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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.

I

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,
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since it soon becomes clear Lhat the problem has no solution. I should like to say 0¥ YT, which will then be coextensive with the hypostasis.  If the

the LPUZ'T_"_ hree, we shall have to ask how they are related.  Is there then a straight
answer l-'«'_‘t.' nl;_ }rom the hypostasis Lhrough the Juyi <ob mavséc to the individual souls,
line of deh,{'.‘.: 3;1{1 the Juzh 705 mavrés direclly descended from the hypostasis?
o ars'i,he\al{he second qlmsl.ion is merely hypothetical if the answer to the first is two
blIlCl}'l e “c must deal with that first.  Let us return to IV, 9, 4 where the problem
g % :t;]tt‘ d. There Plolinus speaks of one and the same soul being in the many
Sel ,lﬁzl before this one that is in Lhe many another that is not, from which derives
bodwh"'that is in Lhe many: toito 84 Zom 1o ploy xel Thy wbtiy &y mokhols cdpuot Yuyhy
thF} e L mpd TadTrg '.‘T;c: utis Hs &v mohholg &0y o slvar u?) év mokhole, do’ fg 7 &v
g :; [I{-’ 9, 4, II-:')—IS}. This and other similar references to many souls being
“op‘?ﬁp‘[mm i ,(ﬂ‘n_ IV, 8, 3, 11-12; III, 9, 3, 4-b) do not specify what that one is,
de‘mdCt théy make il clear whether the world soul is to be included in the multitude.
r;?;rit (:tands our text allows Lhe possibility that the source Uf‘ the many souls is either
.tl';e world goul or the hypostasis ilsell.  If the two are identical then, of course there

the start that T am nol going to produce a solution out of the hat. For whatey,
reasons Plotinus does not provide us with the necessary material.!  The purposg
this paper is merely to examine what Plotinus does say, to look more closely at
inconsistencies that there are and to consider their extent. There are certain thing
I do not intend to do.  One is to dizscuss Lhe philosophical validity of PloLinug’ claj
about the unity and multiplicity of soul.  Another is to handle, excepl incidental]
the problem of the soul’s descent, though this is a problem that cannot, really be solve
unless one can define the differences between souls, E

Most discussions of the relations belween different kinds of soul on Lhe one han”
and between different souls of one kind on the olher, are concerned with what they
do rather than what they are.  This in itsell is significant, because most of w
Plotinus says is relevant only to the first of these questions. Though he devotes
certain amount of space to the proposition that all souls are one, he is more concerne
with establishing their similarity than defining their differences.  When the difference
are important, they arc either assumed or attributed to what are perhaps improper|
described as extrancous influences.  To this point we must relurn at some len
later. At this stage it may be desirable to recall one of Plotinus’ discussions of
unicity of soul. i

The fullest treatments of this question are to be found in [V, 9 and at the start
of IV, 3. In IV, 9, which is specifically devoted to our problem, it soon become
clear that Plotinus is ill at case, a fact noticed by Harder who said that this treatis
has the character of an apologia®. 1L is studded with expressions expecting disbelief?
The first three chapters urge the view that all souls arc one and attempt to dispel
two objections, how two individuals can act or perceive differently if their souls ar
one, and how, if all souls are one, there can be different types of soul.  The first
met with the answer that the difference is possible because the two do not share
body or one cwapgézepov.  Herein lies an inconsistency which we shall have
consider.  Plotinus also compares sensations in different, individuals Lo a perception
in one part of an individual which is not shared by the other parls.  An appeal to
this analogy is also used against the second objection. 3

In the fourth chapler of this treatise Plotinus takes up Lhe question he had earlier
reserved, how all the souls are one.  Ile had mentioned two possibilities.  The first
was that the souls are one because they come from 4 w08 mavzds vy (ch. 1, 10-11), the
second that the b mavtds Juyh as well as the individual souls come from one soul
and are therefore one.  These alternatives, which Plotinus here leaves open, Ta
the question whether 4 w03 mavtde duys is oris not identical with Wuys the third hyposs
tasis.  Does Plotinus distinguish two kinds of soul, the individual goul and the t[.ltf (1
7ob wavzég or three, the individual soul, the Jvyh 703 mav=ée, and fuyh without qualifi=
cation?  If the answer to this question is two, the individual souls must come fro

8 well il

is no problem. ) . . : )
i NI;w a elance at the relevant texts might easily give the impression that the

world soul and the hypostasis are in fact the same.  This was the view of Zeller, and
others have followed him.!  If they are right, then Juyh 708 muvtds must refer to t?oth
and be that soul from which the other souls come.  But there are texts where Plotinus
refers to the world soul as the sisler of Lhe individual souls (IV, 3, 6, 13; 11, Q, 18,‘16}.
These mighl, arouse suspicion, since if Lhe world soul and the hypostasis are identical,
we shall be left, with a position where the world soul is bobh parent and sister of the
other souls, for in our passage from 1V, 9 and its parallels it would have to be their
parent.  Matters are not helped by the fact that the contexts in which the term
7 708 mavthe duyh, or its equivalent 4 ol Siou duyy, are used do not always delimit
its reference.  Bul there are some which do.  Let us look at a passage where 4 tod
mavtog Guyh) musk refer not to the hypostasis, bul to a world soul which has another
form of soul above il.  In 1V, 4, 32, talking about how the components of the world
Soov are parts, Plolinus says &sov 3¢ nad Juyfs Tob movtds petdyer, xoTd TooobTov Wl
T0TY C xwd 16 pdv phvng tateng petéyovre xotk mev St pbp, boo Bt xal Emg, Tabry Eyer
%0 pi) péen mavay elver (1L 8-11).  Here #0we must signify a soul other than and
higher than thal which is described as uyd 1ob mavede.  This higher soul can only
be the hypostasis.  The same conclusion may be drawn from a remark early in IV, 3
alEOUL the difficulties that occur el wh =g <6 pdv & othosiev 89’ &uvted pi mimrov ele
o0pe, el &8 Suelvou tde mdouc, iy Tz 1ol Shou nal s &g (IV, 3, 4, 14-16). It is
clear from the context, that the & referred to here is a unity which is soul.  This
must be the hypostasis, so here too 4 o8 §aou Juy# is thought of as being derived from
rather than identical with it.  Since the point might be made that % w03 8hov duy is
Dot necessarily the same thing as % <ol movsog duy, it may be as well to state explicitly

at the two terms do refer Lo the same entity. We may safely conclude that we
4 dealing with three Lypes of soul rather than two, and that it is the world soul that

, . ' 15 ¢ Bt )
(1) This was alrcady noticed by ZeLLer, Die Philosophie der Griechen [1L.ii% Leipig, 1881, p. o4 alled 7] TOU TV TGS f;u:{"f;.

n. 4.
(2] Plotins Schriften.  Ubersetzt von K. Harder? [ b, Hamburg, 1956, p. 458,
(3] e.g. obn dromov od8E dmoyveotiov, 2,20, uh 3 T dmeteltw, 5,7.  Cf. the talk of raxperpul)

P 113{1] Op. cit., P. 538, O mosl recently J. M. Rist, Plolinus. The Road to Realily, Cambridge, 1967,
and wetfeh in a similar conlext at VI, 3, 11, 5-7.
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Before we go on to deal with our sceond question, the one about the relatigy
belween these three types of soul, it may be worth considering briefly why duyd) =
movtée might be identified with Juy# loul court.  In the first place there are Passa
which suggest that the world soul comes next after No3s in the hierarchy of beip,
Thus we may read voic 87 Juyf $dwa 7 760 mavrée, duyh 8 mug’ abTis N UETE voiy .
pe?’ edtiy Edpmovce xol tumobao (I1, 3, 17, 15-16).  Here there is no intermediay
between Nolg and what is called Quyt =03 mavtéde.  The same is true of a passag
the following chapler, at 11, 3, 18, MI.  The contexts are similar and provide us wit
a likely explanation of the apparent inconsistency.  In hoth cases Plotinus is dise :
sing the demiurgic functions of soul and intellect: in chapler 18 Nois is actuall
called 3npwvgyds.  Hence what matters is the chain of command between Noiz ay
Lthe lower manifestations of Soul which Plotinus elsewhere calls odoiz.  The worl
soul, like the soul of the individual, has direct access to Nobic in cerbain circumstances
and the Lranslation of what is in Neiiz into Lhe ereation of our world is a case wh
such aceess is likely to be emphasised.  Bul we should not infer that the access g
any entity to higher forms of being means that other forms of being may not exXis
between.  After all the possibility of mystic union for the individual does not imp
the abolition of Notis.  Iere is one starting point for the view thal duyh <05 mays
and the hypostasis are idenlical.  Another might be found in those ]_mas'sagﬁs whie
show that the world soul is not preoccupied with the world (e.g. IV, 3,12, 811.).  One
of these does actually treat all soul and the world soul as one: 4 pdv 6y %ol Ehoy s
roopet bmepéyouon drdvarg (LV, 8, 8, 13-14). "

Plotinus’ strict posilion is that the hypostasis and Juyh 105 movréc are nol
same.  But we should perhaps allow that, while duyh ©ob mavebe always refers to
world soul, it may nol always have the same upper limits.  So in the demiur
passages which we have considered Plotinus could have been thinking of the hypost
in so far as it is manifested in the world soul.  Further there is no need to conclud
from the fact that Plotinus does distinguish the hypostasis Soul and world soul
we are to envisage a series of five hypostases, the One, Nofe, Soul, World Soul, a
its lower part which may or may not be called gbsic.  The point is that, when Plotinus
is making the kind of distinctions we have been discussing, he iz not abandoning the
view that all souls are ultimalely one. This totality of soul is referred to by th
lerms méoa Juyh and 8in duyh (IV, 3, 6, 12 and 111, 2, 4, 10-11).

We musl now turn Lo the relation between our three types of soul.  The secon
alternative which Plotinus mentioned in 1V, 9, 4, namely that bolh world soul an
Ihe individual souls come from one soul, would give us a triangular relations
with the hypostasis at the apex of the triangle and all other forms of soul distribu
along the base.  Further evidence for this model may be seen in Plotinus’ deseript
of the world soul as 6ueeid4s with the individual souls (V, 1,2, 44; IV, 3, 6, 1). Sué
a relation is also suggesled by those passages which refer Lo the world soul
the sister of the individual souls.  However a closer inspection of these passage
shows Lhat the world soul is al least a senior sister.  The exact status of the individ
souls will emerge more clearly from a consideration of their functions. As far
their nature is concerned Plotinus tells us virtually nothing. Both world soul an
the individual souls seem to be such as they because they are either world soul @

ar individual souls.  If we ask why one part of 'Soul should. be world soul
han the others, the answer Wi.fll.‘l.ld appear to be fsnnply that the one part is

ul whereas the others are individual souls. It is probably because there 1s
world E definition of the difference between various souls on the same level and
i precliie differences are lefl to emerge from their activilies that the world soul does
becauset be higher than its theoretical peers.  The same is Lrue of the differences
e Ovarious individual souls.,  Usually their individuality does nol seem Lo be
bebweefntheir definition.  When it is, it arises from their dependence on an Idea of
art ti]'vidual (ef. V, 7, 1), and Plotinus does not normally take such Ideas into account.
e lna; by no means cerlain thal Lhey existed.!  Otherwisc Plotinus does not seem
Hch‘:vp had any satisfactory explanation of how souls are both a unity and a number
t? discr‘ctﬁ individuals,  When he is talking about the souls in Lhe intelligible, he will
Occept. that they differ by otherness (Erepérig, VI, 4 [22] 4, 24-6), but when later he
ias concerned with souls in the world, he will reject the idea as being appropriale only
to Nobe (IV, 3 [27] 4, 9-14).  One cannot help feeling Lthat his a_f‘forts to prow’de an
explanation are in the end unsuccessful because there was none with which he hlmf:el[
could be satisfied.? The position is reminiscent of Plato’s reluctance to describe
the Form of the Good, at least in the dialogues.* What Plotinus gives us is an analogy
bebween the souls and the differenl powers of one individual soul (IV, 9, 2), and the
oft repeated statement Lhat soul is indivisibly divided (ef. esp. IV, T and IV, 2 passim).
The second requires further explanation.  The first is inadequate. While it may
explain why you and I do not have Lhe same affections and perceplions, it can hardly,
as Plotinus intends it to, explain why you are good while T am bad (IV, 9 [8] 2, 21-4).
The single souls may be the basis of different physical functions in the several parts
of one organism, but these various parts do not have contradictory moral qualities.
When Plotinus returns to this question of good and evil later, the answer that emerges
is [that the difference depends on the extent of one’s association with the body (VI,
4 [22] 15, 17 11.).

This kind of answer is typical of whal happens when Plotinus discusses differences
between souls or proceeds on the assumption that they exist.  In theory, as we have
Just seen, the world soul is on a level with the individual souls with which it is identical.
A_s soon as Plotinus begins Lo talk about whal the souls do, their equality begins to
disappear. Interestingly the pattern is not, as one might expect, one ol divergence
from the top.  The souls do in a sense reunite when they reach their lower limits.
B_llt before examining this pattern let us look at the differences that result from the
different tasks assigned to world soul and Lhe individual souls.

In the first place the world soul is in control of what Plotinus regards as a stable
and worthy body, the xéopoc (IV, 8,2, 6 f1.).  In this respect the slar souls are to be

articul
rather t

L1 (113;3?“ this question see H. J. BrusmestHarn, ‘Did Plotinus believe in Ideas of Individuals?', Phronesis,
s, { 1 l-gp. (‘:1—80.. For another view sce Fist, ‘Torms of Individuals in Plotinus’, Classical Quarlerly
@ .-Th'%, p. ?,‘2,‘1-31 and ep. eil, (p. 57, n. 1) p. 111 and 255, n. 9.
mnﬁmi; at Plotlm‘l? was well aware of the difliculty is indicated by his appeal lo divine aid, Odv
With an f"‘ ’WF&‘{.:AEGM-,E:_, at IV, 9, 4,6-7.  We may compare his reference to the Muses when confronled
f’ her daunling problem, the origin of time (111, 7, 11, 6-11}.
(3) E.g. Rep., 506 dee.
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grouped with the world soul rather than the other individual souls (cf. 1I, 1, 5 8
They share the world soul’s immunity from disturbance (11, 9, 18, 30-2).  Hera
come to one of the major inconsistencies in Plotinus’ treatment of soul.  Fop
bodies are not mere matter, but matter informed by soul (IV, 7, 1, 8-10). The
that is responsible for this information is the world soul. It marks oul the ero
for the individual souls (VI, 7, 7, 8 {I.) and prepares bodies to be Lheir homeg
3% #8n Bvrog (sc. cdpatos) olov aderofic Yuyfic dpyodoms wobexs Méhayov, olov Tpomy
axevasaong Taltg adtals olwfesig (IV, 3, 6, 13-15; cf. 11, 9, 8, 15-16). From thig
would expect all bodies at least within a species to be similar at this stage. §
differences as there are should only reflect the contents of NoBe.  And yet we
often told that it is the body or the cuvaugézepoy, the compound of body and the lo
level of soul, that determines the nature of the individual.  And not only he
but the environment that has been produced by irradiations (#aduec) from the v
same world soul that has produced the bodies (ef. 111, I, b, 11 fI., TV, 3, 7.0
Moreover soul does not always enforce its authority even on matter (I, 3, 12, 9-[1)
The same sort of difficulty is involved in the idea that souls differ in proportion g
body’s capacity to receive them.  While all soul is present everywhere, cach th
that receives il can reccive only a certain amount: é AxBdv ToooBrov 23uvifn Aub
mavtog mapbvrog (VI, 4, 3, 10-11, cf. ib. 15, 3-6). Thus the way in which a bod
besouled depends on differences in the bodies although they have originally b
preformed by illumination from the same source.  What all Lhis means is that b
not being able to explain the differences between souls intrinsically, Plotinus
allowed himself to arrive at a position that is doubly inconsistent.  Doubly heca
in the first place he admits that body determines the type of soul a living being 1§
to receive and secondly because he has made the differences in body arise from a
combination of undifferentiated matter and at best partly differentiated irradiatios
from soul. ~ Further as we have seen, it is the world soul, which is basically the same
as the individual souls, that has prepared the ground for Lhe differences. |
These difficulties may also be observed when Plotinus discusses the descent of
the soul, or at least the depth of that descent.  Here again it is, in the last res
the nature of the body concerned that is the conlrolling variable,  For it is the bo
as much as any inherent differences in the souls thal initially determines how
they will go: zdrewsn 82 ele Erowoy Exdaorn %ol dpolwow s Swbéoews * xel ydp, & dv Suows
Belon §), péperar, %) piv els dvbpwmoy, 7 8¢ elg Ldov & dano (IV, 3, 12, 37-9).  As the
immediately preceeding words show this also holds within the same natural kinds:
And each soul will mould itself to fit its recipient (VI, 7, 7, 13-15).  Another fac
contributing to the position may have been that, if Plotinus had put all the differen
in soul, he would have had to say thal some souls were essentially evil. There i8
exception to the general rule thal body plays.a large part in determining what happ
to the soul. Tt is the idea that the nature of a soul depends on its former lives
general (III, 4, 2, 11 {I.; IV, 3, 8, 5-9) and its memories in particular (IV, 4, 3, 3-
Plotinus believed in reincarnation no less than did Plato.* It followed that forme
lives could influence the soul.  But at a theoretical first incarnation this last influen

(1} CI. A. N. M. Ricn, ‘Reincarnalion in Plotinus’, Mnemosyne, ser. 4,10, 1957, p. 232-8,

11

SOQUL, WORLD-30UL, INDIVIDUAL SOUL 61

i loes i / - ;orld soul because its duties are
licable.  Nor does it apply to the worl 1 s
would mob b(? ;I:\pa;d may be seen as an ever-present umLy_( IV, 4, 91ff). The same
always t}h;hsrl ta;' <ouls. which here again are to be classed with world soul even though
B & = 1 =

js true O | + individual souls (ef. IV, 4, 6 fI.).
phey are i fca;:cl?hc differences which result from memory are or may be the result
gy ca-t o

T e soul.  Onee again we have no intrinsic difference. E)nly
rsl ?:E?r;:—,dlngzr? or less by definition, cxcmp_l; from outside inﬂucn(-;e. Some
tligworld S a . be found in the suggestion that it is free of all those passions whose
Ex?lm-latlon mthﬁe \'il"t-ucs because there is nothing outside it which could be a ‘thr'eat
opposites 3¢ B X0 YO 0013, of. 11, 9, 18, 24-7).  Unlike the individual souls it does
oran abtragtlfgﬁa(t .i:,aa;ociatc‘ closely with body (ef. e.g. 111, 4, 4, 4-7) although 'hkc
not d?scen. ,series ﬂf reflections extending downwards as far as soul can go. Pl?tmus
gy 1t hasal . thal it governs the world from above with no difficully : HmepEyouao
Wii,l usual{?’ 58358' 14). In such contexls the world soul is not in body. There
?}.1':0\'(0!; {alqs;[_’(‘, “-:I‘mre it is, namely L1, 9, 18, 20 fI., where the indi\'id_ual souls_ are sg}d
ape b ‘h\ -'aahilit to live in their bodies in a way closely resembling that in which
e tl ; 1 liveb‘: inite. It may be that we can attribute this statement to overen-
i ‘?;srrii ;{t)luplotiilus' [_;art in the peculiar context. e is after all in this treatise
tl;:ilerned to stress the value of the I‘)‘[]y&ii('ﬂl world a‘gainst the G‘I.IUSFICS. and éniyul}?.
the chapter in question be allowing himself to be f:alrrwd away by 1]wl:onc.. ) ut : “,
point scems to be simply that the best souls ;Errf’\l'u'tually not in their 'lw,l mf% a d] r
so that to adduce the world soul’s presence “in” ils bod_y as an }dniﬂl)lm_oh-fs on 31
a slight inaccuracy. The remark need not be inconsistent with Plotinus usuah
position.  Being outside body absolves the world soul flron} any alteralion Lhrptll_g.
association with body, but also means that it cannot acquire individual characleristics
from those additions or accretions — mpoeabiuen — which become attached to other
souls on their descent (VI, 4, 6, 4-5). .

The causes of Lhis descent are a subject on their own, but one point should be
mentioned.)  This is Lhat in so far as the world soul as well as Lhe individual souls
are involved in creation and separation from the intelligible world, l‘}o'_i':h are Bn Ehil-
same footing.  They wish to be their own masters (V, 1, 1, 3-5, III, 7, 11, 15-17).2
World soul and the individual souls thus become separate i}]]l Lhe t;an}c way and at the
same point.  From here we may look at the pattern of their relation.

At the top all souls are together in the totality of soul, distinct_hul, not sclparati-
V1, 4, 14 passim).  Separation is a function of body (VI, 4, 8, .12:]7'}. }\'ltpout
1t the souls are related in much the same way as the parts of Nob¢ (1V, 3, b, 16-16;
eV, 9, 6,89). And in so far as they arc turned towards Nots thal is just \\'h_ﬂ\l,
: ey are. It is characleristic of world soul to retain this orientation (11, 3, 18, 9-10].
Wl’!‘h the individual soul, though it does have that higher part always above to
WAICh it may turn, the orientation is not permanent.  Since world soulis them‘ctlc'all‘y
“Wvalent to the individual soul and sinee it extends downwards just as far, it is

of facto

{

1) l“l_'l' a recenl discussion sec 1hst, Plotinus. The Road to Itealily, ch. 9. =
i (2) Rist argues thal Plotinus does not mean the same thing in these two texts—the first about mdlvtdu;_ll
g the second about world soul ~beeause Lhe conlext is dilferent ib. p. 267, n. 3. | eannot follow Lhis
"umeny,



interesting Lo speculate whether Plotinus made his confessedly bold and idiosyney
claim that the individual soul has a part which never descends primarily in orde
retain the parallelism belween the two Lypes of soul.  Thal Lhere were other reag
to commend such a view is not be denied.®  The question, to which unfortuna
there can be no answer, is merely whether the theoretical equivalence of souls
his starling point.  The way in which Plotinus could think of the world as parg
Lo the individual is well illustrated by a passage where he splits the xéopoc as
as the individual into two, a part composed of body and a kind of soul attached tg
and another, the true self in the individual, the disembodied world soul in the wdq
(11,3, 9,30-4).  The same Lendency may explain why we have Lhe curious discussjg
about the earth having sense perception in IV, 4, 22 1.

At the level of the embodied soul, that is in the range of faculties from
discursive reason downwards, the souls are considered to be al their most separ;
and individual.  Here the identity of distinet individuals thal characterises gh
intelligible world is gone.  Instead we have a multiplicily of formally identi
individuals dependent on the appropriate Idea (VI, b, 6, 7-11)2 Tt is at the
of alelnaig Lhat Plotinus is most anxious that his doctrine of the soul’s unicity shoul
nol, be incompatible with the separate existence ol individuals (ef. IV, 9, 2). |
we are concerned with differences between souls whose mulliplicily slands in cont
to the singleness of the world soul.  Two other groups of differences, to a la
extenl related, serve to show the divergence between world soul and the individus
souls, namely those caused by body and the environmenl, which we have alre
mentioned, and those caused by the affections.  In Lheory, all souls are free froi
affections (dmebeic). The world soul remains so.  The individual souls do not.  Di
rences in the environment will affect the body and Lhis can, as we have seen, a
Lhe constitution of the individual.  Moral behaviour and one's susceptibility t
the affections are related to the composition of the body : xal opodpbrepn. B
embuplon npdoer to1de cwwdtov, @dan 88 ey (1, 8, 8, 30-1; cl. IV, 4, 31, 39-42).
the soul gives in Lo ils body’s constitution, it will be foreed to desire or be angry (
1, 8, 16-16).  In general the soul will be subject to affections if it associates close
with the body (IV, 7, 10, 7-11).  In the first inslance Lhe informed body (zoloy
atpe) and the compound formed by this and Lhe lower phase of soul called @isig
the subjecl of the affections, which are fransmitted upwards by the sensitive ar
imaginative faculties (1V, 8, 8, 9-11, 1V, 4, 17, 11-14).  But it can happen that
whole soul will he affected by excessive attention to the needs of the lower p
{ef. 1V, 4, 17, 20 I.).  The upper soul must therefore avoid taking more than U
necessary interest in the activities of the lower (I, 2, ). Thus the individual's
is subject to the circumstances in which it works and liable to deteriorate.  So 1D
case Plotinus cannot maintain in practice the doctrine Lhal Lhe soul is dma0ne®
the world soul it is quite otherwise.  Its attention is always directed upwards

(1} It provided an easy explanation of how men eould know the Forms and made lato’s douh‘ll’lﬂ_
anamnesis UNnecessary.

[2) Om the meaning of Lhis passage see Phronesis, L. 11, 1966, p. 71-3.

(3] These matters will be discussed more Tully in a fortheoming book.
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... work does not affect. it (el l\'_, 8, 2, 42 ff.]._ 'I‘Ih:r_:_ic%eal ‘_for th(c\individual soul is
its WOr world soul in tranquil administration (IV, 3, 12, 8-12).
fo jon LBEQ might suggest thal the world soul and the individual souls are furthest
A_ll tht:il‘ lowest reaches, bul curiously Lhis is not the case, or at least not always.
S Plotinus will regard the lowesl part of the soul, that part assuring life
s"metlm(?:h (th puTdv), as part of a wvertical seclion which is the individual soul.
and gro\:,ll us that, when the already ensouled entity which is body comes closer Lo
He “.Ill]b 'LOm;s a ]i{-'iuq body, and the Lrace of soul which it now receives brings Lhe
soul it i:-rcof the affections (VI, 4, 15, 817).  The additional soul that body here
beglpfltn;mgt he the outdy 1 any possibiliby that it is a higher form of soul is ruled
;T;eg:btht-, g.:_t..-lto.mcnt thal it is only now that the body becomes a lining body.  So
- passace would appear to conflich wilh the view that we receive the lower parls
Zlfn:hia:z:ﬁ from Lhe 111]1_11\-'L=.rs'n'.-.—].um'tsr to which we oppose another higher kind of soul
s, 7, o5-8, of. 1T, 2, 2, 3-b).  This opposition is of course L!n: resislance to thlc
affections thal Plotinus so often Lalks aboul, and the cnuj:rc of these _aﬁcctlons is
that very gurixoy which we receive from the world and [_,hus 1}'0]1‘1 its soul (ef. IV, 4, 28
passim).  The apparent inconsistency may be explained if we do nol forget that
Plotinus maintains Lthat all souls are one.  When in IV, 9, 3, he is discussing how
all the various levels of soul which may be distinguished and can exist without each
other will unile when separated from body, he remarks <o 88 Opemrucdy, el éx 7ol
Brav, Eew wol Exctvng, namely world soul: =6 Upemmuedy is clearly the same as <o guriedy
which he has just listed with the other facullies that reunite.  The point scems to
be that reunion is not really applicable Lo Uhis parl because it was never really indivi-
dualised, for he proceeds Lo pose and answer the question why il does nol, come from
our soul.  The answer is Lhal Lhis is « becauze the object of <pogd is a part of the
whole, a parl that is sentient in a passive way, whereas the sensation that makes
distinctions in alliance with reason belongs to the individual: this (Lhe lacully of
sensation) the soul does not need Lo use to form what alveady has its formation from
the whole” (ib. 25-8)1.  Here whal is allocaled to our soul and what is not depends
on the view that our hodies as such are parts of the world as a whole, and our indivi-
duality only begins above them. At other times, when Plotinus is analysing the
functions of an individual (ef. esp. IV, 4, I8 1. and 28), he will speak of the facultics
closely linked with the body as part of the individual, not unreasonably since the
3?}?? dics after all belong to us.  He is merely considering the same data from
tHerent standpoints.
e 0 Lhe. souls that, divm_‘gcd at Lh_'.'-: top have converged 'agaill at the bottom. In
un'ty We‘ have come fu_ll cirele. W{a have seen t_hat Plotinus' glalements :_xl'muL Lhe
1Ly Uf_ souls may at times be unsatisfactory.  But when we reach the point where
at unity might be most completely lost, we find that it will explain what would

ot, iq . 3 )
: ﬂer“’lbe be a serious inconsistency aboul our lower soul.
Cllect that mar

always acce
point Plotiy

IL is interesting to
1y of the problems thal do arise might not have arisen, had Plotinus
pted that the basis of individuation is to be found in Forms. Al Lhis
us may have been a better Platonist than his own best intercsts required.?

(1) 8z 73 L : PR - - . .
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