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T1: Galen, De methodo medendi X.40—41Kiihn (ed. Lorusso, Rome 2018)
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How then do we find this out correctly and methodically? How else than by the means
specified in On Demonstration? First of all the common conception must be agreed upon:
without it, it is impossible to discover the substance of the matter at issue. We said that it
is essential to adopt a common conception that is agreed by all, or else it is not fit to be
called a starting-point. What conception, then, in the sphere of being sick is agreed by all
men? And to what underlying subject-matter do they most particularly apply this ‘being
sick’? (trans. Hankinson)

T2: Galen, De differentiis pulsuum VII1.704Kiihn
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[The conceptual definition] provides a clear expression of the conception of a thing
possessed by those who are capable of ‘naming’ it.

T3: Alcinous, Didaskalikos 4.6—7 (ed. Whittaker 1990)
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So when we say that intellection is the principle of epistemic reason, we do not mean the
so-called intellection that we have now, but what the soul has when it is separate from the
body — i.e. what is called intellection in that state, as we said, but is now a natural
concept. Plato also refers to a natural concept as ‘simple knowledge’ [see perhaps R.
438e] and the ‘soul’s wing’ [Phdr. 246e] — and sometimes even ‘memory’ [e.g. Phdr.
250a]. From these items of knowledge, i.e. of simple knowledge, natural epistemic reason
is constituted, arising in us naturally. (trans. Boys-Stones, Text 13A)

G. Boys-Stones, Platonist Philosophy 80BC to AD 250, Cambridge 2018, 368

[...] it seems certain that Platonists did not all (or did not always) deny the possibility of
an empiricist foundation for some form of cognition. For one thing, they had to explain
the cognitive abilities of animals, which are evidently able to make systematic empirical



discriminations in the world around them, and more generally to learn from experience.
Even those Platonists who believed that animal souls were essentially rational might have
fought shy of claiming that animal cognition involved ‘recollection’. (Those who denied
that they were rational would not have this available as recourse at all). But something
more fundamental to their own metaphysics prevented Platonists from linking all cases
of concept-acquisition to recollection. It might be possible to construe Plato as having
posited ideal correlates for sensibilia; but Middle Platonists did not take him this way.
[...] their belief was that forms corresponded by and large only to natural species. There
is certainly no form ‘Green’. But that means that our ability to develop a concept of
‘green’ can have nothing at all to do with recollection: it must be entirely based on our
empirical experience. But if experience can get us to concepts of all empirical properties
— and, presumably, the way they are regularly ‘bundled’ in the natural world [...] —
then there seems to be no principled objection to the possibility that humans could
develop a fully articulated mental apparatus capable of successful pragmatic
discrimination, and of underwriting a fully rational life, purely by the mechanisms of
empiricism.

T4: Plotinus, 6.5 [23] 1.1-8

(1) To &v xai tantov aploud movroyod dua dAov ivar

KOWM PV TIC EVVOLd oLV £ivat, dTav TAVTEG KIVOOUEVOL

aOTOPLAOG AEYWOOL TOV €V EKACT® UMV B0V ¢ Eva kol TOV

avtov. Kai €1 11¢ avtodg TOV TpoToV Ur| dmontol unde

AOy® €€etdlev TV d0&av otV €0£N01, obtmg v Kol (5)

Belvto Kai Evepyodvieg ToDTO TH) d1avoig oVT®G AvamaotvTo

€1g &v ¢ cuvePEldoVTEG KOl TADTOV, Kal ovd’ Gv €0EAotev

Ta0TNG ThG EvoTNTog amocyilectat.

A common conception says that there really is such a thing as being one and the same in
number simultaneously present as a whole everywhere: everyone is spontaneously moved
to say that the god present in each of us is one and the same. And if one did not ask the
manner of this, and bothered to rationally examine their opinion, they would assume that
this was so; and in the act of thinking this they would come to rest, fixing themselves
somehow upon something one and the same, and they would not want to be cut off from
this unity. (trans. Emilsson and Strange)

TS : Plotinus, 3.7 [45] 1.1-16
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When we say that eternity and time are different things, and that eternity pertains to the
sempiternal nature, while time pertains to what comes to be and to this universe, we
immediately think, as we do in the case of more concentrated apprehensions of thought,
that we possess an evident impression of them in our souls, since we are always talking
about them and referring to them on every occasion. But when we try to go on to examine
them and, as it were, get close to them, we once again find ourselves at a loss what to
think: different ones of us fix upon different declarations of the ancient philosophers about
them, and perhaps even disagree about how to interpret these statements. So we stop here,
and deem it sufficient if when asked we can state their views about them. Content with
this, we give up enquiring any further about these matters. Now we must indeed think
that some of the ancient and blessed philosophers have found the truth. But who among
them most attained to it, and how we might gain an understanding of these things for
ourselves, needs to be investigated. (trans. McGuire and Strange)

T6: Simplicius, In Cat. 213.12-20 = Porphyry, 70F. Smith (see T2)
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A conceptual account is one which is taken from what is knowable to all and commonly
agreed by all, for example ‘good is that by which it happens that we are benefited, the
soul is the source of life, sound is the proper perceptual object of hearing’. A substantial
definition is one which also explains the substance of what is being defined, for example
‘good is virtue or that which participates in virtue, the soul is self-moving substance,
sound is air when impacted upon’. Conceptual definitions, in that they are commonly
agreed by everybody, are the same, while substantial ones are produced according to
individual schools and are disputed by those who hold differing opinions.
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proof.

T8: [Toapd pev yap fuiv
Aoyopayia Tig €0TL TOAAN, dTe
&€ avOpomivav Aoyioudv Tod
dyafod gicalopévov- oig 8¢
pepnyévntot 1 Tpog 10 KPETTOV
oLVOLGIa, €1 TAPETTOL TO PLEPOG
10070 £l £E€Tacty, patnv
avToig 1 coia EENoKNTAL.

Among us [the Greeks] there
is no doubt much logomachy,
since the Good is conjectured
from human reasonings; but
as for those who have
brought about union with the
higher being, if they have
disregarded the investigation
of this part [of theology],
then it is in vain that they
practise wisdom.
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[...] since evidence either of
conceptions or of history
establishes indisputably that
the soul is immortal, while
the arguments brought
forward by philosophers for
demonstration seem easy to
overturn on account of the
ability of the Eristics in
finding arguments on every
subject. For what argument in
philosophy is not disputed by
those who hold different
opinions, since some thought
that it is fit to suspend
judgment even about matters
which seem to be evident?
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Have you have heard how
much pain has been taken to
offer the sacrifices of
purification for the body, to
say nothing of finding the
salvation of the soul? For the
road to the gods is bound
with brass, and steep, and
rough, and in it Barbarians
have found many paths, but
the Greeks went astray;
others who already had it,
even ruined it; but the god
gives testimony to the
Egyptians, the Phoenicians,
the Chaldeans (for these are
Assyrians), as well as to the
Lydians and the Hebrews,
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| | that they have found it.! | |

H.D. Saffrey, A.-Ph. Segonds (éds.), Porphyre. Lettre a Anébon I’Egyptien, Texte établi,
traduit et commenté, Paris 2012, 84

La mention des Grecs par opposition aux Egyptiens est trés importante, elle reprend ce
qui a été dit au Fr. 1, ou Porphyre laissait entendre que les enseignements des philosophes
sont incertains puisqu’ils résultent d’une simple conjecture (a quoi Porphyre chez Eusébe
ajoute la logomachie) tandis que les Egyptiens prétendent recevoir les enseignements
mémes des dieux. C’est pourquoi il est 1égitime de s’adresser aux Egyptiens et de leur
poser des questions de théologie. A la fin de la Lettre a Anébon, la situation est pour ainsi
dire renversée : les Grecs avec toutes leurs conjectures ont réussi a se poser la question
du bonheur, tandis que les Egyptiens, qu’ils s’intéressent a cette question ou non, n’ont
rien a dire de sérieux en cette matiere, et sont méme victimes du démon trompeur.

T11: R. Shem-Tov Ibn Falagera (c.1225-after 1290), De’ot ha-pilosofim [The Doctrines
of the Philosophers. In Gad Freudenthal and Aaron P. Johnson, ‘A New Porphyry
Fragment?’, in: The Classical Quarterly 70, 2020, 410-428.

Porphyry of Tyre said: ‘when one hears something strange to which he is unaccustomed
and whose contrary he had believed for a long time, he should not discount it and reject
it without enquiring into it; nor should he enquire into it as if it were a falsehood and were
untrue. Rather, after learning of [the matter], one should enquire into it and, if he finds
that it is true, he should scrutinize it. For there are in those [unaccustomed] doctrines
many things that require of the student much investigation and he may [also] hit upon
some doubts; however, this does not happen with this kind of [unaccustomed] doctrines
only, but is a universal feature of all doctrines, in most cases. For in all these matters there
are things that are impossible or difficult to grasp, and oftentimes the error is due to the
incapacity of our intellect to grasp them. Therefore, it is inappropriate that we relinquish
any doctrine we have not grasped or that is beset with doubts. For if we do this, we will
not have established a solidly held doctrine. Consequently, we must enquire into all
doctrines that have been put forward or that can be envisioned and investigate them. And
we will choose that [doctrine] that we will find to clearly excel over the others and to
follow with necessity from the intellectual [or: intelligible, intellected] principles that are
accessible to the senses, even if there remain some enigmatic things in them.” So far [his
words].
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! This passage comes from Porphyry’s commentary on Apollo’s oracle on barbarian wisdom: also, see
Eusebius, Praep. evang. 9.10.3 = 1.496.9—12 Mras.
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You say first, then, that you ‘concede the existence of the gods’: but that is not the right
way to put it. For an innate knowledge about the gods is coexistent with our nature, and
pre-exists to all judgement and choice, reasoning and proof. This knowledge is united
from the outset with its own cause, and exists in tandem with the essential striving of the
soul towards the Good. [...]

And I make the same argument to you also as regards the superior classes of being which
follow upon the gods, I mean the daemons and heroes and pure souls; for in respect of
them also one should always assume one definite account of their essence, and reject the
indeterminacy and instability characteristic of human concession; one should also avoid
the inclination to one side of an argument rather than another, resulting from the balanced
antithesis of reasonings; for such a procedure is alien to the first principles of reason and
life, and tends towards a secondary level of reality, such as belongs rather to the
potentiality and contrariety of the realm of generation. The higher beings, by contrast,
one should grasp with a uniform mode of cognition.

So then, to the eternal companions of the gods, let there correspond also the innate
cognition of them; even as they themselves possess a being of eternal identity, so too let
the human soul join itself to them in knowledge on the same terms, not employing
conjecture or opinion or some form of syllogistic reasoning, all of which take their start
from the plane of temporal reality, to pursue that essence which is beyond all these things,
but rather connecting itself to the gods with pure and blameless reasonings, which it has
received from all eternity from those same gods. (trans. Clarke, Dillon and Hershbell
slightly modified)



