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THE MIDDLE AND FINAL YEARS
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ay-of speaking, the mevement of Plotinus™ philosophy is
A EN v ”

'dia}‘eohc, stfwtmg with the cogpition of sensible

ig from their participated beauty to the vision of
o . 23 3. - . . . 3 ’ » 3 A
the Ideas, with the aim of penetrating somehow still further to

an absolutely primal source beyond the Ideas {

1 i 7.9,1-2). Tt is de-
ardent " affartive dicmaait 5 i

endent oTn one’s own affective disposition for its start and its
rogress. It was thought out by Plotinus himself in profoundly
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oned links involved in his discourse readily come to
e, 187-8). The upward way, as ;)resentéd in the
. is the dialectic that “having left aside the region of de-

urishes the soul on what is called the ‘p‘iaizul of truth,
y's method of division for the distinguishing of Forzﬂ

ed and weaving by w

1

are concern

t proceed from these, unti
ler; and in opposite fas

le of unity and some-

atonic fashion, is the

[

e is, on the one hand,
ich admits of ali kinds of

Vh

stributed throughout ail place, which accordingly

ed ‘becoming,” but not being’
hich alv

isigy; on the other
{g. which is not distributed, which
ag nor perishing

samein n

t was for Aristotle a corporeal
it ‘;55 something complete in
of an instrument” (1,1,3.3).
f-as the form of the body, it stili
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Jeaves the body outside the notion of man proper. The soul,
when regarded as the other principle concerned in man, “is most
‘dominant and is the man himself. 1f this is the case, it stands in
~clation as to matter (the body) in so far as it is the form, or as to
instrument in so far as it is the user; and in each of the two ways
the soul is himself” (1V,7,1.22-25). Plotinus puts s finger very
deftly on the weak point of the Aristotelian doctrine that the
human soul is a corporea 1form and vet a principle of supersensibie
cognition. In order to explain intellection, he notes, the Peri-
~ patetics have 1o introduce what he would like to call a further
type of soul, over and above the soul that is a corporeal form:
“Therefore even they themselves bring in another soul or intellect,
7.8°.15-18). For propesly in-

1

which they posit as immortal” (IV,

tellectual cognition and for immortality the Aristotelian doctrine
required the further principle called intellect (nous}, which
Plotinus is trying to view as another soul. Though mainfaining
that for the soul “the body is an imprisonment and a tomb, and
the cosmos is for it a cavern and a den” (1V,8,3.3-5}, Plotin
keeps in mind the additional Platonic doctrine that soul becomes
joined to body in the course of natural necessity.? He finds no
contradicton in this double explanation {IV,8,5).

Aristotelian Influence. The general background of Plotinus
philosophy ‘is therefore unmistakeably Platonic. But an equally
unquestionable Aristotelian cast is given the Ideas in relation to
intelligence, vitally affeeting the intimate nature of the very first
object of the Plotinian intellect, This difference radically changes
the whole procedure, and makes the thought of Plotinus a new and
different philosophy. Porphyry had observed: “In his writings . . .
even Aristotle’s treatise The Metaphysics has been compressed”
(Life, 144-7). Through intellection, as Aristotle had maintained,
the knowing subject and the object known are one: “To the ex-
tent in ‘which it knows does the knowing subject—for now earnest
attention must be given this point—come into unity with the
thing known” (111,8,6.15-17). This principle is understood - as
identifying the object of intellectual knowledge with the intelli-
gence knowing it: “If this is the case, the act of contemplation has

5 For a discussion of this question, see A. H. Armstrong, The Architecture
of the Intelligible Universe in the Philosophy of Flotinus { Cambridge, Eng.,
1940), pp- 83-90. -
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through sensation, the starting point of philosophy proper is found
rather in the objects of intell lectual cognition.” These intelligibles
exist within the intelligence, after the fashien of strict Aristotelian
union between the knower and the object. The fifth book of the
fifth Ennead, as its title indicates, wundertakes to show “That the
intefligibles are not outside the intelligence” (V.5). The tise
seeks to establish this doctrine through the difference between
sensation and intellection. Sensation comsists in attaining thix ngs

outside the ¢ gl itive Suij;ﬂm tproug“ represe entation, i
ance with the derivation of the word doxa from the Greek ve
“10 receive.” Truth, therefore, is not concemned with soz t
that is received from without and that is other than the intel-
ligence. It bears rather upon an object already ident
intelligence in spite of the duality to which they
were not the case, intellection would poL mf‘ er from sen
(V,5,1). “One shou ld t then e
it, or say that they are impressions ¢ of being upon the intelligenc
or in depriving it of uth render the intelligibles 5 unknown an
non-existent, and even do away with the intelligence itsell
(V,5,2.1-4).

The reasoning of Plotinus, accordingly, is based upon the teach-
ing that there has to be truth, not just opinion (doxa }. That was
the fundamental Platonic position on human knowledge, and
could easily be taken for granted in t the environment in whxch he
was discoursing. However, in order to safeguard fruth in its status
above sensation and opinion, and to 1ender secure the whole
order of being, Plotinus teaches that the objects of intelligence
have to be lncated within the intelligence itself, and not at all out-

side it: “Rather, if both knowledge and truth are to be admitted,

and beings and the knowledge of each thing’s essence upheld,
. aeall t‘nnvs have to be placed in the s erltable mfexhdence For
in this way it will both know, and know veritably, and w 111 neither
forget nor go about seeking; and the truth wﬂl be in it and it
will be the abode for beings, and will be living and will be ex-
ereising intellection” (V,5,2.4-12).

Identity and Plurality. In that union all beings are identified
with the intelligence: “We have, then, this one nature, intelli-

vith the

5 En., 1.3,4. On this topic, see W. R. Inge, The Philosophy of I Plotinus
(*epnnt 3rd ed., London, etc., 1948}, 11, 39.64.
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-gence, all beings, the truth. If so, it is a great god, or rather,
these may claim to be not @ god but deity entire” {V,5,3.1-2).
~Anespite of the identity, however, the int dhm")le~ remain distinct

from one another and from the intelligence: ”uet intelligence, ac-

cordingly, be the beings, and let it contain them all within itself,
: not as in place, but as ""‘I‘xt&;ﬂln(’ its own self and being one with
‘All are together’ there and none the less they are . different-
ate(i For even soul, in having many sciences at once in itself,
does not have anything fused together; and each science does its

own work when required, without drawi hie others along
with it; and from among the thoughts that k cel) lving inside, ea ach

g
mcnvln ual thought comes inte actuality clear of ar y admixture.
In th wmd much more so, is the lmelhcgme all things
toge mx ovefbe*, because each thmd is an mdlwdual

paiLD a\‘J,Q 1 103. The union

accordingly ﬂlusndteﬁ by the
The genus comprehﬂndq all its
ied from them; and similarly every
1 {rom the others, in spite of its union
The comparison helps to explain the

way Plotinus can speak almost indifferently of intelli-
genee ar of soul and souls, or of being and

gence and beings is not
in the sense that being
Plotinus repeatedly asserts the

ence, &ven thouah t‘lp tWO belong

3,

dng

o)

! g (ovszaa of ﬂn-. Forms that
e th;nl\m'f subject thought of each of
e, y rery thz*}\mg endowed them with ex-
istence. For not because it began th mkm; what justice is did
fustice come inte being; nor because it began thinking what

fon attal 1»16 .5-10). Frem this
ige, Eng., 1952),
ismn, though in the
m the uord of
tases  become merely different

e th
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viewpoint intelligence is ounly second in order: “Since being is
first, one has to pldcb being first in the order of uuderst“ndmg,
then, intelligence; . . . and mtelhgﬂnc is second, for it is being’s
(ousia) actuality” (VL§,8.17-20). In order to be known, things
have to be prior to the knowing: “For the object of intellection
must be prior to this intellection. Otherwise, how would it reach
knowledge of #t?” (V,9,7.16-17). The very nature of knowledge,
then, prevents the Ideas or intelligibles from having the role
merely of thoughts produced by thinking,

Individuality. For Plotinus, nevertheless, being and intelli-
gence are co-ordinate. The order of being is the order of intelli-
gence, True beings are all intelligibles, and are all found in the
intelligence, in a living identity that allows them to remain dis-
tinet from one another as well as from intelligence. In this hv lng
identity is realized the doctrine of Palmemdes {Fr. 825) that
Lei* clo>e§ in on being and that the all forms a compact whole

En. VI4&}. On account of this identity all the intelligibles
are many in one and one in many {VL,56). Fach o

¢ is identified
in the 1meﬂ]oence with all the others in such a way that a suffi-
ciently keen vision would perceive everything whatsoever in any
one of the intelligibles: B( sides, every one of them has Lhem all
within itself, and moreover sees all in any other, so that all are
everywhere and every cne of them is every one and each is every
one, and unlimited is their splendor. . . . Here, of course, one
part does not emerge from ancther part, and each can be only a
part; but there each always emerges from the whole, and is
simultaneously individual and whole—it shows itself indeed as
part, bt to the beholder with penetrating sight it is visible as
whole” (V,8,4.6-24).

In the same way, every intelligence is identical with and yet
distinet from the one intelligence. This variety in unity allows the
intelligible world as well as the sensible universe to be regarded
as a cosmos: “We consider it, accordingly, an intelligible cosmos,
since there are also the individunal intellectual powers and in-
telligences included in it-—for it is not one alone, but one and
many” (IV,8,3.8-10). In that way there is an individual intelli-
gence for each individual soul, yet all such intelligences form
one supreme intelligence (IV.3 a) Absorption in tne intelligible
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excludes all memory of garthly things and of indi-
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The One. Be ing and intellivence, therefore, constitute an order

that is multiple. uach an or(:cr cannot be absofutely primary,
since waity precedes multiplicity, This consideration prompts in-
quirv about a cause prioy to both being and intelligence: “Who
Is he, then, whe engendered this intel ligible cosmos? It is he
itvlcd, and who is pnor to such a multiplicity,

its being and of its Lelnk mu?tml& the

Fo i
£or phuy

ity does not

producer of p
E

ome ‘1rst swncp
3“V comes second”

is identified with the good that
e s KOOW }aL it is

of wise and intellectual
it; that it { C-"US”

here is the one, and dua

—for it is sing

hus the nature
nor will it ever
eir permanence through

H O‘?l“\' IJCITT ip

’bemg an the one
ac&’v"ding‘w will
Lmutlrie and other
ticipation, it will also be

NEOPLATONISM 405

of presence and union, that may be called vision only in contrast
to discursive reasoning (‘VIQ-} Intellection can merely show
that there has to be a one pricr to being; it cannot attain the
one through any act in its own order. Even when the one is called
the good, it is denominated not from anything in itself but from
what it causes in others: “In i, then, '41ere is no willing of any-
ng; but it is above good, and it is good not for its own sel‘
for other things, if they are at 1‘- able to partake of it”
{V1,9,6.40- 47) \or does it know itsell, any more than it could
will itself. Intellection is essentially a movement towards the
good, and so cannot be found in it (V,6,3)
mean that the one is ignorant of itself. It is negative even in re-
gard to ignorance. Rather, it is of its very nature one wi ith itself
and so reguires no intellection to unite it with itself: “The alone,
however, neither knows, nor has anything that it does :101 know:
but being one, being united with itself, it does not need intellec-
tion of itself. In 1act being united with itself’ should not be
added, in order that you may keep intact the ‘one’” (VL,9,6.45-
51). Even the term “one,” when applied to it, is not to be taken
in any positive sense, but merely as a negation, in so far as it
dees away with mul':ipﬁcit)" “But perhans even this name the
‘one’ has a negative meaning, in reference to i)mrzﬂ ty by doing
away with it. .. . If the One«—both the narme and what is swmﬁed
—were positive in meaning, it would become less clear t}‘au if
no name were mentioned for it. Perhaps indeed this name was
menticned in order that the inquirer begin with that which most
of all is expressive of singleness, and then end in a negation even
Of that. Tt was asserted as the best adapted to what was under
{iscussicn; yet not even it is suitable for the manifestation of
that nature” (V,5,6.26-35). Only in this restricted sense may Ploti-
nus speak of the first principle as loving itself, seeking itself, and
producing-itself {VI,813-15).
In accordance with the Greek metaphysical tradition that goes
back to Parmenides, being is kept strictly equated with form and
finitude. It is what can be deﬁned. But its source is beyond the
whole order of finitude. That source “is necessarily formless. And
since it is formless, it is not being (ousia). Being has to be a ‘this,”
and a ‘this’ is limited. ., , It is therefore ‘beyond being.” (V,5.6.4-
11Y.
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Emanation. The first principle of all things is, as Plate (T4,
ZJr) had stated, without jealousy. It therefore ‘tends nece »ssarily to
realize all the possible effects of its unlimited power. Goodn-ess,
accordingly, appears as the reason for the production of other
things: “How then would the most perfect and the primary good
stay “within itsel, as though begrudging of itself or lacking the
power—it the power of all? An d how would it still be first prio-
ciple? Accordingly, there must also be generation of something
from it, if there is indeed to be any of the other things too,
hi hat of course derive their existence from it; for in it must
3 e their origin” (V,4,1.34-39). This reason for the emana-
on requires that all possible effects be realized, and so makes
> real coex rcnsz‘,e with the p() ible: “It was not befitting to stay
ﬂns pow }ealoub v; but it chnu]d alwm

reach the limits of their possi-
QI ,5,6.12-14 ). The procession
{'rom the first principle is of course
and so does not occur in time:
tvmpora‘l generation in ireating of
»ally attributing generation to them,
1 causes, causes of order in their pro-
then, that what is engendered there
Eaaving taken place in. its
ecessity is understood as excluding
of emanation. All possible good has

s
h enclosing it ir

86?} UOlLlU ONWaAT

mot

: “Providence, then,
over thm universe in general, did
ocess; for there there is no rea-
is {:alleé Teaso m‘ng2 to indicate that all
‘ed from reasoning
called foresight,
1 have provided in

it

from the one
to the material order. What
* turning towards the one
- while its own self-
“For, being per-
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fect by reason of neither seeking anything mor possessing nor
needing anything, the one as it were overflowed; and its over-
fullnesa has produced something else. And what was engendered
turned round to it and was satishied to the full And buchmb set in
its gaze upon itself; and this is intelligence. And on the one
hand its stabilization upon the one cause d the beirg, and on the
other hand its looking upon itself caused the 1r'teliwevlr'e Since
it was stabilized upon the one, then, in order that it might
behold, it is rendered simultaneously intelligence and being”
(V,2,1.7-13). In a corresponding way, soul proceeds from intelli-
gence and being: “As the intelligence is like the one, then, it
éroduces in like manmner, . . . And this actuality issuing from
being (cusia) is the actuality of soul, 7 {V,2,1.14-17). Soul
in its turn gives rise to the visible world of nature, though now
through a process of motion: “Without any change on the part
of the intelligence was soul born its hLeness, for also without
any change on the part of its own prior source did the intelligence
come into being. Soul, however, does not produce without chanﬂe
but in motion it engendered an image. . . . an image of itself, sense
and nature, the nature found in the vegetal order (V,2,1.17-21).
The whole process of emanation, however, remains one continu-
ous life: “There is, then, as it were a life far extended in length.
Each part is different from those that follow; yet it is a2 whole
continuous with itself” (V,2,2.27-29). The one, intelligence
{being), and soul were known as the three principal hypostases,
considered as set and definite stages in the process.

Soul. The order of being and intelligence was seen to be both
one and many, after the manoner of the unity and multiplicity
found in genus and species. Similarly, the order of soul is both
multiple and unitary: “Cosrespondingly, souls too had to be many
and one, and the many differing souls had to come from the one
soul; just as from one race (genus) comes types (species) some
better, some worse, some more intellectual, others less actually

" (1V,8,3.10-13), In this fashion the differing capacities of the
various individual souls are explained. The highest grade is left
to the universal soul: “If a city, for example were endowed with
soul, containing other living things within its bounds, the soul
of the city would be more perfect and more powerful; yet nothing
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would fleve nt the other souls toe from bemcr of the same nature”
(IV.83 lh—lgj

Besides the function of tmnkmg, soul has also the role of
“ruem-g matter. In this way it differs from intelligence, even

though, in the Platonic contrast of sensible and mf‘mh"ﬂale soul
belongs to the higher sphele. “The functioning of the more ra-
tional soul is mdced intellection, but not j IL ntellection. For
how then wo

it differ at all from int emcren \Ws\ in receiv-
: - 3 .

ing over and above tn-‘ intellectual nature somc’d ﬂ’iﬁe it
did not remain essenti ally int L/NIO'ED ce. ... But !’ad

in f.wr*"f fow

i

n the order o
a process of
1e soul itself
zmeJectlon
when from
t to ‘behold
sesses something
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’?1 part the life here.
he intelligence, live in
:; while iﬂo»e who either through
- fortune have been disposed the
reater degree the life here” (IV,8,4.28-

me 1o ]

, then, cor

heavenly bodies to the
aﬁcmdance with the Platenic tradi-
immortality of t‘ e soul is proven
O'uc arffvments.

isnot a bod\'
be touched,
that follow”

oot timt

ideration

173

: extent of the Plotinian notion
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(1Vv,7,101-4). Al souls, without exception, are therefore im-
mortal: “Regarding the soul in other living things—any souls
that have fallen so far as to reach the level of bodies of wild
beasts—these also are necessarily immortal. And if there is any
other type of soul, this too has to come from no other source than
the living mnature, since indeed is the cause of life to livir
things; and the same holds for the soul in plants” (1V,7,14-1-6).
Nature. The necessary process of emanatlon requires that soul
produce corpcrepl nature: “If it is to go forth, it will engender for
itself place, so also body” (1V,3,9.22- 2‘}. it is by contemplation
alone that the soul produces the entire sensible world: “The
production therefore reveals itself to us clearly as 2 contemplation.
For it is a result of a contemplation that remains CGntcmpLd.o
without ha»mcr done anything else, but it produced by bein
con tempmuon (1,1*38,5.20 22). Nature '"sr’h is represen as
emxawmg how this h:rﬁm ": And what contemplates in me
"memmam during their

1o
e

proau es what is cox1ten1p ;uSt as g
contemplation draw what Lney ccn;te’r*jl te. But I do not do any
drawing. I contemplate and the ﬁcures of Dod:—es come into ex-
istence as though falling out of my Contemp‘i en” (II1,84.7-10%.
Production and action, accor d11wlv are but a weakened form of
contemplation; “Everywhere thcn will we find production and
action either a ffuhnﬂ off of contemplation or a by ploduct of
it . The duller types of children also bear witness to this.
As th"’h disposition 1euders them incapable of stnd}es and con-
templation, they are relegated to the crafts and trades” {I11,8,4.39-
47). The visible cosmos Thas always existed and will exist forever
(II 1,1; 111,2,1). The entire depcndence of the sensible universe
on (*mtemplatlon makes manifest the doctrine that body i in
soul, not soul in body. Body is contained as well as conserved by
soul: “For it Hes in the soul that sustains it, and in it is nothing
that does not share in that soul” (IV,3,9.36-38).

All things, as has been seen, form one vital process. This allows
the individual soul fo retain and make operative its union with
evcrythmg else: “For the soul is both many things and all things
and the things above and the things below on to life in.its en-
tirety; and we are each of us an 1ntelh<nb1e cosmos, joined by the
Lhmds below to this world, but by the things abovc and those
of a cosmos, to the intelligible world” (I11,4,3.21-25). By its




410 THE MIDDLE AND FINAL YEARS

soul can journey in reality back to the unity
For both what is ours is brought back
¢ of being and we ourselves; and we return to it as
from it we first came. Aud we know the thmgs there without hav-
ing images of them or impressions. But if we know them without
such aid, we know them because we are those things. If then we
partake of veritable kn (v’iedqe we are the things there not by
receiving them in ourselves, but by ourselves beifn' in them. And

u

as not only we but 2 Iao th@ rest of thm'rs are they, we all are they.
In ‘pnmg to fore, we . We are
therefore . Shrines and statues are

: (9mnip"esence of soul, and so indicate that
[is everywhere (IV,3,11}.

A%% 1t, he soul the PluCCSS of emanation is

. ‘; 18 commued emanation,
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_ pdssive, unsated, absolute destitution; and that these features are
_qot accidental to it, but t Ley are as it were its \/ena entity; . . .

and that whatever other things partake of it and become like to

~ #do indeed become evil, but are not of their very essence ev il, .

And if besides Jt thC;L‘ is anything of evil chdxawu it 8]"118T th';

evil mixed with i, or through facing towar ds evil is Oi evil nature

’)r‘*4\

oris a produchvp cause of what is evil” (1,8,3.12 a;

Absolute evil, then, is described by Plotinus in the terms that
lato used for the receptacle of generation and those applied by

Aristotle to the absolutely primary matter. Evil corcanﬁl‘* is
e,

) 1]6(,6%&1‘11\ DL?QOI‘AL in Ul(_‘ mate ial \v‘uuu Ly

¢ dies,
in s far as it shares in matter, will be evil, thou g t the pl‘imar}f
evil” LI 8,4. 1 23.
ome evil through
fome fum ess of hen (hv ne origin, s cri by their rash
decision to be seli-sufficient in the WOt '-ud of:hen\ec
“The source, indeed, of their evil pli g'n
ing and the primary otherness and the mJl to bmm ,to themselves,
Glad to all appearance at their independent status, they bﬂcame
steeped in the movement proceeding from their own selve
running the course opposite thcu true dcsarnv they brought th‘lA
selves to a state of extreme recession from it. In LOIlSGque‘SCL th ey
came to be without knowledge even of their own origin lheze
(V,1,1.3-8). Individual {1eedom and rcspouslblhtv are upheld by
Plotinus in this sphere of moral action: “But each thing has to be
an individual, and there have to be our own actions and thoughts,
and the good and bad actions of each have to proceed from the
mdlwdual himself. No, the causing at any rate of evil things is
not to be ascribed to the all” (111,1,4.24-2 28).
The soul, though, never lapses entirely nfo the not-being that
ig nothmo It can alw says turn again to the intelligible order and
se fnrourfh the mtelhrnbles to the one: “For the nature of the
oul will not reach the point of complete not- being. In going
downwards it will sink to the level ot evil, and in this sense to
not—bemtf, vet not to what is in every respect not- bemﬁ' But in
anning ‘the opposite course it will come, not to somethm" else,
lmt to its own self; and in this way, since it is not in am'flxmﬂf else,
it will be in nothing at all except in its own very selr But the loca-
tion in itself alone and not in being is location in that bevond;
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were closed by Justinian, and thers by the history of ancient pagan phi-
Ao&ophv may be said to have come ofﬂcmm to an end. The p}}:}o%op}ll?cal
;;{?;EO;; :':is;:?entﬁl;id ]1):3 ec:)‘?'\:.,entam vs down into the Middle Ages.
philosophical t}n’nnmﬂ \L\ as b ; fr: e g & 1w A
ey o accm‘mt emz} c‘e\elloped within fhe framework of
orert Eoms e o an this setting, however, 50 radically dif-
Fur} ¢ fo Lnou(r;“ pagan world, it constitutes a a long phase of
E D pes hat is more conveniently treated® as part of a history
sther than that of ancient Western P]uiosophy ) ’

RETROSPECT

EAV U BN A

= In Neoplatonism many of the le eading aspects of Greek phi
iosr?“mca} tradition found their most harmonious synthesis. sn;
notion of the whole cosmos as a living being, present from the
start in Greek Lmacrm and modified coas:lmldbl\' in the Platonic
L;ormue of the world soul and the Aristotelian Jteachiucr *1 the
: was more completely rationalized in thbe Plotin-
the progression of I ire and soul. The Parmeni-
n "our* 15t betweer 'd world of heing and the world of the
dox he lght of which Plato and Ané totle had thoucht out
their metaphysical ten was explained and abs‘orbedcjn the
process ot gﬂ_duai daevolution from -he supreme and ineffable per-
on of tne first pr rinciple. The Greeks, Pammenides not ex-
*Lue( had 2l frankly admitted ‘he °V1dent plurality and motion
of the mmqs in "ho usﬁa:e cosmos. The problem was to reconcile

f whlch they somehcw bore the

Pt ( D

Jar ly througnout the course
ification in his doctrine of the sue-
: ases of the emanation process and its
AL_‘h}s pzedec 33078, an over-all necessity reioned

1 them, free choice was récogncized
3{8 pt on a lower level and seem-
hilosophical ex
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different setting from that of Greek philosophy would be required
to see it in the highest level of being. In this respect as well as in
the other features of his thought, Plotinus remained within the
tradition of his philosophical forbears, and from the \10\\'pomt of
both time and internal consisteney he brought their way of think-
ing to its culmination. Coqtemplatmn now raised above the
hindrances of intellectual duality, remained the supreme goal

of human living, while production received a coherent explana-

tion as a much weaker and lower type of contemplative activity
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[ APPENDIX ]

The Chronology of Empedocles

Tee cormect dating of Empedacles is of notable importance for wm-
derstanding the history of Greek ph uso hv during +h fifth century
s.c. The activities of Anaxagoras, Democritus, Gorgias, and others
have to bc kept in close chron Aogma relation with t‘lﬂ work of Em-
late r*a‘unu‘ for Erapedocles, which for the most part has
ccept d by historians, renders much of the evidence about moy
meszts of phJosorhmm thought in the fifth century difficult to und
stand. A brief survey of tbe chronological indic ations regarding the
dates of his life is therefore necessary at least to remove an} prejudice
at may arise from a fixed opinion on this score and so predetermine
th datings of other j mlc;sopnﬂrq in the century.

The oldest source for the chronolovv is the reported testimony of
Glaucus of Bhegium, a contemporary oi f Democritus. Of all the author-
ities he-is the clos st to Empvdodbs in point of time. He was quoted
by Apollodorus as stating that Empedocleb came to Thurii, a city on
the gulf of Tarentum, shortly after its foundation (D.L., VITL5 52
DX, 31A 1). Thurii was founded in 444/443 s.c. No details are given
by which this report mwht bc, checked. Apparently on its strength

poxlodoms (cf. D.L., VI ) placed the floruit of Erm)edocles in
thc eighty-fourth O]vmpﬂd (444—&41 B.c.). The most trasfworthv
account”of Empedocles’ age seems to be the one taken from Aristotle
by Diogenes (VIIL52 74}, according to which Empedocles was
cx\tv v»her1 he died. On thlS basis the dates for Empedocles life would
be from about 484 to about 424 B.C., or up to 2 (1ecade earlier.

According to the manuscript text of Diogenes Laertius (VIILB7;
DK, 31A 1), however, the Sicilian historian Tm‘aeus, writing over a

century later than Glaucus, seems to have recorded that when Acragas
was being “settled” the descendants of Empedocles” enemies prev ented
his return to the city. At any rate, Timaeus stated that Empedocles left
Sicily and never returned, the manner of his death remaining unknown
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