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Plotinus on Plato’s Timaeus 90 a

ABSTRACT

In this paper, I endeavour to reconstruct Plotinus’ reading of Plato’s Timaeus 90 a. I argue that, in this Platonic passage,
Plotinus sees his own distinction between «Intellect which makes it possible to reason», namely the Hypostasis Intellect, and
“intellect which reasons”, namely our reasoning faculty. On this reading, Timaeus 90 a accounts for Plotinus’ doctrine of the
undescented Soul. Furthermore, I try to show that Plotinus interprets this passage in connection with (a) the vision of the
gods’ and souls’ chariots contemplating the Forms in the central myth of Plato’s Phaedrus (246 e-250 b), and (b) the soul’s
choice of guardian spirit (dalpiwv) in Republic X (617 d-e). Thus, faithful to Ammonius Saccas’ “philosophy without conflict”,
Plotinus’ interpretation harmonises Plato with Aristotle’s distinction between active and passive Intellect in De anima I 5.
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T1 PL Ti. 90a2-b1

TO O¢ O1) TEQL TOL KLQLWTATOL Tt
Nutv Poyxnc eidovg davoeioBat det dE, WS aga ALTO daxl-
pova Be0g kAot d€dwKEV, TOUTO O O1) PALLEV OIKELY HEV

viov, 0000Tata Aéyovtec: €xelbev yapo, 00V 1) TEWTN ThG
Puxng véveolc édu, 1o Oelov v kepaAnv kat oillav v
(b) avaxgepavviv 0000l mav T COUA.

MUV €T AKQW TQ) OWUATL TTEOG OE TNV €V ovEavQ ovyyévewav (5)
ATO YNG NHAS alpev WG OVTAG GPUTOV OVK E€YYELOV AAAX 0VOA-

And as regards the most lordly kind of our soul, we
must conceive of it in this wise: we declare that God
has given to each of us, as his/her daemon, that
kind of soul which is housed in the top of our body
and which raises us — seeing that we are not an
earthly plant but a heavenly plant — up from earth
towards our kindred in the heaven. And herein we
speak most truly; for it is by suspending our head
and root from that region whence our soul’s
generation first arose that the divine keeps upright
the whole body (Trans. R. G. Bury; slightly
modified).

T2 Plot. V 1, 10, 11-24
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kaOao@ €xov, tva xal AoyileoOatr kabagws oldov Te 1),
XWOLOTOV KAl OV KEKQAREVOV OWATL €V T TRWTQW VO TR TG
tOépevog ovk av opaAdotto. O yag tomov (nrtntéov ov
dovoopev, aAA’ EEw TOMOL Mavtog moumtéov. Obtw yag To
KB a0t Kal 10 €€w Kkal TO AVAOV, 6TV HOVOV 1) 0VDEV EXOV
oA TS oWpatog puoews. Atd Tovto kal étt EEwBév Pnow

Our soul then also is a divine thing and of a nature
different [from the things of sense], like the universal
nature of Soul; and the human soul is perfect when it has
intellect; and intellect is of two kinds, the one which
reasons and the one which makes it possible to reason.
Now this reasoning part of the soul, which needs no
bodily instrument for its reasoning, but preserves its
activity in pure Intellect in order that it may be able to
engage in pure reasoning, one could without mistake
place, as separate and unmixed with body, in the primary
intelligible realm. This is the reason why Plato says of the




Intellect and Soul in Alexandrian Neoplatonism
Rethymno, 20-21 June 2022

Irini-Fotini Viltanioti (viltanioti@Quoc.gr)
University of Crete & IMS-FORTH

éntl TOD TavToc TNV Yuxny meptéfalev Evoeikvouevos TG
Yoxnc 0 &v T vontw pévov- émi d& MUV ETukpOnNTWY €n’
axpa eipnke 11 kepaAn (my emphasis).

universe also that the Craftsman wrapped the soul round it
“from outside”, indicating the part of the soul which remains in
the intelligible (év t@ vontw); and he said obscurely about us
that the soul is “on top in the head” (my emphasis; here and
in what follows: Trans. A. H. Armstrong, in some cases
slightly modified).

T3 Plot. V 3, 3,22-33
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dLtVOOUVHEVOD Kal EmMAavw BePnrota, Opwe O& 1UETEQOV, Kal €l
pr ovvaOpoipev toic pégeot s Yuxne. 'H fuétegov kai
ovx TMMéteQov- DO kal TEOOXQWHEOx avT® kal 0V
noooxowHeOa—dwvola &  del—xal  1Muétegov  pEV
XOWHEVWY, 0V TQEOOXQwHéVWY O& ovX nuétegov. To om
nigooxonobat Tl éotv; Aga avTOUC EKEIVO YLVOLEVOUG, Kal
$Oeyyouévous wg €ketvog; 'H kat’ éxetvov: o0 yag vovg
THELS: kAT’ EKEIVO OVV TQ AOYLOTIKQ TIOWTW DEXOUEVQ.

What then prevents pure Intellect from being in soul?
Nothing, we shall reply. But ought we to go on to say that
it belongs to our soul? But we shall not say that it belongs
to soul, but we shall say that it is our Intellect, being
different from the reasoning intellect and having gone up
on high, but all the same ours, although we should not
count It among the parts of soul, yes, really It is ours and
not ours; for this reason we use It and we do not use It —
whereas we always use discursive reason — and It is ours
when we use It, but not ours when we do not use It. But
what is this “using”? Is it when we become It and speak
like It? No, in accord with It: for we ourselves are not
Intellect. We are, then, in accord with It by our rational
faculty which first receives it.

T4 Plot. Plot. 11, 8, 1-7
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But how are we related to Intellect? I mean by “Intellect”
not that disposition of the soul that is one of the things
that derive from Intellect, but Intellect itself. We possess
this too as something that is above us. We have it either
as common to all or particular to ourselves, or both
common and particular; common because it is without
parts and one and everywhere the same, particular to
ourselves because each has the whole of it in his higher
soul.
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Aoyllopévoug te Kkal Tov dkoAovBov Bewplav ToOLOVHEVOLS
w¢ & axoAovBiag tax dvia Oewpévoug wg MEOTEQOV OVK
géxoviag, aAAa kevoug Tt moiv pabetv ovtag, kaltot voig
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Intellect there is not the sort one might conceive on the
analogy of our so-called intellects (which get their content
from premises and are able to understand what is said,
and reason discursively and observe what follows,
contemplating reality as the result of a process of
reasoning, since they did not have it before but were
empty before they learnt, though they were intellects.
Intellect there is not like this, but has all things and is all
things, and is with them when it is with itself and has all
things without having them. For it is not one thing and
they another; nor is each individual thing in it separate;
for each is the whole and in all ways all, and yet they are
not confused, but each is in a different sense separate; at
any rate what participates in it does not participate in
everything at once, but in what it is capable of. That
Intellect is the first activity of the Good and the first




Intellect and Soul in Alexandrian Neoplatonism
Rethymno, 20-21 June 2022

Irini-Fotini Viltanioti (viltanioti@Quoc.gr)
University of Crete & IMS-FORTH

substance; the Good stays still in itself; but Intellect
moves about it in its activity, as also it lives around it.

T5a Plot. IV 8, 4, 1-10; 27-32
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The individual souls, certainly, have an intelligible desire
consisting in the impulse to return to the principle from
which they came into being, but they also possess a power
directed to the world here below, like a light which
depends from the sun in the upper world but does not
grundge of its abundance to what comes after it, and they
are free from sorrow if they remain with universal soul in
the intelligible, but in heaven with the universal soul they
can share in its government, like those who live with a
universal monarch and share in the government of his
empire; these also do not come down from the abode of
royalty; [...] it [the individual soul] is fallen therefore, and
is caught, and is engaged with its fetter, and acts by sense
because its new beginning prevents it from acting by
Intellect, and it is said to be buried and in a cave, but,
when it turns to intelligence, to be freed from its fetters
and to ascend, when it is started on the contemplation of
reality by recollection; for, in spite of everything, it always
has something transcendent in some way.

T6 Plot. V 8, 3, 27-37
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The gods who are in [the sensible] heaven, since they are
free for contemplation, continually contemplate, but as if
at a distance, the things in that higher heaven into which
they raise their heads. But the gods in that higher heaven,
all those who dwell upon it and in it, contemplate
through their abiding in the whole of that heaven. For all
things there are heaven, and earth and sea and plants and
animals and mean are heaven, everything which belongs
to that higher heaven is heavenly. The gods in it do not
reject as unworthy men or anything else that is there; it is
worthy because it is there, and they travel, always at rest,
through all that higher country and region.

T7 Pl. Phdr. 248 a
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Such is the life of the gods; but of the other souls, that
which best follows after God and is most like him, raises
the head of the charioteer up into the outer region and is
carried round in the revolution, troubled by the horses
and hardly beholding the realities (Trans. H. N. Fowler).

T8 Plot. 18, 2,23-26
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And Soul dances round Intellect outside, and looks to it,
and in contemplating its interior sees God through it.
“This is the life of the god”, without sorrow and blessed.
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KATAPAG AMoQw, MG MOTE Kal VOV katafaivw, kal 0mwg
moté pot £voov 1) YPuxn YeYEVNToL TOD 0WUATOS TOUTO 000K,
olov épavn kab’ éavtv, kalmeg oo €V COUATL

Often I have woken up out of my body to myself and
have entered into myself, going out from all other things;
I have seen a beauty wonderfully great and felt assurance
that then most of all I belonged to the better part; I have
actually lived the best life and come to identity with the
divine; and set firm in it I have came to that supreme
actuality, setting myself above all else in the realm of
Intellect. Then, after that rest in the divine, when I have
come down from Intellect to discursive reasoning, I am
puzzled how I ever came down, and how my soul has
come to be in the body when it is what it has shown itself
to be by itself, even when it is in the body.

T10 Plot. ITI 4, 5, 18-24
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For that this daemon is not entirely outside but only in the
sense that he is not bound to us and is not active [in us],
but is ours, if we speak with respect to our souls, but not
ours, if we are considered as men of a particular kind who
have a life which is subject to him, is shown by what is
said in the Timaeus; if the passage is taken in this way, it
will contain no contradiction, but it would have some
disaccord, if the daemon were understood otherwise.

T11 Plot. 11, 7, 14-24
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elvat

From these forms, from which the soul alone receives its
lordship over the living being, come reasonings, and
opinions and acts of intuitive intelligence; and this is
precisely where “we” are. That which comes before [i.e.
below] this is “ours” but “we”, in our presidency over the
living being, are what extends from this point upwards.
But there will be no objection to calling the whole thing
“living being”; the lower parts of it are something mixed,
the part which begins on the level of thought is, I suppose,
the true man: those lower parts are the “lion-like”, and
altogether “the various beast.” Since man coincides with
the rational soul, when we reason it is really we who
reason because rational processes are activities of soul.

T12 Plot. I11 4, 3, 1-10
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AQYoUV, éveQYel 0& 1O Het avtov. Kal el pév 1o évegyodv 1)
aloBnTucol, kol 6 daipwv TO Aoykdv: el D€ kAt TO AOYIKOV
Conpev, 6 dalpwv 10 UmEQ TOVTO EPEOTWSE AQYOS TLYXWOWYV
@ éoyalopévw. OB odv Aéyetat Nuag algrioeoBat. Tov
yop Uegkeipevov kata v Cwnv algovpeda.

Who then becomes a daemon? He who was one here too.
And who a god? Certainly who was one here. For what
was active in a man leads him [after death], since it lead
here too. Is this, then, “the daemon to whom he was
alloted while he lived”? No, but that which is before what
is active ; for this [i.e. the daemon] presides inactive over
the man, but that which comes after it is active. If the
acting principle is that by which we have sense-
perception, the spirit is the rational principle; but if we
live by the rational principle, the daemon is what is above
this, presiding inactive and giving its consent to the
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principle which works. So it is rightly said that “we shall
choose.” For we choose the principle which stands above
us according to our choice of life.

T13Pl.R. X617 e

oVLX Vpag daipwv Anetat, AAA” Duels daipova algrioeoOe.

It will not be the daemon who will choose you, but you
will choose the daemon (guardian spirit).

T14 Plot. I11 4, 6, 1-

Tt o0v 6 omovdaiog; 'H 6 t@ BeAtiove évegywv. 'H ovk av 1v
OTOVdAIOC CLVEQYODVIA £aVTQ TOV daipova €xwv. Novg ya
évepyetl év tovtw. 'H odv dalpwv avtoc 1) kata daipova kol
datpwv tovtw Bedc. Ag’ ovv kal Umeg vouv; Ei 10 vmég voov
daipwv avte, dux Tl o0V ovk €€ apxns; 'H dux tov Bogupov tov
€K TNG YeVETEWC.

What, then, is the nobly good man? He is the man who
acts by his better part. He would not have been a good
man if he had the daemon as a partner in his own activity.
Intellect, then, is active in the good man. He is, then,
himself a daemon or on the level of a daemon, and his
daemon is God. Is it, then, even above Intellect? If that
which is above Intellect is his daemon, why, then, is he
not a man of noble goodness from the beginning? It is
because of the “disturbance” which comes from birth.

T15 Plot. V 8, 3,18-23

Lepvol pev yap mavteg Beol katl kaAol kal 10 KAAAOG avT@V
aunxavov: aAAa i éott dU 0 Toovtol elowy; "H vovg, kat ot
HAAAOV vOUG €veQywv €v avtols, wote opacbal. OV yag O,
01l avtOv kKaAa 1t odpata. Kai yao oic éott owpata, ov
TOUTO €0TIV ALTOIC TO elval Beolg, AAAX Kot TOV VOOV Kal
ovUToL B¢eol.

All the gods are majestic and beautiful and their beauty is
overwhelming: but what is it which makes them like this?
It is Intellect, and it is because Intellect is more intensely
active in them, so as to be visible. They are certainly not
like this because their bodies are beautiful. For even those
who have bodies, it is not this that makes them gods, but
these too are gods according to Intellect.

T16 Plot. 111 4, 3, 18-21

Ei 8¢ émecBat dOvalto @ dalpovi 1 dvw avTto, Avw yivetat
gxetvov (v kai &P 0 ayetal KQETTov HEQOS avTOL &V
neootacia BEpevog kal pet’” ékelvov dAAOV €wg avo.

But if a man is able to follow the spirit which is above
him, he comes to be himself above, living that spirit’s life,
and giving the pre-eminence to that better part of himself
to which he is being led; and after that spirit he rises to
another, until he reaches the heights.

T17 Porph. VPIot. 10, 14-34

"Hv yap kat kata yéveowv mAov TL EXwV maQa Toug AAAoUg 6
MAwTivog. Atyvmtiog yao s iegevg aveABwv eig v Papnv
Kkal duix twvog Gpldov adte YvweloBels BéAwV e Thc éavtoD
oodiag amddetév dovval Nélwoe tov ITAwrtivov émi Béav
aducéoBal tod oLVOVTOS AT OlkelOL dAOVOG KAAOULLEVOU.
Tov d¢ étolpwe VvMakovoavtog yivetal pev €v 1@ Tolw 1)
KATOLG: HOVOV YAQ €KELVOV TOV TOTIOV kKaBapov dproat evoelv
év M Papn tov Atyvmtiov. KAnBévta d¢ eicavtodiav tov
datipovor Beov EADELV Kal pr) TOD dalovwv etvat yévoug: 60ev
TOV ALYOMTIOV €lmtelv: «HaKaQLog el Beov éxwv tov dalpova
Kal oV ToL VPELEVOL YEVOUS TOV ouvovTa.» Mnjte de épéobal
Tt éxyevéoOar  unte
ovvOewQEOLVTOG PIAOL TaG BEVELS, &G kaTelXe PUAAKTS Eveka,

erumAéov  delv magdvta TOL

nvi€avtog eite dx pOoOvov elte kal dix popov tva. Taov odv

BeoTépwv daoOvVwV Exwv TOV oLVOVIA Kal aLTOC OLeTéAEL

Plotinus certainly possessed by birth something more
than other men. An Egyptian priest who came to Rome
and made his acquaintance through a friend wanted to
give a display of his wisdom and asked Plotinus to come
and see a visible manifestation of his own companion
spirit (daemon) evoked. Plotinus readily consented, and
the evokation took place in the temple of Isis: the
Egyptian said it was the only pure spot he could find in
Rome. When the spirit (daemon) was summonded to
appear a god came and not being of the spirit (daemon)
order, and the Egyptian said: “Blessed you are, who have
a god for your daemon and not a companion of the
subordinate order.” It was not however possible to ask
any questions of the god or even to see him present for
longer, as the friend who was taking part in the
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avaywv avtob 10 Oelov dppa mEog eketvov. "Eatt yoov avt@
ATMo NG ToUTNG altlag kal PBAlov yoadev Ilepi Tov
eiAnxotoc Nuac oaipovoc, 6mov mewRATAl aitiag déQewy TeQL
MG A POPAG TWV OCLVOVTWV.

manifestation strangled the birds which he was holding as
a protection, either out of jealousy or because he was
afraid of something. So the companion of Plotinus was a
daemon of the more god-like kind, and he continually
kept the divine eye of his soul fixed in this companion. It
was a reason of this kind that led him to write the treatise
On Our Alloted Guardian Spirit, in which he sets out to
explain the differences between spirit-companions.

T18 Porph. VPIot. 23, 8-18

Obtwe d¢ paAota ToUTW T datpoviey ¢Gwtl MoAAAKIS
EVAYOVTL EaUTOV ElG TOV TIOWTOV Kol €mékewva Beov Talg
évvolaug kal Kata tag év t¢ Xvumooio VPNYNHévag 600G T
[MAGTwve épavn ékelvog 0 Beog O pNTe HOEPTMV unTe TVA
éav €xwv, OTEQE O VOOV Katl TTAV TO vonTov QUHEVOG. (UL On
kat éyw ITopdpvolog anal Aéyw mAnokoat kat évwbnvat étog
aywv €Enkootov te kat &ydoov. Edavn yoov 1@ INAwtive
oKOTOG €yyVLOL vailwv. TéAog yap avt® kal OkOmoOg MV TO
EvwOnval kat meAaocat 1@ éni maot Oe@. "Etuxe 0¢& tetodkig
7oV, 0T AVTQ CLVIUNYV, TOD OKOTIOD TOUTOL €VEQYElQ AQOT|TW
[kat oV duvapet].

So to this god-like man above all, who often raised
himself, according to the way Plato teaches in the
Symposium, to the First and Transcendent God, that God
appeared who has neither shape not any intelligible Form,
but is throned above Intellect and all the intelligible. I,
Porphyry, who am now in my sixty-eighth year, declare
that once I drew near and was united to him. To Plotinus
“the goal ever near was shown”: his end and goal was to
be united to, to approach the God who is over all things.
Four times while I was with him he attained that goal, in
an unspeakable actuality [and not in potency].

T19 Arist. De An. T 5,14-23

Kal €0ty 6 HéV TOLOVTOG VOUS TQ mAavta yiveoBat, 6 0& t@
TIAVTA TOLELY, WG EELS TG, OloV TO GG TEOTOV YAQ TIVA KAL TO
$@c TOoLEL T dDUVAPEL OVTa XQWHATA €veQyela xowpata |[...]
Kal 00Tog O VOUG XwELOTOG Kal Amabng Kal auwyng, th ovoia
v évégyewn: [...] @aAA” ovx Ote pev voel O01¢ O oL voel
xwotoBeig O éoti povov tovd’ 6mep €oti, KAl TOLTO HOVOV
abavatov katl aidlov.

Intellect in the passive sense is such because it becomes all
things, but intellect has another aspect in that it makes all
things; this is a kind of disposition, just as it happens in
the case of light; for in a sense light makes potential into
actual colours. [..] Intellect in this sense is separable,
impassive, and unmixed, since, with respect to its essence,
it is an activity. [...] It is not the case that it sometimes
thinks and sometimes not. When separated it is precisely
what it is, and this alone is immortal and everlasting. (W.
S. Hett's translation, modified).
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STEPHANUS, PHILOPONUS, AND THE ACTIVE MIND

Mark Edwards (Christ Church, Oxford)

The three-book commentary on De Anima attributed to Ammonius is assigned by Michael
Hayduck (Berlin: Reimer 1897) to his pupil Philoponus, with the reservation that book 3

(attributed in one MS to Stephanus) is not likely to be the work of Philoponus.

A Latin text purportedly translated from Philoponus by William of Moerbeke and edited by
M. de Corte (Paris: Droz 1934) has been widely accepted as the true continuation of

“Philoponus” books 1 and 2.

P. Golitsis, “John Philoponus’” Commentary on the Third Book of Aristotle’s De Anima,
Wrongly Attributed to Stephanus”, in R. Sorabji, Aristotle Re-Interpreted. New Findings on
Seven Hundred Years of the Ancient Commentators (London: Bloomsbury 2016), 391-412
contends that Books 1 and 2 consist of Ammonius’ lectures transcribed and annotated by
Philoponus while book 3 of the Greeks is by Philoponus himself. Criteria for assigning a work
to Philoponus (satisfied by Greek book 3 but nt by Greek books 1 and 2 and perhaps not by

the Latin) are as follows:

a) The author of Greek book 3 contradicts Aristotle, as the genuine Philoponus does,
while the author of books 1 and 2 does not.

b) The author of books 1 and 2 assumes doctrines unpalatable to Christianity, while
author of book 3 does not.

c) The author of book 3, like the genuine Philoponus, but unlike author of books 1 and

2, feels no obligation to reconcile Plato with Aristotle.

THE GREEK OF BOOK 3

a) Criticism of Aristotle

pp. 465-466 Hayduck. “Philoponus” argues that if a sense were aware of itself, it would have
the power to turn back on itself that is granted only to the eternal. Yet Aristotle denies the

immortality of the rational soul. This seems to be a charge of contradiction against Aristotle,



implying that he did not believe the soul to be immortal. The author of book 1 attacks

Alexander of Aphrodisias for denying that Aristotle affirmed the immortality of the soul. P

p. 492.16. Contradicting Aristotle's pronouncement that doxa always depends on
perception, the author declares that we have doxa without perception in ta theia, or “things

divine”.
b) Possible coincidence with the Christian writings of Philoponus

At 477.25, 479,22 and 484.30 “Philoponus” replaces the locution “indivisibly in time”
(applied by Aristotle at De Anima 426a to our perception of disparate sensations) with
akhronos, a favourite term of the genuine Philoponus in Against Proclus on the Eternity of

the World (64.3-5; 65.19-21 etc.)..

At 527, we read that the knowledge which we abstract from our material environment is not
itself intelligence but the object of intelligence; when the knowledge of oneself and from
within it is intelligence, be it that of the angels, whom Aristotle admits to be minds, or of the

Demiurge whom he styles mind or Nous.

At 527.24-32 Plato is wrong to imagine God to be Mind, since God is superior to Mind (Cf

Origen, Contra Celsum 7.38).

Only of God is it true that his energeia is his ousia (538.20-21); but against Alexander
(whom he accuses of identifying the active reason with God) the author says that had he
been speaking of God, Aristotle would not have said that in him the potential is prior to the
actual. Nor would he have likened him to the sun, which does not create colour but brings
them into actuality (538.26-30; cf. 537.36-38); nor would he have said at that God always
knows," since the word “always” shows the subject of his discussion is not one entity but a

class (539.4-8).
c) Against the harmony of Aristotle and Plato

504.5-10. Aristotle had urged, without naming his adversary, that phantasia cannot be a

combination (sumploké) of perception and doxa (De Anima 428a24). Philoponus, detecting

! Apparently an allusion to 429a22, although at 429a5 the reason why the mind “does not always know” (i.e. is
not always cognizant of other objects) is said to require investigation.



an allusion to Sophist 264b, replies on behalf of Plato that the median is often said to

partake of both extremes (504.5-10 Hayduck).

517.29-31: the author writes as a Platonist when he urges that the body is an impediment,

not an instrument, to the soul.

Combination of (b) and (c)

518-519: rejects both the Peripatetic Alexander of Aphrodisias and the Platonist Plutarch of

Athens in their explications of Aristotle's distinction between the potential nous and the

nous that is activated (kat' energeian):

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Both recognise three phases in the possession of mind: the infantile stage, the
adult habitus and the exercise kat' energeian (518.10-32), erroneously maintaining
that the mind kat' energeian, or in actuality, is the one that Aristotle at Generation
of Animals 736b27-28 declares to be thurathen, or from without (518.32-35).
Alexander makes the additional blunder of equating the potential mind with “that
which it is to be mind”, as though the “form of forms”, as Aristotle styles it at De
Anima 423a3, were identical with its own matter.

Plutarch is guilty of superimposing Plato on Aristotle when he grants even to
infants a mind kath' hexin, a habitus which encompasses the logoi or shaping
principles of that which it perceives (519.37-520.6).

Thus, when Alexander reads at De Anima 429a 15 that “mind is receptive of form
and potentially of the same kind, but is not this”, he wrongly infers that mind is
not a form, whereas the text means that it is not in actuality the form which it
receives (522.21-26). Again, when he reads that mind is unmixed with the forms
that it receives (De Anima 429a18), he rashly concludes that it has no form of its
own (523.5).

On the other hand, Alexander exaggerates the discord of Plato and Aristotle when
he argues that to call the mind “unmixed” signifies only that it has never existed
independently before the mixture; likewise he applies the term apathes or
passionless not to the mind itself but to its readiness (epitedeiotés) for the

reception of impressions (521.11-22).



THE LATIN PHILOPONUS
a) Contradiction of Aristotle

At 12.17-24 the Latin alludes to the same dissonance in Aristotle's thought which Philoponus
is known to have seized as an argument for the temporality of the created order at On the

Eternity of the World 9.4.11:

Quare omnius necesse, si mundus eternus, ut videtur Aristoteli, aut animam
immortalem entem, non secundum primo modo dictam potentiam habere species, sed
secundum secundo modo, hoc est secundum habitum, ut Platoni videtur; aut si
secundum primam potentialitatem in anima sunt, necesse generabilem secundum
tempus ipsam esse, et propter hoc etiam mortalem. Omne enim generabile aiunt esse

corruptibile. (12.17-24).

Hence it is absolutely necessary, if the world is eternal as Aristotle supposes, that either
(a) the soul, being immortal, possesses the forms not according to the first mode of
potentiality but according to the second, as Plato holds; or (b) if they are present in the
soul according to the first mode, the soul itself will necessarily come to be in time and
for this reason will be mortal. For they say that whatever comes to be is subject to

decay.
b) Christianity ?

The author is equally hostile to the theory that the active and passive are two distinct
subjects, rather than the actual and potential states of the same one; he too rejects the

opinion of Alexander of Aphrodisias that the active mind is extrinsic to the soul.

At p.31.36-37 he declares that to write of the conditor intellectus, the demiurgic intellect, is
properly the task of the theologian: theologi magis est. Conditor intellectus is a locution that
De Corte finds at 58.9 Hayduck in the first book of the Greek commentary, but nowhere in
the third; he adds that it is prefigured by numerous references in the first two books to the
theios nous, or divine mind, which is absent from the third book which survives in Greek.
The same use of theologou in the genitive is attested in the first two books but not in the
third book of the Greek commentary. Theologos in the sense of interpreter rather than

producer of religious knowledge tends to be a Christian usage.



c) Against the harmony of Plato and Aristotle
Et ipse Plato ait potentia esse in rationali anima species, non actu sicut et Aristoteles,
sed Plato quidem secundum secondario potentia, sicut sunt in dormiente geometrica
theoremata et indigere ad promptum usum theorematum auferentem hoc
impedimentum, Aristotelem autem secundum primo potentia, scilicet aptum natum
suscipere, nondum autem habens habitum, accipit autem species ut videtur a

sensibilibus. (11.4-10).

And Plato himself affirms that in the rational soul the form is present potentially
rather than actually, and Aristotle says likewise. Plato, however, says that it is present
according to the second mode of potentiality, as the theorems of geometry are
present in one who sleeps and require the removal of this obstruction so that the
theorems may be at hand for us. By contrast, Aristotle says that they are present in
the first mode of potentiality, that is that the soul is naturally receptive but does not
have them dispositionally; rather, as it seems, it receives the form from sensible

objects.

Dico autem secundum doneitatem species intelligibilium imponit in anima, et non, ut

Plato, secundum habitum. (26.20-21).

| say, however, that he holds forms to be present in the soul by receptivity, not

dispositionally as Plato teaches.

Reasons for joining the Latin of book 3 to the Greek of 1 and 2.

The Latin names Alexander infrequently, and wholly ignores the other commentators who
are cited in the Greek text that Golitsis ascribes to Philoponus. This is one instance of the
greater coherence of the Latin with the Greek of books 1 and 2, where Plutarch is absent

but Alexander is cited with disapproval, a little more often than in the Latin.

We may add this similarity to De Corte's compilation of a catalogue of words and phrases

shared by the Latin text with the first two books, but not the third, of the Greek



commentary.” Most telling of all, and rightly given most weight by De Corte, are passages in
the Latin which, although they have no counterpart in the Greek commentary on Book 3,
are all but identical both in phrasing and in argumentative substance with passages from the

first two books.?

> De Corte , Xiv-xvi notes the terms omoousios, equivoce, dyania (dianoia), compassio, characterizare,
autoenergeia, lykeio, supersaliendo, scriptura (as lexis), kinema, eikonice, simplices adiectiones and ydola as
having Greek antecedents or equivalents in the first two books, but not the third, of the Greek commentary.

3 Corte, p. xiii, compares his p. 3 with p. 159.9ff and 32ff Hayduck; p. 4 with 237.29ff Hayduck. On p. xii he
notes that p. 2 refers expressly to a previous discussion which is most probably represented by 266.4ff and
39.19ff Hayduck.



From Athens to Alexandria: What Damascius Learned from Ammonius P. Golitsis
Rethymnon, 21.VI1.2022

T1. Damascius, The Philosophical History, fr. 118 B Athanassiadi (= Damascius, Life of Isidore, fr.
292 Zintzen): Ammonius, who was sordidly greedy and saw everything in terms of profit of any
kind, came to an agreement with the then overseer of the prevailing doctrine. (Translation by
Athanassiadi.)

'O 8¢ Appwviog aioxpokepdng v kal mavrta 0pv €lg xpnuatlopov ovtwvaody, opoloyiag
tiBetal mpdg Tov éntokonodvra to tnvikadta v kpatoloav 6&av.

T2. Damascius, The Philosophical History, fr. 57 B Athanassiadi (= Damascius, Life of Isidore, fr.
127* Zintzen): Of the sons that [Aidesia] had by Hermeias, the younger was Heliodorus and the
older Ammonius. The latter was more intelligent and fond of learning, while the former was
simpler and more superficial both in character and in reasoning. (Translation by Athanassiadi.)
Tavtng 6& naidec amod 1ol ‘Eppelov vewtepog uev HALOOWPOG, MpeaPfuTtepog 6& AUUWVLOC.
oUToG pév o0V eUdUECTEPOG AV Kal dAopaBEaTtepog, O §& AMAOUCTEPOC Kal EMUMOAALOTEPOC £V
Te TOI¢ |BeoLv €V Te TOTC AdyoLG.

T3a. Damascius, The Philosophical History, 57 C Athanassiadi, lin. 1-3 (= Damascius, Life of
Isidore, fr. 79 Zintzen): Ammonius was an extremely hard worker (d\omovwtatog) who made
the greatest contribution of all exegetes who ever lived. He practised more (udA\ov) the
exegesis of Aristotle [that is, rather than the exegesis of Plato].

"OTL O Appwviog dphomovwtatoc! yéyove, kal TAelotov [Athanassiadi cum Guida : mAelotoug
Photius Zintzen] wdéAnoe TWV MWMOTE YEYEVNUEVWY €ENYNTQWV: LAAAOV &€ TA APLOTOTEAOUG
é€noknro.

T3b. Damascius, The Philosophical History, 37 D Athanassiadi, lin. 1-3 (= Damascius, Life of
Isidore, fr. 79 Zintzen): Kal unv ev talg €§nynoeoty evoeEotepog T Aoyw f WOTE EpUNVEVELV TA
Sokolvta amoxpwvIwe. ol phv o0d’ évtadiBa aBorBntog AV UTO TG dUcEwWS Kal TAG BAANG
HEAETNC, AAAA KaTEBAAETO PEV OTIOUST)V TPOG TNV cadrveLlay |...]

T4. Damascius, The Philosophical History, 57 C Athanassiadi, lin. 1-4 (= Damascius, Life of
Isidore, fr. 85, lin. 2-4 Zintzen): In geometry and astronomy [Ammonius] distinguished himself
among not only his contemporaries but also his seniors in Proclus’ classes; indeed, | would
almost say that in these subjects he surpassed the men of all ages. (Translation by
Athanassiadi.)

"EtL 8¢ Suveykev oU TV KaB’ EauTov povov aAAG kal Tiv pecButépwy Tol MpokAou Etaipwy,
OAlyou 6& amodéw Kal TWvV MWMOTe yeyevnuévwy elmely, & dudl yewpetplav Te Kal
aotpovoptav.

T5a. Photius, Bibliotheca, cod. 181 (“On the life of the philosopher Isidore”), 126b 40-127a 10
(= Test. Ill Athanassiadi, lin. 81-91 = Fr. 241 Zintzen): Damascius studied the art of rhetoric
under Theo for three whole years, and taught rhetoric for nine years. In geometry, arithmetic
and the other sciences he was taught in Athens by Marinus, the successor of Proclus; in
philosophy Zenodotus (also a successor of Proclus, second to Marinus) was his master in
Athens, and Ammonius, son of Hermeias, in Alexandria, who, he says, greatly surpassed all his
contemporaries in philosophy and especially in the sciences. Damascius mentions him as the

! Compare with Damascius’ own mévot in philosophy, as recounted by Simplicius, /n Phys., 625.1: ToAoUG

TovouG eloayaywv [sc. 0 Aapdokiog] dthocodia.
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man who taught him the Platonic writings and Ptolemy’s astronomical syntaxis. (Translation by
Athanassiadi, slightly modified.)

'O 6€ AauAOoKLOG TAV TE pnTopevlioucay TExVNY UMd OEwvL tpla £€tn dAa dlemdvnaoe kal mpolotn
Slatp v pntopk®v €mit €tn 6'. Tewpetplag & kal apBunTikfc kal Tv dAwv pobnudtwy
Mapivov tov Stddoxov MpokAou v ABrvalc £oxe dlbaokalov. T 1e dthocodou Bewplag b te
Znvosotog alTt® kadnyepwy ABARvNoL kal alTog éyeyodvel (81ddoxog ¢ kal outog Mpdkiou, T
devutepa Mapivou depwv) kal Appwviog ev Aheéavdpeiq o Eppeiou, Ov o0 Ukp® LETPW TV
KaB’ €autov et dhocodia dnotl Stadepely, kal paAlota tolg pobnuact. Todtov kal TV
MoTwvik@®v gEnyntnv aut® yeyeviioBal Aapdokiog avaypadel, kal ThAg cuvtdéewsg t@v
aotpovoplk®y MtoAepaiou BLRALwy.

T5b. Photius, Bibliotheca, cod. 181 (“On the life of the philosopher Isidore”), 127a 10-14 (=
Test. Il Athanassiadi, lin. 91-95 = Fr. 241 Zintzen): He claims that he acquired his strength in
the practice of dialectic from his conservations with Isidore, whom he declares to have eclipsed
in the power of his discourse all men born in that generation. (Translation by Athanassiadi.)
THg pevrol dlaAektikfig TpLBfig Tag lowdwpou cuvouaiag Ty loxy aLTd® dlatelvetal mapaoyel,
OV kal €Ml Tfj oLty TV Adywv SuvaueL mavtag avBpwmoug, 0oouG O KAT EKelvnv TAV YEVEQV
fiveyke xpovog, anokpuPacBai dnotv.

T6. Damascius, The Philosophical History, fr. 34C Athanassiadi (= Life of Isidore, fr. 35 Zintzen):
[Isidore] spent little time on rhetorical and poetical erudition, throwing himself into the more
divine philosophy of Aristotle. (Translation by Athanassiadi.)

‘PnTopkfic kal monTikfg moAvpabiag pikpd R ato, eig 5¢ thv Belotépav dphocodiav EEwpunoe
TV Aplototélouc.

T7. Damascius, In Philebum, §233: "OtL kol AplototéAng GAAO pev T0 GBpolopa Tolel TV
otolxelwv, GANo §¢& TO Emuylyvopevov el8oc: olov T TG oopkdg BANO TTapd T oToLXETaL. WOTE
oupudwvolol katd TNV Uiy MAdTtwy kal AploToTéANC.

T8a. Damascius apud Simplicium, In Phys., 774.35-775.9: Time is the measure of the flow of
being, and by ‘being’ | mean not only the being according to essence but also the being
according to activity. Aristotle admirably saw the nature of time and made it clear (Baupoot®g
O ApLoTotéAng (8¢ te Tol xpdvou Tty Puoty kol EEédnvev), saying that both for motion and
“for other things this is to be in time, that their being is measured by time”.? Just as motion
does not take place according to the indivisibles (for it is not composed of divisions of changes;
for neither the line is composed of points, but the limits of both the line and the motion are
indivisible, whereas the parts of them of which they are composed, being continuous, are not
indivisible but divisible), so in the same way the limits of time, the ‘nows’, are indivisible,
whereas its parts are not. For, since time is continuous, it too has parts that are infinitely
indivisible [i.e. in thought].

"EoTv 00V O Xxpdvog péETpov T Tol elval pofig, elvat 6& Aéyw ov Tod Katd THvV ovoiav povov
A Kol ToU kaTd ThHY Evépyetav. kal Baupaotdg 6 ApLoToTéANC el8€ e Tod xpdvou v duoLy
kal £€édbnvev, elmwv OTL kal T kwhoel «kal Tolg Aol ToUTO €0TL TO €V Xpovw elval TO
petpeloBal alTdv TO elvat Und tol xpovour. worep 8& A kivnolg ol kotd Ta dpeph yivetal
(0UBE yap cUYKELTAL EK KIVNUATWY: 0VOE yap ) ypaupn €K oTLy®dV, AANA Ta YEV EpaTa Kal TH¢

2 Aristotle, Phys., IV 12, 221a 8.
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yPappAc Kal TG Khoews apepf €otl, Ta 8¢ uépn alTOV &€ WV GUYKELTaL CUVEXF Bvta ouK
€0TLV Gueph) GAAA peplotd), oUTw &€ kal Tol xpovou Ta pev we mépata ta vOv duepii €0TL, T&
O0& WC UEPN OUKETL CLVEXNC Yap WV O Xpovog dlatpolpeva €xel kal altog Ta uépn &l ael
Slalpetd.?

T8b. Proclus, In Timaeum, 1ll, 20.15-22: And when they say that time is the cause of corruption
rather than genesis, or the cause of oblivion rather than preservation, or that it is [a cause of
these things] incidentally and not per se, then these people are like those who are entirely
asleep and who can therefore neither consider what psychic and corporeal benefits result from
time, nor calculate the extent to which the entire heaven and all generation is afforded good
things throughout itself due to time and time’s agency. (Translation by Baltzly.)

‘Otav 8¢ kal dpBopdc altov altiov elval Aéywot pdAlov i yevéoewg, kal ABnc pdAlov f
owtnplag, kol TouTwv Kot cupPePnkog kat ob kaB" auto, koudh Tote Tolg kaBevdouaotv
¢olkaolvy kal pnd’ doa auvtol katd te o®pa kal Puxnv LMo Tol Ypovou <wdeAelobBal>
ETILOKEMTOUEVOLG, UNB" doa O cuumag oLpavoc kab” OAov Eautov Kal ndoa 1) yéveolg ayaba
napd tod xpovou kai did tol xpdvou kopilovtal AoyileoBal Suvapévolg.

T8c. Proclus, In Timaeum, Ill, 21.5-6: Therefore, we must not follow those who posit time as a
bare conception or make of it an incidental property.
OUk Gpa akohouBnTéov TOlG év WAATC Emvolials auTov lotdowy f) cupBeRNKOG TLtooToLy.

T9. Damascius, In Parmenidem., 1ll, 192.4-5: And it is called ‘now’ not in the sense of being a
limit of time but in the sense of being a time that is creatively indivisible.
Kal vOv kaAeloBal oUy we mépag xpovou AAN" w¢ XpOVoV AUEPLOTOV SNULOUPYLKDC.

T10. Damascius apud Simplicium, In Phys., 796.326-797.13: | am astonished at how those who
say that only the indivisible ‘now’ exists solve Zeno’s argument by claiming that motion is not
accomplished according to something indivisible, but rather progresses in a whole stride at
once, and that it does not always [cover] the half before the whole, but sometimes, as it were,
leaps over whole and part, but did not realise the same thing happening in the case of time: for
time always coexists with motion and, as it were, runs along with it, so that it strides along
together with [motion] in a whole continuous jump and does not infinitely traverse a [series of]
now(s]. And [they do not realise] this, while on the one hand motion is evident in things and on
the other hand Aristotle has clearly shown that nothing moves or changes at the now but only
has moved or has changed at it,* whereas, no doubt, things are changing and are moving in
time. At any rate, the leap of motion, being a part of motion which occurs in the course of
moving,® will not be moving at the now, nor will that which is present occur in a time that is not
present. So that in which the present motion occurs, this is the present time, and it is infinitely
divisible, just as motion; for each is continuous. And everything continuous is infinitely divisible.
Oauualw 6 Eywye MG TOV YEV ZAVWwVog ErAbovTal Adyov, wg ol Katd Tt ddlaipetov Tfg
KLWAOEWC ETUTEAOULEVNC, AAAA KaB’ OAov Bfjua npokomtolong aBpolotepov, Kal oUK Ael TO

3 Cf. Aristotle, Phys., VI 2, 232b 24-25: Aéyw 8& cuVeXEG TO SLoupeTodv £l¢ Gel Slapetd.
4 Cf. Aristotle, Phys., VI 6, 237a 14-15:"Ev 8¢ T® vOv 0UK £0TLY peTaBAMeLy, avaykn petaBeBAnkéval kad’

£KaoToV TV VOV.
> ¢v 1@ KweloBat: Damascius has here in mind Aristotle’s distinction between (accomplished) motion,
which is numbered, and the being of motion, which is measured; cf. Aristotle, Phys. IV 12, 220b 33-

221a 1:'Emel & €oTlv 0 XpOVOG UETPOV KLVAOEWC Kal ToD KiveloBal...
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AuLou tpo Tod Bhou, GANG TToTE Kal BAov Kal pépog olov UrepaAlopévng, ov cuvevonoayv 8¢ ol
10 aStaipeTov povov viv elvat Aéyovteg t© adTod kal £mi tod xpovou cupBalvov 8Te ouVOVTOC
del T Kwnoel kal olov cupnapadéovtog, Wote kal cupBnuati{ovtog SAw rNdAUATL CUVEXET
Kal o0 kata <to> viv dle€lovtog ém’ dnelpov, kal Tadta kvroewg pev oliong évapyolc év Tolg
npdypact, To0 &' Aplototeloug oUTw SEKVUVTOG AaUTp®G, OTL 0USEV €V TQ VOV Kveltal oudE
petaBarietal, A ev Toutw pev kekivntal kal petoBeBAntal, petafarietal e kal KvelTal
TIAVTWG €V XPOVW. TO yoUv &Apa TAG KWYAOEWG LEPOG OV KWVOEWG TO £V TY KVeToBaL, oUK v TQ)
vOv £0Tal KVoUPEVOV, 0USE €V U €VEOTOTL XpOVW TO Ve EVEOTWG. WOTE &V W Kivnolg 1
EVEOTMOQ, XPOVOG OUTOC £0TWY O EVEOTWE Amelpoc (v Tf Slalpéoel ameipou oliong: EKATepov
Yap CUVEXEC. TAV &€ CUVEXEG ETU ATELPOV SLALPETOV.

T11a. Damascius, De primis principiis, 1, 34.9-14: It is therefore necessary that prior to this
principle [i.e. the rational soul] too, there should be another [principle], the principle that is in
every point immutable according to essence, life and knowledge, as well as according to all
powers and activities. Such is the principle about which we say that it is unmoved and eternal,
that is, the highly honoured Nous, to whom also Aristotle has ascended, thinking that he has
discovered in him the First principle.

A€l &pa kal mpd TalTng elvat ETépav, TV mavtaxf GUeTEBANTov katd Te ovolav kal {whv kal
yv@olv, Katd Te mdoag SuvAapels kal évepyeiag, olav thv dkivntov kal atwviov eival dpapev,
altov Ttov moAutiuntov volv, €d’ Ov kal AplototeAng avoBag wnbn Ty mpwtnv apxnv
eUpNKEVAL.

T11b. Asclepius, On Aristotle’s Metaphysics 105.30-35: The philosopher [i.e. Ammonius]
objects also to this, saying to Aristotle: ‘As you say that the single principle of all things is
unmoved and that the soul proceeds from it, and that the bodies are moved by the soul through
its appetitive power, so they [i.e. the Platonists] say that the demiurgic reasons are unmoved
and become the causes of the motion here below.

0Ubév 8¢ ftTov kal mpog TolTo éviotatal O Phdcodog mPdS alTOV Aéywv ‘WoTep ol AEyelg
TNV plav Tdv mavtwy apxnv axivntov eivat kai &€ autic mpoayBfival Thv Puxnv, kal o Thg
Puxfc KveloBal ta cwpata Sl tHg OpekTkic Suvapews, oUTwWC Kal autol dact Toug Adyoucg
ToUC SnutoupykoU AkvATou  elvat kal yiveoBat aitioug kwvhoswg thg évOAse.

T12. Proclus, In Timaeum, |, 2.19-29: Kal yap el mou kal tfjc mowntikiic aitiag
Slapvnuoveloualy, womep dtav TNV dLoLV ApxNV KWHoewg Aéywoly, AN adatpolov alTthg
1O 5paCTAPLOV KAl TO KUPLWE TTOLNTIKOV, AOyou¢ €V aUT Uf cuyxwpoUvieg elval TV map’ alThg
TIOLOULEVWY, GAAG TIOAAOL KOl aUTOpATWG YiyveoBal SL60vTEG, PO T KNEE TTAVTWY QARG TV
duok@v mownTknv aitiav opohoyelv mpoldeotdval, HoVwy O TV €V yeVECEL PEPOLEVWV: ETIEL
OV ye aidlwv ovdev mownTikov elval daot Stappndnv- dmou kai AavBdvouctv fj tOv SAov
olpavov Amd TOUTOUATOU OUVIOTAVIEG, A TO OWMOTIKOV aUTO €outod TapPAKTIKOV
anodalvouevol.

“[...] moreover, they do not acknowledge that there is a preexisting efficient cause of all natural
things at once, and not only of those that are bundled around in generation. For they openly
affirm that there is no efficient cause of everlasting things.® Here they fail to notice that they
are either attributing the complete heavens to spontaneous generation, or declaring that
something bodily can be self-productive.” (Translation by Tarrant, slightly modified.)

6 Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, Z 17, 1041a 27-32.
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T13a. Asclepius (“from the voice of Ammonius”), In Metaph., 151.16-27: That there is a
transcendent efficient cause is obvious from this: if we suppose several [efficient] causes, it
remains obscure what is the principle of these causes, since they will be all equal in honor. One
of these causes, therefore, should be transcendent in substance with regard to all the others,
so that it becomes in this way productive of the others. Further, it is impossible that there are
many first [principles]; this is why Aristotle says: “The government of many is not good”.” This
first principle, therefore, is the efficient cause of the unmoved [substances, i.e. the unmoved
movers] not in that they come to be [by it], but in that they are [because of it]. Conversely, it is
also a final cause, since all things are reversed to it insofar as they participate in its goodness,
proceed from it and acquire from it their existence. So the same thing is both a final and an
efficient [cause], but it is efficient insofar as it makes [the other things] proceed, whereas it is
final insofar as it reverses them and calls them to itself. Therefore, with regard to the first
[principle], the efficient and the final cause are identical in number, while they differ in relation
[to the other things].

‘OTL pev yap €oTL mownTkov altiov davepodv evielbev e€npnpevov: el yap UmoBwpeBa moAa
aitia, &&nhov rola éotiv altdv apxn, £l ye mavta opdtpa uTtapyouaot. ST olv To Ev £€npfiobat
TO KAt oloilav mMavtwy, (va kal oUTWC YEVOLTO Tpoaywyov TV GAAwWV. Enetta 6€ MoANA mplTa
elvat o0 Suvatat 816 dnowv “olk AyaBdv MoAukolpavin”. mownTikdv oV €Ty altiov oly WG
YWOLEVWY TV AKWATwY AN wg Ovtwy. TAAlY 8¢ Kal TeAlkov €otwv altiov, €l ye mdavra
EMEoTpanTal mMPO¢ auTd wg petexovia TG altol dyabdotntog, kal ékelBev mposABovta kal
€xovta TV LTOOTAOLY. Kal £0TL TO AUTO Kal TEALKOV KAl TONTIKOV, GAN W UEV TTPOAYwWYOV
TIONTKOV, WG b€ EmLotpedov Kal Kaholv mpog £AUTO TEAKOV: WOTE TQ) pev APLBUD f) TAUTOTNG
€0ty €Tl ToD mpwtou TM TonTK® Kal TA TeAK®, T 8¢ oxeoel SladepeL.

T13b. Damascius, In Phaedonem (versio 1), §416: Ot pdov kal amhovotepov umoBecBal Kal
BéoBal ta mapadeiypata wg aitia Ty aioBntdv kal tiva talta évvofjoal and Thv eikovwy, otL
tolalta €tepa AAnBf kal povoeldfi kal del kata t& aUTd Kal wWoalTwg €xovia ATe
TpoUTapxovVTa TV elkOVWY, ATEP TO TEAKOV. ToUTOo Yap Kal [wg] dppntov wg AANBAC Kal TV
dawopevwy eikovwy Umepavexov (ol yap €otwv autol elkwv) kal ETL pEvTOoL €v Tfj yevEoEL
adavilopevov dla tnv alTfhc doplotiav cvudutov, SU v kal tol kakod moAhol avaméninotal.
OAAQ PNV Kal ATtep TO TONTKOV, TIPWTOV HEV SLA THV TIPOC TO TEALKOV CUUMAOKNAY, w¢ SESeIKTAL:
deltepov &€ SLd TV moAlayol TV eikovwy PeTaBoAnv avawouévny o tol vol mownTikov
akivnrov, 816 kai ApLototéAng Tolg oUpaviolg {wolg epttiBetal Thv oinow dAnv: tpitov 8¢ av
514 t0 npodalveoBal Ta pepika altia kal aicOntd oxedov dpkolvia nmpoc TV YEveoLy: TTAV yap
el60o¢ elval Sokel tod dpolov yevwwntikov. T Tolvuv mapadeiypata we pév e(6n ebAnmToTEpQL
o0 TeAkol, wg b€ €’ eaUTWV e0T@TA 0VOE amTopeva TAG yevéoewg 0VSE ToNTIKWG, dte UTEP
TOV IoLNThV 6vta, armlovotepov Aaufavetat. 610 kal Battov atipaletal, wg oL nololvia, Lovov
8¢ dvta- apkelv 8¢ dvta elval té alodntd.

7 Aristotle, Metaphysics, A 10, 1076a 4.



