I1

NOUS AND SOUL IN PLOTINUS: SOME PROBLEMS
OF DEMARCATION

That there are certain difficulties about the relation of Nows and Soul,
and in particular about how they differ cannot have escaped notice.  Any
serious student of Plotinus must sometimes have become uncomfortably
aware that the two hypostases are not as clearly distinet as Plotinus sometimes
asserts.  But I think the problem is worth a closer inspection than it has so
far—to my knowledge- received.  Professor Armstrong has remarked that
in some passages the distinction may become a little blurred @, In the paper
which he gave at Royaumont last year he attacked the question of the incon-
sistencies in Plotinus’ statements about rest and eternity in Nows ) a question
which, as we shall sce, is closely related to the subject of this communication,
Dr. Schwyzer in his Pauly article has gone so far as to say that when Soul
is in the upper world it is in no way different from Nows 9. While T would
always hesitate to disagree with Dr. Schwyzer, and hope 1 have not misun-
derstood him, I think he has overstated the case, and given as Plotinus’ view
what is perhaps more correctly to be scen as the implication of some of his
statements.  This is a matter which must be discussed in connection with
the texts themselves, but perhaps I may anticipate by saying that, while
Plotinus perhaps ought to say that there is no difference, he does undoubtedly
make certain distinctions, at least some of the time. These distinctions are
more than the simple assertions that there are three distinct hypostases which
one might regard as Plotinus’ public position and which are generally held
to be a correct statement of what he thought.

Let us start, then, with these assertions. While they will be well-known
to members of this gathering, 1 think it is desirable to state a firm starting
point before beginning to look at what is a rather fluid situation. Firstly
there are three hypostases. We may leave aside the possibility that phaLg

(1) The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Farly Medieval Philosoply cd. A. H.
ARMSTRONG (Cambridge 1967), 250.

(2) ¢ Eternity, Life and Movement in Plotinus’ Accounts of Nolg¢', in Ze Neéopla-
tonisme. Colloques internationaux du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique. Royauwmont
0-13. 6.1060 (Paris 1971), 67-74 (here after Le Néoplatonisime).

(3) ‘ Plotinos*> RE XXI.i (1951}, 563.
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or the lower part of Soul forms a fourth hypostasis (efr. V. 2.71.26) @, since
this is no part of Plotinus’ usual professed position, and say that there are
no mote than three. For the same reason we may also say that there are no
fewer. Briefly, the attributes of News and Soul are as follows. Nows is elg
Lot morkot, unity in diversity, while Soul is moRtel el wie (also mokhd xod
whoe: VI.g.1.39), diversity in unity (IV.8.3.10-11) 9 News is eternal and
above any form of time (IV.4.1.25 ff.). It is in immediate and permanent
contact with the objects which are its contents (V.5.2, V.8.4.32-7). Soul
exists always, but is linked with time (I1L. 7. 11 20ff.}, and its thinking involves
a progression from object to object: the usual term is Sié&oos (V.8.6.11) ®,
In terms of each other Soul is an unfolding of News, its Joges or deployment
at a lower and more diffuse level (ef. 1.1.8.6-8, [V.3.5.9-10). [t is causally
dependent on Nows, and therefore, by Pl's way of thinking, neccessarily
different: ™6 aitiov ob Tabtdy 4 aimatd (V1.9.6.54-5). Further Soul has
duties towards what lies helow it, delegated to it by Nows which stands aloof.
Nows is bound to remain at rest and has allowed its son to rule the world:
b ol Oebr el T udvew Godutw; dedspévo; wal ouvpoghcus 6 modl Tolde Tl
mavzog &pyew (V.8.13.1-2).

These descriptions are our base.  Before we leave it to discuss how far
they in fact apply to Nows and Soul, let us look briefly at Nows and the One,
where we may see signs of the difficulties that affect the lower hypostases.
There is not a great deal to say here. But we may recall that, while one of
the ways of attempting to indicate the nature of the One is to deny it all the
attributes of Nows, there are passages which in fact apply to it language nor-
mally restricted to Neows. One comes at V. 1.6.16-19 which probably speaks
of the One turning towards itself to produce Nous 7. The most notorious
is V4.2, where the One is said to be voqeéy (line 13). It also has xatavineis of
itself—though Plotinus immediately qualifics this with oloy oualstioer —and
we are told that it is &v otdoer aldly xal vofssr Etepwc 7 xutd THY VoL vonoL

o [4) On this possible gth hypostasis cf. ARMSTRONG, The Adrehitecture of the Inteliigibie
Universe in the Lhilosoply of Plotinus, Cambridge Classical Studies 6 (Cambridge 1940),
86 and SCHWYZER, foe. cif., 566.

(5) When Plotinus is talking in terms of the Parsmenides—the relevant passages are
144 ¢ and 155 e—Nows is & w0kt and Soul &v wed modrd, V. 1.8.25-6. It is better not to
Cite _thiﬁ Passage as his usual formula as do C. RUTTEN, Les catézories du mionde sensible dans
les Ennéades de Plotin., Bibliothéque de la Fac. de Phil. et Lett. de I'Univ. de Litge, clx (Paris
II‘J()T}- 34-5. and W. BEIERWALTES, Plotin diber Faoigheil wund Zeit (Enncade IT7 7). Ubersetzt,
fingeleitet und kommentiert von W, B. Cuellen der Fhilosophie, 3 (Frankfurt/Main 1067) 58,

(6) This chapter with its famous comparison of Nows with hieroglyphic writing sets
the difference as clearly as any passage in Plotinus,

(7) This is if one accepts the reading abrd in line 18 as do HARDER and BREHIER but
. HFL::-;NII_TE ‘El.lll:’l }*I_ENRY--S};HWYZER. '[:hcl rc.inxling is dt?fe.ncled by P. HADOT in his review
is fur;i ?—].._(.HW YZER, vo} i, Rewvue de [ Hzm:fre d.es Re!zgtrfnr 164 (1963), 04, and the point
Scnw;m. discussed by him in Porphyre ef Victorinus (Paris 1068}, 1. 320, n. 4. Cfr. now

ZER, Museum Helveticion 26 (1969) 250 f.

out
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(lines 17-1g9). These statements have caused much consternation, and have
even led some scholars to claim that they represent an carly stage of Plotinus’
thought where he had not yet arrived at the concept of a One above Nowus 8,
Most would now accept that Plotinus' philosophy was sufficiently fully worked
out by the time he began to write to preclude so great a change on so crucial
a point 9. It scems less clear, however, that he was saying the same things
as he said later @9, Professor Dodds has argued that he was influenced by
Numenius' way of talking Y, Now this may well be true, but it does not
solve the problem, because the fact that Plotinus is using Numenius' language
does not mean that he did not himself hold the views that he expressed in it.
After all he does often enough agree with Plato’s views when he uses Plato’s
language. While there is no way of proving the point, it could well be that
what we have here is something that most of us will have experienced, the
realisation that when we come to write down ideas that had previously seemed
clear enough, the expression we first give them is inadequate. We do know
that Plotinus did not revise @, Something of this kind may lie behind Plo-
tinus' aberrant descriptions of the One. If so what he does would not be so
very different from the way in which he will restate with a slight change
of emphasis, or simply more carcfully, and so at first sight differently, what
remains basically the same position. And thar can more casily be demonstrated.
I have discussed clsewhere such a case, which might tempt one to see a deve-
lopment in connection with the faculties of the lower soul.  Here Plotinus

(B) ARMSTRONG, Archifecture 24, agrees with I HEINEMANN, Plotin, Forschungen
diber die plotinische Frage, Plotins Entwicklung wnd sein System (Leipzig 1921), 122-3, in
seeing such a stage in the first five treatises, With specific reference to V. 4 of, O, DECKER,
Plotin und das Problem dev geistigen Aneignung (Berlin 1940), 31, and most recently HADOT,
op. cit., 325, who thinks that in V. 4.2.13 ff, Plotinus simply identified the intelligible and the
One, A slightly different view may be found on p. 483 where HADOT, referring to lines 16-20,
savs Plotinus conceded the existence in the One of something corresponding to an intellectual
activity.

(9) ScHWYZER, R XX1.0, s61-2 and Les Sowrces de Plotin, Entretiens sur I Antiquité
classigue (Fondation Hardt) V. 21-9.8.1957 (Vandoeuvres—Geneva 1960), 419-20 thinks
the One is only venmdv to Vowms, as it is explicitly said to be at V.6.2.7 9, cfr. too BREHIER,
V. 81 n. 1. ARMSTRONG, Arehitecture, 74 quotes hoth passages as cvidence for this notion.
HENRY, while agreeing with SCHWYZER about the way the One is vonsdv feels the expres-
sion to be odd nonetheless, Sowrces de Plotin, 420-1.

{10) On the One as voredy see previous note, J. M. RIST, Plotinus. The Road to Realily
(Cambridge, 1007), 41 ff., tries to show the consistency of this passage with Plotinus’ later
writings, particularly in respect of the One’s self-knowledge, but is perhaps too inclined to
iron out the differences. In particular T am not certain that the bmepvinoig of VI. 8 [39]-
16.33 is the same as the évfome # watd iy volv wénewg here: the latter may be an echo of
the two Numenian véec. ARMSTRONG, /fisfory, 238, also takes both as parallel. On self—
knowledge there seems to be some room for doubt, ofr. SCHWYZER, Sources de Flotin, 374-5
and the discussion following his paper, ‘ Bewusst und Unbewusst bei Plotin .

(11) ‘Numenius and Ammonius’, Sewrces de Plotin, zo.

{12) Cifr. PORPHYRY, F.P. 8.
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seems to mark off an appetitive faculty (Sgewmxév) in I.1.[53] (ch.5.22-3)
which is not to be found in IV.gq [28] 03,

In V.4 (and probably V.1. as well) we have a case where the boundary
between two hypostases is not clearly marked, whatever the reason may be.
But generally the difference between Nows and the One is clear enough. And
it 15 not surprising that this should be so for the One has the advantage of
being the first causc, and thereby less liable to confusion with its neighbour.
And it has a neighbour on one side only. When we come to Nowus and Soul
the situation is less satisfactory.

Let us start from Nows, for the division between hypostases becomes
less clear as we descend the scale. T shall not say very much about Nows
as such, since I have little to add to Professor Armstrong’s remarks on the
subject,but for two reasons it will be as well to recall his conclusions. In the
first place the variations in Plotinus’ statements about News are a manifestation
of the same difficultics as those that present themselves with regard to Soul.
Secondly the problems involved are, so to speak, the reverse of those we meet
when we come to deal with Soul. Starting from the notion of the eternal life
of Mows Armstrong examined the different ways in which Plotinus talks about
it, starting from the conception of it as a life without a history, From this
point of view Noas is as it should be in what T have called Plotinus' public
position. It is changeless, has no past or future, no transition from one condi-
tion to another, no process in its sclf-knowledge, which consists in ‘ static
intuition . The point is sometimes made by a contrast with the dynamic
life of Soul. At other times, however, the importance of the changeless exi-
stence of true being is shown by ‘raising Soul to the unchanging level’. In
the treatises where this happens Plotinus seems to have been ' particularly
inclined to minimize the distinction between Intellect and Soul, and to
present Soul at its highest as purely noetic ' @4, Here matters are perhaps
more complicated than Armstrong in his brief reference to these passages
implies, and what appears to be the raising of Soul may be a symptom of the
uncertain boundary between NMows and Soul.  So much for static Nows. But
Armstrong goes on to show that when Plotinus talks about Nows in relation
to the One it goes through a process of coming-ta-be, which may even be
C‘ﬂllscd by tohpe, and involves an element of potency. All this involves dura-
tion, as does the #peo1c Nows directs to the One (15, Thirdly there are a few
pf.ssagcs where the #iveie in Nous—and here »ivgois is normally the péyioroy
Yo of Plato’s Sophist-—seems to be associated with a passage of time,
The most conspicuous of thesc are V.8.3-4 and VI.7.13 where Plotinus
Tall::s about Neuws dvepynodvtos 8% el ddo et &0 »al olov f}\«~aﬁ0é‘afo; Thguy
mAGY del v 2htd mhavnBévros (lines 29-30), language which one would

(13) Plotinus’ Psychology. His doctrines of the embodied soud (The Hague 1971), 40-41.
(14) Le Néoplatonisme, 6.
(15) Jbid., 70-72.
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expeet to find used of Soul but not of Nows @9 Trom all this Armstrong
concludes that Plotinus was in fact trying to have it both ways, that he wants
4 static eternal Intellect and yet wishes it to have a rich and wvaried inner
life, This is to be explained partly at least by a tradition which presented
Plotinus with more material than he could accomodate within the structure
of his second hypostasis @7,

These explanations are certainly true, but mayv not contain the whole
truth, for it may well be that Plotinus was prone to make only those distinc-
tions most immediately to his purpose, and also that he was to some extent
driven into his not entirely satisfactory position by philosophical difficulties
which the system he professed could not fail to encounter @8, That this
was so will perhaps emerge more clearly when we look at the other side of
the coin, Plotinus' difficulties with Soul.  Perhaps, though, it would be better
not to speak of Plotinus' difficulties because this does not seem to be one of
the cases where he was clearly aware that his views did involve problems 19,

Let us begin with a standard deseription of the hypostasis Soul and its
relation to News from an carly treatise, V.1 [10].  Soul comes after Nows
and is derived from it. It is an image of Nows related to it in the same way
as the spoken word to that still unspoken within the Soul (V.1.3.4-9). In
fact Soul is the Jagos of Nows just as Noews is that of the One (V.1.6.44-35).
Nouws exalts the soul by being its father and by being present to it (ibid. 3.20-1).
But Plotinus immediately goes on to explain the remark about presence with
the words budév ydp perald 4 ©b évépore elvar, Og tpelfic pévror xal b Seyduevoy,
16 88 @ el¥os. These words suggest significantly that in the last resort the
difference between the two hypostases may be one of definition only.  The
notion that difference is the only distinction between two or more entities
occurs in other cases where Plotinus seems unable to maintain in practice
distinctions required by the outline statements he makes about the framework
of his system. Thus €075 is given as the difference between the consti-
tuents of Nows at IV.3 [27].4.9-10 @ and 5.6-8, between the souls in the
intelligible at VI.4 [22].4.24-6 and between immaterial entities in general
at V1.9 [9].8.30-2 =, And although the last two of these passages contrast
erephins specifically with spatial difference, they are all alike in that Plotinus
offers no suggestion as to what the otherness might be. But generally when

(16) fbid., 72-73.

(17) féid., 74.

(18) The philosophical difficulty involved in Plotinus’ account of eternal life was brought
out in the discussion following ARMSTRONG'S paper by him and Professor LLOYD, 7éid., 76

(19) Though there are some signs that he was, see [209f] “below.

{20) Here Plotinus goes on to sav that this is inappropriate to souls: he is now talking
about souls in the world.

{21) Also between Nous and the One. 1 cannot see this simply as a sign of meta-
physical sophistication as R, ARNOU seems to do, ¢ La séparation par simple alterité dans la
“ Trinité ” plotinienne, Gregorianum, IT (1930), 187-90.
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Plotinus refers explicitly to the relation between Nows and Soul the subordi-
pation is ciear enough. And it is just as clear in late treatises as in V. 1. This
point is important because, as we shall see, a tendency for the differences to
remain in the background, or even to disappear, emerges in the middle period.
Vet nowhere is the difference clearer than in the treatise On Time and Eternity,
1II.7 [45] In a passage which describes both the relation of Soul to News
and the mode of activity proper to each, Plotinus writes that instead of intel-
lectual movement we have that of a part of Soul, instead of stability and perma-
nence process and the activity now of one thing and then of another, instead
of no separation a unity of continuity, instead of one unbounded whole an
endless succesion, instead of a compact whole that which will be divisible
into parts (IIT.7.11.48-56).

Starting from this set of characteristics of Soul, which we shall treat
as the norm, we may go on to examine a number of other passages which
do not scem to conform. Before we do so we must, however, be clear what
it is that we are talking about. This is, in the first place, Soul as such, Soul
independent of both the eosmos and the individual, the soul from which all
other souls are derived. That this is in fact the true position of the hypostasis
Soul, and that it is not to be confused with the world-soul, T have tried to
show elsewhere 2, and so do not propose to rchearse the arguments here.
We shall however find that world-soul sometimes seems to fill the place of
the hypostasis Soul, and that in a number of passages it is not immediately
clear which of the two Plotinus is referring to: in some he may be thinking
of the hypostasis Soul as it is manifested in the managerial aspects of the
world-soul.  After all the two are, in theory at least, the same,

Let us first take the various attributes of Nows and Soul in turn. If we
start with the unity in diversity of Nowus, which differentiates it from the total
unity of the One itself, we shall find that here, while at times he stresses that
their mode of being is not the same, Plotinus talks of both Neas and Soul in
the same way. Just as Anaxagoras’ phrase 6uoD mavra is used to describe the
L:ontcrlts of Nous (V.9.6.3), so we find it used of Soul as well (VI.4.14.4).
bimilarly at IV.3.8.20-1 Plotinus, using what one might well take to be Nows
]aﬂguagc, says of the contents of Soul ob Sigtator & fvro o’ adhfrwy. In
the first of these passages Pl. has to resort to saying that while Soul has its
contents in this way, all together and yet separate, Nows has its in the same
W,aY (but more so: oDTws obv xel mod pirhov & vobe Eotwv dpel mavra wal v
Uy opob, 6TL FxaoTov Stverpig 18ia (V.9.6.7-g). At other times Plotinus will
Say more explicitly that the contents of Soul are more fully deployed than
are those of Nows @3,

.Close]y connected with the unity in diversity of Mows is Plotinus’ notion
of its activity, a thinking that immediately grasps the whole of its object

522} ‘ Soul, World-Seoul and Individual Soul in Plotinus’, in /e Néoplatonisme, 55-63.
(23) Cfr. the passages cited on p. [2].
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without any kind of process or transition, what is generally termed non-dise-
ursive thought @4 This type of thought, véyow, is to be contrasted with
the Skvorz or doyisués characteristic of Soul, which procecds by movement
from one object to another, a process commonly called 8téZo80g or described
by expressions like %0 %ol &350 hafelv (V.3.17.23-4). The process stops
when the mind enters into that possession of its object which is the mark
of voiow (cfr. [.3.4.90-20, IV.4.12.5-12). But on closer inspection we find
that when Plotinus is concerned to stress the transcendence of Soul as such,
as opposed to world-soul or the individual soul, he will deny it just those
features of its activity which normally seem to be its peculiar characteristics.
So when he is examining the conditions under which soul might have no
memory he will say that it has none in the higher world because all things
are present and there is there no 3t€Zofog and no perdfucic de' Evéoou el
ahho (IV.4.1.4-16). Now it is precisely because it is always in possession
of its objects that Nows has no need of memory (cfr. V.9.5.29 34) Otherwise
Soul is &v 8ieléda . .. ddie (111.7.13.43—4). The exemption from memory
is cven extended to the world-soul and the souls of the heavenly ]_uodie;
(IV.4.6-7). The latter may be regarded as on a level with world-soul (cfr.
[T.1.5.8 ff, 11.9.18.30-2) @9, Discursive thought too is denied to the ;tar
souls on the grounds that they neither seek knowledge nor suffer from éropie
(IV.4.6.8 ff.). And if this is true of the star souls it must a fortiori be true
of Soul fout simple. And at I1.9.2.10ff,, a passage which, though it uses
language appropriate to world-soul, is fairly clearly about the hypostasis Soul,
Plotinus explicitly states that soul manages body obx éx Swvolug ... daA
©f elg Tt wed adtic féq.

Now if the hypostasis Soul lacks discursiveness therc is nothing in its
mode of apprehension which makes it any way different from News. Plotinus
himself is not unaware of this for he writes Qugfic 8 Zpyov =52 Aoyiotéens
vogly gy, o Th voelv 8 mévov- i yEis dv xal vob Swpépor: (IV.8.3.21-3).
Indeed he seems to have realised on at least one occasion the difﬁcul}:ics into
which this situation would lead him, for therc is a passage in 1V.3.18 where
he seems to be trying to have it both ways. IHe starts from the position that
Soul should not have hoywopés before it leaves the intelligible,  Aoyiouts
comes to it when it is in difficulties, filled with anxiety and weaker than it
was: to need hoyropbs is a diminution of sows in respect of self-sufficiency
Uines 1-3). But, he goes on, there is a problem, for if soul there has no Aoyiopds
how can souls here have it?> He tries to answer this question by positing a
kind of potential hoyioués in souls in the intelligible: this comes from Nows
as an &vepyma éotdiox (lines 7 ). What this super—.o7i66s could be is

£ (24) That this expression may mean nothing has recently been argued by LLovD,
‘ Non-discursive thought—an enigma of Greek philosophy’, Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Seciely, 70 (1969-70), 261—74.

(25) Cfr. Le Néoplatonisme, 59-60.
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ot at all clear. The expression dvigyzie dotdow would seem to be a negation
of everything that is implicd by 81éZ6doc and the other descriptions of discursive
thinking in terms of movement or transition. M. Trouillard has drawn atten-
o this passage and explains it in terms of a kind of purc heyieués, while

tion t
a pure motion in IV.4.6-9. They are pure because they are ‘the

he sees - )
pure flow of the mind and remain within it’ G®.  He has certainly put his

finger on the difficulty, but for the reason just mentioned his explanation
seems to be rather an intensified statement of the problem. At this stage
we may recall those passages to which we have already referred, where
Nows' activity is deseribed in terms usually applied to Soul, Here is the focus
of the problem. Soul may have the character of Nows, which itself calls for
explanation, but at times we find that Nows has that of Soul, and when Plo-
tinus tries to suggest a way of describing soul’s activity when it is in a noetic
condition without simply using the Nows language it is hard to see what he
can mean. The apparent state of confusion does, however, suggest lines on
which an explanation might be sought.

In the passage we have just considered discursive thought is connected
with the soul's activitics. IHere we come to another of the theoretical diffe-
rences between Nows and Soul, namely that Soul may have duties while
Nows has none. Soul is responsible for the organization of subsequent being.
In this capacity it usually manifests itsclf as world-soul or as the individual
souls, but at times it looks as if Plotinus is making no distinction between
the hypostasis Soul and the world-soul, or, to put it another way, he may be
thinking of the hypostasis in terms of its organizational duties as they appear
when it is providing the psychic element in the cosmos. An example of this
way of thinking is probably to be found in the closing chapters of I1.3, where
Soul, in direct contact with Nosws, passes on the soul below itself—that is
Phorc—what it receives from Nows (I1.3.17.15-16). This passage, and a simi-
lar one in the next chapter, might lead us to think that the hypostasis and the
world-soul are simply the same, but there is enough evidence from clsewhere to
show that this is not the case @7, and Plotinus may simply be thinking in terms
of the world-soul having that direct access to Nows which the individual
soul may have, and which would enable Nows to perform its demiurgic func-
tions in conjunction with warld-soul (efr. 11.3.18.14-16) #¥. 1f we understand
it in this light, we may wonder about the usefulness of the notion of a com-
pletely detached soul, a point to which we shall return later. In the present
connection it would seem that in so far as the cosmos is run by the individual
souls, Soul the hypostasis is just as free of duties as Noews itsclf.

Even if Soul has duties, it performs these without being in any way moved.
Here Plotinus’ vocabulary is very similar to that which he uses of Aows. He

(26) ‘ The logic of attribution in Plotinus’, frternaiional Philosphical Quarterly 1 (1961]),
131.

(27) Cfr. Le Néoplatonisme, 38.

(28) Cir. Ie Neoplatonisme, ibid.
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will refer to Soul as pévovse (e.g. IV.3.5.17, cfr. 8.35), a word which one
would in the first place associate with Nows or the One (IT.4.1.1-3,
IV.3.13.22-3, IV.4.10.12 %, V.2.1.17) 5. He will also apply the word
to the multiplicity of souls in the intelligible (VI.4.14.11), and it goes almost
without saying that any attributes of transcendence applicable to souls in
the plural must apply to Soul gua hypostasis. At IV.4.2.24-5 he writes
N xadopiic & 16 vonrd obow Eyer o duetdfintov kol wdth. And while Soul
remains unmoved in the same way as Nous, its power is unbounded in, as
far as Plotinus’ words would suggest, the same way as that of its theoretical
superior. Both are infinite in that their power is infinite and in that they are
not limited by anything outside: % =% Suvduer 10 dmetgov... waxl abitar Tolvuy o
népott dhdotpiey ot Exdotn 8 datwv (IV.3.8. 36-9). Between these phrases
Plotinus writes &nel »ai 6 Sebc ob memepzopévee, and & Yebe usually means
Nowus or the One, which is probably not the subject of this remark G, Nowus
is ddvays miow, ele dmewpov pbv lolion, clg dmeipoy 88 Suvapevy (V. 8.9.24-6) 32,
and it is not limited (puowg b memepaouévy: VI.5.4.14). Less often Soul
seems to be given the same timelessness that News has, so for example
in IV.4.15. Here the souls are described as aidwor in a passage where d8uog
is contrasted with & ypéve in apparently the same way as olwv is contrasted
with zpévos, Time comes to be in connection with the activity of the soul.
Though it would be easier to think in terms of a distinction between Nows
being alévios and Soul being didioc, such a distinction is not present here.
This passage, then, is inconsistent with the clear attachment of time to the
soul in IIT.7 (cfr. ch. 11.20-30) 39, but a nccessary concomitant to the
denial of memory to soul & 6 vonté which we find in this part of IV .3-4.

It is in fact, and this should be no surpise, when Plotinus is talking
about 6 vontév as a whole that the distinction between Nezws and Soul is most
prone to disappear. A bipartite division of the world into intelligible and
sensible being may already be found in IV.8 [6].6.23-8. But the clearest
and most striking instance of this tendency to drop the distinction between

(20) Mevbuonc here is almost certainly correct and is to be adopted by HENRY-SCHWYZER
in the editio minor.

(30) It has almost become a technical term, of, H. DORRIE, CUndoteong. Wort—und
Bedeutungsgeschichte’, Nackr. der Abademic der Wissenschaften zu Gittingen, Phil-Hist.
K (1955), 68-g.

(31) Otherwise Ri1sT, ‘Theos and the One in some texts of Plotinus ' Medigeval
Studies, 24 (1962), 172.

(32) Even if 70 wév should be deleted here, as it is by all editors since KIRCHHOFF, except
HENRY- SCHWYZER, the point still stands, for if one may say this of ‘ parts ' of Nows one
may also say it of the whole. In fact the next sentence supports HENRY-SCHWYZER.

(33) On this passage cfr. BEIERWALTES ad. foc. in Plotin iiber Ewigkeit und Zeit.
I see no good reason for emending Bovropéme to Bovkopévy in line 22, as do KIRCHHOFF, BRE-
HIER and THEILER. While this dubious expedient would enable one to argue that the Sivapig
oty fouyoe of line 21 was not Soul itself, and so resolve part of the inconsistency, it would
not help with the rest of the passage.
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Nous and Soul is to be found in the treatise VI.4—5 [22-3]. The title of this
Nowus and =

atise, wept 0D Ev wul mplTov due mavToyah elvat Dhov, sugoests a discussion
tmd}la':;cc.o‘nd hypostasis 34, but its first sentence asks why Soul is present
i+ 1-(‘ rI].wrc In "f.'-LCI' the treatise discusscs both Noews and Soul, and sometimes
:}‘1’5?‘:\0 tog;-:th(rr, moving from one to the ot}.u‘r t.(] SL]C}"l an extent I.h_al; it is Tmt
11-\;r;|ys immediately clear which Plotinus s (l]s{‘.us_:ﬂng e}t in_\_.’ ;;"1\‘L‘n~ pou.wt,
(In the second chapter Plotinus begins by cr_mlrasl.m.g' 70 c.(;cr,fi'.?wv mEy with
its imitation, the visible world. e has just been talking El]]-ﬁ)llF Soul, and an-
n;mnccs no change of subject. But his language i.s :J:Lw.h_ as he \\-'1‘1\1 nm:ma”_\: jusc
of Nous, for example =6 miv Excive xal modTov xul By (lines 13 ?\', Yet .hv I:n—
mediately (lines 347 goes on to talk of the physical \\’il!"ll'l as O 8'dv pete Tolto
7. Tolite should be Soul rather than Nows, for Plotinus 1\I'|1I Ilt)l. usually speak
;)f anything other than Soul or the world-soul as pet® ‘m'f‘i.' But what he
L \;.-'f_mld apply cqually well to both Nows and Soul, am} this is true of lemh
clsl- in this treatise. These facts would hest be accounted for by Th_n ;mz:n|‘r‘1]1tu*.m
that he is more concerned with the factors common to intelligible heing in
the wider sense and not always equally concerned to distinguish the two
layers of that kind of being,  As the opening sentence t')ll VI.g4i2 sugg(‘lsfs.
he is explaining the different modes of existence appropriate to the sensible
on the one hand and to the intelligible on the other. This does not, however,
mean that Soul and Nows are treated as one throughout. We have seen the
discussion centred on Soul at the start, and there are other parts of the treatise
where he is clearly talking about Noews, as in VI.5.8. Moreover, if we fail
to recognise such passages, we will be involved in difficulties such as the
contradiction which Arnou saw between statements which Plotinus makes
in various parts of this treatise about the status of the individual in the intelli-
gible 55/, Thus he found that the individual exists there according to VI.4. 14,
but not according to VI.5.12, a problem which is solved as soon as we reco-
gnise that V1.4.14 is about the individual at the level of Soul and VI.3.12
about the individual at the level of Ness (300,

The tendency to abandon, or at least to neglect, the Nows: Soul distinetion

may also be found in treatises written not long after, primarily in IV.3-4

[27-8] and to some extent in 111.6 |26]. The reasons are not ne 3
the same, In the first part of T11.6, which could he regarded as preparatory
work for the following treatise, Plotinus considers the role of soul, that is here
the individual soul, in the affections (md97). His aim is to show that any actual
changes involved take place in the body, and thus he will stress the anadein
of the soul. But it may be misleading to say, as docs Professor Armstrong,
that Plotinus is here * raising the soul to the unchanging level " and that this

(34) The titles of Plotinus’ treatises are not his own, but Porphyry's record of those
most commonly used, ofr. F.P. 4.16-19,

(35) Le .?_j{'s:'r de Diew dans [a philosophic de Plotin (Paris 1921), 204-8.

(36) Cfr. BLUMENTHAL ‘ Did Plotinus belicve in Ideas nof Individuals’, Phironesis,
IT (1966), 70-3.
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illustrates the importance for him of unchanging life G7.  As Armstrong
himself points out, it is physical change that Plotinus wishes to exclude from
the soul. This becomes clearest in the course of [11.6. 5, where Plotinus deals
with the paradoxical question with which the chapter opens, =0 obv yp¥ {rrely
omedf iy duyhy B guoceging mowty prdE Ty agyiy wEeyouGRY, by showing
that we must make soul which is already @medc in the sense of physically
unchanging @rzd4; in the sense of free from the evil results of the wadn as
well 3%, Morcover the second part of the treatise is about the impassibility
of matter, so that we should perhaps view the whole as an exploration of the
implications of impassibility. We are certainly not entitled to see his comments
on matter as a sign of his regard for the life of intelligible being. DBut it is
probably true that Plotinus is more concerned to show the impassibility of
the lowest soul here than anywhere else. The reason which immediately sug-
gests itself is that the area of soul direetly involved in the affections is the
most likely to be subject to change.

When we come to V.34 the two lines of investigation followed in
VI.4-5 and III.6, into the omnipresence of the intelligible and the impassi-
bility of the immaterial respectively, tend to converge. In the sphere of soul
it is the higher area of soul that most properly manifests hoth characteristics,
omnipresence and drnaderr. And since in this treatise Plotinus has some diffi-
culty in maintaining the dnadew of soul—the problem of 11,6 —while showing
how it runs body an aspect of the problem of VI.4-5 -we should not be
too astonished to find that he is more concerned to distinguish the meore and
less impassive parts of the soul than to draw the lines between higher soul
and Nows. And it is the case that we find more careful distinctions made
within the arca of the lower soul here than anywhere alse.  We need only
refer to the care with which he distinguishes the compound of soul and matter
which is body, the compound of body and the irradiation from the lower
soul, poouz, which is =6 taudvde sdume, odeis itself with its range of sub-faculties,
the compound of gisic and odps which is the Léov (or xowdy, abvdetay,
ouvoppdtepoy) and Yurd in the narrow sense with its facultics (cfr. esp.
IV.4.18-21) G,

Such then are some of the reasons why Nows and the hypostasis soul
might be treated as one in IV.3-4. What is the evidence? A part of it we
have already mentioned in discussing some of the ways in which Soul may
be treated as Nows. These were the denial of memory (IV.4.1 ff.), timeless-
ness (IV.4.15), lack of discursiveness (IV.4.6). The section on memory,
as well as the previous discussion of the memories of the individual soul,
which refers to its existence at the level of the hvpostasis, speak explicitly
of soul &v 2@ vonrd (1V.3.32.26, V.4 1.1-2). In addition there are other

(37) Le Le Néoplatonisme, 68—,
(38) Cfr. BLUMENTHAL, Flofints’ Faychalogy, 54-6.
(39} Cfr. fbid., 61-2.
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es where the intelligible seems to be treated as a unit in the same way

g 25 in VI.4-5, though once again it is not always clear what is going
was 45 _ ‘

t mav refer to [V.3.5, where Plotinus on the subject of what happens
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4 orotvran (lines §—6): & e need not strictly refer to the contents

i yobc oD% AT
:‘f j:;g;gif);()l’ the point would be met by S?t:ratcs' survival at the level of Soul.
The same is true of the remark about vosc {4:‘). \-\-'.c L‘fmy com/pat'e l_:assagcs
where Plotinus says in so many words that voes exist in Soul (e.g. VI.4.14.
2-3). InIV.3-5, however, he does still distinguish levels, for at the end of the

chapter ‘ . : 4 artia
Jogoi, that is the individual souls, which derive from it. Shortly afterwards,

he speaks of soul  péveusx which is a fogos of Nous and the partial

in chapter 8, dute, is apparently again usr:(f] gtlmcra]ly r‘:af th,c‘ conn:lnts of .hoth
levels of intelligible being, as is also vonzz (lines 17 ft.). ‘lhn }I)nmt at ISSLJL'.E
here too is the difference between material and immaterial existence. The
distinction between Nozs and Soul is still in theory maintained, fm'r }’lotmus
goes on to speak of the infinity of Soul later in the chapter, albeit in 1.<.=.rrlns
that one would use of News as well (lines 35 ff.). We must thercfore mod'ﬂ'y
what has been said about the character of this treatise, fm-.in these car'll.(:sl
chapters there is no abolition, cven if there is some neglect, x::t rh.u boundaries.
But this situation may support our explanation of the position in the <.:f*.ntral
part of the treatise. For the early chapters, 1-8, are devoted to the relations of
the individual souls with each other and with the world-soul. Here one would
expect comparison with News and its components, and it would be strange
if the division between Soul and Nows did not emerge to a greater extent than
in those parts of the work where Plotinus is investigating the operation of .the
embodied soul or the ways in which soul may exist as a transcendent entity.
Similarly the distinction reappears later in the treatise where Pl deals with
the rﬁlut'iml between the various levels of intelligible being (IV.4.16.17 ).

What conclusions may we draw from this by no means complete cata-
logue of apparently inconsistent statements?  Starting from our pmpos?cd
explanation of what is happening in V.34, we might suggest that the notion
of the hypostasis Soul is prominent only under certain conditions. Firstl?f'
when Plotinus is setting out formally his three hypostasis system. 'l"hu:s it
figurcs naturally in V. 1 or in the single treatise which we have as II11.8, V .8,
V.5 and 1.9 [30-33] which immediately followed IV .3-3, for example in
M.9.1, and perhaps more significantly in V.6 [24], which comes between
VI.4-5 and IV.3-4 (cfr. esp. V.6.4.14 fI.7. Secondly it appears more or less
clearly when Plotinus is discussing the relation between souls. But when he is
discussing the relation of intclligible to sensible being, and the operations of
soul in the world, either on a cosmic or on an individual scale, then the hypostas-
is Soul tends to merge with Nowus. T6 voq=év, the world-soul and the individual
souls are sufficient to provide an explanation of this world, and so we find pas-

{40) On this passage cfr. Phronesis, 11 (1066). 68-0.
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sages where world-soul seems to be directly dependent on Vows 49, Here one
might ask why it is Soul rather than Aows that sometimes disappears.  For
this three reasons suggest themsel ves. Firstly, Plotinus does not normally think
of soul having access to the One except through Nows (cfr. eg. VI.8.7. 1-2)
or being produced directly by the One 42, And since Nous is conceived as
the One plus a sort of minimal multiplicity this is not unreasonable. So to
remove Nows would leave an unbridgeahle gap in the hierarchy of heing,
Secondly, the removal of Nows would deprive the world of its eternal model,
a role which Plotinus always assigns to Nows rather than Soul: it is News
which contains the Forms. Thirdly, if Vozs disappearcd, that kind of being
would be removed from the system to a far greater extent than is the more
diffuse kind by the disappearance of the hypostasis Soul, for Plotinus never
suggests that the world could be run without some kind of soul, and that is still
represented by world-soul and the individual souls when the hypostasis goes,
He will even say that souls in the plural are derived straight from Nows at
VI.7.23.19-20, where uydz may or may not include the world-soul. Further
the world-soul sometimes scems to have the character of purcly independent
soul as well as soul with a duty. In the difficult and confusing tenth chapter
of IV.4, where certain remarks could apply to either Nouws or the hypostasis
Soul, and others to world-soul or the hypostasis, Plotinus seems to he expound-
ing how Nows and the world-soul rule the cosmos. For direct rule by Nows
there is no provision, though it is once mentioned as an alternative to rule
through the intermediary of either Soul or some kind of soul in a P

assage
where Plotinus says

that in the context it makes no difference (V.8.7.14-16).
Rule by 76 vonrév, in which Soul may be merged, is a different matter,
Another cause of Soul's tendency to lose its independence, or at other
times those characteristics by which its independence may be discerned, may
be found in the difficultics that must incvitably arise if one is to describe a
number of immaterial existents. In the last resort the difference must be
one of definition, and the number of things one may say about each in dtself
is limited. We have already referred to one passage which shows this difficulty
clearly 43, Another may be found at V.2.2.18-20 where Plotinus tells us
that Nows is cven less in place that Soul 4e), Meirar & w0 dgyérumoy mavroyh
writes Plotinus (V.8.12.15). One might say that it does so too well.  For as soon
as one trics to define Soul as such, without taking into account the world-soul's
care and protection of the cosmas, one is reduced to saying that Soul is like
nows but not quite, or vice-versa, or even that it differs by difference alone @5),
If soul is freed from concern with what is below and turns towards Nows

(41) Cfr. p.[210)above.

(42) But ¢f. VI. 9 [9].3.10 13, where soul does seem to have dircet access.
(43} Sec above, p. 6.

- . = St ; SRy ¢t S i
(44) 0 8 piye. vel, od hmo: odddy yip v Tome vt 6 32 volc mokd pEliov ol &v
ToTY, GoTe 0idt ol

(45) See the passages referred to on p.[207].
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o (V1.7.35.4-5) The individual must strive to attain this condition,
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e d. But when Plotinus is conecerned with the active and dvnamic inter

ostasis Soul has it as part of its nature. One can saly,.as 7P10ti|1u‘5 iE
s (1.6.6.16-18), that when Seul is most truly 5.01.‘11. it is ;.\rm..rl. SI.T.C
i when the transcendent immutability of intelligible being is being
. Nows then the reverse situation applies. The only way in which
! 1'1&? kT 0‘1”“ ribe the life of Nows is to allow it the process and transition
Plomms'dlm '(nift.muﬂalh'. marks the difference between the two hypostases.
WhOijC ‘%“]‘:’”flh{} \-‘;!l‘.ﬂl)L'llﬁr‘\.' to describe a different sort of life for an intelli-
. _““ from L]nt of Soul.  What he nceded was perhaps an extra set
i ﬁ:j] FItt};; n‘[r:-[roqpn;ﬂd to-the olov phrases and the less common Omeg-words
i.fh]"ZErhi:: used of the One 99, And whether they could have had any r(?al
meaning is not at all clear, A more important factmf‘ I‘ll:—l).f have been quftfi
simply that if & form of non-static thinking, namely dlscm'mvclz tlj_lj,tjglltt, ;:!:;:‘;
applirrﬂl)lc to the highest form of |>c1rllg which \\:'as not t.on‘q‘ﬂ.luf ) 1?1.11‘111!1) from
“ change ', that is Soul gura hypostasis, then this type of at.l.u-i'f}l WOl - .1
sarily have to apply at the higher level, that of NVows, Uf’l(‘.i.‘. its ?.I;s;uur..}.llr.—
changeability was abandoned, Hence some of the fluctuations whie ]|. ro l.;h(ji‘
Armstrong has discussed and which we may now see to be comp emen }lll)’
to those we meet when we examine Plotinus' statements about .‘,Tuoul, (‘lt er
in itsell or or in so far as it forms a part of one noetic block of Being. Given
the similarities between News and the hypostasis Soul we can un-:lf-‘rsmnd why
they are kept clearly apart only at those times when the relation }:aelwc:cn
hypostases is under discussion.  Then the causal dependence of Soul on
Nowus becomes prominent (e.g. V.1.7.42) .
We have 'iL.lSt mentioned that Plotinus may deseribe Vows by (‘.xciudu:ng
from it the d}'l';{ll'['lil,‘. features of the life of Soul. This is perhaps a more helpful
way of looking at the way of thinking behind Plotinus’ statt_:m-:nls tban t.:_:
think in terms of the ever greater multiplicity into which ]J‘ll)llinlﬁ- dql)lcts his
world as unfolding. If onc discounts the personal mystical experience to
which Plotinus so rarely refers, a philosopher would have to e:lal'mraltc the
notion of the One by excluding the attributes of Nous ruthetl‘ than arrive at
Nous by splitting up or adding to the One. Ag a matter of history one could
even say that the notion of the One was reached by splitting up Neus. IHowc\-'er
much of a Platonist one may be and however strongly one might insist on th‘t-.
need to explain lower in terms of higher being, one cannot artl‘ivc at one's
great Platonic truths without going through the process of abstraction from and
Comparison with the contents of the sensible world 47, And one might say that

(46) bmepayabéc (VI. 9.6.40), Omepvémowg (VI. 8.16.33), Orepdvrag r:\-'I.r 8.14.43).

{47) Plotinus himself gives these as ways to knowledge of the On-_z, of. \I 7-36.06-8.
The method of arriving at the One by abstraction goes back in the Platonic uarliltlon to ALFI-
NUS, Did. X = 165.14 fi. HERMANN; cfr. H. WOLFSON, ‘Albinus and Plotinus on divine
attributes *, Harvard Thenlogical Rewvieto, 45 (1952), 117 ff.
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the viz negativa to the One has already been trodden on the way to the deli-
neation of Nozs and Soul.

By its nature the Onc must be determined by what comes below, for
its super-essence, if one may use the term, is to be what the others are not.
Plotinus more than once stresses that the One is different from all the others
(V.3.11.18, V.4.1.5-6). Less clearly motivated by the exigencies of the
system, we find a tendency for the individual souls to be determined by what
comes below them, though admittedly what is below has been pre-formed
by the world-soul acting on matter, But since matter is devoid of all quality
(cfr. IT1.4.14.24, VI.1.27.2), and individual souls and to a large extent the
world-soul are theoretically identical, all individual compounds of soul and
matter, or soul and bady, should be identical too. That they are not is para-
doxically duc to body, which should have no influence on soul, Body reccives
as much soul as it can (VI.4.3.10-11). Differences between individuals
may be caused not only by body (IV.3.8.35-9) but also by the environment
(HL.1.5. 10 ff, IV.3.7.22-5) @8, And it seems not altogether unrcasonable
to see the problems about Nows and Soul as at least partly caused by these
tendencies.  If what it is to be Nows must be expressed in terms of Soul
without removing so many of Soul's attributes that we arrive prematurely
at a description of the One there is not much room for manocuvre,

So far we have considered these problems of demarcation mainly in
terms of Mous and Soul gua hypostases. If we accept that there is some serious
doubt as to where the boundaries in the intelligible arc we may be less
perplexed by certain problems about the higher reaches of the individual
soul. One is the question of Ideas of individuals, This is a doctrine for whose
adoption by Plotinus there is very little firm evidence. I do not propose to
discuss this question again here, but think it safe to say that some of the texts that
appear at first sight to support the belief may be seen to refer cither definitely,
or at least possibly, to individuality at the level of Soul, whose contents are
not described as Ideas, or rather vaguely in the intelligible, and so not neces-
sarily in Nous itself 49, Definite examples are the passages we have alrcady
mentioned inVI. 4-3540, possible ones that in TV, 3. 5-6 G0 and also IV.3. 12118
In general we may recall that véec are often included in the contents of Soul
(VI.4.14.2-3). All this suggests that we must view somewhat critically the
idea that the undescended part of the individual soul, its Nows, 1s necessarily
in the hypostasis Nous ‘). When Plotinus tells us that not all the soul de-
scends, he may mean that some of it remains at the level of the hypostasis
Soul. It would then incidentally, for the reasons that we have mentioned, be
a zows, but would not be there primarily, as would those entities which have

(48) On this point cfr. BLUMENTHAL, Le Néoplatonisme, Go.

(49) Cfr. Plronesis, 11 (1066), 61-80.

(50) See above [212] and Phrowesis, 11 (1966}, 70-3.

(51} See above [214] and Phrownesis, 11 (1966), 68-9.

(52) When Plotinus uses sows to refer to the reason this is clearly at a lower level.
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tus of Ideas. Thus we should have a sort of step in the intelligible world,
atu : C . .
tthe individual Nous at one level below hypostasis Nows and its consti-
; ame height as hypostasis Soul, the completely transcendent

the s
with )
the s

ts, but at e
e The basic statement of Plotinus’ view on the the undescended

.. of Soul. !
g ° Below this

- ollect, IV.8.8.1-3, is not incompatible with such a situation.
e e ljt-vf'l of intelligible being would come the second level of the individual

secon :
i Here we may recall the passage where Plotinus

soul, namely the reason.
talks of it as 0 ugoov, between that which is always turned upwards and that
alk I & L

hich is directed to the things here (11.g.2.4 ff.) 53, In the following lines
w E 2l ) :
actually savs that the part of our soul which is not a part is at the level

lotinus . . .
i And in this treatise,

of the world-soul, which works without ??Livo_m.fﬂ},
where Plotinus is defending his system of strictly thrcc hypostases, world-
soul tends to be seen as on a level with hypostasis Soul to a greater extent
than in other writings.

In this light we may look at certain passages in two late treatises, V. 3 [49]
and 1.1 [53], which look as if they may lower the status of the indi\'idl.}ﬂl
intellect from that which it is usually thought to have enjoyed in certain earlier
writings. The picture is not entirely clear, and the problem would be less
serious if there were not the difficulties we have discussed about where to
draw the line between Soul and News, At V.3.3.23-6 Plotinus talks of a
nows which is ours other than that which thinks discursively, and on top of it,
but still ours even if we do not count it among the parts of the soul. Here we
scem to have the usually accepted standard position.  In the next chapter, how-
ever, at lines 20 fl., Plotinus seems to cnvisage self-knowledge taking place
when we use a power of the soul above Suivois—a power which must he our
nous—and see a Nows which is really above us: &kky Suviuer mposyenodpevor
vy b ywhewovte fauthv watobbpede B Exelvov petahaPévres, énelnes wdneivog
Npétepos ol fpele dnéwou 550, The #hkn Svepis is probably a power be-
tween Suivorr and Nows itsclf, and that would be our #oews at the level of
hypostasis Soul, but here too Plotinus” words could be taken to mean that even
a part of Nous itself is attached to our soul: then the use of the &g Shvepig
would enable us to see itself as a mous which is in fact identical with it. Similar
difficulties are presented by other passages in this treatise 5%, The situation
might once again be that Plotinus is concerned with the contrast between
the self-knowledge allowed by that direct grasp of an object identical to the

(53) For the term péoov cfr. I 1.11.4.
(54) Here we may compare [IL. 4.6.21-3: ¥p vie oleoBur xal wiouov sha & 7§
by fuév wh whvoy vomréy, dahd wal Yugfic g wdowou duondF SdBeow: if the wod means
‘and furthermore *, then the top part of our soul is here too seen as being on a level with the

World—soul. If duyFic Thg wdopou Suomdi Siibeow is to be taken as something additional to
the 34 3

) TR0g vonTig then we seem to have two transcendent lavers of the individual soul, paral-
e]

With the world—soul and the véouog vonTic,
(55) This is part of a question: it is answered in the affirmative.
(56) Other doubtful passages in V. 3 arc 4.8-10, 7.25-7, 8.44-8 and ¢.7 ff.
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subject which may be said to characterize the whole of the intelligible when
the differences within it are not being stressed, and the inability of the discur-
sive level to produce such self-knowledge,

We may look at some doubtful passages in 1.1 in a similar wav. Here
Plotinus says that »ews is common to all because it is indivisible, but that each
of us has it as his own: 67 &y wal Exaoror adtdy hov & Juyf < Ty
(I.1.8.3-6). Yuzf i medry could mean the hypostasis, and here we may
compare the phrase 7 uév mpay 7§ petd volv in the next treatise (1.7 [54].
2.6-7), or it could mean the top part of each individual soul: the latter seems
less likely, but if it were what Plotinus means then the individual soul would in
fact reach up into the hypostasis Aows. That is also suggested by 1.1.9. 13-15.
The difficulty of interpreting these two treatises in this respect is erystallized
in the last sentence of 1.1, pépos ydp xal obros (voiic) fuév wal wehc Toiizow
dwpev, Professor Theiler thinks that Plotinus is merely exaggerating in calling
nous a part of us, One could object that if any part of Noews, or the intelligible,
is in us, then so is the whole, but in so far as Plotinus is discussing what
belongs to the individual and what does not he should be more precise.  Tf
Theiler is right then the intention of the closing remark would not be incon-
sistent with what seems to be the meaning of the passage in chapter 8.

On balance then it scems that these two treatises regard our nows as
being in Soul, but the balance does not tilt very far. [t may be that Plotinus'
statements are so irritatingly ambiguous just because he was not here parti-
cularly interested in making the distinctions we arc trying to find. Just as
in the passages in V.3 he finds the conditions for self-knowlege in direct
intuition and wishes merely to distinguish the kind of thought where they
exist from that where they do not, so in 1.1 he is basically concerned to
define the L&ov, and so to distinguish what is and what is not part of the sen-
sible man.  Any distinctions within the intelligible arc less important. But
I think that these passages require a more detailed treatment than they can
be given here and am prepared to find that my present view of them is ina-
dequate. It is a question that I hope we might discuss.  For the moment let
it be said that in these discussions of the individual soul we scem to find
that Plotinus will be less careful of differences within the intelligible than he
would be if he were concerned primarily with these. And so the situation is
very similar to that which we found when looking at News and soul gua hypo-
stases. But while this way of looking at some of the problems mayv be helpful,
we should not assume that it will solve them all 68,

(57) ad loc. THEILER compares V.3.3.24 ff.
(58) I should like to thank Professor ARMSTRONG for reading and criticizing a draft
of this paper.
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SOUL, WORLD-SOUL AND INDIVIDUAL SOUL IN PLOTINUS

ResumME

Plotin aflirme que toutes les Ames ne sont quune dme ; cetlbe dme unique inclut l‘ﬁme_ du
monde et les dmes individuclles, Pourtant toules les dmes peuvent se comporler de maniere
différente, en particulier I'dime du monde. Celte situalion engendre des incohérences. Le présent
exposé est destiné & définir ce que sont exactement ces incohérences, ainsi que leur origine el
leur étendue. . .
Plotin parle peu de la nature des différentes dmes. Au premicer abord, on ne voil pas clai-
rement s'il y a deux ou Lrois sortes d'imes ; mais on peul finalement constater qu'il y a chez
Plotin trois sorles d'ame et que 'dme du monde est différente de I"Ame-hyposlase, Les dmes
individuelles sont en théorie égales, par leur slatut, & "ame du monde, Plotin ne donne pas
d'explicalion satisfaisante des différences qui existent entre les dmes individuelles ou entre
celles-ci et 'ame du monde. Quand il examine les activilés des différenles dmes, leur égalite
disparail. Ces différences paraissent, résulter du corps. Cest encore une nouvelle incohérence,
puisque les différences entre les corps sonl produites en premier lieu par "ame. De la méme
maniére, le corps semble conlroler élendue de la descente de 'ame et il ne deveail pas en Gtre
ainsi, La supériorité de "ime du monde sur les Ames individuelles provient du fait qu’elle posséede
un corps supéricur : de méme les caracbérisliques des ames individuelles résulltent de différences
de corps et de milieu environnanl, done aussi des passions, auxquelles I'dme du monde n’est
Pas sujelle. Le modele qui régit les relations enlre les ames est Je suivant : elles sont unies au

lsﬂm}'net, divergent au plan de la raison et de la sensation et, curieusement, se réunissent au point
¢ plus bas,

. It is well known that Plotinus frequently asserts that all souls are one, a unity
Wich includes hoth the world soul and the soul of each individual. It is ecqually
Yell-known that all these souls can and do behave in different ways in spite of their
% l:‘d.amental unity.  In particular the world-soul is very different in its conduct, if
Otin 1ts essence, from the souls with which it is supposed to be identical.  That these
WO Positions are in fact inconsistent must be evident to all students of Plotinus, even
Ugh the point, has not received much attention. In a way this is not surprising,




