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Porphyry's theory of soul
(and its reception by Eusebius)

Handout

Main Points

e Porphyry distinguishes between the soul in itself and the soul in relation to the body
(xota oxéowv; Porphyry, On the Faculties of the Soul, fr. 253.114-117 Smith)

e The soul in relationship is the soul that relates to, and animates the body, the
embodied soul; the soul in itself is the intellect that does enter the body but does not
engage with and does not animate the body (cf. T3, T4)

e This soul, the soul in itself, enters the human body only later in life. This is what
Porphyry argues in his Ad Gaurum. Porphyry conceives of the soul strictly speaking
as intellect also in Against Boethus (fr. 245.16 Smith; cf. fr. 244, Ad Gaurum ch.2, 17,
T.9)

e The soul in relation, the embodied soul, is the empsychia (T6). Is this one that is

poured into the body? (eiokpioig; Ad Gaurum 33.1; cf. T.9)

T1. dittdg Emvoovpévng Thc Yoymic kai £xovong v {onyv, TV T& Kab' otV Kol TV Katd 6YEoty,
&v 1] Katd oyéotv {on voeiotatot té uépn. (Porphyry, On the Faculties of the Soul fr. 253.114-117
Smith=Stobacus 1.354.18)

Since the soul is conceived in two ways and as having live, the soul in itself and the soul in relation,

the parts [of the soul] exist only in the life in relation.

T2. dtav yap 10 {Dov aicOavnTal, £otkev 1) Hev yoyn appovig yoptoti) 8§ £avtig Tag Yopdis
KIvoOoT NPHOGUEVAC Gpurovig dyopictm, TO 8¢ aitov Tod Kviical, To {Pov, did 1O eivar
EUyoyov AVILOYOV T@ HOVGIKG S1d TO etvar vapuroviov, T 88 mANyévta codpoTa S Tdog
aicONTIKOV TOig NPUOGUEVALS YOPOOIS. Kol Yap Ekel ovy 1) appovia mEmovhey 1) yoploTn, GAA’
N xopdn. kol KIVel HEV O HOVOIKOG KT TNV €V adTd apuoviay, ov punv EKvinon av 1 xopn
LOVGIKMG, €1 Kol 0 povcikog ERovAeto, un thg appoviag todto Agyovong. (Porphyry, Sent. 18;

cf. Plotinus, Enn. 111.6.4.41-45)

For when the living being experiences sense-perception, the soul becomes like a separate
harmony which moves the strings all by itself, they being attuned by an inseparable harmony,

while the cause of the motion, the living being, through its being ensouled, is analogous to the
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musician by reason of being attuned, whereas the bodies which are brought into contact by the
affection arising through sense perception are analogous to the harmonized strings; for in that
case it is not the separate harmony that is affected but the string. And the musician initiates
movement in accordance with the harmony that is in him, but the string would not be moved
in a musical way, even if the musician wished it, if the harmony did not authorize this. (Dillon’s

trans.)

T3. Ta xob’ adtd doodpate VTOGTACEL HEV KOl OVGIQ OV TAPESTL OVOE GLYKIPVATOL TOIG
ohpoot, T 0¢ €k THg Pomig VTOGTACEL TIVOG SVVALEMG HETAMIOMGL TPOGEXODG TOIG CAOUACLY.

N yap Ppomr| devTEPAV TIVAL dVVapY VTEGTNGE TPoceyh Toig cdpacty. (Porphyry, Sent. 4)

Incorporeals in themselves are not present to bodies and do not mix with them in their reality
and their essence, but rather in virtue of a reality generated by their inclination [pomniic] they
impart a power which acts immediately upon bodies. For the inclination generates a secondary

power which acts immediately upon bodies. (Dillon’s trans. slightly modified)

T4. To doopatov av év copatt kataoyedi], ov cvykieioHivar déel og &v {oypeim Onpiov.
oLYKAEToOL YOP aOTO 0VOEV 0UTM dVVOTOL Kol TEPIAAPETV DA 00O DG AoKOG VYpdV TL Elpyetv
7| Tvedpa, GAL" aOTO ST VTTOCTHGAL SLVALELS PETOVGOG GO TG TPOS AVTO EVDGEMG €l TO EEW,
aig 81 koToOV copmAékeTal @ cOpatt. St EKTAcEmS oDV dppitov Thig foavtod f| £ig odua

ovvep&is. (Porphyry, Sent. 28)

If the incorporeal entity is contained in a body, it should not be seen as being enclosefd in it
like a wild beast in a cage. For in fact no body can enclose and embrace it in the way that a bag
contain some liquid or air, but rather we must suppose that it generates powers which incline
from its self-directed unity towards what is external to it, by means of which it descends and is
interwoven with the body. It is then by means of an ineffable extension of itself that its

enclosure with the body comes about. (Dillon’s trans.)

T5. To 8¢ 1§} Papdtntt drekdley v youynVv 1 TodTNTL LOVOEWDEGT KOl AKIVITOLS COUATIKAG,
kad’ 8¢ fj Kvelton fj To1dV £6TL 1O VOKEIPEVOVY, EKTENTOKOTOC NV TEAEOV 1) EKOVTOG T BKOVTOG
TG Yuyikhig a&log Kol o0dapudg KaBempaKOTog Mg mapovsiq Lev Thg wuxic LoTikov yéyove 0
100 {Pov odua, Og TLPOG TaPOLGiY Bepprov TO Tapakeipevov HOWP, YuyPOV v Kab' £avTo,

Kol AoV AvaToAl) TEPOTIGTAL YE O AP, CKOTEWVOG OV BVEL THG TOVTOL EKAAUYE®DS. AAL™ oVTE
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1 0épun Tod Bdarog 1) OepuodTNg NV TOD TVPOG OVTE TO TP, OVTE TO EVAEPIOV PDC TO GOUPVTOV
) NALD PG OCAVTMOG O€ 0VOE 1] TOD cONOTOC Epyuyia, TiTig Eotke T PapvTnTt Kod 1] Tepl 10
oo TOOTNTL, 1] Yuyn 1 év oopatt Katataydeioa, 61" fjv Kol mvorig Tivog LoTiKNG HETETYE TO

odpo. (Porphyry, Against Boethus fr. 248.12-15 Smith=Eusebius, PE 15.11.3)

To liken the soul to heaviness or to uniform bodily qualities which cannot be changed,
according to which the subject either is moved or is of a certain sort, was the doctrine of one
who, willingly or unwillingly, completely missed the true worth of soul and in no way saw that
it is by the presence of soul, indeed, that the body of a living creature comes to be alive, as it
is by the presence of fire that the adjacent water comes to be hot, being cold in itself, and by
the rising of the sun that the air is illuminated, being dark without illumination by this. But the
heat of the water is neither the heat of the fire, and the light in the air is not the light that is
cognate to the sun. In just the same way the soul in the body, which is like the heaviness and
the quality of the body, is not the soul that has been descended to the body, through which the
body partook of life. (Sharples’ trans. modified)

T6. kaA®dg yap kai 10 didov mpocébeikev g O ITAdTmv 10 dvdreBpov &v 1@ Daidwvi, tva un
¢ 6 Bonbog oinddpev v yoyiv domep v pyuyiav d0dvatov pgv givar g adTHV Ui
vropévovoay tov Bdvatov émdvta, EEiotapévny 06¢ Emdvtog ekeivouv 1@ (vt amdAlvcot

(Porphyry, Against Boethus, not in Smith, quoted by [Simplicius], /n de anima 247.23-26)

Aristotle rightly added the term “eternal”, as Plato in the Phaedo added the term
“indestructible”, so that we should not, like Boethus, think that the soul is immortal in the same
sense that the being-ensouled is, namely in the sense that it does not endure death when this
comes but withdraws when death comes upon the living being and thus perishes. (Sharples

trans. modified)

T7. &yd 6¢ 10010 00K €iC ATOTOV AVAOEIEANEVOS GUYXWOPETV TOPALTHCOMAL, GALY Kol €1 TL GAAO
dwPeParodpar, kol tov IMAdtova 100 AdYyov Emayduevog pdptupo kol oLV TOOT® Ve
Ap1oToTéANY, ©Og OWE vodg avOpmmolg mapayiyvetatl kol 00dE Tac oVTwS, omhviog d& dTw

gmundeig yoym tpog vod yiyvetar cuvovoiav. (Porphyry, To Gaurus, ch. 12, 3)

For my part I will not refuse my agreement to this doctrine by proclaiming its absurdity, but if

there is anything I affirm strongly, I will call Plato and with him Aristotle, as witnesses to the
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truth of this discourse: that intellect comes late to men, and not even in this way for all, but it
is rare, and reserved for the person whose soul becomes appropriate for commerce with the

intellect. (M. Chase trans.)

T8. dote xdv aicOnowv &ym ta EuPpva kata [MAdtova kdv dpev kdv (o Aéyntat, GAA’
OnVOpmG ve &xel Ttadta Kol Aéyeton {@a, toig pévrol eutoig cuvovopms. (Porphyry, To

Gaurus, ch.4, 6, p. 39)

even if embryos have sensation and desire according to Plato, and are said to be living beings,
yet they have these characteristics and are called living beings homonymously, but

synonymously to plants...(M. Chase trans.)

T9. ‘Hueig toivov mponyovpévmg pev émoeifopev 6t obte {Pov évepyeig TO KVLOVUEVOV OVTE
Suvéper dc T §n TV yoynv dedeyuévov, oic Emetar TO PeTd THV dmokinot yiyvecsOat v
glokpioty. Kai cvyyoproovieg 88 1o Suvauetl §j kai dvepyeia (Hov ivor 10 EuPpvov avto,
gpoduev Mg ovy 0idv e 0BT oVV &md ToD TaATPOC YeyovEVAL TV YHX®oY oDT’ oDV Gmd THC

uNTPOC, GAAL povov ig EEmBev. (Porphyry, To Gaurus, ch. 2, 5)

For our part, we will demonstrate above all that the fetus is not an animal, either in act, or
potentially in the sense of what has already received the soul, and that consequently the soul’s
entry takes place after birth. Even if we conceded that the embryo itself is an animal potentially,
or even in act, we will maintain that it is not possible for ensoulment to take place from the

father or the mother, but only from outside...(M. Chase trans.)

oVTe O TATNP TV YOIV EvOldwaty ot 1) PTNp, O¢ 0N TL Kol GAAO dy@VIETTOL. ORAOV Yap OC
el un €k TdV yovémv Ot EEmBev gloekpiBn. (Porphyry, To Gaurus ch. 17, 1)

that it is neither the father nor the mother who provides the soul, will be brought to issue, as
will any other outstanding points. For it is clear that if the soul does not come from its parents,

it has entered from without. (M. Chase trans.)

T.10 é€amhot 8¢ v dtdvora 6 [Topeuprog év 1d mpmdt Tdv [1Ipdg BonBov [epi yoyiic todtov

YPAP®V TOV TPOTOV.



George Karamanolis, Universitat Wien 5

Avtika Ldyov ioyvpov etvor dokodvro td ITAdtow el mapdotacty tiig yuydc d0avaciag, TOV
€k 10D Opoiov. Ei yap opoio t@ Bei kol dBavato kol deldel kol AokeddoT® Kol AdtoADT® Kol
OVCIOUEVE Kol GUVESTATL €V APBapoiq, TAS 0O Tod yévoug dv €in Tod katd TO TaPAdErya;

Kai énedn 1@ pev Ovntd te kol Avtd Kol dvonto kol {ofic apetdym kol did Todto antd te Kol
aicONT® Kol yvopéve Kol AmOAAVUEVE® 0VOAUDS E0lKE, TA 08 Oeim Kol ABavAT® Kal Aeldel Kai
voep® {@vti te kai dAnbeiog cvyyevel kal doa £ketvog Tepl avThic dvaroyiletat, £50KeL pur) ToG
pév aalog opotdotntag tod Beod Eveivarl cuyympelv, T 68 TG 0VGiag EUPEPES A’ avTHG £0EAEY
a0etelv, 0U'0 kal tovT®V ovTnV TuXEly cvuPéPnkev. (Porphyry, Against Boethus fr. 242

Smith=Eusebius, PE 11.27.20-11.28.5)

Porphyry explains the meaning [of Phaedo 79a-81c] in the first book of Against Boethus on
the soul, writing as follows. Now an argument which seems to Plato to be powerful in
establishing the immortality of the soul is the argument from similarity. For if the soul is similar
to the divine and immortal and formless and undispersed and indissoluble and substantial and
what exists indestructibly, how would it not belong to the kind of the exemplar?...

And since the soul is in no way like what is mortal and soluble and lacking intelligence
and with no share in life, and for this reason tangible and perceptible and subject to coming to
be and passing away but like what is divine and immortal and formless and intelligent and
living and akin to truth, and all the things that [Plato] reckoned up concerning it, it seemed
right not to be willing, while allowing that the other similarities to god were in it, to remove
from it the likeness to substance, on account of which it resulted that is possesses these.

(Sharples’ trans.)

T11. And continuing he says: [Porphyry]: For it the soul is shown to be most similar of all
things to god, what need is there still of other arguments, having made this prelude to show its
immortality, and not counting this as one argument among many, since it is sufficient to
persuade those of good judgement that it would not share in the activities that are divine if it
were not also divine itself? For if, although it is bound in what is mortal and soluble and lacking
intelligence and is itself a dead body and always perishing and flowing away into the
transformation of destruction, it still fashions it and holds it together and displays its own divine
substance, although it is obstructed and impeded by the utterly ruinous image that has been
added to it -how, if it is separated from the irrational, like gold that has been covered in mud,
would it not there and then display its own form as being like god alone, and also participating

in him, preserving the similarities in its activities and in its most mortal state, as when it is
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confined in what is mortal, not being dissolved on account of this, because it is of a nature that
has no share in destruction? (Porphyry Against Boethus fr. 244 Smith=FEusebius, PE 11.28.11-
12)

T12. And further down he [Porphyry] says: Reasonably it seems both divine, from its similarity
to what is without parts and mortal from its affinity to mortal nature; and it descends and
ascends and is of mortal forms and like the immortals. For even the one who fills his belly and
is eager to be sated like the beasts is a human being; so too is the one who can save a ship in
peril on the sea through his knowledge and can save in diseases...And what has he not
contrived, displaying the intellect in him which is divine and equal to god? As a result of this,
displaying the daring of what is Olympian and divine and in no way mortal he persuaded the
majority who on account of their self-love are not able to see into the depths, to think from
what appears externally that he is of mortal form in the same way as them. (Porphyry, Against
Boethus fr. 245=Eusebius, PE 11.28.13-15; Sharples’ trans.)

T13. TO p&v ovv y1yvAOoKewy £00TOV THY Avapopdy E0Kev EYev &Ml 1O YIyVAOCKEW Seiv TV
Yoy kol Tov vodv, mg &v 100t NUAV ovclopévev. (Porphyry, On Knowing Yourself, fr.
275.22-24 Smith= Stobaeus 3.582.13-16,)

Knowing yourself seems to refer to having to know the soul, that is, the intellect, since this is

our €ssence.

T14. TIpdg 8¢ 1OV dvieléyelav THV WYuynv eimdvto kol Gkivtov Taviehds odoav KIVEV
vrenedta pntéov mHev oi dvBovsiacuoi tod (Hov undév pév Evvidvtog v 6pdl te Kol Adyel,
TG 0& Youyfic kol 10 pEAAOV Kal Ur évestdg PAETOVONG Kol KOTA TADTO KIVOUUEVNG, TOOEV O
Kol €mi Thg Tod {Pov cvoTdcews al ThHg Tod {Mov PovAai te Kai okéyelg kKol BeAnoelg, pomai
ovoat g Yuyfic kai od tod cdpatog. (Porphyry, Against Boethus fr. 247 Smith=Eusebius, PE
15.11.1)

Against the one who said that the soul is and actuality an who supposed that, being altogether
unmoved, it causes movement, one should say, where does inspiration come from, when the
living creature understands nothing of what it sees and says, but the soul sees what is future
and not present and is moved in a corresponding way? From where, in the case of the living
creatures’ own constitution too, [come] the deliberations and considerations and wishes of the
soul as belonging to the living creature, which are inclinations of the soul and not of the body?

(Sharples’ trans.)
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T15. T pév odv dAda doa mepi avtiig eipikacty dAlot, oicyovny fuiv eépet. TIHc yap odk
aioypog O éviehéyeav TIBElg TV YoV AOYOS ‘GAOUATOG PLGIKOD OPYOVIKOD ; TAG 08 0VK
aioyOvne Yépmv O Tvedud nmg Exov antv drodidodg fi mhp voepodv, ti meptydEet kai oiov Pagi
100 A€pog avaeBev 1 otopwbev, & 1€ Atopmv dbpolcpa Belg 7| OA®g ATd COUATOS OVTHV
yevvaicOat dmopatvopevog; dv 81 Adyov &v Nopoig doeBdv doef sivan dmepnvato. aicydvng
oV Tévtag ovTol TAfpElC Adyotl. €mi 8¢ T® Aéyovtl adtokivitov odoiov ovk &v TiC, enoiv,
aioyvvOein. (Eusebius Preparatio Evangelica 15.11.4; Porphyry fr. 249 Smith/Atticus fr. 7bis
Des Places)

The other things which other people say about it make us ashamed. For how is the account not
shameful which makes the soul the actuality of an organic natural body? How is [the account]
not full of shame which states that it is pneuma in a certain state, or intelligent fire, kindled or
tempered by the chilling and as it were immersion in the air, and the one which makes it a
collection of atoms or in a general that declares that it is produced from the body? [Plato]
showed in the Laws that this is the impious argument of impious people. So all these accounts
are full of shame. But no-one would be ashamed of the one that says that it is self-loved.

(Sharples’ trans.)

Eusebius’ heading in the above passage is [Toppupiov mepi tod avtod (PE 15.11), which refers
to the previous heading on Plotinus, [1epi d0avaciag thg yuyhg mpdg ApioToTéAny EvieAéyeiav
TV yuynv etvon enoavta (PE 15.10). Eusebius implies that Porphyry has the same target as
Plotinus. But Plotinus targets Aristotle, while Porphyry targets Boethus. More importantly,
Plotinus rejects Aristotle’s doctrine of entelecheia, while Porphyry accepts it for the empsychia

and rejects it for the soul in itself. Ms. Ib adds &md 10 mpdg BomBov mepi yoyis.
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