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Related 1STOLIe
and the arly Neo-Platonists

111 NEO-PLATONIST SELF-KNOWLEDGE S Y STEMS AN. ÄUGUSTINE

N eo-Platonıism wıthın the Philosophical tradıtıon

HKortin has VELY felıcıtously eXpressed LWwO of the haract-
eristie teachıngs of neo-Platonısm. Kırstly, of ıts teachıng that the
soul W3aS dıyıne he wrTote that although thıs idea went back LO Plato
Ür took 1ın neo-Platonısm, partıcularly 1ın Plotinus,

phiılosophiıcal A an sıgnıf1canCce whıich 1t; had
had before and would ave agaln. Er Can be asserted
wıthout al y exaggeratıon that al other tıme 1n the hıstory of
ancıent speculatıon Was the dıvınıty of the sou| affırmed ın
[L1OTE absolute 2a‚N! INOTE categorical 1)
Secondly, he noted that the hızh spirıtual ideal whıich ıt Pput

orward 1ın such purıty seemed LO make the Incarnatıon 1MpOS-
sıbılıty.

We fıind ,T the bottom of the debate between OChrıstians an
neo-Platonıists not. ın the fırst. place the imposs1ıbılıty of CONCEIVINS

WayYy In whiıich the unıon of the LWO natures In Chrıist would be
brought about, stall less the Manıchaean iıdea of matter being evıl
1n ıtself an hable LO contamınate being who W as unıted ıth 1t,
but the ıdea of sovere1ıgnl1y perfect (+0d who 18 ahle LO eNter
into dırect ontact ıth 11a  - N! become ONe ıth hım wıthout
losıng hıs transcendence (dechoir). It Was ]ust because such

Continuation of ugusitimanda 27 (1977), ome of the notes In the
following Lext, refer LO Oose

1) Christianıisme et Culture Philosophique Cinquieme Sliecle, Parıs 1959
Particularly the introduetion of PEPIN "Idees Grecques SUur |I’ Homme et Sur Dieu’,
Paris 1971, has rich study of the OCCUTLTEI1ICcE In classıcal and early Christian writings
of the idea. of the divinisation of INan, ıth ample references LO eXTS; 1t 18 deeper but
contaıns nothıing epigrammatıc.
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notion Was gıven IK8) (+0d hıgher than EVEeTr before, that ıts INCaT-
natıon seemed by COomparıson unbehevable
In ıts MOST spirıtual cConceptions neo-Platonısm dıffered from 1ts

phılosophiıcal SOUICES, EeVEIN though ıt ounded ıtself commentary
of Platonıist, Arıstotelan, Sto1lec an other eXTS; though probably ıts
greater sımılarıty LO authentiec Platonısm Justifies the uUSe of the tıtle
ıt; CarTtIies. Phılo’s phılosophiıcal Judaısm of the fırst CeNtUrYy W as

trıbute LO the early strength of the ecleectiec spirıtual phılosophy from
whıch 1t; SPIans The identification of the transcendent VOUS ıth the
Jewısh (+0d by Porphyry W as S12n of ıts synthetic W at later
stage What ıt CO not absorhb it; attacked hat seemed LO be
perıpheral subversıve MoOovements 1n Christianıty aN! Gnostielsm. 1Er
took upOoN ıtself the task of S1VINZ place LO the Graeco-Roman
antheon, demythologıisıng an enmythologısıng where approprliate,
fOor ıts convıctıon of the transcendent exıstence of mınd W as

unshakeable.
W hether he intended ıt OTL nOT, the teachıng an wrıting of Plotinus

offered alternatıve to Chrıistianıty whiıich W as made LO SeEeIMN Dy
COomparıson both less spirıtual and intruder into the COTPUS of
Graeco-Roman phılosophy, 1O In PTOCESS of being organısed iınto
coherent sSystem. Wıth Porphyry, who Was INOTEe 1INnC1sSıve an INOTe

tempestuous, neo-Platonıist thınkıng W as accompanıed ıth
intellectual onslaught agaınst the Chrıistianıty from whıch he mMa y
ave apostatısed. The evangelısts, he sald, WeTITe not wıtnesses of
Christ but inventors : erımınal sophısts » 3) an the relıg10us pOSSI-
bılıtıes of the system WeTITe incapable of leadıng LO the desıred eCSTaSY.
Hıs CONCEeEeTNN extended LO other relig10ns, eıther proposing theır INCOT-
poratıon attackıng them clearly he cCarrıed out the ecleectic dıialogue
LO the liımıts of ıts possıbıilıties. In correspondence ıth Kgyptıan
prıest he propose: erıtical purıficatıon of the worshıp whıich would
make I« approxımate to phılosophiıcal contemplatıon. He made
ımportant Commentary, known LO Augustine but NO  < ost 4) the

S) 0 C4 125 Hor wıder SULVGY of the points of neo- Platonist antıi-Christian
polemic SsSee W ALLIS, ‘Neo-Platonism’, London 1972, especlally 100-105

DE  z BOER, Historian anı hıs enemıles : Porphyry anı the Christlians’.
Lecture gıven at Cambridge 14th November, 972 ef. erusd. MUCT. ‘Porphyrios als
historicus In Z1]n strijd egen het Christendom)’, In : Varıa Historica) ffered LO
Byvanck, Assen 1954,

'T’he basıc works the COTPUS of Porphyry’s wrıtings Ar BIDEZ and EUTLER.
ei. UD 18)
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Chaldaean oracles themselves, A far 25 AD DCAaIS from theır fragmen-
Lar y remaıns, fusıon of Chaldaean Mazdaısm, Stolcısm and mıddle-
Platonıist conceptions. He Was INOTeEe CONCESSIVE than Plotinus OowarTds
relıg10us practices, an accepte theurgy of purıfıcatıon
of body

Porphyry dıed probably ın the fırst decade of the fourth CENTUTY,
about S1Xty before Augustine W as orn The neo-Platonıist
movement, after Ilamblichus INOTeEe an INOTe drıfting iınto predomıiın-
antly theurgıc rather than phiılosophıc fIorm, continued untiıl after
Augustine’s death Juhan the Apostate had made theurgy fashıonable.
When he dıed an Chrıistianıty Was restored, theurgy W as carrıed
only secretly, handed OWN 1n certaın amıles 5)

The neo-Platonısm agaınst which Augustine wTOTe Out of
the unsettled relig10us Aabvbe of the fourth CENTUTY Roman Kmpıre.
In hıs three re1gn the Kımperor Juhan had o1ven personal
NCOUTAgemMeEN LO the old paganısm, partıcularly the
classes, the defensıve agalnst Chrıistianıty which they consıdered
barbarıan an often morally COrTupt. The arguments of Porphyry
WeIe sed agaln agalnst Chrıistianıty 6) Wıth the demıse of an
paganısm Was not completely repressed. Under the hıberal regıme of
hıs SUCCESSoT Pagalıs still remaıned 1n the hıghest offiıce 7), and they
wWeTe characterised by the development of INOTeEe ardent, INOTIEC

mystıcal » pıety 3), showıng ıtself 1n the mM yStery cults and a least
the secTet. practices of the former Roman relıgıon 9) Intellectually
ahlıen LO them WeIe the neo-Platonıist thınkers 1n the Plotinus-Porphyry
tradıtıon who yet consıdered themselves Aas the intellectual apologısts
of the Roman tradıtıon 0ccasıonally theurgıst, but above mystagog1C

9) ‘In the fıfth century ıt; Was agaln openly taught an practised by the Athenlan
neo-Platonists : Proklos not only cComposed ITepi aywyRSs an urther cCommentary

the Chaldaean oracles, but Iso en]oyed personal V1IS1ONS (QUTOTTOUVLEVOLS) of Iluminous’
Hecate phantasms and WAsS, ıke the ounder of the cult, grea T raın makiıng’,

DoDDs, "T’heurgy anı ıts Relation LO neo-Platonism’, Journal of Roman LECS
XXXVIL,; 1947,

See LABRIOLLE, ‘La Reaction Paienne’, 1E W edition, Paris 1942, 421
Kor thıs period SsSCce art of thıs work : L’opposition intellectuelle SOUS ’ Empire
Chretien '9 summarısed 1ın uCh, crt. ‘ Histoire de l’Eglise)’, edited FLICHE anl MARTIN,
11L1, Paris 1936, 196 {f.

/) LABRIOLLE, 'La actıon 341
AU CH., °L’Histoire.. 196

9) LABRIOLLE g1ves concrete examples, Reaection.. 348 {ff.
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Dedieation to Cybele and Attıs by being drenched 1n the
blood of bull immolated above them would ave een alıen LO theır
cConceptions ; occasıonally they mıght CGOIMNE together 1n meeting
LOOIN 10) 'T’he arrıyal of neo-Platonıist mınded refugees 1ın North Afrıca
after the Vandal capture of Rome 1n 410 could ave een the 0OCcasıon
fOor the seem1ıng change 1n orientatıon of De T’rınıtate VILL-XV 11)
The preoccupatıon ıth neo-Platonısm of Jarge part of the De
O(rumtate Dexr 18 easıly shown. The earhest books AIe concerned LO CoOounter
the arguments that neglect of the old gods Was responsıble for the
debacle of 410 great deal of the second half 1S concerned ıth
refuting arguments taken from 91 eas three works of Porphyrty.
Thus from popular practice LO ıtes mMOst intellectual Justification the
whole spectrum of paganısm 1S Covered. The De T’rınıtate W as 9180
composed OVerTr long per10d ; the publıcation 1S dated by Brown 1ın
414, ıth 419 A late date On Brown’s datıng the sect1ons of the
De O(omtate De1 referring LO Porphyry Book VII ONWards) would ave
een gestatıng 1n Augustine’s mınd ,T precısely the tıme 1n whıch the
second part of the De T’rınıtate WOu ave been wrıtten and publıshed.
In caterıng for hıs newly arrıyed dısputants he would ınevıtably ave
found hımself arguıng agalınst the econtention that neo-Platonısm Was

the mMOost intellectual and perfect form of phılosophy 12) The LWO
of the apologıst ArIe both present In Augustine defence

agalnst attack and the preventıon of OSTAaSY, an offence the
wınnıng of CONVerts ; and Augustine made crıt1que of both Plotinus
an the INOTEe 1nCc1sıve FPorphry ıth that In 1eW. HKor the capacıtıes
of the atter he had WaLYy but profound respect. And 1n the sphere

10) Contrast Prudentius’s deseription of baptısm ın bull’s blood (DE LABRIOLLE,
‘La Reaection.. 348 (and Il. 5)-9 WI the kınd of worshı1ıp meant for SUuppOoSse
meeting house for neO-  latonists excavated at Ostija MEIGGSs, ‘Roman Ostia  -  9
Oxford 1960, 393

11) 'The cırcle for whom Augustine wrTote the De (livitate Dei, reconstructed by
BROWN, Augustine of 1DDO, London 1967, chapter 26, could ell fıt the recıplents

for whom the De T’rinstate Wäas intended the refugees CcCame LO North Africa after the
Vandal capture of Rome In 410 1W generatıon has COINE to demand NEeEW approac.
for the cultured noblemen of Rome had begun to make their felt,

refugees, In the salons of Carthage » (2Ö 300) So Ial y of the ecITcuUMsStANCES of
the writing of the De (ivitate Der which BROWN has worked out COU. be applıed to
the writing of the De T’'rınıtate (to which, gıven ıts ımportance, he devotes unbelievably
lıttle attention).

12) CH£. 103, 1a B 105.
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of world hıstory the City of (+0d Was shown IK0) be that LO whiıich a ]]
PTrev1ous epochs leadıng tOo the eschatologıcal phase of
humanıty, 1n parallel WaYy the De T’rınıtate MaYy be regarded statement
of dıyıne-human phılosophy, synthesıs of Judaeo-Chrıistian an
phılosophıc tradıtıons, statement of the pre-eschatologıcal stage
of humanıty's intımacy ıth (+0d through lıkeness an cult, the
'temple’ of the human sou| analysed tımelessly ö wrhalst the De
(ovıtate Dexr viewed the epochs of hıstory under the single unchangıng
provıdence of (+0d In both hıstorical tradıtıon and introspectıve
analysıs ıt Was NECESSaLY LO COINE LO ermMs wıth neo-Platonısm, LO
polın: out the vestigl1a De1i» both ın hıstory and 1n the mınd, to
contravert 1t; 1n ıts self and ın ıts flaws where it seemed LO PITODOSC
ıtself presumptuously agaınst the Church agalnst the revealed data
of the (+0dhead and ıts ımage 1ın INa

Dörrie has wrıtten about hat 1s 1n fact the other sıde of
thıs plıcture the tradıt1ıon-consclousNess of (Graeco-Roman phılosophy,
ıth Porphyry A kınd of Judge of thıs tradıtıon 13) Likening the
sıtuatıon LO the discernıng of Nne  — Gospel kerygma, he
that there must ave een Jjudgement al work LO keep tradıtıon
and truth together and 1ın terms of them, LO ontrol the Incorporatıon
of 1819  < element. And the basıc nature for thıs W as that phılosophy
of a, ]] chools had of ere being ONne A  0yos behind the dıf-
ferent forms of thought, an therefore thinkers must UL Yy LO discern
thıs Samne sıngle, ultımate xx Therefore, If the 0g0S 18 sıngle
then must phılosophy also... be 14) More than Plotinus, WTOTEe
Dörrıe, W as Porphyry concerned LO eNSUTE that nothıng whıch mıght
nOt be drawn legıtimately Out of Plato should be tolerated.

But 1t; Was 1n Just thıs spırıt that Augustine, ıth belief 1n
the sıngle Verıtas », made usSe of SOINC N! rejected other NeO-

Platonıist ideas. He asserted constantly the greater potential coherence
of the Chrıstian posıtıion 15)’ N! ıts abılıty LO fulfıl the aspıratıons
of those outsıde ıts tradıtıon an LO enfold them wıthın 16 The
Chrıstian sacramental, cultıc, bıbhcal an preached of ‘Deelsorge’

13) Ssee ‘Die Schultradition ın Mittelplatonismus un! Porphyrios’ ıIn Fondatıon
Hardt, EKntretziens AÄLII, ‘Porphyre’, (+eneva 1966

14) 09 CM.,
15) (5$: De T 'rınatate 7 ‘Quantum VeTrO ANe’ SUMmMmManm. naturam,

PCI intellıgentiam utcumque cernendam, NUSQUam melius, regente duntaxat fıdel
regula, acles humanae mentis exercet...’
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WerTe far suPerior IK8) the usSe of corporeal theurgy and the search for
intellectual eCSTaSY. That the OChrıistian experıence demanded faıth
Was not 1n question. Rıst has shown that W{ÜTLS In Plotinus CoOu

firm convıctiıon 1n the invısıble but real noetic COSTN1OS 16)
Porphyry had found 1ın the Chaldaean oracles triad Faıth-Truth-
Love and DaVC explanatıon of it whıch TEeSTts Platonıie
reinterpretatıon of Chaldaean doetrine » 18)’ an Platonie inter-
pretatıon of TLOTLS ıth relatıon LO the ods would ave commended
it 19) ATeTr Proklos made 7Tlf()"l'l.$‘ °the hıghest egree of knowledge’
SUPer10T C vVe LO VVOOLS through MLOTLS, aAnOeELa an EDWS, ever  Ng
1s con]omed LO thıs dıyıne. Lewy COMMEeNTS Ihus., Platonısm, In ıts
ultımate stage, professes the superlor1ty of iıllumıned Faıth OVeT

Knowledge, endıing ıth the SAamne doectrine ıth whıich Christian
theology had started 20)

Truiadıc and Enneadıc Structures N the Graeco-Roman Phlosophucal
Tradıtion and the OChristian T’rınmty

The phılosophıcal world into which fhe Chrıistian trinıtarıan
conception Cammne W as disposed LO TeCcelIve ıt by virtue of the rıch
ontent of ıts OW triadıe thınkıng, and OChrıistian apologısts WeTe

ready LO pomt Out thıs triadıcıty As much foreshadowıng of LEeVE-

latıon and Man y vestigla De1». Broadly speakıng, thıs trıadıec
thınkıng Was 1n four

@) triads 1n the dıyıne nature ;
O) cosmologıcal triads 1n Platonısm especlally the noetiec hypo-

sfasis Structures of neo-Platonısm ;
C) ecreational dıyıne relatıonal StructUres ;

epıstem1Cc Structures 21)
16) See chapter 7 of "Plotinus T ’he oad LO Kealıty", Cambridge 1967, especlally

AAA
17) TLliortıs KL aANOeıa KaL EDWS.
18) LEWY, ‘Chaldaean (Cracles an Theurgy’, (lairo 1956 (Recherches d’Ar.

cheologie de Philosophie et d’Histoire, AL1LL), 456
19) FKor brief appreclatıon of TLOTLS ın ato ıth relatiıon LO Christian belief,

SCcCe article "MLOTLS’, In : 'T’heologisches W örterbuch ZU/ Neuen Testame: edited Dy
FRIEDRICH, translated by BROMILEY, Grand Rapids 1968, vol VI 176-7,

V, especlally Laws € i 966 an for belief ın the .ods.
20) LEWY, 145
21) locus classıcus for trladicıty 1s 1ın Arıstotle’s De ()oelo °It 18 jJust the
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a) T’he fırst Lype 18 consplcuously found 1n Arıstotle’s divinıty of
Metaphysıucs XII 22) Therefore VOoUS thınks ıtself, ıf it; 1s that whiıich
1S best; aN! ıts thınkıng 18 thınkıng of thınkıng ». He argues for
thıs trıadıec structure systematıcally there must be subject thınkıng,

CT of thought an object.
According to the ('haldaean Oracles, erTe 18 trı1ad of facultıes

of mınd and 311 an SOUTCEe In the Supreme Being : The actıon of
the transcendent (}+0d 18 thought, cConsequently the fırst entity that
i1ssues from Hım 1s Hıs Intelleet, the 7TGTPLKÖS VOUS. Hıs 111 (BovAnN)
Q,.CtS ın harmony ıth thıs entity ; for Hıs vohtıion 18 thought, and
hıs thought 1s actıon. Intelleet, Wiıll an Power constitute the
ımmedıate facultjes of the Father‘ ; the °Paternal Monad’ 23) Other
Chaldaean triads include Hecate and the world-soul ; and erTe Lewy’'s
2CCOUNT. Passes ımpression of 1mprec1ısıon 1ın whiıich tri1adıe
schemas ALl almost submerged 1n ıimagery 24) 'The Same Ca  m be sa1ld
for subordinated trıad 1ın whıch the Ideas COMe irom the Father’s
Intellect, thınkıng ıth hıs V1gOTOUS wıll » 25)

O) Passage 1n Plato’s secon.d Letter 18 quoted by Plotinus
authorıty for the Tee hypostases Supreme (}+0d — VOUS

uy 87) thıngs AlC around the Kıng otf all and that 18 the
of a ]] go0d an beautiful thıngs 2aN! a 1{1 thıngs belong LO that, an
the second thıngs Are around the Second and the thırd around the
Thırd ». But far INOTe ımportant 18 subordinated trıad that Ca  w

Pythagoreans Sa V, for the whole world an a,[| things ın ıt Aare sSummed 1ın the number
three ; for eNdA$d. mıddle and beginning gıve the num ber of the whole, an theiıir num ber
18 the triad. Hence it; 1s that have en thıs num ber TOM nature, it WeT’6

OLlCG of her laws, an make UuUSNße of it ‚VE for the worship of the .ods’ (268 10-15
HKor the whole background MEHRLEIN, artıcle Drei In ‘ Reallexikon Jür Antıke
und OChristentum:) I Stuttgart 1959

22) 1074 34-35
23) So LEWY, O' CH., 79-80 ere Ar’C Lwo triads here — the first includes

the SOUTCE 1C the latter 1gnores, substituting "power’. 'T’he l1keness LO Augustine’s
human triad of (OT memoria) — intelligere — velle (which he finds
he cannot project back into G0od) should not by unnoticed.

24)
25) 109
26) 312 passage alluded to 1ın Numenius : ef. WD 93 Deseribed bDy

BREHIER °the MO!| of eo-Platonist triads’, See Plotin, ‘ Ennedades (translation)
116 iM

27) NNEI 1 S,
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be read into number of EeEXTS 1n the Phılebus and Tıimaeus 28),
whıch ca  - be systematıcally related ıth EeEXTMS from the Letters
LO produce ordered triad of whıch the elements AIle fırstly the
orıginatıng princıple, secondly eıther VOUS OTL the dem1urge, an
thırdly WUyX To complete the neo-Platonıst. eXEDESIS of ato, ıt 18
NECESSaLY LO sSce SOTINe urther elements 1n the Parmennudes : not only
the paradoxıcal one and many’ 1n whıich Plotinus makes dıstınetion
between ONE-Man y an oNe-and-many 80) but a lso the Same dıalogue’s
reflection that 1f One 18, ıt would be composıtıon of ıtself an being 31
'Thıs seemed LO be 1n a3CCOoTrd ıth the teachıng of the Kepublıc that
the oo0d Was ‘Beyond thought and beyond being 32) The composıtıon
of ıtself and being could N0T, accordıng tOo Plotinus, belong LO the One,
though 1t; miıght belong LO VOUS, an eVEN INOTEe LO uy rıg1d
trıad of three subordinated hypostases of Increasıng multiphicıty 1s
thus formed. Then urther, the ONE-Many chareterıistics of the lower
LWO g]ven extensıon such A Arıstotle had propose for
VOUS alone, that ıt Was ONe 1ın ıtself but embodıed 1ın indıyıdual INa

together ıth lesser ONE-IN-Manyness of uy  7, 1n conformıty ıth
the Timaeus’s deser1iption of residue of lesser purıty makıng the
soul of the unıverse 33)

28) Philebus D! Ö, C’ Tıimaeus 41
29) In addıtıon to Letter LWO (Supra cıt.), Letter SUT ıth its ‘Father of the Cause’.

See Ennead V! E: 8! an ef. EUMANN and KIRCHENSTEINER, "Platon : Briefe’,
Munich 1967,

30) Parmenıides 156 See Ennead V’ 1‚ EV TOAAC an EV KaLl TOAAI  .
31) 149 {f.
32) Kenpublıc 509
33) Tıimaeus loc. crl ef. TROUILLARD, "L’Ame du 'Timee et 1’Un du Parmenide

dans la perspective neoplatonicienne’, Revue Internationale de Philosophie 92, 1970
« When neo- Platonists read the Tıimaeus they find there the Parmenides... They
project dialeectical confliet to the myth about the creation... Beginning wıth
Plotinus ese neo-Platonıists Ale the ınkers who eXpeCct to find the secret of
Platonism In the Parmenıides., Plotinus CX DTESSCH the multipliıcatıon an distribution
of souls, that of the OWETIrS of the soul iın different parts of ıts OW!] body, Dy
contradıctory formulas 1C recall both the Timaeus an the thırd hypothesıs....
In gathering together the extremes, soul) makes of OUT unıverse single unıty living
ın sSympathy ıth itself (Ennead 32) hat the highest harmony about
from the connectıon of opposıtes IS frequent theme ın the KEnneads. Unity 18 the
relationship which transcends contfhet (L 3 „ 11L ese extremes AIle inter10r
LO soul (ILL ® ka
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C) Creational and dıyıne relatıonal StETUCTLUTES Ca  - be found 1NOTe

frequently. T’hey do not ave the paradoxıcal unıty of the dıyıne
triads 101028 the problem of iınterconneectjon by emanatıon and return
of the neo-Platonıie hypostases; they straddle the distance 1n kınd
and egree between cCTreator N! ereatJ]on.

HKor example, St Ambrose’s Hexameron begıins 34) (I 1-4) ıth
reduction LO three actors of the phılosophıes oTf Plato N! Arıstotle,

N! these ALle both trıads of thıs kınd Plato has the trıad,
St, Ambrose wTote, 'Deum, exemplar et maßterı1a) Deum vamquam
artıf1ıcem ad exemplar, hoec est, 1ideam intendentem, fecısse mundum
de mater1a » ; Arıstotle has mater1a, specıes, et ertıium.. La-
torıum ». In long an masterful analysıs arısıng 0OUt of thıs amalJl
text and g0o1INg through ast number of related wrıitings, Pepın

the coneclusıon that ıt bears LtraCces of the Jargely lost dıalogue
De Phlosophia of Arıstotle and ost works of Orıgen and Porphyry 35)
In the Case of the Arıstotehan trıad, whıich 1n ıtself LO refer
LO partıcular actıons, Ambrose has put ıt 1n setting of ereation.
We MaYy thınk then that the sSamne princıples ALlC Seen NF both
MAaCTOCOSMIC an ımmedı]ate N! detaılled I6velen A the trıad of
the PS Archytian fragment noted 1ın the PTevI1OUS chapter 36)

The triadıc StruCctUre wıthın the Plotinan VOUS (Being-hfe-
thought derıves from well-known Passasge ın Plato’s Sonhıst 37)
1n ontext INOTeEe epıstemologıcal than noet1ic cosmological 38)

34) I! 17 10 14, 123
35) “T’heologrıe C’osmıique T’heologıe CÜhretvenne’, Parıs 1964, 14; 309 . 525 5

T’he book 1sS model of lıterary scholarshıp 1ın discovering the sıtuatıon of ideas 1n
transmıiıssıon from ato and Arıiıstotle through the of eclectıicısm until the tıme
of Augustine.

36) See WD 9 9 69 Pepin g1Vves thiıs triad 1n turn Arıstotelian OT1gIN ;
1b 61  D

37) 248 2
HADOT has traced the history of the idea ıIn “Etre, Vle, Pensee ‚.hez Plotin

el avant Plotin’, In Fondatıon Hardt, Kantrerzens ° Les Sources de Plotin’, Geneva 1960
He propose: that Plotinus brought the Sonphıst text ınto relation ıth Aristotle’s

Metaphysica 1E where the "lıfe of intelligence’ 18 deseribed ‘the best lıfe’ (Cwn
ApLOTN 107% 28) ‘when Plotinus Was inspired bDy the Sophıst, ıfe appeare! the
Q,CT of being. Now under the influence of Arıstotle, ıt; 18 iıdentified ıth the act of 1N-
tellection...’ (0D cat pp.112-3)

It should be remem bered that here 'being 1S precisely the intelligible being of the
ldeas, an that the stranger that they have movement anı ıfe In order LO

explain how they Ca  - INOVE intellect the act of knowing. Wiıth Plato the need
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Triadicity 1n human epıstemı1Cc structures, SCcEeNMN already 1ın general
Lerms, wıll be found hıghly developed 1ın Augustine 39)

In WaYy parallel to the Chrıstian search for trinıtarıan vestigla
De1i» 1n other triadıe StructUres, Porphyry found parallels In8 the
eclectice-derıved neo-Platonıist triadıe CONCceptLioNs 1ın the ('’haldaean
Oracles. He Was the fırst tOo ıdentify Yather-Power-Intellect ıth
Being-Life-Intellect above a, 11 he ıdentifıed the Father of the Oracles,
that 1s LO Sa y the Supreme (+0d ıth exıstence and PUILE being, an
a,1s0O ıth the One of Plotinus 40)

Porphyry N! later Proeclus moved LO make enneadıc StETUCTUTES
1ın whıich the vertical trıad of being-hfe-intelligence Was Iınked horızon-
tally X® trıads of Father-Power-Intelleet. Tradıe an enneadıec
structures WerTIe clearly regarded DYy neo-Platonıists the of
understandıng the laws accordıng LO whiıich the noetiec COSINOS Was

constituted. Here Augustine followed Porphyry and construeted hıs
OW. ennead, but the diseussion of thıs must be eft untiıl later x

Besıdes these there Al other sıgnıfıcant trı1ads 1n Plotinus where
wıllıng 18 involved ın the knowledge of A, object 42) where trıad 18

for thıs absolute being, awful an holy LO have „Nnese qualities 1s not argued by
of dissecting analysıs ; hıs argument 18 Jortiorı because they LO know they
must Iso know But neo-Platonism’s method W as the induection of NECESSAT’ Y
structural pattern iınto en fugitive philosophical reflections ; an here, often,
ıt 18 triadie pattern. It 1Ss ,T such oments that the hermeneutica| transformation
1C ıt worked stands 0out RF iıts clearest. Wiıth Porphyry the schematised triad 18
interpreted the TEeE mMoOoments of VOUS 1ın the act of motijonless self-knowing. "But
(voDs) 18 neıther ONe 1OLr simple ıth relationship to the distinetion of being, ıte an
ought. Thinking (TO vooDvV) and the intelligıble exıst In identity. But when VOUS 21010
TOM being to become thinking, ın order LO COINE back Owards the intellig1ible and
LO Scec iıtself, thinking 18 then lıfe’, (Commentary $he Parmenides fr AXILIV Iines 15-21:
See HADOT, ‘Porphyre...’ I1 110-111). that wheraes the relatıon
between the elements of the triad In Plotinus 1S only noetic, 1n Porphyry it becomes
"th6eogonique’ “Being 18 the Yather of ıfe an thought (20 —

39) See UD anı anfra, chapter
40) HADOT, I’ n
41) See ınfra, chapter
42) Ennead I1L, 8! °"For, agaln, when they reach hat, they wanlt, the thing

which they wıished LO ex1st, not that they should not know it but that they should
know ıt, aN! Scc ıt present 1n elIr SOnl .
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deser1bed In the 2CT of self-knowing of VOUS 43) and the One 44) and
the self-love of the One 45) Of theır appearıng 1n the thought of
Augustine, transferred to the human MeEeNS », shall be speakıng
later 46)

Neo-Platonıism the Maxımal Expression of the Eeclectuic Spırıt
er1tical an systematıc synthesıs of inherited princıpally (Greek

phılosophical tradıtıons Was the 2a1 of neo-Platonıist speculatıon ;
personal search for full d1iSCOvery of the self an noetic realıty RF

the Samıe tıme W as the 21M of neo-Platonist lıfe the SETUCTUTES of
the system WOon COIMeEe LO ıfe WOoOu turn Out LO be, when correctly
conceptualised, the StEructure of the noet1ic world ıtself. Apercus from
the Platonıiec dialogues an thoughts from Arıstotle the dıyıne
nature of mınd an thınkıng WEeTIiIe brought together 1ın eritical unıon
ıth other ideas orıginatıng from wıder fıeld and gıven systematıc
development an T1Z0TOUS coherence whıch 1n theır SOUTCES they had
not had

At the centre of the system Was the One of Plato’s Parmenıudes,
ıdentifıed ıth the o0d of the Eepubdlıc, the SOUTCEe of realıty and
the object of desıire and love from everythıng hıch ıt; rTeated In
Plotinus 1t; Was usually desecr1ibed, In conformıty ıth statements In
both dıalogues, A above eıng and above thought », though ıt 18
sometımes attrıbuted ıth SUDeT1OT kınd of reflection 47) for an y 3,.C%
of knowledge ıimplies that there 18 1014810 19NOTaNCE whıich 18 being
satısfıed 48) whıich WOoL introduce the ımperfection of dualıty (OTr
trıplicıty) EeVEN into ıts self-knowing. Yet Porphyry rejected thıs

43) V! . ‘Given ıts intelleetion iıdentical ıth ıts intellectual object an
the object iıdentical ıth the princıple tself, it; cannot but have self-knowledge’. It 18

reformulation of VoNILS VoNTEWS VONOLS. It. ollows dyadic version of the idea.
44) Ib v .9 7, 41 „.since knower, knowing an known Al identical, al MmMETSZES

into unıty
45) TIb V ‚9 8) ‘He 1s al the Samne tiıme object loved, love an self-love (following

BREHIER).
46) See ınfra, chapter anı
47) V, 4’ 25 Iso V 9 7) 38 (translatiıng ıith BREHIER, nothing belongs

him, eXxcept certaın simple intuition relatıve LO himself”).
48) Ib V ‚9 9’
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paradoxical ; posıtıon and attrıbuted LO the One unambiıvalent,
ıf SUpEeT1O0T, kınd of knowledge 49)

According LO Plotinus, from the One the hypostasıs of
VOUS which ‘has had the audacıty IM0 separate ıtself from the One'’ 50)
In the Parmenıdes, Plato made Parmenides hımself derıve the mMan y
from the One, of whıich it W as NECESSALY condıtıion. The mMOovemen
of the dıalogue depends the introduetion of the of ‘other’,
for 'many’ tuUrns Out LO he the ‘other’ of One 51) Neo-Platoniec inter-
pretatıon proposed that the conception of pluralısıng ın thıs part of
the dıalogue deser1bed the mMmoOovemen of VOUS ıtself, hıch W aS the
SOUTCEe of everythıng manıfold. The self-thinkıng of VOUS represents
the radıcal otherness whıch comcıdes ıth ıts OW ONeENESS 52) Its
self-thinkıng Was both the orıginatıng dıyısıon into otherness aM the

of bringing a ]] otherness into unıty It Was al ONne an the SsSamme

tıme epıstemologıcal and ontologıcal : creatıng the bındıng force for
everythıng whıch had een mıtten wıth the fact of dıyısıon whıch
derıyed from iıts OW. separatıon from the One Lt W as the hıghest
expression of princıple from whıch the One alone Can be excepted
that 'everything seeks ıtself” 53)

T’hough elated LO multıiplıcıty VOUS always remaıns the sSarme 54)
but havıng fallen a WaYy from the unıty of the One ıt 18 under
necessity of knowıing ıtself LO gather ıtself together 55) In vovs’sS

49) See fr 12-14 of the commentary the Parmenıides (HADOoTrT, ‘Porphyre...’
IL, 103 {f) which speaks of second "One'’ particıpating In the first, anı two states
of mind/’. FKor Porphyry syneret1ism ıth Chaldaean notlons, 1C. make ‘paternal
intellect’ and 'being’ characteriıistics of the fırst ‚y postasıis, XC b I‚ 266

50) MNMNEN V ‚9 9’ 5 — ITollowing BREHIER’S translatıon ILL, 7’ wn COU.:
not sustaın the poured upOon ıt; an therefore broke ıt up

51) ‘Same‘’ an ‘other’ AL necluded ıth the other SUPITEHNE SCNETA In Sophıst
254 i In the Parmenıides ’other’ 18 introduce: at 143 B, when the being of the One
18 found LO be er than the One. For V OLKMANN-SCHLUCK, the Parmenides
represents Plato’s ates posıtion (*Plotin als interpre der Ontologie Platos’, 149).

52) BEIERWALTES, ‘Andersheit, ZU. neoplatonischen Struktur einer Problem
geschichte’ “Le Neoplatonisme : Volloques I'nternationauzx, Royaumont, June
Paris 1971, 366) ef. SCHWYZER, "CThe quaestic vexata of Plotinus system 18
this why didn’t the One remaın In ıts O W) loneliness ? Why did the MAanıl1o. COMeEe

into exıstence (Review of KATZ, °Plotinus’ Search for the Good’, ın : Merıican
Journal of Phrlology 7 C} 1953, 200)

53) nNnecad V 9 67
54) HKnnead VJL, 77
55) Ib V, 3’
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knowledge of intellıg1bles other than ıtself Plotinus fused together
the Arıstotehan notion of the unıty of thought and thınker ıth hıs
OW. conception of the trıad being-hfe-ıintelligence, taken from the
Sophıst 56) 1f perfect being » 18 not devo1d of lıfe and mınd,
ıdea should therefore be the .61 of thınkıng. Any doubt 1ın Plato
about the exıstence of distinetion between the iıdea thought and
the hınker 1S ended by the Arıstotle-derıved ıdentity. T’hıs 18 the
basıs of Plotinus’s notion that each ıdea 18 VOUS 57) for In thınkıng,
VOUS 1s the intellıg1ble ıtself 58) So VOUS 1s « sıngle sımultaneous
whole of multıple thıngs 59) The paradoxes of the One 2,N. the Many
ın VOUS ALlc best deser1bed thus by Plotinus notjıon (EKOAOTOV
/ <lö0s ?/) 1S hat ıt 1S ıtself 1n aCT, and potentlally everythıng else. ..
partıcular mınds Arte cComprısed 1n the unıversal mınd and the unıversal
mınd 1n the partıculars » 60) The trı1ad being-Lfe-thought, 1n hıch
the COompOoNeNnts ALrC ın ONe equal and the Samnme an T the Same

tıme dıfferent, 1s the characterıistiec perfection of the noetic world,
which, bound together 1ın self-knowledge and 1n ıts contemplatıon of
the ÖOne, Was the mMOst assımılable hypostasıs LO the Chrıistjian ıdea of
the dıvıne, 1n which the ıdeas WeEeie ıts thoughts, yet weTe ıdentical
ıth ıtself.

In thınkıng the Go0d, VOUS a lso ıtself by accıdent » 61)
But also 1n thınkıng the Good, {rom the W whıch 1t; reCE1IVES and
inevıtably fragments 1ın order LO SUPPOTT ıt, part by part everythıng
else 1s created, but princıpally uy whıch 1s ıts image and expressed

56) No doubt prepared for Dy Albinus’s iıdentificatıon of the intelligibles oughts
of (+0d. But the materıal for thıs construction lay T hand 1ın Arıstotle 1n the complete
unıty of VOUS anı vonTtTa an the divine actıyıty of VONOLS VoNTEWS. And if the embodied
mind thought itself 1ın ıts vonTa (See UD  » 122-123), an the m bodied mind and
divine miıind WT ONGE, why need divine thinking LO be only of itself ef. V OGEL,

Methode Metaphysıique d’apres Metaphysıque 1+2% ın ° Aristote ol les Problemes
de Methode’, Louvaın- Parıs 1961 °‘But the divine spirıt 1C| apPPCaI’s know ın the
hıghest WaYy the form-essences of natural things mMust to spea. be NeAar to them)’

168)
57) !D V’ 9’
58) Ib 1A1 9,
59) 1 4? } following BREHIER’’S translation.
60) V ‚9 2’ 2 E} agaıln following BREHIER.
61) V! 6} 5, following BREHIER
62) VI, @
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word 63) Yuy  N 18 the intermed1ary between US whıich 1S unchangeable
and the changıng world It LOO knows ıtself separate from the One
and from VOUS, and 1n ıts higher part seeks LO gather ıtself together
1n self-knowledge and knowledge of VOUS N! the One 64) Its
multiphcıty 18 1NOTeEe fault-smıitten than the audacıty of US Ma Yy
ımagıne that ıt cannot earT LO be sıngle exıstence when 1t; has the
d LO be a ]] ıt 1S » 65) In ıts human embodiıments 1t; 1S drawn LO
the relatıve unrealıty of materı1a|l thıngs. Wıth soul the exıstence
of tıme, looser multıplıcıty than that of the VO7]T& wıthın VOUS 66)‚
and below ıt agaln the manıfold of bodıes 1ın Plotinus’s
Judgement 1s part moral, part metaphysıcal ıth the distance of the
Jesser realıtiıes from theır princıple ımperfect1ons ATl not SUrprısıng 67))
W‘UX 1ın ıts human embodıments 18 the princıple of lıfe N! diseursıve
thınkıng 68) but ıt 1s not the EVTEAEYVELG of the body 69) Part turned
to VOUS an part turned LO bodies 70)) its unıon ıth self-knowing
VOUS prevents ıt from dıssıpatıng ıtself 71) Between the unchangıng
VOUS 2a‚N' the changeable COSINOS ıt 18 not only the setting of the soul-
drama of fal and return 72) ıt 1S through ıts relatıve ımperfection
the ultımate LTe64Aa5SOIl for the exıstence of motion N! tıme ın the COSIN1OS

OVeT whıch ıt; presıdes.
In thıs schema, INall, ıth hıs normal N usual place ıIn Luxn

63) V’ 17
64) \ AM especlally V‚ S anı V 9!
65) NMNNEl V S Z following BREHIER’S translation.
66) ef. TROUILLARD, "The Logic of Attrıbution In Plotinus’, International Philo:

sonhıcal Quarteriy 196L1, 130-1 "T'he CT which g1ves birth to tıme 18 the act DYy
1C soul, abandoning ıts search for the NECESSaL’ Y being 1n itself, projects itself
outwards toward EW things an Nne states 'The act TOom which tıme ar1ses 18 thus
VeELY much ecstasy ın the etymologıcal of the word... 'Time 18 PTrOCE5SS of
continual alteration through which the simultaneous totalıty of the Nous 18 decomposed
into SUCCESSIYVE states

67) EKEnnead HT, 35 But ef. IROUILLARD, 'L’Impeccabilite de l’esprit selon Plotin’,
Revue de ’ Historre Ades Reliqgions, 143, 1953, 260 ‘the spul 1C. falls 18 INOTE without

than rebel’.
68) V 9 7’
69) TIb } 2!
70) I 8’
71) V’ 3’
72) 1 S,
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a the hıgher level of rationalıty 73) gulded by hıs daımon 74) (for good
OTL for eV the choıice 18 OUT OWN), drawn by desıre for the ood an
love for hıs engenderer 75) must gather hımself together 76) and COIMNeEe

LO NOW hımself. Thıs INeAanNns the control of the Passıons by the 311
and the development of the intellectual vırtues —— In whıch ll and
desıre AT both subliımate: into the PUre intellıgence of VOUS (whıich
38 OUTS when uSe ıt‘) 77) By thıs unıty of hımself ıth the unıyversal
VOUS he wıll discover that he 18 a ll thıngs and awake to hıs true
self 79) So educed LO unıty 80) he Sees hımself to be not distinet from
(+0d hıs object, hıs centre COlINCLdINZ ıth the unıyersal centre an
‘alone ıth the alone’ 82) becomes, 1ın eCcStaSY, object een — NO

Jonger separate Secer 33)
Wıthout changıng the basıec princıples whıch he learnt from

otınus, Porphyry developed hıs theorı1es, though VeELY often vlewıng
them from INOTE human standpomt. T’he of purıfıcatıon WeTiTe

78) I, 19 ere LO be polarısıng of interpretation about hat const-
ıtutes the personality. At ONe end ATre those who regard the indivyıdual personality
unımportant compared ıth the One ın 1C it; 18 LO be absorbed, the individual
18 1LNOT®E than sShadow. (DAZY, “Plotinus’ Philosophy of the Self,
Shannon 1973, 28.) At the other en! 18 reluctance abondon the indivıidual’s
importance. So, ÄRMSTRONG wrote “ f pushed to ıts logical extreme 18 would
destroy al ] possibility of cosmologYy, an y SOort of philosophical thinking... (unıon
ıth the One) 18 mporary unıfication’ (”T’he Architecture of the Intelligible niıverse
ın the Philosophy of Plotinus’, Cambridge 1940, 110) HADOT "Plotin, la,
Simplicite du Regard’ Paris 1963, vAl {f) wrıtes of ‘levels of the gelf” In all strıictness
the fırst posıtıon (of O’DALY the CcCorTeCT OMNE6.

74) NNEN 11L, 4, especlally Plotinus had « spirıtualised anı rationalised »
ideas TOmM StolC, Platoniec an Pythagorean SOUTCES, See artıcle by ÄNDRES, ‘ Daimon/’,
Pauly- W1ıssowa Supplement 1L1L, col 313-4

75) EKnnead V, 1’
76) Ib M 4,
77) V‚ D
78) 1 4, MCKENNA, Lights shy of thıs identificatıon. Following BREHIER

“since he 18 In himself al things (mavrta Eivaı), ın thinking himself, he thinks a the Samne

tıme al things’.
79) VL, 7‚
80) v .9 9’
81) Ib VL 9,
82) V 9 9! 11
83) V 9 9!
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ımportant LO him, and the phılosopher became Soul doector 84)
VYet the noetiec remaıned the Samne ıts COSTINOS 18 sıngle 1n ıtself,
ubıquıitous but not spatıially And he proposed WAaYy Iın whıch the
the maßterı1a|l world W as present LO An Hor the undıvyıded an by
nature unmultiplıed, the CONtrAaTY, the dıyıded an multıplıed 1s
undıyıded N! unmultıiplied, an thus 18 present LO 16 that 18 LO SaY,
ıt, 18 present wıthout dıyısıon multıplicatıon posıtion, accordıng
LO ıts OW. nNature, LO that which 18 dıyıded and multıiplıed and 1n
SPaCce»” 35) He repeats Plotinus’s in]unction LO the indıvıdual, LO discover
1n VOUS that he 18 a ll S6) Sımilarly uyxN 18 ONe and potentially
MAanNnV, though not by dıvısıon 37) Hıs teachıng the virtues TESUMES

and SumMMATISES that hıch Plotinus took from the T’heaetetus,
whıch equated virtue ıth becoming dıvıne, and from the Eevublıc,
whıich DaVC place fOTr .  eıvıl’ vırtues, whiıich WeTe learnt partly by
instruetion but prımarıly through contemplatıon of the oo0d 38)
Porphyry tersely dıyıdes the virtues into polhıtical and purgatıve
degrTees, and ese latter, hıch belong LO the contemplatıve lıfe,
urther into three degrTees : 91 purıficatıon level, 1n hıch INanl 1s
led by hıs ÖaLUWWV ; 91 intellectual level 1n whıch the 1n  } 18 subsumed
iınto VOUS ; aN! U the level ar 1C they exıst exemplars 89)
HKor Porphyry these Ar e the Stages of progressive dıvınısatıon, fOor

he who ACts accordıng LO the intellectual virtues 1s God, an he
who QCtSs accordıng tOo the exemplar virtues 1S the father of the ods
Thıs four degree characterısatıon of viırtue Was passed 1n Latın
form bYy Macrobius 1ın hıs cCommentary the Somnıum ÖCLPLONAS 9o)}

84) Ssee BEUTLER, ‘Porphyrios’, col 301-2 Porphyry did not fundamentally alter
the absolute princıples of Plotinus, but the need aNnsSWer subjective quest1ons led
LO fill out gaps In hıs exposıition. The V1eW confliets ıth HEILER 'Porphyry has
made this COSTINOS really anthropocentric... the basıec orıentatıon of hıs metaphysics 18
human an! ethical’ (*Porphyrios und Augustin’, ın ' Forschungen ZU/ Neo-Platonismus’,
Berlın 1966, N Originally published alonsg ‘Schriften der Kömgsberger (Zelehrten
G(esellschaft’ , Geisteswissenschaftliche Jasse 10, 1933

85) ‘Sententiae ad Intelligibilia Ducentes’, published together ıth Enneads,
edited by ÜREUZER an MOSER, Parıs 1855 See ent. @ 5 en (An KEinglish
translatıon 18 1n Journal of Speculatıve Phrlosophy HILL, St. Louis 1869

86) Tb M "...having put a Wa al} limitation, yOu have become all Notwith-
standing VOu WeTIe al ‚Ven before...’

87) MT X
88) T’heaetetus 176 Kepnpublıc, particularly 11 an VIL KEnnead I’
89) Sent.A
90) 0n Cu., I, 8’ where ıt; 18 attributed to Plotinus.
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an become ımportant element ın later scholastıe systematısa-
tıon 91) Yet he dıd dıffer from Plotinus Iın unambiıguously attrıbutıng
knowledge LO (+0d 92) regardıng VOUS second One 93) and
accepting the transmıgratıon of soul from 1n  w LO anımal 94)

T’he Place of Self-Knowledge N Neo-Platonısm

We must SsSee briefly how the question of self-knowledge aT1ISEeS
ın ato, who deser1bed ın Alcıbıades the PIOCCSS by which friend
helped ıt LO COTINE about, and ın the harmıdes how 1t; wıthout
assıstance.

Pepın has sSummarTısed the Passasgc 1n Alcıbıades 95)380  E. Booth  and become an important element in later scholastic systematisa-  tion %). Yet he did differ from Plotinus in unambiguously attributing  knowledge to God %), regarding voös as a second One9%) and  accepting the transmigration of soul from man to animal °).  The Place of Self-Knowledge in Neo-Platonism  We must see briefly how the question of self-knowledge arises  in Plato, who described in Alcibiades I the process by which a friend  helped it to come about, and in the Charmides how it arose without  assistance.  Pepin has summarised the passage in Alcibiades I 9).  « ... a characteristic of this dialogue is to regard self-knowledge  not as direct introspection but as a complex operation which  passes through the knowledge of someone else : in the same way  that the eye can only see itself if it is reflected in another eye,  as in a mirror, to be precise in its pupil, so the-soul, to know  itself must look at another soul, and that means at its intellectual  part ».  And he points out the presence of the same idea in the questionably  authentic Magna Moralia of Aristotle.  « The astonishing relationship of a page of this work to  Alcibiades I must be pointed out, not only for its definition of  man but for the idea that self-knowledge comes about through  the mediation of the soul of another : incapable of seeing our  own face by ourselves... we do so by looking at it in a mirror;  in the same way when we want to know ourselves, we must come  to it by looking at our friend, since he is, as it is sald, our  « other ego» ...9%).  It is significant that when Plotinus considers that men are  capable of self-knowledge, he does not turn to the possibility of  91) See St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica I, IL, 61, 5.  92) Fr. 5, see HADOT, ‘Porphyre...’ IL, p. 81.  93) Fr. 12, id. pp. 103-107.  94) See BEUTLER, 0%. Cit., col. 311.  95) 132 D— 133 B. See ‘/dees...’ p. 15. For Augustine’s knowledge of this idea  see De Trinitate IX, 3, 3. (See below, chapter 4)  9) Op. cit., p. 83. See IT, 15, 1213 a 10-26. For an account of the divergent views  over the authenticity of the Magna Moralia, see A.-H. CHROovST, ‘Some Comments on  Aristotle’s Major Works on Ethics’, in: Laval Theologique et Philosophique 21, 1965,  p. 63 £f.characterıstıic of thıs dıalogue 1S LO regard self-knowledge
not dırect ıntrospectıon but A complex operatıon whıch
Passcs through the knowledge of SOTINECONE else 1ın the SamInec WaYy
that the CYVYC Can only sSCce ıtself 1f ıt 18 reflected In nother CYC,

In MITTOT, LO be precıse ın its pupıl, the soul, NOW
iıtself must 00k U another soul, an that a ıts intellectual
part

And he pomts Out the of the sSamne 1dea 1n the questionably
authentiec Magna Moralıa of Artıstotle.

The astonıshıng relatıonshıp of Pasc of thıs work LO
Alcıblades must be pointed OUut, not only for ıts definıtiıon of
INa  - but for the iıdea that self-knowledge about through
the medıatıon of the soul of another : incapable of see1ıng OUT

OW face DYy ourselves.. do DYy lookıng NF 1t, 1ın MITITOT ;
In the SA4me WaYyY when want LO NOW ourselves, MUST COINE

LO 1t; by lookıng al OUT irıend, SINCE he 18, ıt; 1Ss sald, OUT
other 1220 96)

It 18 sıgnıfıcant that when Plotinus consıders that I1nNenNn AI

capable of self-knowledge, he oe€es not turn LO the poss1ıbılıty of

91) See St. ' IT’homas Aquinas, Summda T’heologıca I! IL, 6l,
92) 57 SC HADOT, ‘Porphyre...‘ &L, 8 ]
93) 1 ıb 103-107
94) See BEUTLER, O' Crl., col 311
95) 132 7T 133 see "Idees YKor Augustine’s owledge of this idea

Sece De T ’'rınstate 1: 3) (See below, chapter 4)
96) 0 C:, See 1L, 15, 1213 10-26 HKor account of the divergent VIeEWS

vVer the authenticıty of the Magna Moralıa, SECcE A ÜHROUST, “Some Comments
Aristotle’s a]or Works Ethics’, 1ın Laval T’heologıique el Philosophique 21 1965,

ff.
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knowledge of oneself through frıend, but LO knowledge of (+0d

thıs conversıon brings gaın al the fırst, stage, that of SCHaLda-
tıon, INa  s 1s a Warle of self ; but retreating inwards, he becomes
POSSCSSOI of all » 97)

The Plotinian mode of self-knowledge certaınly hes behind Augustine’s
« noverım m  9 noverım e » 98) Perhaps a,1S0 the indıyıdualıism of
Augustine’s search fOor self-knowledge independent of rTIeNds also
derıves from otinus; it; 62  w} a 180 be found 1ın Plato’s (C’harmiıdes.

In thıs dialogue Or1iıt1as equates the Delphic Oracle’s in]unction
"know thyself” ıth the practice of temperance 99) Hesıtantly the

dialogue proceeds LO iınvestigate the possıbılıty that thıs self-reflecting
knowledge, analogous LO the self-reflecting W of the SeN1Sec5S 100)
will ın fact turn Out LO be sSuper10r knowledge NOW-
edge of knowledge 101) 1n whıch the subject eıng identical ıth
ıts object, 1t; would be true wısdom. (Hven the Jater utiılısatıon of thıs
ıdea by Artıstotle an ıts s1gN1f1canNCce partıcularly for Hegel, the
resemblance LO modern idealismse 18 not fortuıtous.

T’he problem OVeTr hat the ontent of thıs knowledge would be
1s left ONe sıde 1ın consıderatıon of the greater ON hOow could
thıs qe]lf-referentia|l self-knowledge, the knowledge of knowledge, be
really absorbed by the gelf ® Socrates cannot sSCce how they Ca  - be
iıdentifıed

do not dıspute, Sald, that when INn has that whıich
knows ıtself he 311 NOW hımself ; but havıng that, how 1s he
bound LO NOW hat he knows and hat he oes not NOW y 4

Because, Socrates, the LWO thıngs ALl the Sa  z
« I daresay, sald; but afraıd still old self

97) nNNecAd V’ 8, F
98) Solıloqura 11, 1, 3 9 885) iıtself hardly altered repetıtion of NNEI

V) I’ Y LO ignore at 181614 themselves an IL HIMME wrongly Supposed
that Augustine’s brief Wäas "widely distinet TOomM followıng OTINUS an hıs
phantastically abstract speculatıon VOUS an! world-soul, etc (‘Augustins erster
Entwurf einer Metaphysischer Seelenlehre Dissertation,  Berlın

99) 164 ef. the etymological derivation of Porphyry of 'be temperate’ (owopover)
TOmM “conserve wısdom ’ (v@Dle TNV OpOVNOLV) 1n hıs treatıse the KNnouw T’hyself
(Ir 2’ 00k Ssee STOBAEUS, Anthologium 1L1L, Berlin 1594, 580)

100) (’harmıdes 167 168
101) 169 ETLOTNUNS ETLOTNYNUN.
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still do not ivie how knowing hat one knows and o€es not
NOW 18 the Same (knowledge of the self 102)_
Attractıve the notion 18, Soecrates rejects 1t somewhat curL10usly

the gTOUNdS that it would not possıbly ave the omnNıcompetence
which, were ıt the hıghest wısdom, it ought ave 1t; ought not
LO be separate Ikınd of knowledge, but knowledge whıich econtaıned
wıthın ıtself the knowledge of the separate SCIENCES Over whiıich ıt,
W as presumıng LO Judge In fact, Sa yS Socrates, ıt Ma y 1Involive SOINE

kınd of habıt. but 1t would not POSSECSS oSse insıghts an habıtual
famıhlarıty ıth the subject matter whiıich eXPEeItS 1n the partıcular
SCIENCES should ave HKor far from beıng kınd of super-wı1sdom ıt
would be unabhle LO dıstınguısh between facade of knowledge an
real knowledge : the kınd of discernment whıich the professionally
competent ave 1n theır dealıngs ıth others. And Socrates
concludes382  E. Booth  I still do not see how knowing what one knows and does not  know is the same as (knowledge of the self) » 1°2).  Attractive as the notion is, Socrates rejects it somewhat curiously  on the grounds that it would not possibly have the omnicompetence  which, were it the highest wisdom, it ought to have: it ought not  to be a separate kind of knowledge, but a knowledge which contained  within itself the knowledge of the separate sciences over which it  was presuming to judge. In fact, says Socrates, it may involve some  kind of a habit, but it would not possess those insights and habitual  familiarity with the subject matter which experts in the particular  sciences should have. For far from being a kind of super-wisdom it  would be unable to distinguish between a facade of knowledge and  real knowledge : the kind of discernment which the professionally  competent have in their dealings with others. And so Socrates  concludes :  «... now, I went on, you see that nowhere can any such science  be found ».  «I see», he sald. 103)  Aristotle saw an intuition of enormous value in this discarded  Platonic apercu: for him it was in the nature of thought to be  primarily self-thinking, and this in fact was the divine. As we have  seen 1°4) he was willing to accept an unbridgeable divide in human  subjectivity between pure thinking and everything else in order to  preserve intact the valuable insight of the Charmides. The parallelism  is most striking — even to his facing up in Metaphysics XII to the  same problem as Plato in the passage : what else would self-thinking  know in knowing itself? Aristotle’s reasoned answer is that there is  nothing else which it need know, for it is completely absorbed by  and completely satisfied in itself; there is therefore no dissatisfaction  which would lead to the arising within it of further desire !05). It is  worth pausing to reflect that perhaps in the characterisation of  102) 169 E-170 A. Not ‘the demonstration of a vicious circle’, as COURCELLE  supposes, but that over which all idealist and anti-idealist philosophy divides : how  the knowledge of other things enters into the knowledge of the self. See ‘Le ‘connais-toi  toi-m6me’ chez les n6o-platoniciens grecs’, in :‘Le Neoplatonisme...’, p. 153.  103) Charmides 172 A.  104) See chapter 2.  105) See Metaphysics XIT, 9. It could be argued that in knowing vonrd, voDs is not  knowing something other than itself because of its unity with them.1410)  9 went 0) Vou SsSce that nowhere Can aD Yy such sc1ence

be found
9 he sa1d. 103)

Artıstotle Sa intu1ıtion of value In thıs discearded
Platonıie aDEICU for hım ıt Was 1n the nature of thought LO hbe
prımanrıly self-thinkıng, and thıs 1n fact W aS the diıvyıne. As ave
SeeN 104) he W as willing LO accept unbrıdgeable divıde In human
subjeetivıty between PUTIE thıinkıng and everythıng else ın order to

intact the valuable insıght of the Üharmides. The parallelısm
18 MOST. strıkıng even to hıs facıng ın Metanphysıucs XII LO the
Samme problem A PAaR®) 1n the YASSsagC hat else would self-thınkıng
NOW 1n knowıng ıtself ® Arıstotle’s reasoned AaDNSWEeTr 1s that erTe 1S
nothıng else 1C ıt; eed know, for it 1s completely absorbed by
and completely satısfıed In ıtself there 1S therefore dissatısfaction
whıich would ead tO the arısıng wıthın it of urther desıire 105)_ It. 18
worth pausıng LO reflect that perhaps 1ın the characterısatıon of

102) 169 170 Not ‘the demonstration of V1IC1IOUS cırcle’, COURCELLE
9 but that VOT which a} idealist and antı-ıdealist philosophy divıdes : how
the knowledge of er things enters into the knowledge of the self. See ‘Le "connalls-tol
toi-meme’ chez les n6o-platoniciens oTECS’, 1n Le Neonlatonısme.. 153

103) OCharmides 172
104) Ssee chapter
105) See M etaphysıcs ALIL, It could be argued that ın knowing VoNTA, VOUS 1S not

knowing something er than iıtself because of ıts unıiıty ıth them
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thought 1n AT dıyıne an self-thınkıng, N! yet temporarıly
embodied, ave the copıng SLONE OT begınnıng (depending
whether the synthetic analytıc approach 18 used of projected
complete system of knowledge, 1ın whıch thought self-thinkıng
thought — 18 not oN1y the unıfyıng pomt of the system, but ıllumı-
nates and holds the whole together. It mıght embrace the subjectıvıty
SETrUCTHUTE of the Parva Naturalıa and the Nıcomachean Ethıucs, and
relate the transcendent structure of the De Anıma 111 LO the aberrant
structure found 1n scattered unrelated nts But it would ave een

1900101872 than proJect, depending the aPDEICU recovered from
the Charmides, full of promı1se because of the splendour of thought
1n ıtself hıch Plato appeare LO ave mıssed, but frustrated by the
VELY dıstıinetness that 1t seemed NECESSAaLY LO g1ve ıt

T’he neo-Platonıists proposed ANSWEL LO the problem of relatıng
transcendent thınkıng LO al Y other ontent ‚N eTtT actıvıty whıch
MUSt. ave een abundantly clear LO them accordiıng LO the best
eclectic tradıtıons. Leavıng asıde an y relevance t9o self-knowledge of
friendsh1ip Plotinus rejected self-thıinkıng thought A ultımate 106) an
proposed that the eternal self-thinkıng VOUS, hıch thought ıtself

CONSCYUENCE of ıts contemplatıon of the ultımate One 107) NeW
ıts objects — the intellıg1ıble ıdeas, ıth whıch it W as iıdentifıed
through ıdentity ıth them 1n paradoxıcal ONe-1N-Manyness. Thıs
eternal self-thinkıng VOUS maYy be attaıned by the human soul whıch
then shares ıts contemplatıon of the Good, ıts self-thınkıng an ıts
object-thinkıng. But 1f VOoOUS 18 transcendent 1n the that ıt 1s
transpersonal, ıt, 18 really immanent AsS ıt 18 attaıned 1ın the ınter10r1ty
of indıyıdual souls VOUS 18 OUTIS when use it; not OUTS when
do not» aN! the aCct of intellıgence always from above 108).
In the transcendent knowledge of VOUS 18 the fırst of multı-
phıcıty an ıts explanatıon : that the sımplicıty of ıts contemplatıon

106) Ennead V’ E an 1 Iso V’ 6, 'that prima|l actıvıty, then, 18 not

intellection, for ere 18 nothing uDOoN which it would eXerclse intellection SINCE it 18
the first'.

107) V’ 6)
108) V, 3, translatıon ollows BREHIER. The UuSNdöe of the dual approach trans-

cendence/immanence of analysıs 18 fraught ıth dangers Plotinus’s noetic
world, anı therefore ıts values, 2A06 found "wıthin’ an transcendence 18 by definıtıon
iInnerness. VYet; ıt; remaıns true that wıthın thıs innerness Aare found realıtjıes 1C are

greater than the personalıty of the looker-within.
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becomes pluralısed ıth the loss of intensıty when it from ıts
SOUTCE Wıthout an question of temporal prior1ty because ıts .61 18
tımeless, ıts CONSCIOUSNESS of objects 1s wıthın CONSCIOUSNESS of
ıtself FKor knowledge knows iıtself ın the intellıg1bles and
intellig1ble 18 the 361 ot knowıng ıtself » 109)_ The 1L1eAaSON behind
Socrates’ doubt 1n the harmıdes 18 1ın thıs WaYy gıven ANSWET 1n
coherent aCCount of self-knowıiung VOUS whose OT121N from Arıstotle
1S clear : the passıyvıty of VOUS ın De Anıma 111 18 rejected but the
ıdentıty of the intellıg1ıble object ıth VOUS 18 accepted, and the
virtual sımultaneıty of ONe LO the eTt allows thıs LO be Set 1n VOUS
1OTeE lıke that of Metaphysıucs El though desıre has een dısplaced
from VoNTA LO the One iıtself. Agaınst the sımplıcıty of the qelf-
thınkıng thought of Metanhysıcs X] the COoNSeEQquENT multiplıicıty 1s 1n
conformıty ıth the One-Many paradox of the hypotheses of Plato’s
Parmensıdes ; whiılst the fact of multipheıty adds posıtıve eed fOr
contaınment through self-knowledge : SINCE VOUS has multiphecıity ıt
has eed LO NOW ıtself °Know yourself” 1s precept for those
who, being manıfold, ave the task of appraısıng themselves » 110),
No  US 18 unchangeable ; 1t 18 structured that ıt 18 made ON through
ıts contemplatıon of the One and through ıts OW. self-knowledge.
T’he fact of multıphecıty hıch ıts dependence an otherness {rom the
One has brought ınto beıng makes ıt eed LO Sece€e ıtself 111) IN0 fınd
the complete self-conformity whıch 1s law of the COSIN0S of Plotinus
T’he One has eed IN0 search for ıtself 1ın aD Yy WaY, for the
of knowledge 1n general, includıng self-knowledge, ımphıes that there
has een 1S the weakness of 19NOTANCE whıch 18 havıng LO be
satısfıed. Though the nNnes being above thought 1s sometımes
qualified 1n erMmMsSs of ıts havıng hıgher kınd of unıfıed self-knowing, the
usual teachıng of Plotinus 1S that ıt; has eed of self-knowledge 112)

As the ıntermed1iary between the changeless VOUS an the
changıng world, 1n whıch .11 change 1S demonstratıon otf fallıng
short and imperfection, uy EVEN INOTeE needs LO NOW ıtself

109) Ennead Y 6’ (following B:  R)
110) (5 UWPTO, 371 Nee Ennead V 9 7 41

111) Ennead V, 37
112) As ın LLL, 8, IIn V’ 5 1 V? 4’ 27 V, 6, V E} 7’ 41 ; VE 9, But num ber of

ECXUtS do attrıbute SOINE kınd of nowledge LO the One certamly V’ 4’ 27 an V 9 18
entitled ‘On Hree Wiıll and the Will of the One’. See particularly V ‚9 S, ıts
self-love Will an love cCannot be wıthout owdlege.
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gather iıtself ; together from the greater multiplicıty 1n whıch ıt 1s
distended. As VOUS knows ıtself 1n the One, uyxn knows ıtself 1n
VOUS 1ıt; 1s because ıt 18 word whıch SE1ZES thıngs from a! adapts
them LO LraCces of VOUS whiıich ıt has 1n ıtself that 1t knows ıtself by
accıdent 113)

So self-knowledge 18 present 1ın the noetic COSTINOS of otinus,
ıth the dualıty of US denyıng 1t the rıght LO be the ultımate realıty,
but ıts unıty of mınd ıth ıts PTODEI object conceıved 1ın De Anıma
ILL, makıng not only ıts structure but ıts substance. 'T’he gelf-
knowledge of uy A ell that of VOUS 18 always Iınked LO the
dependence of each Super10T princıple, whıich bınds the emanatıon
together 1n ]Joınt knowledge of qelf an SOUT'CE, not only bringıng
ou ıts exıstence but a lso makıng the WaYy for ıt LO return LO ıtself
from its multiphecıty, and thus LO brıng ear poss1ıble LO
conclusıon the diıvısıons and flaws In the or1ıginal unıty.

{br would be already absurd enough LO denYy (self-knowledge)
the Soul but the VeLY height of absurdıty LO denYy 1t; LO the

nature of the Intellectual-Principle, presented thus knowıng
the rest of thıngs but not attalnıng LO knowledge, EVEI

WarechNess, of tself » 114)
Plotimus Sa LWO polarıties of thınkıng 1ın VOUS humanly embodıied.
ere W as the discursıve thınkıng (ÖLavoLa) 115) whıich W as properly
human, an « that whıch SUFDasscs ıt when ONe knows oneself
beıng conformed LO VOUS ; then 0)41% knows oneself longer ASs Ma  -

but beıng quıte dıfferent from Man, ralsed hıgh, takıng there
only the super10T Dart of the soul, whıch alone Ca  } Out LO thought,
LO TINg below the 1ldeas ONe has experlenced ere 116)

The problem of the Charmıides 1S re-opened an o1ven solutıon
whereın the self-thınkıng thought of Arıstotle 18 epıstemologıcally
unıted ıth the ıdeas that 1t; thınks 1n paradoxıcal OoNe-IN-Mmanyness.
Man Ca  } make self-knowıiung knowledge coıncıde ıth the knowledge
of everythıng else and aDsSOoTb ıt A Lrue self-knowledge —. hat he
thereby CcEaSeS LO be 111a T1Q0TOUS neo-Platonıist development N!
integration of partıal Arıstotehan solutions on the Iınes of abandoned
Platonıec aDEICU

113) V, f
114) V7 3’
115) V) 3}
116) V’ 3’ (following BREHIER)



386 Booth

Arıstotle related obj]ect-consc10usness LO self-consc1i0usness of VOUS
In De Anıma 111 ıth reference LO tıme. No  US INa y always be seIf-
CONSCIOUS and self-thıinkıng 1n stage of separatıon, but 1n 1ts
condıtıon of non-separatıon from human personalıty it needed LO
NOW other thıngs 1ın order to NOW ıtself, LO turn delıberately
iıtself 11 7) Only ın tımeless condıtıon would ıt ‘always’ NOW ıtself.
In the maßterı1a|l world it W as In SOINE WaYyS dependent ıts condıtion.
And thıs fact connected ıth the extual question whıch puzzled the
commentators W as 1t, the object ÖT the ereatıve agen intellect whıch
started off thınkıng % Plotinus made ıt; OLLG of hıs maın erıti1ic1sms of
Aristotle that VOUS Was always actıve, potential 118) SINCE ıts
actıvıty W as essentially 1n the transcendent-ımmanen VOUS, whıich
WasSs always self-knowing, an always knowing a ]] intellıg1bles. So thıs
self-knowiung became hat ür W as neıther ın Plato 1Lr 1ın
Arıstotle : the NECESSaLY econdıtıon of CONSCIOUSNESS of aAlLYy thought-
object, because self-knowledge 1s the bındıng princıple of noetiec
SETUCTLUTES an wıthout ıt the unıty of subject thıinkıng an object
thought would dısıntegrate, the pluralısıng of ıts actıvıty ınto Man y
VonTA necessitatıng ıts unıficatıon 1n self-knowledge. Thıs conception,
a ONCE sımple aN! immensely powerful, became the normal sub]jec-
tıvıty Structure of neo-Platonısm : continumg self-knowıing
condıtiıon of knowledge of anythıng else far 1t; alone allowed the
cCOomıng together of dısparate elements EeVEN knower N! known 1n
self-knowledge. Che StTrUCctUreES from De Anıma 1333 and and Meta-
DhAYSLCS @ E certaınly had theır influence shapıng the thought of
Plotinus, but LO unıte them together into system they stood W as

even INOTeEe iımpossıble LO Plotinus than ıt WAS LO Artıstotle. OWEeEeVver
ıt W as possıble LO take the SETUCLUTE from the Parva Naturalıa the
continumg CONSCIOUSNESS hıch makes possıble the ınterrelatiıonshıp of
dıyverse data from the Sa1Ne object, strengthened ıth the

of thınkıng iın the Nıcomachean Ethıucs, and the scattered

117) In 1C. CcCase 1t; 1S knowing itself, for the vonTta have become VOUS. See SUPTO,
112-113, 122.123 (the latter showıing that hat Was implicıit ın the De Anıma 18

explicit 1ın Metaphysıcs E thought thinks itself through partıcıpatıon iın the object
of thought’).

118) Ssee EKEnneads W, I, 1‚ 41, 9, I, I 6’ (*°contrary to sensatı]ıons (intellectual
knowledge) Sprıngs Out TOM within, whiılst knowledge from without’),
V’ 97 57 V 9 69 Ö: V .9 7, ( thought ' uniıted LO the ESSCILCE and makes ıt ex1st,
ıt cCannot be the principle TOM which it comes’). Vet hınt of thıs arıses 1n Metaphysıcs
AI 1074 19-20
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references to aberrant structure 1n De Anıma 111 11 9) If the
actıvıty of VOUS could be shown LO be essentlally 1n sıngle tımeless
transcendence, an that a 11 multiplicıty, includıng the manıfold 1n tıme,
derıyved from it. the 0O9D7STACIe of ıts intermıttency 120) 1ın makıng it the
centre of subjectivıty would be removed. T’hıs provıded the possıbılıty
of system-builldiıng for whıich the (ommentators had long searched.
Thus Plotinus wrTOte

T’hought takes place when multıiphecıty of elements 1s unıted
together an when there 1S CONSCIOUSNESS of theır being together
that 18 Lrue of the thought of oneself », 121) an

It 1S NECESSATIY that VOUS should be Iınked LO thought, that ıt
should ave unceasıng knowledge of ıtself, that 1S should NOW
that ıt, 18 thıs thought, and that the LWO make only ONe 122)

The explanatıon 18 troubled bDy the fact that VOUS 18 already multıple,
and that on1y the One 1s Tuly sımple. However, the COININON S!  9

analysed Dy Arıstotle, provıded exemplar of epıstemologıcal
system-makıng : ıf 0)41% 1mpress1on Irom the CVC an another
through the Cal, there must be somethıng sıngle where these Lwo

1MpresSS1ONS COINE together. How would Sa y that these 1Mpress10Ns
Ar dıfferent ıf they dıd not aTT1Ve together 1n the SaIne realıty %
T’here must be thıs ONe realıty, whıch 18 kınd of centre, N! that
sensatıons cComıng from everywhere en 1n 1t, lıke rays firom the
eirecumference of cırcle ; such 1Ss the percelving being, truly 123)
Hadot interprets Iragment 111 of Porphyry’s COoMMEeENTtLAaLY the
Parmenıides 1ın thıs The ımportant DPassasgec 18

W hat 18 thıs mınd whıch affırms that the thınkıng dıffers
from the thought 124)

He lınks 1t LO the DPAassasgc 1n the De Anıma about the diserımınatory
W of the COININON 125) and he COoMMENTS, It 1s thıs ind1ı-

119) See UD  9 124-128
120) Ssee UD  » 129-130.
121) Ennead Y , (following BREHIER).
122) V ‚9 7’ 41 (following BREHIER).
123 Ennead 1 7! Porphyry takes the same image an makes analogy

wıthin intellıgence ın his Commentary the Parmenıides. Fr XLV, SsScCc HADOT ‘Porphyre
I 9 109

124) Ib ‘Porphyre...”, I 9 107
125) I’ 1306, M References Aare LO De Anıma ILL, 426 8.4.27

OtTINUS draws h1ıs notJ.ıon of centre TOM the idea of pomt 1n 4927 90.14 "The fact
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visıble 3,.C1 thıs pomt, As Arıstotle has saıld, which 1s the basıs of
the possıbılıty of perception ». And continumg about the noetic of
Porphyry 'T’he mınd whıich cannot return into iıtself 18 also the
indıvısıble 9,C1 which 18 the hasıs of the possıbılıty of movement by
whıich mınd, In ıts second state, ıtself A both mınd an
intellıg1ıble 126)_

Kven 1f self-knowing ıIn neo-Platonısm ınvolved EXtTranNneDOUSs

knowıng of the SOUTCE of beıng 91 the SamIne tıme, ıt W as moOost fruntful
of wholesale systematısatıon the econdıtıon became the

of knowledge of everythıng else. VEr W as workable relatıonshıp, even

ıf it had A system-bulder In8 make do ıth the less elegant, even

less perceptive, personalıty StETUCTLUTES of Artıstotle. I4 also provıded
from the Arıstotehan elements 1t; brought OVeTr ıth ıt WaYy Out of
the impasse of the harmıdes an the hes1ıtations of SocrTates the self
eed not hesıtate LO aCccept into ıtself the knowıng of knowıng true
self-knowledge, because a{ ] thınkıng SLeEeMS from the unıted hypostasıs
of VOUS, ohareahbhle by a |] mMen, and shared when they authentically
thınk, thınkıng held together by the self-thınkıng of VOUS ıtself
But the aDEICU of Plato N! the iragmentary solutions of Arıstotle
ave INOTeEe value than the all-purpose solutıon of Plotinus, whıch
entaıled that when INa  - has become of S unıficatıon he has
ceased LO hbe INa  > And it mMay not ave een the ıntractabılıty of
the problem whıch discouraged Plato an Arıstotle from proceeding
LO complete systematısatıon. They WeTe aWale that INa  - WasSs a unıty
1n dıversıty ; that 1ın accordance ıth hıs nature he needed LO VarYy
hıs actıvıtıes, ıf no%t by much. Plotinus sought unıty 1n unıty and
from both of theır pomts of V1eW ı would ave een fault that
transcendent thınkıng could become completely dissoc1ated from
everythıng else. Further, the neo-Platonıist subjeetivıty SsStructure Was

hıttle INOTeEe than hardly adorned statement from number
metaphysıcs : the Passage from the One LO the Dyad an urther
multipheıty. It propose neıther definıtion NOT deser1ption of

18 that Just hat SOINEC iınkers deseribe poın 1S, being both ONeE anı LWO, ın
thıs divısıble, LOO In far the Judging faculty 1s indivisıble, ıt 18 ONne and
instantaneous ın actıon ; but In far ıt 18 divisible, it; 1K the SAINC symbol twıce al
the SIN tıme. In far, then, it; treats the lımıiıt LWO, ıt; PassCcs judgement LWO
distinet things, being ın itself 1n distinct, but In far it jJudges of it;
only ONEeE, 1t judges by 0)81% faculty an al 0)]81% time  R

126) 0 CHl., I, 134
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consciousnesé, but only WL aTrTe and sımple statement of basıe
condıtıon of CONSCIOUSNESS.

'T’he transposıtıon of thıs teachıng 1ın Porphyry Was partly 1ın the
direction of clearer systematısatıon, but i d1ıd ave certaın changes.

kınd of knowledge Was less ambıguously g1ven LO the One 127)
Very sıgnıfıcantly, an 91VINg possıbılıty for the development of
less r gor0ously transcendent system 1S the idea that by adverting LO
love (DiAio) of ourselves, LECOVeETL ourselves and AT unıted LO
(+0d » 128) Plotinus had SEEeN the place of EPWS 1n unıtıng the soul LO
the One it W as the desıre of the creature for ıts creatıng ’Father:;
but self-love frıiendsh1p had not ntered iınto hıs system. It mMaYy
be indıcatıve of the fact that though the noet1ic realm of Porphyry
Was essentlally the Sarne Plotinus’s an quıte transcendent,
ıt dıd ave oTeater rTeSpeCT for human indıyıdualıty 129) Courcelle
fıinds thought ın Porphyry whıich would take straıght into the
equatıon of self-knowledge and the knowledge of everythıng else :
By the true knowledge of OUT esSScI11Ce (the Soul) attalns LO the

knowledge of the real eSSCHNCcE of thıngs, and LO the ood 1n
whıch ıts well-being consısts », but disappomtingly hıs reference 1s
defectıve 130)_

127) Plotinus’s difficulty of ere eing ack of sımplicıty ın VOUS Iso aD PCAaI’sS
ın Porphyry. Sent. Sa yS that VOUS 18 not the SOUTCE apXN of a, ]] thıngs, though ent.
OEl Says that VOUS 18 In (+0d. Fragments 11L and Xa V of the (ommentary the
Parmenıiıdes Sa y that the One 18 VOUS which cannot return LO tself, and ir (considering
Plotinus’s objection to ere being understanding in the ÖOne, that thıs would 1mply
the satisfaction of 1gnNorance) speaks of hıs havıng zınd of owledge transcending
knowledge an 1gNOorance.

128) Sententıa VE "amoOrT Sul ın Augustine’s De T’rınitate 1 2! T’he COIMN-

ception Wäas embraceable ın Christian terms : autem nondum nost] diligere te;
tımeo dec1plas proximum tuum sicut te Sermo 128, 57 38 715) C friendship
(DiAornNns) an hatred COSsmıIıC princıples ın Kmpedocles. Further, Porphyry WO. have
known the ('’haldaean oracle according LO which ‘al things Aare governed an subsıist'
through the triad faıch zra th — 10v)8 (ef. LEWY, O' C 144-5); an here EPWS
would be very much ike the Empedoclean DiAOTNS, an ‚VeN INOTE ike the Platoniec EPWS.

129) Sententıa May be consıdered speculatıve attempt to unify posıtion
VOUS which included, In Aristotle, i1ts human em bodiment. I* speaks of intellect eing
INanYy, an elates the OWEIS of perceptıon, ımagınatıon an intellect.
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T’he Bıblvographical Posıtion OVer the Eelatıonshup between Augustine
and, the neo-Platonusts

Augustine’s OW. statement of how he Was influenced by the
readıng of certaın Platonist books 131) whiıich WeTe undoubtedly 11e60-

Platonıist 132) —— 18 the startıng pomnt of everal centurıes of study of
hıs relatıonshıp ıth Plotinus 1n partıcular. Scholars WeIe ahble LO work

thıs aSpeCct partıcularly because the text of the Enneads wWweTe made
avallable through the dıtıon of Ficıno, fırst publıshed 1n 14992
Knowledge of Porphyry Was almost entirely confined LO hıs Lnfe of
Plotenus N! hıs Isagoge 133)_ The 1Mpression Was reated that although
Augustine W as of SOINE phılosophiıcal interest he W as not thinker of
the fırst rank, but that he Was overshadowed by Plotinus whom
he seemed Ta W heavıly. ome nıneteenth CENTUCY Protestant
eritic1sm became increasıngly unfriendly owards Augustine, 1t;
thought ıt found iın hım consıderabhle number of devJıatıons from
the truths of Chrıstianıty. It turned dıspleased attention hat
1t, thought Was INa  w of predomınantly neo-Platonıist cConceptions
(who, for g00d INCAasSUure, COoOu. a,1s0 be 2CCUsSed of docetism, ebionıtısm
and adoptionısm). Later, other Protestant erıtics took the completely
opposıte 1e W fındıng hıke Harnack, ave SCCNH©, that Augustine
W as INOTIE the 188818  - of 16  w personalıst psychological utlook, GCOIMN-

cerned essentaially ıth the relıgıon of the heart Val Crombrugghe
summarTısed these controvers]ıes 1n 1904 184)_

130) 'Le Connai1s-tol...” 156 an A OWever thıs idea. does ın ıfe of
ythagoras sometıme published ıth Porphyry’s lıtfe where ıt 18 ase! the relatively
trıvJal gTOUN that INa  > 18 M1Cr0COSMOS. It orıginates TOM Photius’s "Bıblıotheca,
codex 249 (Ssometımes wrongly numbered, through early composıtor’s C  9 259)
E: BEKKER edition (of Bibliotheca) 4400

131) Confessions VÄIL, g,
132) See HENRY, ' Plotin et, l’Occident’, OUvaın 1934, {£f. 'Thıs account 18

NO accepted authoriıtative.
133) Le “"Introduection (Eioaywyn) LO the Categories of Aristotle’.
134) In the first. part of hıs ‘La Doetrine christologique et soteriologique de

St. Augustin et Ses rapports ‚ı VCC le n6eo-Platonisme (HKevue d’ Hıstorre Hcclesiastıque
5’ 1904, 237 {f) 'The pomın: al 1ssue Wäas whether the soterl1ology of exchange of
natures (“0d became 188818  - that 11a  - m1g. become dıyıne Was not really 1NCcO-

Platonist, an not Christian. Van Crombrugghe put OTrWward perspectıve very much
iıke that elaborated Dy Dörrie about the signifi1cance of Porphyry In the classical tradition,
anı hıs SUMMar y of the Christian apologetic attıtude coincides ıth the lines of thıs
present study 'Neo-Platonism could not only Dass iıtself off the heir of Hellenism,
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The culmination of the orıginal lıne of nıneteenth CeENtUrY er1itic1sm
Was Alfarıc’s L’Evolution iıntellectuelle de saılnt Augustın » of
whiıich sıngle volume appeared 1n Parıs 1n 1918 W hilst admıttıng
that Augustine had make SOIMe consıderable modıfieations tOo
Plotinus’s thınkıng, ıt; conecluded

HKor Augustine, Ohrıist 1s the Plato of the 135)
for educated people he borrows the language of the Enneads.

In hım the Chrıistian disappears behind the dıscıple of Plotinus
ıt; has een beheved incorrectly that hıs neo-Platonısm W as

sımple COVer1ıng of hıs Catholie al 136)_
Partly AaNSWeEeTr LO thıs, Boyer, insısted Augustine’s

moral cConversiıon eıng completely Chrıstian, but proposed that later
the neo-Platonıist wrıtings provıded the aqssıstance he needed, Na  -

become VveELY materl1ally mınded, 1n hıs search for WaYy of contem-

platıon : He had the faıth ; he lacked knowledge (scıence) » 137)'
OWeVver Boyer lımıts hıs attention LO the early wrıtings.

In Plotin el L Occıdent, LO which reference has already een made,
Henry had LO take into 2CCOUNT recently publıshed work of veLrYy

oTEAL ımportance by Theıler, Porphyruos und Augustın 138) ;
densely COomMpPact whıch made Porphyry rather than Plotinus

the SÖUI‘OB of Augustine’s neo-Platonısm. Henry showed the inadequacy
of the matchıng of from Augustine ıth OSe of Plotinus
and Porphyry an arguıng for “influence’ In these [är Was

dıscernıng LO eritic1se the princıple of interpretatiıon presupposed 1n
thıs superfic1al inspection of evıdence, and to the pomt LO SLATE that
ıt Was quıite possıble that Plotinian 1deas had COIMMe LO Augustine
through Porphyry He asked for greater uSe of external erıter1a :
quotatıon and undoubted allusıon, LO brıng about SOMe dıscıplıne iınto
hat Was becomıng consıderable debate. But he dıd not explore 1n

but could Iso ASSUumMe the pretensions of becoming the religious philosophy of the
future... al the Same tıme combatıng ese pretens1ons, it Was NECESSaL Y LO ShOW the
points of ontact an agreement of the two rıyval conceptions, and In thıs WaYy to make
it; Cas V for eo-Platonists LO COME tOo Christianity’ (P 238).

135) 0B Cil., 5925
136) Y
187) °Christianisme et neo-platonısme dans la formation de saınt. Augustin’,

Paris 1920,
138) 02 CAL. See U  , en
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depth the kınd of uSe hıch Augustine could be sSuppose LO ave
made of neo-Platonıist thınkıng.

The clarıfıcatıon of the relatıonshıp between OLINUS an Au-
gustıne has contınued 18010)18% 1n the lıne of interest 1n the eXaC extual
SOUTCEeS of Augustine s thınkıng than 1n the INOTeEe vıtal question of
interpretation of the real s1gnıf1cance LO Augustine of neo-Platonıist
speculatıon. Courcelle has proposed that asuch SOUTCeEe Was Ambrose’s
preachıng ,T the tıme, 1n hıch he had medıtated out the connectjons
between Chrıistianıty an neo-Platonıist thınkıng, but the general
conclusıon from hıs research 18 that In Augustine’s conversıon per10d
there Al Man y possıble influences workıng ogether, N! also that he
could ave read Plotinus aN Porphyry aT thıs per10d 139) ()’Meara
has provıded aCcessiıhle SULVEY of the work the relatıon between
neo-Platonısm an Augustine whıch COVEeTS the ate nıneteenth an
fırst half of the twentjeth CENTUTY 140)

Recent hıstorıcal-Lterary work has g1ven INCreasSING amount of
attention LO pomts of ontact ıth Porphyry The task 1s I1NOTeEe

dıfficult because much of Porphyry work exısts 110 only In quoted
fragments. Among other proposals, Theıjler’s artıcle, recently
publıshed 141) that De T’rıinıtate 16 18 1n effect
interpretatıion of the in]unetion "know thyself” 142) whıch Porphyry
hımself WwTOTe treatıse of whıch only few iragments remaın 143)
'T’hıs VCLY valuable suggestion Urns attention aAWaY from the Arıan
pre-occupatıon of the earher books N! the much studıed triads of
the later books LO the mıddle and neglected part of SB work where
Augustine DOES VOLY deeply into the epıstemolgıcal question. Theıler
a 180 finds 1ın Porphyry weight of evıdence from number of places
whıich sSuggest that he Was Augustine’s SOUT’'CeE for much of hıs triadıe
conceptions 144) Impressive an perceptive S Theıiler’s d1iscovery of

139) See chapters 1-3 of Seection art, I’ "Les Confessions de saınt Augustin dans
la tradıtiıon lıtteraire’, Pariıs 1963

140) In ‘Augustinism an neo- Platonism’ (KRecherches Augustiniennes I, 1958,
01 ff: an indications of I1LOIC recent wrıtings Ca.  - be found In his "Plotinus an

Augustine Kxegesis of Contra Academicos 1L, (Kevue Internationale de Philosophie 2 9
1970, 3921 {f)

141) See SUPTO, ‚g

142) 09 CM., 2920
143) ILept TOU vvı (TU.UTÖV- Collected ıIn STOBAEUS, ‘Anthologium’ LE Berlin

1894, 579 French translatıon In ‘Les Enneades de Plotin’, translated and edited Dy
BOUILLET, 1L, Parıs 1859 an Frankfurt 1968, 615 {f.
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parallels 18 his conclusıons fa back the convention of influence
hıs whole lıfe long Augustine Was attached LO Porphyrıian 160O-

Platonısm 145)
As the study of the eXTS of Porphyry PTOSTESSCS, o0€es the

establıishment of relatıonshıps between hım N! Augustine. Sınce
Theıiler’s artıcle number of important studıes ave appeared an

dependable conclusıons ALr begiınnıng LO EMETISEC 146)'
T wo tudıes whıich MOStT partıcularly provıde insıght into thıs
relationshıp whıich 1S relatıvely Cas Y LO SsSece but dıffieult LO TeCOoNsStruct

144) 09 C 2923.5 including the triad ESsSe diligere.
145) 230 an 248
146) Besıdes the TeVvIEeW of H ADOT an the note of MADEC cıted 1n the LEeXT, the

ollowıng contribute LO the discernment of Lraces of orphyrıan ideas 1n Augustine.
COURCELLE, "Les Lettres.. 166-176 has rich SUrVEY of the posıtıon ıt; remaıned
after THEILER’S artıcle and HENRY’S er1ıt1que of ıt. SOLIGNAC, ' Reminiscences plotin-
lennes et, porphyrıennes dans le debut du de Ordıne de saınt Augustin’, Archıves Ade Ia
Phrlosophie 2 ’ 1957, 446 {f, draws parallels between the Sententiae an the De Ordine.

(O)’MEARA ‘Porphyry’s Philosophy TOM Oracles ın Augustine’, Parıs 1953, identifies
Porphyry De Philosophia Oraculis Haurienda ith hıs De KRegressu Anımae known
only TOM Augustine’s De (ıvitate Der 'hıs thesıis WaSs Vv1gorously anı lengthily
attacked by HADOT In the artıcle referred LO ın the LexXt. 'PIN considers Sermons
240-2492 ‘digest of Porphyrıan philosophy’ (”Cheologie COSmM1qUEe...’ 433 if) In the
SAINe work he econsiders iıt; 18 Porphyry’s objections agaınst the resurrection stated
1n the (lontra OÜhristianos whiıich provoked Augustine’s counter-arguments 1ın the
De (/zvıitate Den X" not ıIn the De Kegressu Anımae, 1S usually thought (15 443 {f)
Based DÖRRIE, 'Porphyrios’ "Symmikta Zetemata; (Zetemata 2 E Munich 1959),
which parallels ıth Augustine’s Solıloqurvum 181 an De Immaortalıtate Anımae
(v. PIN urther Lraces ın the De (uantıtate Anımae, Solıloquvum
an De (ıvitate Der X1X, Iso ın De T’'rınatate (*Une Nourvelle Source de saınt Au
gustin le CNTNLA de Porphyre Sur I’Union de l’ame el Au C'  F 1n Revue Aes tudes
Ancıennes 6 9 1964, the ast part {f) 18 rewrTIıting of « Les
‘Symmikta etemata, de Porphyre et le De Armitate de sgaılnt Augustin » ın : Dre
Metaphysık un Maıttelalter : Vorträge des ınternatıionalen Kongresses für mattelalterliche
Phirlosophie Cologne ed. WILPERT, Berlin 1963 249-254). The images for
the unl]ıon of INENS, notiıtla SU1 an ‚1NOT 9111 1C Augustine rejects had Iso been
rejecte! Dy Porphyry for the unıon of body anı soul, but both accepted image
of the unıon of mind an intelligibles. Hıs suggested parallels between Sententıa
Il OMMERT ed XLILL) an De T’'rınıtate } 3! do not really ShOWw orphyry
prompting Augustine’s teaching that the soul Ca  - know itself through ıts LO
itself the Sententia LEexXT 1s LOO brief LO permit detaijled Comparıson ıth h1s teaching of

"conversion’ ın self-knowledge iın hıs Commentary the Parmenıdes (ef. HADOT,
‘Porphyre...’, L, 326-37/0; 4: 110-113) Voss ın “Spuren VO  - Orphyr10s
"De Regressu Animae'’ bei Augustin "De Vera Religione’ (Museum Helveticum 20, 1963,

N has Nn OTE| paralle conception of intellectual purification.
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ATe long TeVI1EW by Hadot of (0)’Mearais Porphyry’s Phrlosophy from
Oracles, entitled (ıtatıons de Porphyre chez Augustin 147) an short
ote by eCc Augustin Drscvple el adversarıre de Porphyre 148)

Hadot wrıtes of Augustine’s allusıons LO Porphyry 1n the De
Vrmtate Denr Tee stages Ca  - be dıstıngulshed 1n Augustine’s usSe of
Porphyry Chapters LO 10 uSe the De Eegressu. Chapters 11 to AA
AI under the influence of the Letter LO Anebon. Chapters 3 In0) 3°)
return LO the De Kegressu but wıthout completely forgetting the
Letter LO Anebon 149) In other words, the StErTUCTLUTE of gTeat part of
the second half of ONne of Augustine’s ma]or works 18 bult round the
examınatıon of certaın books of Porphyry sometımes brıng out
inconsıstencıles, sometımes to incorporate hıs 1deas, sometımes
OPPOSC them Wıth Porphyry much 1n hıs mınd ıt would no%t be
SUTPTISING that gTeAaL deal of the matter ın the latter part of the
De T’rınıtate should, ıth ıts related Nnes of thought, and which Was

being wrıtten ar the sSamııe tıme, be related LO hım ell 150)_ The
seemıng sılence of the De T'rınıtate LEeXT. 1n thıs respect 18 much
explaıned As ıt; 1s 1n ıts relatıon LO Plotinus by the style of aHONYMIMOUS
allusıon, and the disappearance of much of Porphyry wrıtıng
makes I1NOTeEe diffieult than ıth Plotinus, the ıdentificatıon of references

hıs thought
Agaınst artıcle of Dörriıe whıich seemed LO o0k upOoN

Augustine LOO easıly only the inherıtor aN!Er of Porphyrıan
logıc an practical theology, Madec emphasıses the eritical use

whıich Augustine made of Porphyry Augustine Sses Porphyry’s works
not only LO put hımself 1n hıs school but also LO OPPOSE hıs doctrine of

salvatıon » 151) And LO put the matter into theological perspective,
he SaysS that Augustine dıd not LO set agaınst the false medi1-
at10oNns put forwgrd by Porphyry the doectrine of the unıque medı1ator,
the incarnate Word, 1n Confessvons VIUIL, 1n the De (onsensu Evangelı-

147) Revue des Etudes Augustunmennes 6! 1960, 205 {f.
148) 1 C 1964, 365
149) 09 C 2924
150) (F, UD  » 367
151) 0D CH.; 369 ÖRRIE S artıicle 18 ‘Porphyrios als Mıittler zwıischen Plotin

un! Augustinus’ (Antıke und Orzent un Mäittelalter (Miscellanea Mediaevalıja Berlin 1962,
26-47 Also, In "Platonismus 1ın der Philosophie des Mittelalters’, edıted BEIER-

WALTES, (Darmstadt 1969
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STArUumM B 35, D3, 1n the De T’rınıtate an above , ]] 1ın the De
(vıtate De:r 152)

It begıns LO be clear that Augustine 18 er1tical seTrT of the noetiec
themes of Porphyry ell A Plotinus. Judieious acceptance of
observatıon erTe there (1 not INnecan acceptance of the whole
Besıdes whıich the phılosophy of the neo-Platonıistes would ave had
sıgn1f1cance for Augustine and hıs contemporarı1es whiıich 18 rather
lost Not only hıstory but geography seemed LO make the
Graeco-Roman world the only sıgnıfıcant part of humanıty ; the
Indıan yogıs and black Afrıcans of whom he had heard WeICc TemoOte
an unımportant : theır isolatıon and supposed fewness merıted for
them only the briefest mentijons. Total truth W as LO be found
ımperfectly discovered 1n Graeco-Roman phılosophy but totally 1n
Ohrıistjian doectrineA noetic trıades of the mMOost ımportant phılo-
sophers pomting clearly, ıf ımperfectly, to the Chrıstian trıune (+0dhead.

In the De T’rınmtate, Augustine’s MOStT ımportant phılosophical
WOrk, 1t; WOou be altogether appropriate LO fınd that he had 1n
mınd al Man y pomts the neo-Platonıist ‚theorTIes of Plotinus an
Porphyry, that he showed ]Jud1c10us handlıng of theır iıdeas ıth
Complete famıllarıty and complete understandıng of theır value and
lımıtations ; an therefore that he had In mıind, in the er1ıtical
utiılısatıon and rejection of theır themes, apologetic intent1ion, an
also permanent memorTIlalısatıon In the Graeco-Roman-Christian
tradıtıon of OChrıstian behef In trıune Godhead an INa  - made 1n
1ts ımage, supported from Sacred Scripture and expressed 1ın relatıon
LO phiılosophiıcal works whıch had reached stage 1n whıch theır OW

search for perfection of eXpress1o0nN W as relatable LO Christianıty’s OW.

In 1010815 respeCcts the thought of the neo-Platonıists W as ear LO
Chrıstian thınkıng. But INOTeEe 1s the dıistance of Augustine’s OW

thınkıng greater from them than 1ın the place whıich he dechnes LO
gıve LO self-knowing. But ere the crıt1que Was not entirely hıs OW.

He WOou ave had iın mınd the sıgnıf1cance of self-knowledge 1ın
Cicero 153)  n not the bındıng force of transcendent hypostases, but
prımarıly the moral eed of the indıyıdual. And there he would ave
found the thought expressed not 1n the fugıtıve allusıyeness of (Greek

15 MADEC, C 3658 'hıs present study insısts that Augustine had not
much oo0k ın mind Iın the later part of the De T’rınitate.

153) See TESTARD, C4l., I’ 349 {£f.
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thınkıng medıiated through Latın tı1anslatıons, and therefore rendered
doubly dıiffiecult comprehend, but 1ın the 1ıdıom of Romanıtas whıch
Was NeaTtTer LO hıs OW. spirıt.

Augustine’s CUritique of Neo-Platonısm

'T’he crıt1que which Augustine made of neo-Platonısm, whether
explıicıt OL by implhicatıon, COVeIS the followıng pomts.

1) He expheitly rejected the ıdea that the hıghest princıple Wa

beyond thought N! beyond being. Are LO thınk that the wısdom
whıch (+0d 1S, knows other thıngs and 0eSs not NOW ıtself, loves
other thıngs an o€eSs not love ıtself » 154)

It Was cardınal princıple of Augustine that In true being erTe
could be non-being 155) and that 1n the dıyıne ESSECNCE there W as

distinetion between ıt an dıyıne knowledge 156)
11) He exphicıtly rejected Plotinus’s 1e W of the mode of depen-

dence of a 11 thıngs the ÖOne, and its perfect TrTemoteness Accordıing
LO thıs a ]] thıngs Lurn LO theır SOUTCE, the intellectual beings by WaYy
of contemplatıon, LO such degree that there Was provıdence
watching OVeTr the world, only the contemplatıve DALC of everythıng
else turned Owards the One 1 HIS WasSs ın fıdelity LO SOINe of
Arıstotle’s eXTtS, but others AT not dec1ısıve) ?’) So Augustine wTOTe

erTe has een ack of such doetrine philosophers,
dearth of 116e LO aSsert that there 18 (+0d LO create and

154) De T’rınatate Ö, "Aut VeTrO putandum est, sapıentiam QUAC Deus est,
SCITE la et, nescire 1pSam, vel dilıgere Ha N1EeC ılıgere 1psam ef. b V ’ 10, 14

"primus SUumMmIIMNUuUsS intellectus, Cul NO  - est, alıud vıvere et alıud intelligere, sed id quod
est intelligere, hoc v1ıvere, hoc SSEe est, unNnumm mnla)’. Also, b I 1: .  qulia NeC

tantum Eeu NOV1IMUS, quantum 1pse 3E ' .
155) In Joannıs evangelıvum Wr XX A ILL, Non nNnım est 1bi CS5SC, ubı

est et NO  — I8 (as cCcCommentary IN 2 9 where Christ applıes the divine Name

to himsel{).
156) simplicı.. naturae verıtatıs ESSe et, NO  - est aliud atque

alıud, sed hoc 1psum’. XCIX, per hOoc 11O.  - S1C habet sc]lıentlam, ut alıud Il a1ıt
sejentla QuUa scıt, aliud essentla ua est, sed utcumque unum’. O£. De T' rınatate Va 17
ıIn essentla verıtatıs, hoc est SSe quod est esse’.

157) VERDENIUS has pointed out the exıstence of another unresolved PrO:
ematıc. in Aristotle’s system ere 1S real synthesıs of divıne transcendence an
divine providence’. See “Traditional an Personal ements 1n Aristotle’s Religion’,
In : Phronesıis 5’ 1960, ELDERS, ‘Arıstotle’s Cosmology. Commentary
the de Coelo’, Assen 1966, 33 u
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rule a l1 things, but numbers of ods attendıng LO theır OW.

affalrs apar from the world and takıng heed of hat Passes
el0OwWw 3)

Perhaps he had 1ın mınd Passage from Plotinus

the law (1 not warrant... that the gods should la y asıde the
dıyıne lıfe 1ın order LO dırect man’s) daıuly 159
111) Augustine found the subordinatıon of the TEee hypostases

iımposs1ıble LO aCcCcept, 6eVCIl ıth inter-dependence g]1ven LO the
self-knowıng of VOUS aM uy through theır being contaıned 1n the
knowledge they had of theır SOUTCE

Wıth VOUS Perler FOCS far he 0428  - 1n proposing sımılarıty
between the noet1ic world of i1deas In Plotinus an ideas 1n the mınd of
(G0d 1n Augustine 160)} but he has LO admıt that for Augustine, (G(0d,
LO whom the Word 1S consubstantıal, 18 the SOUTI’CcEe of a‚ I1 truth and
realıty whıiılst beıng the hıghest eSsSseNCe N! the ullness of being,
but that 1ın the VOUS of Plotinus the 'being — IN the true
whiıich exısts eTrTe from the Not-being of the princıple of
being —— 413e One 161) The unıty of the Plotinman triad breaks OoOWN
al thıs pomt.

Rıtter approaches the question from the WaY 1n hıch VOUS
an vonTAa ALICc unıted, and notes that Plotinus’s ontology makes the
whole noet1iec world correspond ıth VOUS which he ıdentifjes ıth
(+0d 162) Augustine, wıthout dımınıshıng dıyıne knowledge, keeps (+0d
an the external objects of hıs knowledge apar

But the princıple dıfference whıch 1s the thesıs of thıs Dart of
the —— 18 that for Augustine the dıyıne self-knowledge of the

158) Knarratıo un psalmum 34; Non defuit talıs doectrina philosophorum,
NO  - defuerunt quı dicecerent 11O.  - SsSe Deum, qu1 gubernat Oomn12a et condidıt Omnı1a,
sed SSe multos deos vacantes s1D1 praeter mundum, NO  - curantes ista  ä 'hıs text 18 COIN-

idered LO have the Kpıcureans 1ın mind, but it could ell be applied to Plotinus.
159) Ennead ILL, 2 ( b V ‚9 87 thiıngs) stand before (the One)

looking upon hım, not he upon them’
160) In particular comparıng the eaching ideas 1ın Knnead V! 9? ıth that 1ın

Augustine’s De Diversıs Quaestionibus LXXAAXIIIU, 4 C} 4 9 29 — 31). In *Der Nus
bel Plotin un:! das Verbum beli Augustinus a,ls vorbildlıche Ursache der Welt’, Freiburg
an Paderborn 1931 (Studila Friburgensia).

161) 0 CH.,
162) "Mundus Intelligibilis. Eine Untersuchung ZU Aufnahme un Umwandlung der

Neuplatonischen Ontologıe bel Augustimus’, Frankfurt 1937, 1 9 363
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Word of (+0d 18 not S1eN of inadequacy, of fallıng short, of havıng
LO return LO ıtself 1n order LO maıntaın ıtself 1n unıty. Self-consei0usness
18 not 1n Augustine NOT 1S it 1n Arıstotle weakness, of
compensatıng for stopping dıssıpatıon of CHEISY As ıth
ıstotle, full self-knowledge 18 for intellectual CTrTeAatuUure eXpress10N
of perfection. As Luy 0€eS not aD PCAa 1n the Augustinıan noetic
COSINOS 169) ıts self-knowledge finds place What remaılns of 160O-

Platonıist self-knowıiıng 1S 1n the InoTe ethıcal ımperatıve LO look wıthın
and LO return TO oneself ; ıt; IS dissoc1ated from the artıculate noetic
world StETUCTUTE of Plotinus where it 18 no0%t only knowledge but the
contaııng structure. W hıilst the eXpTeESSION of thıs ımperatıve 1n
Solsloqgurum 1L, °Noverım M noverım te’, Oa  5 be matched ıth
statements from the Enneads 164) 1ın far ıt, 1s speculatıve
phılosophıcal reflectiıon ıt 1S lınked INOTeEe ıth the indıyıdual human
eed for self-knowledge Aas found 1ın Plato and INOTe empiırıcal SETUG-
‚uUures of Arıstotle, ASs also ıth Cicereo, fOr whom Augustine had such

respect 165)
1V) In Plotinus the fallıng short of VOUS from the perfection of

the ÖOne, and the urther fallıng short of uy from thıs relatıve
ımperfection ALl the beginnıngs of gradatıon of being stretchıng out
91 ıts lımıt LO mater1a| na LO evıl W hılst, StroNg element remaıned
In Augustine’s thınkıng that evıl Was fallıng AWAY from the fullness
of being aN! correspondıng goodness LO (relatıve) not-being an
badness 166) he emphasıses the sharıng 1n goodness of the ereated

163) Its equivalent, the “*anima mundi', LO which he alluded VeErVY brief1y 1ın the
De Immortalıtate Anımae anı the De Musıca, 18 the subject of later retractıon
(Retractvones I! I 3? '3 9 602), but ven this Was nOot, ın Augustine’s mind, the
equivalent of uy 1n all 1ts extensıyveness an intellectual quality, but rather
"spiritalis, vıtalıs virtus’.

164) D  , IL,

165) T ESTARD’S VICEW the corrective 1C the reading of Cicero DaVC te

Augustine’s attempts at ECSTAaSY Al’C interesting : "Cicero, by the recognition of his
lımıtations, recalled the ADE of Christ LO Augustine... Plotinus, ın the 1gnNorance of
his limiıtations pPropose LO the rhetor that he should Pass Christ by, still, that
he should replace him (0D. CH., 169) COURCELLE notes the signif1cance of ‘duce te
ın Augustine’s a2CCOUNT of hıs retLurn to hımself (Confessvones VAl; 1 ’ 16); setting hımself
apart TOM Plotinian prıde (See ‘“Recherches SUur les Confessions de Saint Augustin’,
111e edition, Parıs 1968, 128)

166) 'hıs eme has been the subject of number of studies by ZUM BRUNN
‘“E‘tre’ ne pPas etre d’apres saınt Augustin » 1ın Revue des tudes Augustiniennes

1 9 19068, ül f ’ « L’Expression Ontologique de la Viıe et de Ja Mort de ’Äme,
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world, alludihg tO, expandıng and correcting 1ın Confessvons 6 text
from Ennead 111 167)_ And 1n the question of tıme, which, has
already een SCCH, for Plotinus 18 CONSECYUCNCE of S3 OCOSTI11OS fallıng
short from the tımelessness of the One aN! of VOUS, whiılst he 11
aCccept ıt being, ıth SOINE parallelısm LO uyxn domınatıons OVeTr

multipheıty, subjectively dıstensıon of the soul, he 111 not aCcCcept
ıt havıng the sSAamIe ıllusory nature. Wıth Plotinus the self-consc10us-
ess of uy 18 of plece ıth ıts presiding OVeT temporal SUCGESSION,
and the UuncoNSCIOUSNESS of the One follows from ıts eternıty. Wıth
Augustine the self-econsc10usness of Mens provıdes the condıtıon of
thınkıng anythıng else, an thınkıng of a ]] kınds, includıng dehberate
self-thinkıing, OCCUTS 1ın the timebound MEMOLY 168)_

V) Augustine points 0out the contradıctions of neo-Platonısm ın
proposing the re-ıncarnatıon of soul worthy of ‚N! en]oyıng beatı-
tude iınto the mi1ser1es of thıs WOrld, an of behevıng ıIn the etern1ıty of
the WOrld, and a the Samne tıme 1n eternal CSCaDE iınto beatıtude 169)
hıch meant each soul would be TrTeated AaNeEW, and would not ave
the eternal exıstence whıch other parts of neo-Platonist doectrine
taught.

In the De T'rınıtate 17o) Augustine speaks ıth oTEAL of
(neo-Platonist) phılosophers who ave such powerful mınds an
abundant elsurTe and AI famıhar ıth the most subtle teachıngs,
who Ca  S COMMe LO such contradıctory conclusı0ns.

d’apres saınt. Augustin’, in : Augustonus 1 E} 1968, 443 fi‘ E Dilemme de l’KEtre
et du neant hez saınt Augustin’, Parıs 1969 ; °La Dialectique du "magıs 8 et
du *minus S88  9 ‚hez saınt Augustin ) In “Le Neonplatonısme.. 371 r

167) See Uonfessvones X') 65 J {f. an NNEI ILL, 2’ the paralleliısm 18 quite
clear TOM the dialogue orm (ef. Plotinus, 'Do but SUCVOY (the ‚0SmMOS), an! surely thıs
18 the pleadıng yOu ll hear : )‚ by the key eXpression ‘_ made bDy (}+0d)’
ıIn Plotinus, an ‘1pse fecıt NnOosSs ın Augustine. But In OTINUS the COSIMNOS Says of itself
} auffice to myself”, whereas ın Augustine it acknowledges Its total dependence (G0d.

The SaINne contrast shows 1n the dıfference of elr two attıtudes to 1me As exXpressed
Dy (3+UITTON, tıme 18 for Plotinus ‘this ternal i1squiet' (ce trouble 6ternel) (S emps

5)? whereas for Augustine ‘these delays, these checks, ese slowings down, ese
dıistances, ese desires anı al thıs bitterness 1C has 1ts 0CcCcasıon an matter 1n
tıme, become for the inter10r INa  ; the condıt.ıon of despoiling hımself{, by which hıs
true nature returns to him (PP.

168) hat Aristotle Ca  - be the ultımate SOUTI’CE of the subjective aspects of time-
CONSCIOUSNESS 1ın them both, Sece UD  ' 378, 11.

169) See De (ıvıtate De: XIL, ZE: De T’rınaitate AILL, 9’
} 170)
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V1) It 18 1INOTeEe than TNeTe d1alectic1an that Augustine aArgUES
agalnst Porphyry’s denıal of the possıbılıty of the Incarnatıon that
ır 18 reasonabhle neo-Platonıist grounds for ıf INa  - could become
God, why could not (+0d become man %

You Platonıists have, a al y rate, lofty conception of the
intellectual soul (whıich must be ıdentifi1ed ıth the human soul
that yYOUu QSSert. that 1t, IS capable of becomıng consubstantıal
ıth the mınd of the Father whıch 18, yOUL admıss1ıon, the
Son of (+0d Why then 18 1t; ineredıble that One intellectual sou|
should ave een assumed, for the salvatıon of ManYy, ın SOINe

unıque and ıneffable INanner 171)
And ıf Plotinus asserted NF the SAaIne tıme that must flee LO

OUT beloved COUNTIY... by becomıng lıke (+0d aN that there ÖOa  - be
dıirect ontact between the purıty of the dıyıne and mortal unclean-

that should necessıtate — trl1ad-wıse Medıator betweenNE5SS,
the Lwo 172),

VI1) T’he question of medıatıon of salyatıon W as ımportant LO
Plotinus and Porphyry 1t; W as central LO Augustine. three
accepted the place of faıth’ In unseen Augustine thought that
the whole PIOCESS of COmMINg LO self-knowledge aN! LO eCStaSY 1n 160-

atonNnısm might involve authentiec experıenNce 173) but ıt Was the
hıghest prıde LO UL Y LO achlJeve ıt; Salvatıon W as only possıble through
faıth 1ın Ohrıst 174) whıch alone could make INn  m} ave that unıon
ıth the dıvıne, which W as the true, but perverted, object of the
search for ECSTAaSY 1n neo-Platonıism.

It 111 be sSPCceN that these pomts AT e central pomts I6 the sStructure
of neo-Platonıist thınkıng. All of them requıred substantıal modıficatiıon

partıal rejection. Yet there wWwWerTe a 180 for Augustine Mal y pomts of
ontact not surprıisıngly 1n the provıdential meeting of phiılosophıc
an Judaeo-Chrıstian tradıtıons. Augustine COl Sece number of
important problems In neo-Platonıs erms In the AlCca of the One
2N! the Many, partıcularly 1n connection ıth the dıyıne in-dwellıng

171) De (/ıvıtate Der X'‚ 29 (translatıon by BETTENSON).
172) 1
173) I
174) (3 De Trinıtate AILL, 1 ’ autem praecıpul gentium philosophi, qu1

invısıbılia Deı, PCI QUAC facta Sunt, intellecta conspicere potuerunt, tamen qula
sıne ediatore, ıd est S1INe homiıne Christo, phılosophatı sunt
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of the One God 1n Ian Yy souls being “a 1l 1n a 117 175) 1ın the pursult of
spiırıtual perfection ; Iın the mınd’s sharıng ın the hıght of TW and
the partıcıpatıon of a,|| g00d thıngs 1ın the SUPIEME g00d He could
accept SOINEC aspects of the neo-Platonıist conception of purıfıcatıion :
the remOVINg of hat Was alıen, the progressıon 1n vırtue, the departıng
from unliıkeness to one’s true gelf. All of these themes aT1SEe 0Out of
the neo-Platonıist ques for self-knowledge, LO fınd 1ın one’s Iinnerness
the transcendent (+0d The eed return LO oneself an LO fınd (4+0d
there a1 the Samne tıme WasSs Tequen eme In Augustine’s Sermons
A 1ın the Confessuvons. T’he relatıonshıp of thıs mora|l search the
phiılosophıcal SETUCTLUTE of neo-Platonısm could not ave een far from
Augustine’s mınd 1n these works. In the De T’rınıtate he set theır
precıse phılosophıcal COUuNter  IT.

(£O be contınued) EKDWARD BOOTH

175) See iın particular De T’rinitate 28, 51 ‘Cum Crg perveniıremus a te,
cessabunt "multa’ ista UUAaC “dieimus et 110  w pervenimus’ ; et manebis uUuNnNus omn1a 1n
omnıbus (I 0or. 1 E 28) et SINe ıne dieemus 1U laudantes In uUuNnNUuUNn), et In te factı
etiam 1OS unNnNum—m. Domine Deus UNG, Deus trinıtas’.

An apologetic which had neo-Platonism principally ın mınd would VeELYVY approprlately
use eXpression of the ineffa ble oOne-1INn-mManYy, carefully relating it; to text of

scripture.


