,459; eAeye't"o ae xoc.t 7toc.poc.ao~6't"epoc. 
xoc.t 't"epoc.'t"waeO"'t"epoc., eyw ae 't"oo't"wv eXveypoc.cpov ouaev, O"cpoc.Aep6v 't"L xoc.t 
6eo(1.LO"e~ 7tpiiy(1.oc. ~yoo(1.evo~ e~~ O"uyypoc.cp~v 0"'t"OCO"L(1.0V xoc.t 7te7t'Y)yu'i:oc.v 
E:7teLO"ocyeLv eXxo~v aLecp6oc.p(1.ev'Y)v xoc.t peouO"oc.v. eXAACt xoc.t 't"oc.i:i't"oc., ypoccpw ae­
aOLXW~ eXxo~v ouO"oc.v, 7tA~V ()O"oc.ye ~7tO(1.oc.L eXvapocO"w, ot, 't"o'i:~ &AAOL~ eX7tLO"­
't"ouv't"e~, 7tpO~ 't"~v 't"ou cpoc.vev't"o~ oc.t0"6'Y)o"LV O"uvexoc(1.cp6'Y)O"oc.v. ouaet~ ae oc.u't"ou 
't"wv e't"oc.(pwv eXv€ypoc.~ev, ()O"oc. ye ~(1.ii~ daevoc.L. 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. ot) 't"L (1.OCAoc. yeAoc.O"e(wv, E:yeAoc.O"ev E:7tt 't"OO't"OL~ 't"o'i:~ A6yOL~ 

Ioc(1.~ALx.o~. Iamblichus is little concerned with the externals of mysti­
cism and prefers to meditate alone, - 't"( a1j't"oc. (1.6vo~, if> aLMO"xoc.Ae 6eL6't"oc.'t"e, 
xoc.6' eoc.u't"6v 't"LVoc. 7tpOC't"'t"eL~ - 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 Iamblichus reveals a man 
who might well have experienced genuine mysticism and who made no 
extravagant claims for himself. Iamblichus 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 &'AA' OUX ere' ZtLol ye: 'rou'ro, &'AA' (hIXV XIX~PO<; ~. (V. Sopko V. 2.1, 

459). Moreover he lived a simple life - 'r~v tL~v alIX~'rIXv &v e:()XOAO<; XIXL 

&.PXIX~O<; (V. Sopko V. 1.6,458). 
In the case of Proclus we have a fuller biography. Apart from the 

conventional piety and rigorous life (Vita Pro eli 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. Weare 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. 6 Proclus seems altogether to have been a much drier and less 
impassioned person than Iamblichus. The Lite 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' Lite ot Isidore gives us a similar picture of the last 
N eoplatonists. They did indulge in magic but at the same time display­
ed genuine religious feeling and lived lives of real virtue. 7 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 Iamblichus' 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 II6 above. 
7 See the remarks of Armstrong in his review of Clemens Zintzen: Damascii 

vitae Isidori reliquiae, C.R., Vol. xix, No. I. 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 O'W't'1)p(oc, 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 e:vepye:Loc. Nor is this 
idea inconsistent with the emphasis placed on derived MVOC!LL~ 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 
M arcellam) 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. Iamblichus 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 cpu(nc; - though ultimately dependent on the intellectual world -
Iamblichus 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 V61J(jL~ 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 M ysteriis it is clear that, whilst human reason is subordinate to theur­
gy, there is a form of V61J(jL~ the attainment of which is aided by theurgy, 
and which might be similar to Plotinian V61J(jL~, 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 &7tOppoYj 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 
vOUt; in de Abst. i 39, II5, 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 qILA£cx. 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 V6YJCH<; attained with the help of theurgy. 



150 GENERAL CONCLUSION 

Porphyry sometimes gives the impression that contemplation is a con­
tinuation at a higher level of abstract reasoning. Whatever Plotinian 
V6'YjO'L~ 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. 

Iamblichus in Stab. i. 365. Eunapius V. SoPko iv. 2.6, 457 7toAM:~ youv "t'or~ iJ87) 
7tp07te7tpocY!Loc"t'EU!LeVOL~ ~L~A(OL~ 6eoop(oc~ &vocV"t'(oc~ )(oc"t'eAL7te, 7tepl i'i:.v OU)( ~O'''t'LV ~"t'ep6v 
"t'L 80~cX~eLV, ~ (\"t'L 7tpotoov ~"t'epoc t86~ocO'ev. 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 e!)(cX~eLV for 
80~cX~eLv) a c.hange 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 tke Irrational, 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. 

1t'pOC; , ApLG't'o't'eA1jv, 1t'ept 't'OU e!vocL 't'l)v tjJUX~v ev't'eAexeLocv [Bidez 33J. 
Only the title preserved in the Suida. 

? 7tept i51t'VOU XOCL &rP1jy6pGe6>C; [Bidez 36J. Title only from the Fihrist of 
Muhammed Ibn IsM.q. 

1t'pOC; I'ocupov 1t'ept 't'ou 1t'WC; tlltjJUxou't'ocL 't'eX. ~1l~PUOC [Bidez 38J. Preserved 
under the name of Galen. K. Kalbfleisch (ed. and Introduction) has 
demonstrated that it is almost certainly by Porphyry. 

1t'ept 't'WV -riic; tjJUX~c; 8uVIXlle6>V [Bidez 35J. Fragments in Stobaeus. This 
is mainly a survey of previous opinions. 

1t'epL tjJUX~c; 1t'pOC; ~61jeov e' [Bidez 34J. The title from the Suida. Frag­
ments in Eusebius, P.E. 

1t'ept OCLGe~Ge6>C; [Bidez 37]. Reference in Nemesius de Nat. Hom. 7 182, 
4 Matth. 

Commentary on the Phaedo [Bidez 17 J. Fragments in Olympiodorus In 
Phaedonem. 

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

~ullf1.(X't'6>V ~1j't'1jf1.IX't'6>V r [Bidez 73]. Incorporated in Nem. de Nat. 
Hom. and now assembled by Dorrie. 
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The idea of a semi-corporeal entity called the 1tve:u[Loc. or lSXY)[Loc. 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. 
(I) 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 1tve:u[Loc.jlSXY)[Loc. through the 
h . f "I ~\, , ,I. - -" \ \ sp eres: e.g. IV. 3.IS, I .: oc.C)'L oe: e:XXU'j'oc.O'oc.L "t'OU VO'Y)"t'OU e:LC; Oupoc.VOV [Le:v 

1tPW"t'OV xoc.t O'W[Loc. exe:i: 1tpOO'Aoc.~OUO'oc.L aL' oc.U"t'OU ~a'Y) XCUpOUO'L xoc.t S7tt "t'eX 
ye:cuaSO'''t'e:poc. O'W[Loc."t'oc., e:~c; 15O'OV dtv e:~c; [L~XOC; ex"t'oc.6wO'L. Koc.t oc.t [Lev OC1t' 
oupoc.vou e:~c; O'W[Loc."t'oc. "t'eX xoc."t'cu"t'spcu, oc.t ae OC1t' &MCUV e:~c; &AAoc. e:~O'xpLv6[Le:Voc.L, 
oc.!c; ~ MVoc.[LLC; oux ~pxe:O'e:v &poc.L E:v"t'e:u6e:v aLeX ~&pUVO'LV xoc.t Alj6'Y)v 1tOAU 
ecpe:AxO[LSVoc.LC;, 8 oc.u"t'oc.i:c; e~oc.pov6'Y). Notice the terminology. ye:cuasO'''t'e:poc. 
implies gradings of corporeality: the idea of weight - ~&pUVO'LV, e~oc.pov6'Y) 

- and the concept of dragging - ecpe:AXO(lSVoc.LC; - are often associated with 
the 1tve:u(loc./lSX'Y)(loc.; d. Porph. Sent. xxix, p. 13,7 ecpe:AXO(lSV'Y). ibid. p. 14, 

, '-, \ A \ - , '-, \ A - Ad I; e:cpe:I\Xe:"t'oc.L. p. 14, 4 "t'0 t-'oc.pu 1tVe:U(lOC.. p. IS, I e:cpe:I\Xe:"t'oc.L Xoc.L t-'oc.pe:L"t'oc.L. 
Gaurum p. 49, I6f.; ecpsAxoL'C'6 'C'L O'w(loc. oc.t6e:pwae:c; ~ 1tve:U(loc."t'wae:c; ••• de 
Antro Nympharum, Nauck 64, IS; oypov 'C'o 1tve:U(loc. ecpe:AXO(lSVoc.LC;. In 
Plotinus ecpe:AXO(lSVoc.c; occurs again in iv. 3.24, 22 where the 1tve:u[Loc.j 
lSX'Y)(loc. is certainly meant. In iv. 3. 9, S he mentions souls which enter 
earthly bodies from airy or fiery bodies 'C'n ex O'W(loc.'C'oc; OCe:PLVOU ~ 1tUPLVOU 
etc; y~LVOV YLVO(lSV1l (see also on descent of soul in iv. 3. 17, I f.). 

In iii. S.6, 37 he suggests that daemons might have bodies of fire or 
air, e:~ O'W[Loc.'C'oc. 1tpOO'Aoc.[L~&VOUO'LV OCSPLVoc. ~ 1t0PLVoc.. Compare this with the 
daemons of Porphyry which have an oce:pwae:c; 1tve:u(loc. (ad Gaurum p. 42, 
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8) and also d. de Abst. ii, 39. This is an unusual passage in Plotinus as 
Armstrong notes (ad loco cit. in Loeb Plotinus). Plotinus is not happy 
about the idea of fiery bodies as intermediaries yet his peculiar use of 
the concept of VOlJ~ {SAlJ as an intermediary between total incorporeality 
and the material world seems to be dictated partly by the semi­
corporeal nature of the 7tveu(lootjISXlJ(loot. 

One of the clearest references in Plotinus to the 7tve:u(loot is iii. 6.5, 
24f. in the context of philosophical separation - 't'o ~E: xwp(~ecr6ot~ 't'n (loY) 
7tof..)..7i veucre~ Xott 't'7j 7tept 't'oc xoc't'w (loY) <potv't'otcr£qc. e~lJ ~' &v Xott 't'o xwp(~eL\l 
otu't'o 't'o sxe~vot &.cpot~peLV &v 't'OU't'o xwp(~e't'ot~, fhotv (loY) rnt 7tveu(loot't'oe; 
6oAepou sx yotcr't'P~(lootpy(ote; Xott 7tA1)6ouc; ou xot6otpwv ti crotpxwv, &.f..)..' ti 
tcrxvov 't'o sv C!>, we; rn' otU't'OU oxe~cr6ot~ ~crux7i. Notice here that the soul 
"rides on" the 7tveu(loot (oxe~cr6ot~). The term ISXlJ(loot is not used by Plotinus 
but might be implied by the term oxe~cr6ot~. One can say no more than 
this as the term is also used of the One's transcendence over voue; (i I, 
8, 9) d. also iv. 4. 27, I3. 't'~v 't'ou ottcr6lJ't'~xou cpucr~v OUX€'t'~ 't'ij) crW(loot't'~ 

cru(lo7tecpup(lo€vlJv, rnOXOU(lo€vlJV ~€. Body here is the earthly body but it 
also includes with it an txvoc; of the growth soul, the lowest phase of 
soul. It is possible that the term S7tOXOU(lo€VlJV is used in a way similar to 
Synesius de Ins. p. I55, I4-I6 where the lower powers of soul act as 
substrate to the higher powers which thus "ride" (s7tOxe~'t'ot~) on them. 
The importance, however, of iii 6.5, 24f. lies in the connection of the 
7tveu(loot/ISXlJ(loot with purification. He here mentions two modes of puri­
fication - purification from impure cpotv't'otcr(ot~ and purification of the 
7tveu(loot. Is Plotinus here considering a theurgic purification? This is not 
necessarily the case. In de Ins. Synesius' purification of the 7tveu(loot is 
more spiritual and moral than ritual. Sent. xxix shows how a N eo­
platonist could consider purification of the 7tveu(loot 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 7tveu(loot. 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 
e~lJ ~' &v. Plotinus is not even sure whether we can talk of purification in 
this way. 

In ii. 2.2, 2I the term 7tveu(loot again appears ~crwc; ~E: Xott 7totp' ~(lor:v 't'o 
7tveu(loot 't'o 7tept ~v ~UXY)v 't'ou't'o 7to~er:. Here the 7tveu(loot of the individual 
soul is compared with that of the celestial soul. But this is probably a 
reference to the 7tveu(loot of Plato, Timaeus 79 A-E. In any case he is 
hesitant (tcrwc;). The influence of the doctrine of descent through the 
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spheres which is later an integral part of the 7tveu[Lot/i)X'Y)[Lot doctrine 
may possibly be seen in iv. 3.7, 20 f. 'ro aE cruvZ7tecr6otL -r7i 'rou 7totV'rO~ 

7tepLcpopif Xott ~6'Y) E:xe~6ev XO[LL~ecr6otL Xott 7toccrxew 7totp' otO'rou OOaEV i'l.v e'C'Y) 

cr'Y)[Ldov 'rou'ro 'rou [LZP'Y) 'ra~ ~[Le'rzpot~ dvotL. CIxotv~ yap ljiux~ xoct 7tOCpa 
cpucrew~ 'r07tWV 7toAM &7t0[Locnecr6ocL Xott uM'rwv xoct &zpo~. 

The 7tveu[Loc/i)X'Y)[Loc 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. "EXOUcrOCL aE crw[Lot xoct 'ro &V'rLAOC­
[L~OCvecr6ocL 'rwv crW[Lot'rLXWV xOAoccrewv gXOUcrL· 'rot~~ aE 'rwv ljiuxwv xoc6ocpoc~~ 
O()crOCL~ xoct [L'Y)aEV [L'Y)aoc[LTI ecpeAXO[LZVOCL~ 'rou crW[Loc'ro~ e~ &vocyx'Y)~ Ooaoc[Lou 
crw[Lot'ro~ U7tOCp~eL e!vocL. He is here talking about souls which have de­
parted from their bodies after death; d. ibid., r. &Ma 7tOU e~eA60ucroc 
'rOU crw[Loc'ro~ yev~cre'rocL; 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 ('ro aex6[Levov ()7twcrouv, 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 (7tocV'r'Y) g~w). Plotinus would appear to be quoting the Chaldaean 
Oracles in the first lines of the chapter (according to Psellus P.G. 122, 

II25C-D) and they certainly believed in the 7tveu[Lot-i)X'Y)[Lot. 
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.) XOCL'rOL 'rLVZ~ CPOCcrL 'r6ae [LEV xoc'rotAeLljieLv, 00 
7tocv'r'Y) aE g~w crW[Loc'ro~ gcrecr6ocL. 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 7tveu[Loc/i)X'Y)[LOC body (which is clearly implied in 
this passage - d. Dodds, Procl. El. of Theol. p. 300). Not every person 
"loses" his lower soul after death. Heracles, for example, does not. The 
7tveu[Loc/i)X'Y)[LOC 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, r4f. can distinguish those who are 
completely without bodies after death from those with astral bodies. 
(I) iXt [Lev otve:u q:nAOO'OCPLiX<; - dwell on the otxpwv 1'~<; y~<; - [Le:1'd: O'W[LIX-rWV 

7tve:u[LiX'nxwv Ae:7t1'o1'chwv. 

(2) iXt ae 7tOA~1'~XW<; CP~AOO'OCPOUO'iX~ - &',1 OUPiXVij> - [Le:1'iX 1'wv iXuyOe:~awv. 
() '<I>' a ON.,' ". , " a' 3 ix~ oe: XiXViXpve:~O'iX~ 1'e:"e:w<; - e:~<; 1'0',1 U7te:pxoO'[L~ov 1'07tOV iX7tOXiXv~O'1'iXV1'iX~ -

otve:u O'w[LtX1'wv. 

otve:u O'W[LiX1'WV is strikingly similar to sine ullis omnino corporibus 
(Porph. de Regr. An. Bidez fr. II,S p. 42*r), 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 7tVe:U[LiX1'~XOV 
O'W[LiX and the iXuyOe:~ae<; O'W[LiX (see In Tim. iii 236f.). 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 Olympiodorus is 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 iSX.rl[LiX level- i.e. the higher part of the lower soul continues to 
exist in its iXuyOe:~ae<; iSX1)[LiX. ] 

Plotinus is clearly not fully committed to the idea of the 7tVe:U[LiX/ 

iSX1)[LiX 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 7tVe:U[LiX very closely with the faculty of 
CPiX\I't'iXO'LiX. 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 7tve:u[LiX/iSX1)[LiX doctrine as found in Neoplatonism 
involves the combination of Platonic and Aristotelian ideas (see Dodds, 
Proclus, El. ot Theol. App. ii). There is also a third element in Por­
phyry's doctrine of the 7tVe:U[LiX - the idea developed by the Stoics from 
the Aristotelian notion of 7tVe:U[LiX, that the soul is itself 7t\Ie:U[LiX. (S. V.F. 
ii. 774, 885) and the connection of 7tve:u[LCX; with perception and CPiXV1'iXO'LiX 

(d. Verbeke, L'Evolution de la Doctrine du Pneuma p. 74f.). This would 
appear to be the historical background for Porphyry's doctrine of the 
anima spiritalis in which the 7tve:u[LiX/iSX1)[LiX 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 1tve:ufLot doctrine. In de Regr. 
Anim. Porphyry, according to Augustine, distinguished two "parts" or 
levels of soul, the anima intellectualis or rational soul (voe:poc ljiu:J(~) and 
the anima spiritalis (Civ. Dei x, 9; Bidez fro 2, 28*3): utilem dicit esse 
mundandae parti animae, non quidem intellectuali, qua rerum intelligi­
bilium percipitur veritas, nullas habentium similitudines corporum; sed 
spiritali, qua corporalium rerum capiuntur imagines. Hanc enim dicit 
per quasdam consecrationes theurgicas, quas teletas vocant, idoneam fieri 
atque aptam susceptioni spirituum 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 Insomniis (which owes 
much to Porphyry) reproduces the same expression, p. 156, 8; 'r6 ye 
'rOL 1tVe:ufLot 'rOU'rO 'ro ljiu:J(Lx6v, 8 Xott 1tVe:UfLot'rLX~V ljiu:J(~v 1tpo<TY)y6pe:uO"otv ot 
e:Uaot~fLOVe:C;, Xott ee:oc; Xott aot~fLWV 1totv'roaot1tOC; Xott e:tawAOV y~Ve:'rotL, Xott 'rocc; 
1tOLVOCC; E:V 'rou'r!p 'r~Ve:L ljiu:J(~. This entity is somehow identified with the 
faculty of cpotv'rotO"~ot. We should note the similarity between this doctrine 
and that of Porphyry. There is the term 1tVe:UfLot'rLX~V ljiu:J(~v. This 
becomes a god or aot~fLWV; d. also p. 163, 13, ee:OC; o\)O"ot Xott 1tpOcplj'rLC;. 
There is possibly here a confusion with a different type of 1tve:ufLot 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, 1tve:ufLot yocp 'ro Xot'rLOV Xott <X1t6PPOLot ••• ; d. 
Iamblichus de Myst. II2, II: I03, IS. A similar idea may also be 
implied in Syn. de Ins. 165, II, 1tov'1jpov 1tve:ufLot e:Lo"Xp~Ve:'rotL, although the 
basis of this may be a more primitive physiological notion of 1tve:ufLot, 
d. ibid. 165, 10 E:yXe:CPOCAOU XOLA~otL, and Galen passim esp. 8.233, 5.606, 
17B 247-8 and Aristotle G.A. i, 741 b37f. That the soul is punished in 
Hades through the 1tve:ufLot is an idea also found in Sent. xxix as is also 
the concept of the e:tawAOV. In Synesius the 1tve:ufLot is said to become an 
e:tawAOV whereas in Sent. xxix the 1tve:ufLot attracts an e:tawAOV to itself. 
The e:tawAOV is the shade in Hades. 

The similarity of function is striking. The close connection of the 
1tve:UfLot/~:J('1jfLot in de Insomniis with the soul faculty of cpotv'rotO"(ot is 
difficult to comprehend but undoubtedly there. On p. ISO, 12 cpotv'rotO"(ot 
later identified with 1tve:ufLot is a form of life, Xott 1£0Lxe:v ot(}'r'1j ~W~ 'rLC; 
e:iVotL fLLXPOV t)1tO~~O"ot. On p. ISS, 12f. CPotv'rotO"~ot is described as the ~:J('1jfLot 
of the soul phase above it and in the case of animals itself rides 
(E:1tO:J(e:L'rotL) on the soul powers below it and becomes their "A6yoc;" or 
"reason." This aspect of the 1tVe:UfLot/~:J('1jfLot doctrine is seen even more 
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clearly in Hierocles who may have been influenced by Porphyry. See 
CA 6 8 ' .,. , , '10'" I - '.1.' I . . 2 -47 ' zv ep 't"0 O(1)YOZLOEe; ZYXZL't"OCL, ItpocrltVZOV 't"ep OC'j'uxep crW!lOC't"L 
~wYJv ••• Zw~ YeXp 't"Le; scr't"L 't"o &UAOV crw!loc, xocl. ~w~e; SVOAOU YZVVYJ't"LXOV aL' 
~e; 't"o OVYJ't"ov ~!lwv ~<i'>ov cru!lltAYJpothocL: d. Syn. 181, 12 UItO YeXp ofhwe; 
lixov't"oe; (ltVZ0!lOC't"oe;) s~uxwOYJ (the body). In Hierocles the irrational 
soul- &Aoyoe; ~w~ - stands beneath the i:lXYJ!lOC as it does in Synesius. The 
faculty of CPOCV't"OCGLOC!ItVZU!loc is midway between the incorporeal and the 
corporeal, the rational and the irrational, d. Syn. ISS, Sf. IlAWe; YeXp 
't"ou't"o !lZ't"OCLX!lL6v scr't"L &AOYLOCe; xocl. Abyou, xocl. &crw!l(X-rou xocl. crW!lOC't"oe;, xocl. 
XOLVOe; Ilpoe; &!lcpoiv. That the lower parts of the irrational soul are 
below the ilXYJ!loc is surely bound up with the doctrine of Proclus that 
there are two 6X~!loc't"oc one of which carries the highest parts of the 
irrational soul, d. In Tim. iii. 236, 32 't"eXe; !lEV &xp6't"YJ't"oce; 't"~e; &Abyou 
~w~e; 't"o Itvzu!lOC ItEpLexELV (further similarity with Hierocles is the fact 
that Proclus' OCUYOELaee; crw!loc is immaterial like the i:lXYJ!loc of Hierocles 
which is &UAOV C.A. 478. See Dodds, Proclus, Elements ot Theology p. 
320 n. 3). In Hierocles the Itvzu!loc is equally concerned with CPOCV't"occrLOCL; 
C.A. 26, 482. 't"o ae aLeX 't"WV tzpwv !lE06awv 't"eXe; UALXeXC; cpocV't"occrLoce; &lto't"e!lvov. 

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 inteUectualis (Civ. Dei X. 27, Bidez fro 3. 3I*24f.; 
Sutticit quod purgatione theurgica neque inteUectualem animam, hoc est 
mentem nostram, dicis posse purgari, et ipsam spiritalem, id est nostrae 
animae partem mente interiorem, 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 (d. Bidez fro 4 32* 9f. 
Rejected by Hierocles, C.A. 26, 482; 't"EAzcr't"LX~V ae svepyzLocv Myw 't"~v 

't"ou OCUYOELaOUe; XOCOOCP't"LX~V Mv oc!l LV , ~voc 't"~e; IlAYJe; CPLAocrOcpLOCe;, 't"o !lev OE-
, -. - ''10' " '10' " ) Th t WPYJ't"LXOV ItpOYJYYJ't"OCL, we; Voue;, 't"o oE ItPOCX't"LXOV, we; OUVOC!lLC;, EltYJ't"OCL . a 

does not, however, mean that the philosopher need not bother about his 
anima spiritalis. Sent. xxix makes it clear that the Itvzu!lOC must be kept 
purified but by philosophical and moral means. Porphyry keeps the 
two ways of purification separate. 

One of the factors in the con flat ion of a faculty pneuma with the 
Aristotelian ItVEU!lOC and the Platonic i:lXYJ!lOC was the Stoic ItVEU!lOC con­
cept in which ItVzu!loc was identified with soul. In view of Plotinus' 
rejection of the Stoic teaching on ItVEU!lOC (see Verbeke Op. Cit. p. 352f.) 
it is unlikely that he would accept a concept of Itvzu!loc in the expla-
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nation of perception and cpocv't'ocO'(oc. The role of 7tveu!1-oc 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 meu!1-oc/lSXYJ!1-oc and the 

faculty of cpocv't'occr(oc. All we can say is that they were closely connected. 

This close connection in Porphyry had one important result. For 

Porphyry purification of the 7tveu!1-oc could come within the realm of 

philosophy when it was seen as the removal of cpocv't'ocO'(oc~. He can thus 

accept meu!1-oc and its purification as a fact - this is one stage beyond 

Plotinus - but he remains uncertain about its theurgical role. 
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