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SOUL AN ATTUNEMENT

5. Next, let us consider (the claim that soul is an) attunement, not the attunement inherent in
bodies, but that which is mathematical.
- Itis this attunement, to speak simply, that which renders symmetrical and agreeable
those things which differ in any way, that Moderatus applies to the soul.
- Timaeus, on the other hand, refers attunement to the soul as being a mean and
conjunction in beings and lives and the generation of all things,
- while Plotinus, Porphyry, and Amelius have taught that it is attunement as

residing in essentially preexistent reason-principles;
- while many of the Platonists and Pythagoreans adjudge it to be the attunement which
is interwoven with the cosmos and inseparable from the heaven.

SOUL AN INCORPOREAL ESSENCE

6. Let us now ascend to the consideration of that substance which is of itself
incorporeal, distinguishing in order all the opinions about the soul in relation to it also. —
There are some who maintain that such a substance as a whole is homogeneous and
one and the same, such that all of it may be found in any part of it; and they
place even in the individual soul the intelligible world, and gods and daemons
and the Good and all the beings superior to it, and declare everything to be in

each thing in the same way but in a manner appropriate to its essence. Numenius
is unambiguously of this opinion, Plotinus not completely consistently, while Amelius is
unstable in his allegiance to the opinion; as for Porphyry, he is in two minds on the subject,
now dissociating himself violently from this view, now adopting it as a doctrine handed down

from above. According to this doctrine, the soul differs in no way from intellect and
the gods and the superior classes of being, at least in respect to its substance in

general.

7. The doctrine opposed to this, however, separates the Soul off, inasmuch as it has
come about as following upon Intellect, representing a distinct level of being, and that aspect
of it which is endowed with intellect is explained as being connected with the intellect
certainly, but also as subsisting independently on its own, and it separates the soul also from
all the superior classes of being, and assigns to it as the particular definition of its essence,
either the middle term of divisible and indivisible beings <and of corporeal and in>corporeal
being, or the totality of the universal reason-principles, or that which, after the ideas, is at the
service of the work of creation, or that life which has life of itself, which proceeds from the
Intelligible realm, or again the procession of the classes of real Being as a whole to an inferior
substance. It is these doctrines to which Plato himself and Pythagoras, and Aristotle, and all
the ancients who have gained great and honorable names for wisdom are completely
committed, as one will find if he investigates their opinions with scientific rigor; as for
myself, I will try to base this whole treatise, concerned as it is with truth, on these opinions.




WHICH POWERS BELONG TO THE SOUL

- 13. Plotinus removes from the soul the irrational powers: those of perception,
imagination, memory, and discursive reasoning. He includes only pure reason in the
pure essence of the soul, on the grounds that it has a power bound up with the very
nature of the soul’s essence.

- Democritus the Platonist and his followers, however, attribute all these kinds of
faculty to the essence of the soul.

- Plato assumes that the powers belong both to souls themselves and to the living
beings, distinguishing each in accordance with each life.

- Porphyry and Plotinus and their followers maintain that the soul projects its own
powers to each part of the universe and that the lives, howsoever they have
been projected, are dissolved and cease to exist, similar to objects that

grow from a seed, when the seed withdraws into itself.

One might perhaps propose not unpersuasively the rather novel theory that these powers
continue to exist in the universe and do not perish.

ON THE ACTS OF THE SOUL

17. Do all souls perform the same acts, or are those of universal souls more perfect, while
those of the other souls correspond to the appropriate rank of which each partake?

- As far as the Stoics are concerned, reason is one, intellection absolutely identical, right
actions equal and the virtues the same in the case of both the individual and the
universal souls;

- Plotinus and Amelius are presumably of this opinion also (for on occasion they define
the individual soul as being no different from the universal, but as being one with it);

- but according to Porphyry, on the other hand, the activities of the universal soul

are totally distinct from the individual soul.

18. Another view, however, might be proposed which should not be rejected, which divides
souls according to genera and species, making a difference between the perfect acts of
universal souls, the pure and immaterial activities of divine souls and, different from these,
the efficacious activities of daemonic souls and the great-hearted activities of heroic souls,
and the acts of a mortal nature proper to animals and men, and so on for the rest. When these
things have been defined, the features that are dependent on them admit of the same sort of
distinction.

ON THE ESSENTIAL UNITY (OR OTHERWISE) OF THE SOUL

23. There has been much controversy within the Platonic School itself,

- one group bringing together into one system and form the various types and
parts of life and its activities, as for example Plotinus and Porphyry; and

- another, exemplified by Numenius, setting them up in conflict with each other;

- another again reconciling them from a postulated original strife, as for instance Atticus
and Plutarch. These last maintain that there supervene on pre-existing disorderly and
irregular motions other later ones which organize and arrange them, and from both of
them they thus weave together a web of harmony.
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THE CAUSES OF THE SOUL’S DESCENT

23 [contin.]. The activities which induce the soul to descend are caused,
- according to Plotinus by the “primal otherness”,
according to Empedocles by “the flight from God” (Fr. 115 D-K.),
according to Heraclitus by “the rest which consists in change” (Fr. 84a D-K.),
according to the Gnostics by “derangement and deviation”,
- according to Albinus by “the erring judgement of a free will”.
While of those who are at variance with these thinkers and who would attach evil to the

soul in some way from elements which have accrued to it from outside,
- Numenius and Cronius in many places derive it from matter,
- Harpocration also, on occasion, from the very nature of bodies,

- while Plotinus and Porphyry most of the time derive it from Nature and the
irrational life.

[ON THE INFERIOR ACTIVITIES OF LOWER SOULS?]

- 24. According to Aristotle, on the other hand, it is by forms of life and other
characteristics that these activities are distinguished from human ones.

- According to the Stoics, again, such inferior activities of life are continually detaching
themselves in the sense of becoming less perfect, and the further they advance in the
progress towards unreason, the more the inferior are separated from the superior in the
direction of imperfection.

- Finally as | have heard from certain Platonists, such as Porphyry, and many others,
human activities show similarity to those of wild beasts, and those of
animals to those of men, in so far as activities distinguished by being

based on different essences are to be assimilated to one another.

ON THE PLACES IN THE UNIVERSE FROM WHICH THE SOUL DESCENDS
26. Plotinus, Porphyry, and Amelius assign equal status to all souls and bring them
forth from the supracelestial soul to reside in bodies.

The depiction of the soul’s first coming into existence seems very different in the
Timaeus...

WHEN DOES LIFE BEGIN?

- 31.<...>According to Hippocrates the Asclepiad, life is actually created and

the soul becomes present when the sperm is formed into an embryo (for it is then
suitably disposed to share in life);

- while according to Porphyry it is as soon as the child is born.

Some other opinion might arise, not expressed as yet, that there are very many powers and
essential properties of the soul and that at critical moments, in different ways at different
times, when the body that is coming into being is suited to do so, it partakes first of the
vegetative life, then of sensation, then of the appetitive life, then of the rational soul, and
lastly of the intellectual soul.

These are the many opinions concerning the times at which the soul becomes associated in
a natural union with the body.



THE SOUL AFTER DEATH

37.<...>Plotinus and his school, on the other hand, champion the opinion that separates
the irrational faculties from the reasoning element, either releasing them into the
realm of generation or separating them from the discursive reasoning.

From this opinion arises a choice between two doctrines:

a. Either each irrational faculty is freed into the whole life of the universe from
which it was detached, where each remains as far as possible unchanged, as
Porphyry thinks.

b. Or the whole irrational life continues to exist, separated from the discursive reasoning
and preserved in the cosmos, as the most ancient of the priests declare.

ON SUBSTANCES INTERMEDIATE BETWEEN BODY AND SOUL (VEHICLES)

38. In the same way there are very different views concerning the substances intermediate
between body and soul.

- For some join the soul itself immediately to the organic body, as do the majority of
Platonists.

- Others <say> that between the incorporeal soul and the earthly <body> ethereal,
heavenly, and pneumatic wrappings surrounding the intellectual life-principle are
brought forth for its protection, serve it as vehicles, and also bring it together in due
proportion with the solid body, joining it thereto by means of certain intermediate
common bonds.

THE REWARD OF SOULS

47. Concerning the souls’ reward, which they attain subsequently, when they depart from the
body <. ..>to angels and angelic souls; this in general is the opinion of the ancients. Plutarch,
Porphyry, and the ancients preserve it in its proper rank. Plotinus separates it from all of
them.

48. The ancients rightly attribute to the soul a disposition, good in form, similar to that
of the gods in intellect, and a superintendence over things in this realm; Porphyry, however,
removes from it this latter characteristic.

Some of the ancients furthermore claim that it is superior to the reasoning element, and
define its acts so precisely that not even the pure and most perfect reasoning element could
attain them. <. .. > Porphyry removes them completely from the independent life,
on the grounds that they belong naturally to generation and were given as an aid
to composite living beings.

49. <...>Plato’s Timaeus, however, elevates them in their ascent even as they were
sown variously by the Demiurge, some into the Sun, others into the Earth, none overstepping
the boundary of the abode established in the demiurgic sowing.

50. <...>Numenius seems to prefer a unity and undifferentiated sameness of the
soul with its principles, whereas the ancients preserve a coalescence with a different
substance. The former compare it to a dissolving, the latter to a co-arrangement. The former
treat it as a union without individuation, the latter one with individuation. Their individuated
existence is not, however, governed by the cosmos or controlled by nature, as some of the
Platonists have supposed, but is completely released from the universe, as we conceive to be
the case with separated substances.



51.<...>Porphyry and his school, as far as human lives; and they posit
another class of souls after this, the irrational. Further, Porphyry assimilates the

soul to the universe, although it remains what it is in itself.

52. <...> According to the Platonists, they care for inanimate things.

53. After the souls have been freed from generation, according to the ancients they
administer the universe together with the gods, while according to the Platonists they
contemplate the gods’ order. According to the former, in the same way they help the angels
with the creation of the universe, while according to the latter they accompany them.

Translations by John F. Finamore and John M. Dillon, in: lamblichus De anima.
Text, translation and commentary (‘Philosophia antiqua’, 92), Leiden: Brill, 2002.

See also :
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que, ‘Traité de I’dme’, et de Porphyre, ‘De [’animation de I’embryon’, Paris : Gabalda, 1953, 177-
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The Fragments on Soul in Porphyry's In Timaeum
and Porphyry's Role in the History of Platonist Exegesis

1. The generation of the soul: the issue of the mixing bowl

T1. Porph. fr. 64 Sodano = Procl. In Tim. 2.162.25-163.10 (transl. Baltzly)

durti|g 8¢ Mg Kpdoewg obomng, Kobdmep imouey, Tiig LEV aDT®dY TMV GTOYXEI®V DTOGTATIKHG, THG 08 TOD &K TV
otoyeiov, EMmoev o [lopedplog 0pbdg, TOTEPOV AUPOTEPUG £V TA KpaTTPl TADTOG EMOGaTO T TNV PEV EE®
TOD KPOTHipog, TNV 08 &v aTd, Kod EVEKPLVEY, OTL TA HEV OTOLXETO KIPVOC BVEL TOD KPATHpOg EVIPYEL, ETELON
00 KOTO GOVOSOV TAV KPPV 1] YEVESIG TAV PHEG®V £YIVETO 00" OAME HOHVATO €ig TAVTOV GAANAO1IG GLVIEVOL TA
Grpa, TO 08 €K TAVTOV TOV HEc®V oTotyeinv dmepyalopuevog t@ Kpatiiptypiitat, EUPaiav gic avTOV TG oTOLYXETN
Kol pioymv, tva tdoo €K TavTov 1 yoyn yévntot pio Kol Opodypovs £aVTH Kol OLLOOHEPTG, TAVTOV TV YEVAV
310 maviov TeportnkdTOV, Kai tva Aafn 1o €ldog 1 yoyn koi 8 oty md Tod KpaTHpoc KaTd Yp TO SAov
£KAGTOL TO £100C. HOT' EIKOTMC YVYOMOLOG AV O KPUTHP &V £0VT® TV OAOTHTA oLl Thig Yuydic S10 Ko 1
devTéPa, KPAoig E6TIV &V TG KPATIPL LOVOV.

Now since the mixture is two-fold, as we said, the first being constituted of the very elements [i.e. the divisible
and indivisible forms of Being, Sameness and Difference], but the other being what results from the mixing of
the elements, Porphyry correctly inquires whether both of these mixtures were made in the mixing bowl, or
one outside the bowl and the other in it. Porphyry decided that when he combines the elements, the Demiurge
acts without the mixing bowl since the genesis of the intermediate forms is not brought about by bringing
together the extreme terms, nor is it generally possible to bring terms maximally opposed together in the same
thing. But [the combination] that results from all the intermediate [forms of] the elements is accomplished by
means of the mixing bowl. He pitched the elements into it and mixed them so that the soul that came to be as
a result of all these elements might be entirely single, consubstantial with itself and homoiomerous, with all of
the genera pervading through all.He did this, in addition, in order that the soul may take its form and essence
from the mixing bowl, for the form of each thing is in accordance with the whole. As a result, since it is
plausibly regarded as ‘soulmaking’, the mixing bowl makes the wholeness of the soul in itself, and on account
of this fact only the second mixing takes place within the mixing bowl.

T2. Attic. fr. 14 = Procl. In Tim. 3.247.12-15

Kol &ywye Kol OV @riomovatatov Attikov £0adpaca o1ttdv mov Tov kpatijpa Aéyovta evpmv, Kol TadTo
elwB0T0 0pOdpa TopEnesOot Taic prioeot pHEPVNTOL 08 SPmG <Ekelvog™ ToD d1TTod Kpathpog kai Tov Daidpov
£Enyobuevoc,.

| for my part was also amazed by the painstaking Atticus when | found him saying somewhere that the mixing-
bowl was two things, and this from somebody in the habit of paying the closest attention to the letter of the
text. In spite of this he makes mention of the twin mixing-bowls even when interpreting the Phaedrus.



2. The Harmonic Structure

Porph. fr. 65-68 Sodano = Macr. In Somn. Scip. 2.1.5-3.3

Plato's Harmonics and the Myth of
Er

pp. Topic Major Parallel passages in
Middle Platonist Texts
2.1.5-7 Physics of sound Theon of Smyrna (Exp.);
Nicomachus (Ench.)
Aelianus (In Ti.).
2.1.8-13 Pythagoras' Empirical Discovery | Theon of Smyrna - different
of Concords version (Exp.);
Nicomachus (Ench.).
2.1.14-20 The Fundamental Harmonic Ratios | Theon of Smyrna (Exp.)
(including the 'triple")
2.1.21-25 Discussion of the Semitone Theon of Smyrna (Exp.);
Nicomachus (Ench.);
Plut. An.Procr.
2.2.1-13 Basic Notions of Arithmetic | Theon of Smyrna (Exp.)
Related to Harmonic Theory Plutarch, An.Procr. (very weak
parallel)
2.2.14 Quotation of the Divisio Animae | --
Passage
2.2.16-19 Harmonic Ratios in the First | Theon of Smyrna (Exp.)
Numeric Series Plutarch, An.Procr. (very weak
parallel)
2.2.20-24 Cicero
2.3.1-3 Hint at the Relation Between | Theon of Smyrna, Exp. (very

weak parallel)
Plutarch, An.Procr. (very weak
parallel)

T3. Aelianus in Porph. In Harm. 96.7-15 and 33.16-21 (the quotation going on up to 37.5)
AiMavog o' 6 [Thatovikog Eig tov Tipatov ypaemv katd AEEWY Aéyel Tadta. Zvpeavio o' €6tiv Svelv pOdyywv
O0&vTTL KOl PopOTNTL SLOPEPOVTOV KATA TO ADTO TTAOOCIG Koi KPAGIC. TAV 6& GUUPOVIDY EE TOV ap1Oov oDodv

.. OmAQG UEV €KAAOLV Ol maAaiol TV T€ 1l TEGGAPMV Kol S TEVTE, GLVOETOVG O TAG AouTdG. Aol o8

Aéyovtot, 6Tt od pév Lot 8k GLUPMVIAY KaOEGTAKAGLY, avTaL &' ob.

Aelianus the Platonist, writing in his On the Timaeus, says the following, in exactly these words.
'‘Concord is the simultaneous incidence and blending of two notes that differ in height and depth of pitch. Of
the concords, which are six in number, the ancients called the fourth and the fifth "simple"” and the remainder
"composite”. They are called "simple" because the others are constituted out of concords, but these ones are

not.

[.]




Meneiparar 8¢ kol Aikovog &v 1@ Sevtépe tév Eic tov Tipotov E€nymtikéy nopocticat o To10dTov, 00 THv
AEEW Tapaypdyopev Exovcay obTMG.

Al 8¢ povai Stapépovsty EAMAmV dELTTL Kai PapdTnTL Wdwpey odv, tiveg gioi Tiig Stapopdic TdV POdYYmV
apymyot aitiot. wdong o1 povi|g apyNYog aitia €5Tiv 1 Kivnolg.

Aelianus, in the second book of his Commentary on the Timaeus, attempted to defend this sort of view: his
words, which we shall transcribe exactly, are as follows.

'Sounds differ from one another in height and depth of pitch. Let us see, then, what are the principal causes of
the difference between notes. The principal cause of all sound is movement.

3. The soul and the planets

T7. Porph. fr. 79 Sodano = Procl. In Tim. 2.214.5-215.5 (isodromi e movimento dei pianeti)

IMoppiprog 6& BovpacsTdv TIva TPOTOV KaAiTOl TOVTOV TPOEPNUEVOV OTL UV Tlppootal 1 yuyn Kol &1t TavTa
TOV KOGLOV appoviac mAnpol, S1d ToA@Y KoTteskevuoey, £k T Tod mAfi0og slvarn TV yuynv, TAfifoc 8& obcav
f| dodvTaxTov givar fj fippocpévoy, TodTo 8¢ etvarn dAN0EC, GAL' ovK Exeivo Ye (Snuodpynua yap ovca tod vod
TG Gv dToktog £in kal Avapprootog), Kal £k Tod Tavta To £YKOGUIA Kotd AdYOoVg APLOVIKODS TOSNYELV, TAC TE
TV {DoV yevéoelg kal TNV piav aut®dv ocvvtagy Tpog T0 Tav. Tiveg 6 giotv 0ide ol AdYOl KOTA TNV VTOCTACY
adTIV OPMUEVOL TG YuyTig, ovTe €didaev olte ppovtidog Néimaey, AAL Epato TV ovaiav Tiic Yuyig &g v
£00T]] TOVG APUOVIKOVS AOYOLG 0Dy (G AA®V €lKOVAC, 008" OG APy ETEPOV, AL MG GuVdEovTag TO TAT00g
6V &v T Suvapemy: Kol yop Sviog ei un Lovov £oTiv uéptotoc. GAAY Koi pueptotn, Sei pr puovov eivar piov
aOTiig TV ovciav, AALN Kol memAnBvouévny, €l 8¢ memAnBuopévny, §| avapbpov 1 NEWOUNUEVIY. GAAGL TO
avapBpov addvatov: t0 yap avapiduov mAfog dtaxtov. fplOunuévny Gpa. i 6 NplOuMuévny, § €§
AvapUOGTOV HEPDV 1) €€ NPUOCUEVOV. GAL' €€ AvopIOOT®MY GOVVITOV: ODOEV YAP TOLOVTOV OV EXEL KOTA PUGLY.
€€ MpHLOCUEVOV Gpa TAVTMG. GAL' €1 €€ NPLOGHEV®V, AVAYKT KaTd TV dpiotnv appoviav, einep £oti 1O TpdTOV
TAV NPUOGUEVOV. APIioTn 0€ APUOVIADY 1) KATH TO SLUTOVIKOV YEVOC TOVTO YOP GEUVOV Kol AOPOV. KATO TOUTO
Gpa fippootal Tdvtog 1 Yoy Got' €in Gv 1 ovolo AT &k HEPDV KaTd TO S1ATOVOV YEVOG T|PHOGUEVOV.
KOAMEL 88 003EV Kol TovTOV GANOGY Svtov dumg eival Kol eikévag TodG appovikodg Adyoug Osiov Tvéyv
TPAYLATOV 0DTOG, OC KAl TO GHUN SQUPIKOV PV 6TV, BAAYL S18 T0D cpotpcod pipmua eivor Adyetot vod:
Kol ovuPaiverl tavto GAANA0LG. TadTa pev 6 [opevplog eindv Tapéoyev NuUiv cuAloyilecai i Tepi T Woyfic
aAn0éc.

Since some of those things that were said beforehand were offered in such a remarkable manner, Porphyry
built his case that the soul is harmonised and that it fills the cosmoswith all the harmonies on the basis of
several reasons. He argues from the fact that the soul is a plurality. But, being a plurality, it must be either one
that is harmonised or one that is disordered. The former, however, is true and not the latter (for the creation of
Intellect would not in any way be disordered or lacking in harmony). He also argues from the fact that all the
things within the cosmos are guided by harmonic ratios, both the generations of living beings and their single
arrangement in relation to the universe. But how these ratios are defined in terms of the soul’s very hypostasis,
he neither teaches us nor sees fit to attend to. But the essence of the soul has been declared to have these
harmonic ratios in itself — not as images of other things, nor as first principles of something else — but as
something that binds together the plurality of powers in it. For if it really is not only indivisible, but also
divisible, then it is equally necessary that its Being be not only single, but also one that has been pluralised.
But if it has been pluralised, then it is either numberless or counted by some definite number. But it is
impossible for it to be without number, for a numberless plurality is without order. So therefore it has been
numbered. But if it is numbered, then it is either composed from parts that are harmonious or those that are
inharmonious. But it is impossible for it to be composed from inharmonious parts, for nothing of this sort
possesses being in a way that is natural. Therefore it is composed from parts that are entirely harmonious. But



if it is composed from parts that are entirely harmonious, it is necessary that it exists in accordance with the
best harmony — if indeed, it is the first of the things that are harmonised. But the best harmony is that which
exists in accordance with the diatonic genus, for this is dignified and strong. Thanks to this fact, then, the soul
is entirely harmonised, with the result that its essence would be composed of parts in accordance with the
diatonic genus. But nothing prevents this being true while at the same time the harmonic ratios are images of
certain divine things, as in the case where the body of the world is a sphere, but this is because the spherical
shape is said to be an imitation of Intellect. These things entail one another. These things that Porphyry says
at least afford us the opportunity to draw some true conclusion about the soul.

Cf.
- Theon, Exp. 138.9-146.2, on the order of the Planets.
- Plut. An.Procr. 1029C3-8, on the order of the Planets.
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PORPHYRY ON THE PARTS OF THE SOUL
A Commentary on Ilepi Twv 116 Pvxns dvvauewv 253F Smith=3F Dorandi

A. Contents
L. Introduction; II. From Plato to Plotinus: Porphyry and his Predecessors; III. The Soul as a
Grain of Wheat: Metaphysics as Mystery; IV Epilogue.

B. Texts

T1 Porph. On the Powers of the Soul, 3F, 10-16 Dorandi

rtapa O& IA&TwvL kat AgiectotéAet év Ttoic HOwcoic (EN p.
1102b28-9) towuepnc 11 Ppuxr Aéyetar eival,  kal
KEKQATNKE TOUTO TMAQA TOIC MOAAOIC AYVOOUCLV e T)
dwipecic  TRC
nMaQelANTTTaL 0V YaQ AMAQ@C gic COAANYPLV TAVTWV TV
HEQWV. TO YAQ @AVTIACTIKOV Kal aicOntucov kal To
VOEQOV Kal <TO> QUTIKOV oV dNTov €V TNt dxiQécel

CUCTacEWC  EVEKAL TV AQETQV

Furthermore, in Plato and in Aristotle’s Ethics, the soul is
said to be tripartite. And this view has prevailed among
the many, who ignore that the division has been applied
to the soul because of the constitution of the virtues and
not simply with a view to comprising all the parts. For, I
presume, the imaginative part and the sensitive part and
the intellective and the vegetative ones will not be

TavTNL TeQIAN PO ceTaL.

T2 Porph. On the Powers of the Soul, 3F,

Aoyyivoc (fr. 22 Patillon-Brisson) d¢ ovde 10 LoV
moAvpegec eivat aAA” apegéc, moAvdvvapov dE,
w0 100 IIAatwvoc €v Tolc cwpact TOAVUEQRN
@ackwv TV Puxnv yiyvecdat, kad” éavtnv ovcav
apepn. 0Tl d¢ oV moAvueQErc, oL dLx TOVTO Kai
povodvvapoc:  évdéxecBar  yaQ E€v  ApeQéc
duvapelc mAgiove Exetv.

Tiwe o0V AapeEnc 1) Puxn Kal ALY TOLpEQTC; ol
HEV ovV T pépn Tne Puxne KAt TO TOCOV
AKOVCAVTEC EKOTWC ATIOQOVCL, TWC KAl (HLEQTIC
Kal TOLHEQTC, Kal AVOuCL @ACKOVTEC KATA MEV
dov Adyov kal ka®’ éavtnv elvat ApLEQT), TOLLEQT
0¢ Ka®' 6cov €V cUATL YEVOUEVT] HEQLCTL OVTL
AAAO KAl AAAO HéQOC ETEXEL TOD CAWHATOC €iC TAXC
dlapodgove adTie évegyeiac. ov Yo o1 <> avtn
KePaAn v €xeL kal Odpaka kal to0 mot AmAQ,
AN at dux ToUTV  dlagogot  Evégyetat
OLAPLEQLCTAC KAL HEQWV YIYVOUEVAL DLAAPOQWV TOD
COHATOC AT E€KEVWV AUTNL TWV HEQWV LLEQLCHOV
enmavéBecav.

T3 Porph. On the Powers of the Soul, 3F,

NucoAaoc (test. 9 Lulofs) 6¢ ovk n&ilov tax népn e
Puxne kata 10 mocov Aaupavewy, aAdo paAdov
KT TO MooV, (CTeQ kal TéXvne kal @ulocopiac:
ETL eV YXQ TOD TOCOL 1O OAOV €K TV HEQV
CUMTANEODTAL KAl YIYVETAL WC KATH TV TIQOC
étegov avtefétacty  mAéov T édattov, 1)

HkQOTEQOV 1) Mellov, mooctilBepévouv pégouve T

included in this division.
(my translation)

33-38 & 68-77 Dorandi

Thus, Longinus thinks that Plato’s “living being” does not have
many parts either, but that it is partless, albeit endowed with
many powers. For, he says, although, in the bodies, the soul
becomes multipartite, it is itself partless. But the fact that it does
not consist of many parts does not entail that it also has one
power; it is, indeed, possible for one partless thing to have more
than one power.

How is it possible then that the soul is partless and still
tripartite? Those who understand the parts of the soul in a
quantitative sense have every reason to be at a loss to explain
how the soul is both partless and tripartite. They solve the
problem by saying that, in itself and according to its own
reason-principle, the soul is partless, but that it is tripartite
inasmuch as, when coming to be in body, which is divisible, the
soul occupies different parts of the body in order to exercise its
various activities. In fact, it is not the soul itself that occupies
someone’s head and chest and liver; rather, by being distributed
and by belonging to various bodily parts, the various activities,
which act through these parts, ascribe, because of these parts,
division to the soul.

78-95 Dorandi

However, did not the
understanding of the parts of the soul as worthy of discussion.
Rather, he thought that they should be understood in a

qualitative sense, just like the parts of art and of philosophy.

Nicolaos consider quantitative

For, in the case of quantity, the whole is made up of the parts,
and, by adding or by removing a part, we get a relatively
greater or lesser amount or a relatively smaller or bigger thing.
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apawgovpévov. Ppuxic d& <ovx> oltwe Aéyouev
elvat pégn (ov yag o1 1o mocov avtic VIO TOVTWV
cupTANEOLTAL, 0UTE YXQ HEyeBOC EctLv, oUTE TL EXEL
nAn0oc), dAAN wc Téxvne pépn. dwapégel d¢ kal
TOUTWV" TEXVN UEV YAQ, ATIOV TL H€QOC, OVK (Vv &in
O0AdKATIQ0C 0VOE TeAeia, Puxn d& maca teAeia écti
Kal 10 Tav COV 00 KOHICAUEVOV TO KATX @UCLY
téAdoc ateAéc éctwv. akovet tolvuv NikdAaoc T
péon the YPuxne we duvapele Tov €xovToc: TO YXQ
Caowov kat OAwe O Eppuxov Tl PuxTv Exerv ToAAX
dvvartat, olov (N, aicBalvecbal, kiveicBat, voety,
0péyecOal, wv maviwv aitia kat agxn 11 Yuxn.
TavTac o0V TAC OLVAMELS, &P’ @V Aéyetal TO
éupuxov tabTa 0QAv 1) TAcxeLw, HéQn Thc Puxnc
tiBetat we eipnTat.

T4 Porph. On the Powers of the Soul, 3F,

0VOEV <O&> KwAVEL AVTIC AHEQODC OVCIC HEQLETAC
OéxecOal tac A avTHC TV €veQyelwV €VOCELC.
HLEQLCTOV 0VV TO Cwlov, glc TV émivolay avToD Kol
copatoc  magaAapBavopévov, agp’
Cwtwkal  évépyewxt kata Puxne Evdocty
dexOpEeVaL TNV €lc HEQTN TV dAPOQWV EVEQYELDV
Katataly  kal L YuxnL To  péon  EXew
nigocavéBecav. kal HNTOTE dLTTWC ETLVOOUUEVTC
e Puxnc kat €xovence v Lwnyv, TV te kad’” adtnv
Kal Vv kata cxécty, €v TNl kKata cxécv Cwmt
v@ictatol T HEQT. WC YAQ TIUEWL CTIAQEVTL €V TML
mEOC TNV Yévecly cxécel v@ictatal Ta pPEQT, TOD
ctaxvoc ToL Adyov! oUk OVTOC HEQLCTOL €V O
HeQLetl OeWEOVHEVOD, &g’ 00 MAALY EMAVELCLY €lc
TO dpépletov, oUTw Kal PuXAL &peQicTwl oleNL €v
TL CTIOQAL TTAQUPCTATOL T HEQT).

o0 al
><

TOU

T5 Plot. IV 9, 3,17-23

Kal yaQ év 1@ oméouatt mAgiovg at duvapels kai
év- kal €€ évog tovtov MoAAax év. Awx Tl odv oV
navtaxov macay Kat yoo €ni g pag Puxng
TaVToXoL Aeyouévng etvat 1] aloBnoig ovk év maot
tolc pégeov opoia, 6 te Adyoc ovk év OAw, T Te
duTKOV Kal €v olg 1 aloBnoc: kat Spws el €v
AVATEEXEL ATIOOTAVTA TOD OWHATOG.

T6 Plot. IV 2,18-22 & IV 1, 65-67
Ovde vap éEviavBa pOVOV  peQLOTH,

AUEQLOTOG TO YOQ MEQLLOHEVOV aUTNG AUEQLOTWS
peotletat. Eic 6Aov yap t0 owpa dovoa avTnv Kal W)
peowoOetoar @ OAn eig 6Aov t@ €&v Tavti elvoal

AAAX  kal
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But it is not in this sense that the parts of the soul are said to
exist (for, in the case of the soul, there is no quantity made up
of these parts, since the soul has neither size nor number), but
like the parts of art. Yet, the parts of the soul differ from the
parts of art as well: if a part were removed, art would be
neither a whole nor perfect. But every soul is perfect, whereas
the living being as a whole will be imperfect, if it does not
accomplish the purpose ascribed to it by nature. Thus,
Nikolaos understands the parts of the soul as powers of what
has a soul. For the living being and, in general, what has a
soul, by virtue of having a soul, is capable of many things,
such as living, perceiving, moving, thinking, desiring. The
cause and principle of all these is the soul. These powers then,
by means of which what has a soul does or suffers the
aforesaid things, he takes to be parts of the soul, as mentioned.

95-108 Dorandi
Although the soul itself is partless, nothing prevents it from
receiving in a divisible way what its own activities impart [to
it]. Hence, the living being is divisible, its concept also

including the body. By receiving from the body the

distribution of the various activities into parts and by
imparting it to the soul, the life-giving activities ascribe
partition to the soul as well. And, perhaps, given that the soul
is conceived of in two ways and has a twofold life, namely, the
life as such and the life in relation, the parts exist in the case of
the life in relation. When a seed is sown, the parts exist within
the framework of the relation to generation: the reason-
principle of the ear of wheat is not divisible; yet it is seen in
it back

indivisibility. Likewise, in the case of the soul, although it is

something divisible, from which reverts to
indivisible, the parts subsist in the time of sowing [i.e. when

the soul is “sown” in the body].

For in the seed there are many powers and it is one; and from
this one come many units. Why then are not all souls
everywhere? Well, in the case of the one soul which is said to
be everywhere in the body, the sense-perception is not alike in
all the parts, and the reason is not in the whole, and the growth
principle is also in the parts where there is no perception; and
all the same it runs up into one when it leaves the body.

(Trans. A. H. Armstrong)

For even here it is not only divisible, but also indivisible; for
that of it which is divided is indivisibly divided. For it gives
itself to the whole body and is not divided in that it gives
itself whole to the whole and is divided in that it is present

1105 to0 Adyov FA : 100 6Aov P Dorandi : éAov Cant.
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HepEQLOTAL.

LLEQLOTI] LEV,
apéolotog Of,
OAN.

T7 Plot. V14, 4, 30-32 & IV 3,19, 9-15
tx 0¢ owpata péyeBog Exovia tavtng Mg Yuxng
$voEws avTolc TAQOVOTC, HAAAOV OE TWV CWUATWY
€Kkel yevopévwy, 600V €0TL HEUEQLOMEVR, KATA TIAV
HéQog Ekeivng éudavtalopévne g PUoEwS, TEQL T
owpata oUTws Evouiodn eivat peglot).

Tnv o1 ocwpatog Gvowv opav del Eog to LNV olog
Puxng mpoodeltal, kat 6 TL del T PUXNG TAVTOXOV
T owpatt kat OAw mageival Ilav pev on o
aloOntuov,  eimeg mavtog  ailobnoetal,
aducveiloBat mEOg TO HeRlleoBal TavTaXo HEV YoQ
Ov HepepioBat av Aéyottor OAov d¢ mavtaxov
dawvopevov oV pepeotobat av mavteAws Aéyorto,
meQL O¢ T cwpaTa YiyveoOat pLegLotov.

olx

T8 Porph. Intr. 1, 9-14 Busse

OtL &v maol pégeot ToL év @ EoTwy,
0Tt 6AN év MaoL kal €v OTwoLV ALTOL

in every part.

It is divisible in that it is in all the parts of that in which it is,
but indivisible in that it is present in all the parts of it as a
whole and in any one part as a whole.

Since the bodies have magnitude and this nature of soul is
present to them (or rather the bodies come to be there in it),
in so far as they are divided into parts, that nature being
imagined present in every part, in this way it was considered
to be divided in the sphere of bodies.

One must then observe what kind of soul the nature of body
requires in order to live, and what of soul must be present
everywhere to body as a whole. Now the whole of the sense
faculty, since it is going to operate throughout the whole
body, comes to divide itself; for since it is everywhere it
might be said to be divided; but since it appears everywhere
as a whole, it could be said not to be absolutely and
completely divided, but to become “divisible in the sphere of
body”.

avTKat TEPL TV YEVOV Te Kal €dOV TO eV eite
vpéotnrev elte Kal €v povalc PAais émwvololg Kettol
elte kal VPeoTNKOTA CWHATA €0TWV 1] ACWHATA
Kal MOTEQOV XWOLOTA T) €V Tol aloBntolc kal mepl TavTa
vpeotwta, magaltjoopat Aéyewv Paduvtdtng ovong TN
TolVTNG mMEayHatelag kal AAANG pellovog deopévng

For instance, I shall omit to speak about genera and
species, as to whether they exist or they consist in mere
conceptions only; whether also, if existent, they are
bodies or incorporeals, and whether they are separate
from, or in, sensibles, and exist about these, for such a
treatise is most profound, and requires another more

eetdoewa.

T9 Porph. Sent. 19 Lamberz

‘H 1@v dowpatwv meoonyogia ov kata kowvotnta
EVOC kal TALTOL Yévoug oUTw mQEOOTYOQevTAaL
KaOameg T owpata, Kata d& YAV TV 1RO Ta
oouata oTéQnoty: 60ev T pEV abT@V Ovia, Ta O
ovK OvIa elval o0 KeKWALTAL Kal T UEV TQEO
HETX OWHATWV: Kal To PV

T O axwowTar Kal Ta

OWHATWY, T O¢
XWOLOTA  TWUATWY,
HEV KaB' Eavta VPeoNKOTA, T d& AAAWV €lg TO

elvat dedpevar kal T pHéV éveQyeiaig T avTd kal

Cwalg AUTOKWVTOLS, T ¢ TG Lwalg
TQUPLOTAEVA KAL TALS TOXIG €veQyelag.2 kato
Yoo amodacty @V  ovk  €0TV, OV  Kata

MAQATTACLY WV E0TL TEOOTYOQEVTAL.

extensive investigation
(trans. F. Owen).

The appellation “incorporeals” does not owe its provenance to
the commonality of a single same genus, as is the case with
bodies, but by reference to a mere lack of bodies; this is why
there is nothing in the way of some of them being beings, and
others non-beings, and some being prior to bodies, while
others are accompaniments of bodies; of some being separable
from bodies, while others are inseparable; of some subsisting
in themselves, while others have need of other things for their
existence; of some being identical with activities and self-
moving lives, while others subsist due to the lives and the
this
appellation of theirs by way of negation, stating what they are

corresponding activities. For they have received

not, not by way of assertion of what they are

2 Following J. Dillon, for magudpiotapévais of W, adopted by Lamberz and T. Dorandi, I adopt the

reading magudlotapeva of UN. Dillon preserves the addition of <kai> proposed by L. G. Westerink. It

is, however, possible to omit it, in which case I would translate: “due to the [self-moving] lives through

the corresponding activities”.
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T10 Porph. Sent. 42
Aocopata T HEV KATA OTEQNOLV OWHATOS
Aéyetal kat émvoeitatl kveiwg, wg 1 VAN kata
ToUg agxalovg kal TO eldog TO €mi VANG, Otav
érmvontal amoAndOév amd g VAng, kal al
dvoelg kat at duvapels: obtwe d¢ kat 6 tdmog
Kal 0 XQOVOC KAl T& TéQata. T& YaQ TolxDTA
TIAVTO KATA OTEQNOLV OWHATOG AéyeToal 1j0n O&
NV A Kataxenotikwg Aeydpeva aodpata,
oV KT OTEQNOLV OWHATOG, KATX d& <T0> OAwg
1) mePuKEVAL YEVVAV OOHA. DO T HEV KATX TO
TIEWTOV  OTJLUALVOLEVOV  TQOG TA  OWOHATO
vhplotatal, T d¢ Katx TO deVTEQOV XWOLOTA
TEAEOV OWUATWV KAl TOV TEQL TA OWHATA
AOWHATWV: COUATA  HEV  YXQ
mégata €V oWHATL, VOUG O kal voeQOg Adyog
ovte év Témw ovte &V {1} owpatt Ldlotatal
oUTe MEOOEXWS  LPloTNOoL  cWwpaTa
naouploTATAL CWUATLY T TOIC KATA OTEQNOLV
OWOUATOG AeYOUEVOLS ATWHATOLS. OVO’ €l KEVOV
obv 1L émvonOeln AoWHATOV, €V KEVE OLOV TE
elval voOv: OWOUATOG LLEV YO DEKTLKOV AV £l TO
KEVOV, VOU 0& EVEQYELAV XWENOOL APTXAVOV KAl
ooV dovval évegyeiq. dLtToL d¢ dpavévtoc ToD

&V TOTWw Kal

ovte

vévoug, T0o0 pev ovd OAwg ol amo Znvwvog
avteAapovrto, 10 O Etegov mapadelapevol kal
T0 €teQov  HI] TOLTOV elval  kabopwvteg
avawpovoy avto, déov wg AAAo Yévog TV
vmomTeEDoAL KAl Ur) 6Tl ovk €0TL TO €TEQOV UNdE
TOUTO Un eivat do&aoat.
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(trans. ]. Dillon, sligtly modified)

Of incorporeals, some are so called and conceived of properly by
virtue of lack of body, as is the case with matter, according to the
ancients, and the form in matter, when it is conceived of separate
from matter, and natures and powers; and this is the case also
with place and time and limits. For all such entities are so called
by virtue of lack of body. But, it is accepted that there is another
class of entities that are catachrestically termed “incorporeals”,
not by virtue of lack of body, but rather by virtue of not having it
in their nature to generate a body at all. Hence, those things
termed incorporeal according to the first meaning of the term,
“exist” close to bodies, while those so termed according to the
second meaning are entirely separate from bodies and from the
incorporeals that are related to bodies. For bodies exist in place
and limits have their subsistence in a body, whereas Intellect and
discursive reasoning, which derives from Intellect, exist neither in
place nor in body, nor are they the immediate causes of the
existence of bodies, nor do they subsist depending upon bodies or
upon the incorporeals that are so called by reason of lack of body.
And even if one conceived of some kind of incorporeal void, it
would not be possible for Intellect to inhabit such a void; for void
would be capable of receiving body, but it would be incapable of
containing the activity of Intellect and of giving place to the
activity. So then, the genus [of incorporeals] having been revealed
as twofold, the followers of Zeno completely ignored one of the
two, and, having accepted the second and seen the first as not
being of the same sort, they abolish it, whereas they should have
suspected that it was a different genus and not opine that, because
the one type has no existence, the other also has none.
(trans. J. Dillon, slightly modified)

T11 SE Adv. Math. 8,11-12 = Fr. 33 B, I p. 197 Long-Sedley (SVF 11, 166; part)

Katl O Th¢ péV MEWTNG dOENG TTROEOTHKATLY OL &ATIO TG
rtoag, tola  dapevor ovluvyeltv dAAAowg, 16 e
OTHALVOHEVOV Kal TO ONUAIVOV Kal TO TUYXAVOV, @V
onuatvov pév  eivat v Gwvr)v, olov TV  Alwy,
onuawvopevov d¢ avT0 TO TEAYHA TO U aUThG
dnAovpevov kalt ov Muels HEV avTlapBavopeda T
NueTéoa magudloTapévou duavoiq, ol d¢ BagPfagol ovk
émaiovol kalmeQ TG PwVNG AKOVOVTES, TUYXAVOV O& TO
€KTOC VTIOKE(HEVOV, MOTEQ aVUTOG O Alwv. ToUTWV d¢ dvO
pHEV  elval owpata, kabamep TV Gwvnv Kal TO
TUYXAVOV, &V 0¢ AOWUATOV, WOTEQ TO ONUALVOUEVOV
TIEAYHA, Kl AekTOVv, OTteQ AANOEG e yivetal 1) Peddog.

T12 Porph. Sent. 4
ta kKb a1 acwpata VMOOTACEL HEV Kal

The Stoics defended the first opinion, saying that three
things are linked together, “the signification”, “the
signifier”, and “the name-bearer”. Of these, the signifier
is the utterance, for instance “Dion”; the signification is
the actual thing revealed by the utterance, and which we
apprehend as subsisting in our thought, whereas those
who do not speak Greek do not understand, although
they hear the utterance; the name-bearer is the external
subject, for instance, Dion himself. Of these, two are
bodies, namely, the utterance and the name-bearer, and
one [is] incorporeal, namely, the thing signified, and
sayable, which is true or false.

(trans. Long and Sedley, slightly modified modified)

Things in themselves incorporeal are not present to bodies and
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ovoia 0V TAQECTV OVLOE OvYKiQvaTAal TOIG
oWUAoL, TN 0& €K TNG Q0TS VTOOTATEL TLVOG
OLVAHEWS  HeTaddwol  TEOOEXOVG
OWOUAOLY. 1] YAQ QOT dEVTEQAV TLVA dUVAHLY
UTEOTNOE TTQOTEXT] TOLG CWHATLY.

101G

T13 Porph. Sent. 37 (part)

OV dix 10 MANB0¢ TV CwHATWV del vopilety O TARO0G
TV Puxwv yevéoBal, mEO O TOV CWHATWV elval Kal
TOAAAQG Kal piav, ovte TG pLAS kat OANG KwAvovong tag
MOAAQG €v avT) eivat oUte TV MOAAQV TV piav eig
avtag peQlovo@v. dLEOTNOAV YAQ OUK ATOKOTIEITOL
oLd¢ aAmokeguatioaoal eig favtac TV OAnVv, Kal
MAQeWo  AAANAaG o0 ovykeXxvuévar ovdE OCwEOV
moovoaL TV OANV- oUte yaQ mépaoiv elot dleAnupévat
olte TAAWV AAANAQLG OUYKeEXVHEVAL @OTEQ OLDE
ETOTRHaL ovvexVONnoav al moAAat év Ppuxy px kal
TAALY  OVk  EYKEWVTAL @G m  uxqy
£TeQOOLOIWS, AAAQ TG YPLXTC oLl ooV EVEQYELaLL.
AmeodVvapog yago 1 s Puxns ¢vowg kat kad’
€Ka0TOV TO TUXOV avTNG Yuxn, Kal al maoat pia kat
TIAALY 1] OAT] AAAT] Tt TTACAG. WG YXQ T OWHATA ETU
ATEQOV TEUVOUEVA OV KATAANyeL €l aoduatov, Kat
OyKoV AapPavoviwv TV THNUATOV TV dadooay,
oUtw Yoy €idog ovoa LwTikOV €T ATELQOV KATA T 10T
ovvelAnmtal, magaAdayag Exovoa eldnTKag Kal 1) 0An
oLV TAVTALS 0VOA Kol AVEL TOUTWV: 1] Yag € avThg
olov Toun £TeQOTNG MV HEVOLONG THS TavtotnTog. [...]
avt) OU avTV 1) TAUTOTNG AUTNG TAVIA TOLEL Kol
evplokel dux TG €’ Amelgov eldNTIKNG €veQyeiag, TOD
TUXOVTOG MEQOUG TAVTIA DLVAHUEVOL OTAV CWHATWV
KaOaQevn), WS TO TUXOV HEQOS TOD OTIEQUATOS TV TOV
TVTOG OTEQHATOG Exet dvvapy. Qomeg 6¢ koatnOév év
UA1 L omtéopa kB’ ékaotov v €dvvato Adywv €v Toig
HéQeot 1) VAT koateltat kal maALy cuvayx0év elg v tov
OTEQUATOG dUVAHLY Kal €kaoTov TV HeQ@V EXEL TNV
naoav dvvapy, oUtw kKol Puxng dvAov 10 we HEQOS
ETILVOOVLEVOV TNG TTAOTG PUXTG EXEL TNV dOVAULY. TO D&
mEOg VANV géhav kekgatntat pev kab’ o eidog GéPav
erutndeiwg €0xe TQOOOUAELY €VOAw, €XeL O& TNV TNG
OANG dVvvauy 1ON Kal EvTuyxAveL ovoT) €V éavte, 0tav
ATO TOL éVOAOL ATOOTAV €V £autq YévnTal €rel O&
mEOG HEV VANV Qemovor Aamogia MAVIWV Kal Thg
olkelag dUVAHEWS KEVWOLS, €lg & TOV VOOV avayouévn
TO TMANQES aUTG Katx <TO> TNV dUVAMLY EXEWV TG
naong evploketo, TV pev ekdtwe Ileviav, v d¢
Koégov? ol to0to mp@tov yvovteg tng Puxng 1o mabog
nviavro.

™ owpaTa

3 1600V w Stob : IT6gov Cr Theiler

do not mix with in their reality and their essence, but rather, in
virtue of a reality generated by the inclination, they impart a
power which is close to bodies. For the inclination generates a
secondary power which is close to bodies.

(trans. . Dillon, slightly modified)

One should not think that it is by reason of the
multiplicity of bodies that the multiplicity of souls comes
about, but rather that prior to bodies they are both many
and one, with the single universal soul not preventing the
existence of many souls within it, and the many not
effecting a partition of the single soul between them. For
they distinguish themselves without cutting themselves
off, nor fragmenting the universal soul into themselves,
and they are present to each other without confusion, nor
by making the universal a mere conglomeration; for they
are not divided from one another, even as the many
sciences are not blended together in a single soul, and,
again, are not merely juxtaposed in the soul like bodies,
maintaining a distinction of substance, but they are
qualitatively distinct activities of the soul.

For the nature of the soul is endowed with an infinity of
powers and any individual “part” of it is still soul, and all
are one, and, again, the whole is distinct from all. For
even as bodies, even when infinitely divided, do not
emerge as something incorporeal, since their divisions
produce their distinctions in the mode of mass, so the
soul, being itself a life-giving Form, is, like the Forms,
conceived of even to infinity, having specific variations
and being present as a whole with them and also without
them; for what is sort of division in its case is really just
otherness, with the sameness remaining as well. [...]

All on its own, its sameness performs and discovers
everything by virtue of its formative activity, extending
as it does to infinity, with any and every part having the
potency of all when it is free of the body, even as any and
every part of a seed possesses the potency of the whole
seed.

And even as a seed, when retained by matter, is retained
in all the parts of the matter in accordance with each of
the reason-principles of which it contains the power, and,
again, when, drawn together into the power of the seed, it
has its whole power in each of its parts, even so that
which is thought of as a part of the immaterial soul
possesses the power of the whole soul. That aspect which
is inclined towards matter is retained insofar as, in its
capacity as a Form which has inclined, it has adapted
itself to consort with what is material. But it already has
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the power of the whole soul as well and it encounters it as
existent within itself, whenever it distances itself from the
material and comes to be in itself. And since, in its
inclination towards matter, it experiences deprivation of
everything and nullification of its own power, whereas
when it is elevated towards Intellect it discovers its
fullness in virtue of possessing the power of its totality,
those who first recognised the experience which the soul
undergoes, expressing themselves ruddingly, reasonably
called the one aspect of it Poverty, and the other
Ressource.

(trans. ]. Dillon, slightly modified)

T14 Hippol. Haer. V 8, 39-40 & Mesom. Fr. 5, 16 Heitsch

Aéyovol d¢ avtov, Pnol, Povyes kat «xAoggov
otaxvv tefeglopévovr kat peta tovg Povyag
ABnvaioy, HLOUVTEG ‘EAsvoivia Kal
ETUOEIKVUVTEG TOIG EMOTMTEVOVOL TO MHEYQR KAl
Bavpuaotov Kal TEAL@TATOV EMOMTIKOV EKel
HLOTHQLOV, €V OLwTT) TEOEQLOUEVOV OTAXVY

[...] 6 te Koodviog apnrtog

T15 Porph. VP 15, 1-6 = Porph. 419T Smith
Epov d¢ év INAatwveiog mompa avayvovtog «Tov
LEQOV YAHOV», kal Tvog dt TO HUOTIKAWS TOAAX peT
évOovoLlopol  ETIKEKQUUHEVWS  elpnoBatl  elmdvTog
pHatveoBatr tov ITopdpvglov, éxetvog eic €mrioov €dm
TAVTWV: «€detéag OHoD Kol TOV TOmTINV kKal Tov

He says that the Phrygians call him [Attis] “verdant harvested
ear of wheat” and, in addition to the Phrygians, the Athenians,
when they celebrate the Eleusinian Mysteries and, in silence,
show to the initiates of the highest grade the great and
admirable and most perfect epoptic mystery of Eleusis, call him
“harvested ear of wheat.”

[...] and the harvest of Cronus

At Plato’s feast I [Porphyry] read a poem, “The Sacred
Marriage”; and because much in it was expressed in the
mysterious and veiled language of inspiration someone
said, “Porphyry is mad.” But Plotinus said, so as to be
heard by all, “You have shown yourself at once poet,

dLAocodov Kal Tov tegopavtnv.»

philosopher, and hierophant.”
(Trans. A. H. Armstrong)

T16 Theo Smyrn. De util. math. 14,18-16,1 Hiller

Kal yag av v prdocodiav pomowv dain tig
av aAnbovg TeAetc kal TOV OVIWV @G
aAnbac puotnelwv maEddooy. HLNoEws O&
péon mévte. [...] Toitn 8¢ <> émovopalopévn
émomtelor TeTaQTn O¢, O O wai TéAog TG
EMOMTEIRG, AVADEDIS KAl OTEUPATWV EMiOETLG,
WoTe Kal €T€Qols, Ac Tic magéAafe TeAetac,
ntapadovvat dvvacBal, dadovyxiag tuxovia T
tegodpavtiag 1 Tvog &AANG teowovvng [...]
émomtelav & OVOUALEL TV TteQL T VonTA Kol
T OVTIWG OVTA KAl T TV WOe@V moaypatelay.
AVAdeOoLV O& Kal kKaTaoTePLY 11yNTéOV TO €€ WV
avTéc TIic Katépabev olov te yevéoBal kal
£Tépoug elg v avtVv Bewpiav kataotnoat.

And one would say that philosophy is an initiation into the truth
and a transmission of teachings about true Beings considered as
the authentic Mysteries. There are five parts in initiation: [...] in
the third place comes epopteia (“full vision”, the highest degree of
initiation). The fourth stage, which is the end and the goal of
epopteia, is the binding of the head and the placement of the
crawns, in order that he who has received the sacred things,
becomes capable in turn of transmitting the tradition to others,
either by being Dadouchos or Hierophant, or by some other
priestly work. [...] He calls epoptein the engagement with
questions concerning the intelligibles and true Being and the
Forms. Finally, he says that the binding and the crowing of the
head must be understood as the faculty which is given to the
disciple by those who have taught him, to lead others to the same
contemplation.

(Trans. R. and L. Lawlor, slightly modified)



