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Abstract

The thesis examines Plotinus' theory of sympatheia through the lens of Platonic principles,
highlighting its deep roots in Timaeus while giving particular attention to Galen’s connection
to Plotinus. Rather than revisiting the well-explored Stoic influence, this study focuses on
how Plotinus, as an authentic interpreter of Platonism, systematically integrated its principles

into his concept of cosmic interconnectedness.

The case of Galen is particularly compelling, as his Platonism and its potential influence on
theories of unity within the cosmos remain largely underexplored. By shedding light on this
connection, the thesis aims to reveal a significant yet overlooked dialogue between
Neoplatonism and ancient medical thought, especially concerning perception, the soul’s

unity, and the mechanisms of sympatheia.

The first chapter of the thesis explores the intricate connection between Plotinus and Galen,
focusing on their respective views on the principles of cosmic sympatheia. | argue that their
views on cosmic sympatheia have their origin in Plato’s Timaeus, which incited a vigorous
debate among the Middle Platonists concerning its interpretation. Plotinus and Galen engaged
deeply with this subject, employing certain Platonic elements for their medical and
philosophical purposes, targeting Peripatetic, Stoic and Epicurean perspectives. This chapter
aims to delineate these elements, using a comparative and intertextual analysis of the two
thinkers, particularly regarding their understanding of the principle of sympatheia, of the
Demiurge, and of the way sympatheia works within the body and nature. For Galen, the
complex processes of the body and the different powers of the soul constitute a network that
is governed by the Demiurge, who is the very principle of sympatheia, but whose essence is
unknown. Galen’s empirical observations and his theory of the unity of the souls follow the
claim, which according to Galen was first formulated by Hippocrates, that everything in the
perceptible universe is in sympatheia. This is an idea that is absent from Middle Platonist
philosophy, but is used by the Stoics who, however, did not link their theory of sympatheia to
the idea of a Maker of the universe.



Plotinus agrees with Galen on the location of the individual soul’s parts in the body and
shares a certain common ground regarding the powers of the organism. For Galen, the powers
are principles (archai) that stem from the Demiurge. Plotinus develops this idea into a
broader metaphysical network, turning sympatheia into a theory of the soul’s kinetics, which
generates time and a quasi-space for the ensoulment of the body. Following A. H. Armstrong
and J. Wilberding, but also critically examining their theory of a “creeping spatiality,” I call
this quasi-space “analogical spatiality”. With this in mind, I am also addressing the question
of how Plotinus, possibly considering Galen’s perspective, which was part of a broader
discussion among Middle Platonists on the Demiurge, rejects the view that all souls are
merely parts of the demiurgic soul of the world. Instead, Plotinus, by introducing the concept
of a “whole soul” (also referred to in the literature as the “hypostasis soul”), which
encompasses all individual souls including the soul of the universe, offers a solution to the

philosophical problems that had remained unsolved in Galen’s simpler construction.

In the second chapter, | attempt to explain how this analogical spatiality accounts for the
unity of the souls through a threefold demiurgic activity. This analogical spatiality explains
the working of universal cosmic sympatheia and universal harmony as an outcome of the
fundamental unity of the souls. The Demiurge is acting at three levels: as the intellect
contemplating the intelligible in itself and creating the whole soul whose parts will animate
the universe; as the soul of the universe setting in movement through rational activity and
discursive thought both time and the body of the universe; and as the vegetative faculty of the
world soul, called also “nature,” entering, permeating, and animating the corporeal universe.
The fundamental unity of the souls and this demiurgic process, trickling down from the
intellect to the vegetative soul animating the cosmos, ensures the community of affections of
the souls, even when they become individuated in the bodies.

In the third chapter, 1 move on to show how sympatheia acts within ensouled bodies. The
focus is on selected texts on the stars’ motions, magic and divination from Enneads V.4 [28]
30-45. 1 examine how Plotinus’ theory of sympatheia, deeply rooted in Platonic and
Aristotelian traditions, offers a profound explanation for the interconnectedness of the
cosmos, the soul’s kinetic activity, and the phenomena of magic and divination. By refuting
Gnostic cosmology, which misconstrues the structure of the universe as an oppressive
mechanism under the rule of a malevolent Demiurge, Plotinus reaffirms the goodness, order,

and intelligibility of the cosmos. His defense of the cosmic soul as an integral part of a higher



metaphysical unity reveals a system in which harmony, proportion, and causality are not

accidental but the natural expressions of the One’s emanation into all levels of existence.
A key argument that emerges is the role of the soul’s kinetic activity in shaping cosmic order.

The movement of the heavenly bodies is not an arbitrary process, but a divinely ordered
dance, reflecting the higher harmony of the intellect and the One. The dance metaphor, which
Plotinus borrows from Plato’s Timaeus and Phaedrus, illustrates how the cosmos is animated
by an intelligent principle, ensuring that each celestial body moves effortlessly,
harmoniously, and without deviation. This eternal motion, self-contained and self-sustained,
exemplifies a perfect, non-deliberative order, where all parts of the cosmos are attuned to the
unity of the whole. Furthermore, Plotinus extends the idea of sympatheia beyond cosmic
harmony to the moral and intellectual ascent of the soul. Just as the planets align with the
movement of the cosmic soul, individual souls must align themselves with the intellect to
achieve union with the One. This connection between ethics and metaphysics reveals a
fundamental universality in Plotinus’ system: the order of the universe is mirrored in the
virtuous life of the soul, and only through participation in this divine order can a soul achieve
its highest potential.

In the fourth and last chapter, | analyze the treatise 1V.5 [29] on vision (ITepi woyiic dmopiddv
tpitov 1] mepi dyewg). | examine selected passages regarding vision and sympatheia and argue
that the immediate perception of the form within the living body of the universe is the
outcome of the analogical spatiality. For Plotinus, vision is an unmediated sense-perception,
occurring not through a physical medium but through the unity of the World-Soul. This
framework, derived from Plotinus’ reading of Plato’s Timaeus, reinforces the idea that
perception is not a process of transmission, but an immediate act of recognition within a
unified cosmos. At the end of this chapter, | present an interpretation of the metaphysical
foundation of immediate vision in the realm of the Intellect, arguing that its origins lie in the
generation of perception and are deeply rooted in Plotinus’ reading of the Platonic myth in
Theaetetus. This connection reinforces the idea that vision, rather than being a mediated

process, is a direct manifestation of the soul’s participation in the unity of reality.

This approach demonstrates that sympatheia is not merely an explanatory device, but a
fundamental ontological principle that underlies the unity of being. Whether approached

through the lens of Galenic physiology or Plotinian metaphysics, the idea that all parts of



existence are interconnected through a higher organizing principle remains a powerful and
enduring concept rooted in Platonic principles. By bridging the gap between medicine and
philosophy, between empirical observation and metaphysical speculation, Galen and Plotinus
offer a vision of reality that is both deeply structured and dynamically open-ended. Their
insights continue to resonate in contemporary discussions on the nature of consciousness, the
interrelation of mind and body, and the philosophical implications of scientific inquiry.
Analogical spatiality serves as a mechanism that allows these insights to be consistently
applied across different domains, ensuring that sympatheia functions as a binding force

between knowledge, perception, and reality.

In conclusion, this dissertation has sought to illuminate the connection between the
philosophical and medical traditions that shaped the concept of sympatheia in late antiquity.
By examining the thought of Galen and Plotinus within their historical and intellectual
contexts, | believe | have gained a deeper appreciation of how ancient thinkers were involved
with questions of causality, unity, and divine order. Their works serve as a testament to the
enduring human quest to understand the nature of existence, reminding us that the search for
knowledge, whether through science or philosophy, is ultimately a pursuit of harmony and
interconnectedness. Analogical spatiality emerges as a key concept in this pursuit,
demonstrating how the unity of the cosmos is maintained through metaphysical continuity

and relational structuring, ensuring that all levels of reality remain meaningfully connected.

Keywords: ancient philosophy, Plotinus, sympatheia, Plato’s Timaeus, Galen, cosmic

sympathy, world soul, ancient theories of vision.
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Introduction

The general aim of this thesis is to show that Plotinus’ concept of cosmic sympatheia (a term
that I translate throughout this dissertation as “community of affections,” or ‘“shared
affections) can be considered a unified ontological structure, in which all the beings within
the universe are interconnected in a world arranged and ordered by the Platonic highest
principles. Thus, for Plotinus, there is a community of affections between all the living beings
in the cosmos, because the world has all the characteristics of a living organism. Evidently,
this view is based on Plato’s Timaeus but — as | will suggest in what follows — it is also
influenced by the long reception of the texts of the Platonic corpus during the Hellenistic and
early imperial periods. Galen’s philosophical speculations squeezed from his experience as a
physician and medical theorist offer an excellent window to this reception and are used
extensively in this thesis; at the same time, Galen’s work had an important impact on

Plotinus’ own philosophical system.

Historiography of the study of Plotinus and sympatheia

The link between sympatheia and Plotinus is the subject of a long and fruitful research
tradition, on which my thesis has built extensively, while also noting its limitations and
offering avenues for further exploration. In what follows, | will provide a short
historiographical overview of past scholarship on Plotinus and sympatheia, which aims to
provide the necessary background for the content and approach of my own thesis;

accordingly, I will focus on the most important and relevant contributions.

Karl Reinhardt’s highly influential Kosmos und Sympathie constitutes the first fundamental
point of reference for anyone interested to study the link between Plotinus and sympatheia.*
Reinhardt offered a detailed study of the ancient theory of sympatheia, the principle
according to which the cosmos and the human beings are interconnected. His book explores
the etymology, history, and philosophy of sympatheia in ancient philosophy. Reinhardt's
reading posits sympatheia as a cosmic principle, which was specifically articulated as a
concept by Poseidonius, Cicero and Philo. In their interpretations, sympatheia is not simply

an abstract tie, but the connective chain of existence, an impulse that communicates life and

1 K. Reinhardt, Kosmos und Sympathie: neue Untersuchungen Uber Poseidonios, Munich,
1926.
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order throughout the cosmos, rendering it an organic whole within the context of the
movements of heavenly bodies and natural laws, but also the correlation between the

microcosm of man and the macrocosm of the universe.

Outside of its physical applications, Reinhardt explains how sympatheia is further extended
to the human domain, influencing ethics, epistemology and social relations. Ancient thinkers
conceived of sympatheia as a force that binds the human soul to both the divine and to one
another. Plutarch and Hierocles very much express this perspective, regarding human
cognition and divine intelligence as intimately intertwined via a cosmic sympathy. This
perspective not only ensured metaphysical continuity; it also served as a moral imperative: as
the universe is one, human societies ought to work towards unification and mutual
understanding. Furthermore, the text articulates an epistemological dimension of sympatheia.
Reinhardt draws on Sextus Empiricus and other ancient sources to suggest that knowledge
itself was considered an extension of sympatheia. For example, the Stoics believed that
because there is a shared divine intelligence connecting all rational beings, humans are able
to perceive it in the first place. This view resonates with Plotinus’ subsequent view of cosmic
sympatheia, in which the human mind, rather than being a self-standing entity, is positioned

within a vast intellectual continuum.

The most fascinating aspect of Reinhardt’s account is its transference from the physical or
metaphysical realm of sympatheia to its implications in theological thinking. The book traces
the earlier impact of Neoplatonists reinterpreting sympathy as a divine force, in particular in
Proclus and Plotinus. In this model, the world itself is a sensorium, a divine body in which all
things, from planetary motion to human emotion, are interconnected functions of the same
divine will. This interpretation is deeply resonant with ancient divination and astrology.
Reinhardt explores how Poseidonios’ theory of sympatheia was key to legitimizing
astrological prediction, the idea that celestial motions and human fates were connected via a

unseen, yet real, cosmic harmony.

Reinhardt was certainly correct that, in order to fully grasp the importance of sympatheia in
the philosophy of Neoplatonic thinkers like Plotinus, it is essential to explore the intellectual
debates concerning sympatheia that took place in the late Hellenistic and early imperial
periods. In this respect, the current dissertation is heavily indebted to his pioneering work.
Given the fact that Posidonius’s work, the centre of Reinhardt’s book, is only known

fragmentarily from quotations and paraphrases in later works, Reinhardt’s reconstruction is
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often highly speculative and dubious. Many of his conclusions and, in particular, his method
for reconstructing earlier texts, which have not been preserved, from later sources, have been
the subject of serious criticisms.? As a result, | have consciously decided to throw light on the
debate concerning sympatheia in the late Hellenistic and early imperial period through the

extensive and fully preserved corpus of Galen, a key and influential thinker in this debate.®

The next important work is Graeser’s dissertation on Plotinus and the Stoics.* It is a detailed
philosophical study of the points of connection between Plotinus’ thought and the Stoic
doctrines. Sympatheia / cosmic sympathy is one of the central themes of the book, and an
important idea in both Stoic physics and Plotinian metaphysics. Graeser shows how Plotinus
engages, reworks, and occasionally critiques the Stoic concept of sympatheia to serve his
own Neoplatonic project. Sympatheia, as the Stoics understood it, was the basic
interconnectedness of everything in the cosmos. They maintained that the universe is a
living, unified whole animated by pneuma that ensures that all parts of the world remain in
harmony. For the Stoics, cosmic sympathy was a dynamic, tensional motion that bound
things together and maintained the coherence of the universe. It was in this fashion that one
would explain celestial influences, efficacy of divination and indeed even physiological
processes in living beings. Graeser argues that while heavily relying on this Stoic doctrine,
Plotinus recast sympatheia in a non-materialist context. Unlike the Stoics, he did not believe
that this soul or cosmic unity required a physical medium (pneuma) to bind it together. He
also held that the soul itself as an incorporeal principle was sufficient to explain the
sympathetic relationships given between beings. For Plotinus, sympathy was an attribute of

the World-Soul, binding together all living things, not any medium of nature.

Graeser argues that sympatheia in Plotinus, and its relation to perception and visual
transmission is an important departure from Stoic theories of perception. According to the

Stoics, vision and perception were mediated through the pneuma extending from the

2 See e.g. the classic refutation of H. Cherniss, “Galen and Posidonius’ theory of vision”,
American Journal of Philology, 54, 1933, 154-161.

% For a more methodologically sound interpretation of Posidonius’ theories, see e.g. G.
Reydams-Schils, “Posidonius and the Timaeus: off to Rhodes and back to Plato?”, Classical
Quarterly, 47.2, 1997, 455-476.

* A. Graeser, Plotinus and the Stoics, PhD dissertation, Princeton University, 1970.
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perceiver to the object perceived. Through this medium, impressions were propagated, much
like the tension in a body allowing its farthest component to respond to a stimulus, even if
there is no direct physical interaction. Graeser claims that Plotinus adapted and criticized at
the same time the Stoic tenets. Firstly, Plotinus exploited this pneuma-centric account of
perception. Rather, he suggested visual perception happens through sympatheia, but without
the necessitous agency of a material intermediary. In this formulation, perception operates
through the immediate presentation of the object’s form to the perceiving soul, as all souls
ultimately participate in a primordial oneness. This challenges the Stoic claim that any
sensory data needs a physical medium to travel. Plotinus’ aim is to delineate the manner in
which the forms of objects gravitate toward the perceiver independently of intermediate
material, that is, either air or pneuma. This presages later theories of perception, which stress
an immediate presence of the object to the soul’s consciousness, rather than a sequential

relay.

Graeser also draws attention to the ways Plotinus broadens the concept of sympatheia from
the realm of physics to that of metaphysics and ethics. For Plotinus, the whole cosmos is a
single organism which is guided by the One, and each individual soul is part of the unity of
the World-Soul. This suggests that sympatheia is not a mere physical or causal relation, but
an ontological given, so that all being is geometrically aligned, and proud of it. Moreover, in
Plotinus, the ethics of sympatheia hinges on the shared relationship to the One, through
which souls affect one another. For those on the path to the divine, the sympathetic bonds
multiply, while those who turn away from the divine become further isolated and
unconnected. Stoics understood sympatheia as a way of accommodating a deterministic fate,
but Plotinus understood it as an expression of the harmony of the World-Soul. Thus, while
Stoic sympatheia turned around causal interactions in a determined cosmos, Plotinian
sympatheia was a manifestation of the unity of being itself. Graeser’s study of the Stoic
theory of sympatheia and Plotinus’ reaction and reinterpretation of that theory is accordingly

a fundamental foundation for the current dissertation.

Gary M. Gurtler has also explored Plotinus sympatheia with respect to the Stoic influence.’

Gurtler claims that Plotinus utilizes sympatheia in order to describe the unity and coherence

® G. M. Gurtler, “Sympathy in Plotinus”, International Philosophical Quarterly, 24.4, 1984,
395-406.
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of the cosmos. Where the Stoics located cosmic sympathy in the physical interrelation of all
things through their correlation by pneuma, Plotinus assimilates sympatheia to his own
metaphysical order. For Plotinus, the cosmos is an emanation of the One, and sympatheia
occurs not through physical connections, but in the hierarchical structure of reality. The
harmony of the universe is preserved not through a common material substance, but because
each being partakes of the One. One of Gurtler’s crucial points is that, for all the retention of
the idea of sympatheia, Plotinus explicitly denies the materialist Stoic interpretation of it. For
the Stoics, sympathy served as an explanatory mechanism for how events in one part of the
universe could immediately impact another, whether through natural phenomena or astrology.
But Plotinus denies that the heavenly bodies exercise direct causal influence through
sympathy of matter. Rather, this connection is through the soul’s participation in higher
realities, like Intellect and the One. Gurtler also examines the foundations for ethical
relationships made possible through sympatheia in Plotinus’ thinking. The notion that all
souls are part of an integral whole has ethical implications: the implication of natural

predisposition toward virtue, love, and compassion.

A defining aspect of Plotinus’ doctrine of sympatheia, as Gurtler emphasizes, is that it serves
to explain the relation of individual souls. Contrary to the Stoic focus on sympatheia as a
physical and causal bond, for Plotinus sympatheia is the effect of the inherent oneness of all
souls. Gurtler’s analysis also reaches Plotinus’ account of perception and the role of
sympatheia therein. In contrast to both Aristotle's requirement of a physical medium through
which perception must derive, and the Stoics' perception as pneuma in action, Plotinus
identifies perception with the participating soul, which as such is already unified with its
objects and applies this same idea to visual perception making the case that the soul does not
see mechanically, but directly, from within, by virtue of its intimate coupling with the
intelligible forms. In this sense, sympathy becomes an alternative to the necessity of physical

transmission in perception. This topic forms the subject of chapter 4 of this dissertation,

A second major contention has to do with Plotinus’ treatment of astrological and magical
forms of sympatheia. Though he admits that heavenly bodies can be taken to signify certain
happenings in the sublunary world, he claims that they exercise no direct causal power over

humans. Rather, he argues, the activity of ordering them, as if they were mere stuff swept up
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in some kind of cosmic Dust Busters, still is more a manifestation of order and harmony
existing already in the cosmos and within the human psyche, and should be interpreted as
anything other than a material force coming from without and acting upon the individual.
Gurtler also explains how, by rejecting the independence of will, this position puts Plotinus at
odds with both a Stoic vision of determinism, as well as the popular notion of astral
causation that was prevalent at his time. Plotinus’ treatment of astrological and magical forms
of sympatheia forms the subject of chapter 3 of this dissertation. It is worth pointing out that
in a revised version of the above article, published in 2002, Gurtler acknowledges that certain
parts of the Enneads regarding the soul’s unity are a combination of Stoic and Platonic

influences.®

The final important point of reference is Eyjolfur Kjalar Emilsson’s Plotinus on Sense-
Perception.” This book is a rich study of Plotinus’ views of perception, which includes a
valuable investigation of the role of sympatheia. Plotinus provides a model of visual
transmission that joins Aristotelian and Stoic theory toward an understanding of cosmic
organic unity. Emilsson argues that the treatment of sympatheia as the cause of visual
transmission originates in Stoic thought. The Stoics framed sympatheia in terms of a cosmic
interrelatedness, whereby all parts of the cosmos act on each other through a ubiquitous
pneuma. While Plotinus adopts the term, he recasts it through his own metaphysical lens:
rather than a physicalistic account, sympatheia for Plotinus is a manifestation of the soul’s
unity with the cosmos. Emilsson points out how Plotinus uses sympatheia to describe visual

perception even in the absence of a medium.

This is an important break from previous models, which made light dependent upon a
gradual love of a medium like in Aristotle’s model of light passing through the diaphanous
aether to convey visual information, or the Stoic pneumatic model. Rather, for Plotinus, it is
the unity of the cosmic soul that permits objects to be seen without mediation. This explains

the immediacy of perception — for what is before the perceiver are objects as if they were

® G. M. Gurtler, “Sympathy: Stoic materialism and the Platonic Soul”, in M. F. Wagner (ed.),
Neoplatonism and Nature: Studies in Plotinus’ Enneads, Albany NY: State University of
New York Press, 2002, 241-276.

" E. K. Emilsson, Plotinus on Sense Perception, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1988.
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within the soul of the perceiver. Emilsson offers an extensive treatment of the ways in which
Plotinus refutes competing accounts of visual perception. One of his main criticisms with
these theories is that they cannot account for how perception is direct and immediate. He
makes a persuasive case for why Plotinus’ criticism is forceful: the Stoic theory would lead to
a delay, or mediation, in perception, while Plotinus requires that vision be unmediated. This
"access"” is a consequence of sympatheia, which guarantees the mutual union of all objects

with all perceivers due to the one, equivalent cosmic soul.

A central insight of Emilsson’s book is that Plotinus’ notion of sympatheia is centered on two
basic principles: (1) similarity, and (2) organic unity. The theory is that things of a similar
kind are in soul naturally disposed to interact sympathically. This is the reason why one sees
directly instead of with a mediator—there is already a natural love of soul to soul or man to
object, because they are both part of one soul state. Additionally, Emilsson emphasizes that
Plotinus’ idea of the organic unity also extends beyond individual vision to that of the
universe as a whole. As the cosmic soul permeates the entire universe, the soul is present
entirely in each part of the body. In terms of vision, this implies that there is no perceiver
separate from that which is perceived; instead, both the person seeing and what is seen are

manifestations of the same underlying reality.

This interpretation lets Emilsson show an enlightening connection between Plotinus’ theory
of vision and the metaphysical commitments that he believes underlie — and justify — vision:
the One and the unity of being. One of the most strikingly original aspects of Emilsson’s
analysis is his account of how Plotinus understands the mechanics of visual transmission.
Unlike the Stoics and Aristotelians, who depended on the physical transmission of light,
however, Plotinus regards vision as a wholly psychic event. This is particularly important,
because it relates Plotinus’ argument on vision to his more general metaphysical system. Just
as the Forms are everywhere and do not need to be conveyed to the intellect through a
medium, so visual forms become present to the perceiver without the need for physical
transmission. Emilsson shows that this theory of Plotinus is internally consistent: perception
is direct apprehension, because reality itself is structured in such a way that there is

immediate unity possible between perceiver and perceived.

Last, but not least, the most powerful part of Emilsson’s discussion is the comparison of
Plotinus and Galen. According to Galen, the air that reaches to the intermediate becomes

organic in the perceiver as a prolongation of the nerves. For Plotinus, however, there is no
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need to posit such an intermediary due to the unity of the cosmic soul, which provides the
immediacy between eye and object of vision. Although Emilsson acknowledges that Plotinus
and Galen share some important intuitions (especially the view that vision is an organic
process), he claims that the crucial difference between them is Plotinus’ repudiation of
physical intermediaries. This makes clear the radicalism of Plotinus’ theory. While Galen
remains within a broadly naturalistic worldview, Plotinus’ theory of vision will have a wholly
metaphysical character. This highlights both the novelty of Plotinus and the gravity of his

investment in sympatheia as an explanatory principle.

This comparative exploration of Galen and Plotinus is the subject of a more recent article, in
which Emilsson discusses the concept of sympatheia in Plotinus.® In this study, Emilsson
revises his earlier view that sympatheia is borrowed from the Stoics. He now argues that
Plotinus’ concept of sympatheia is founded on his reading of the Timaeus. After providing a
historical overview of Stoic sympatheia, he explores passages from the Enneads,
demonstrating that interconnectedness is fundamentally rooted in the unity of the soul. He
then examines different theories of visual transmission, arguing that Galen and Plotinus share
common ground, largely due to their interpretation of the Timaeus. This argument is
fundamental for the purposes of this dissertation. I try to show that Galen’s and Plotinus’
theories of sympatheia are to a very important extent the consequence of their reading of and
reaction to the Platonic corpus, and in particular of the Timaeus. While Emilsson examined
this theme in a necessarily brief manner within the contours of an article, | offer a detailed
comparative analysis of Galen and Plotinus that documents the significance of the Platonic

reception of Timaeus in the debates concerning sympatheia in the early imperial period.

Building on these scholarly contributions, | aim to approach Plotinus' theory of sympatheia
through the lens of Platonic principles, emphasizing its deep roots in Timaeus, while giving
particular attention to Galen’s connection to Plotinus. Rather than revisiting the well-explored
Stoic influence, | will focus on how Plotinus, as an authentic interpreter of Platonism,
systematically integrated its principles into his concept of cosmic interconnectedness. The
case of Galen is especially intriguing, as his Platonism and its potential impact on theories of

unity within the cosmos remain largely underexplored. By shedding light on this connection,

8 E. K. Emilsson, “Plotinus on sympatheia”, in E. Schliesser (ed.), Sympathy: A History,
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015, 36-60.
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I hope to illuminate a significant yet overlooked philosophical dialogue between
Neoplatonism and ancient medical thought, particularly regarding perception, the soul’s

unity, and the mechanisms of sympatheia.

Overview of the dissertation

The first chapter of the thesis explores the intricate connection between Plotinus and Galen,
focusing on their respective views on the principles of cosmic sympatheia. | argue that their
views on cosmic sympatheia have their origin in Plato’s Timaeus, which incited a vigorous
debate among the Middle Platonists concerning its interpretation. Plotinus and Galen engaged
deeply with this subject, employing certain Platonic elements for their medical and
philosophical purposes, targeting Peripatetic, Stoic and Epicurean perspectives. This chapter
aims to delineate these elements, using a comparative and intertextual analysis of the two
thinkers, particularly regarding their understanding of the principle of sympatheia, of the
Demiurge, and of the way sympatheia works within the body and nature. For Galen, the
complex processes of the body and the different powers of the soul constitute a network that
is governed by the Demiurge, who is the very principle of sympatheia, but whose essence is
unknown. Galen’s empirical observations and his theory of the unity of the souls follow the
claim, which according to Galen was first formulated by Hippocrates,® that everything in the
perceptible universe is in sympatheia. This is an idea that is absent from Middle Platonist
philosophy, but is used by the Stoics who, however, did not link their theory of sympatheia to

the idea of a Maker of the universe.

Plotinus agrees with Galen on the location of the individual soul’s parts in the body and
shares a certain common ground regarding the powers of the organism. For Galen, the powers
are principles (archai) that stem from the Demiurge. Plotinus develops this idea into a
broader metaphysical network, turning sympatheia into a theory of the soul’s kinetics, which
generates time and a quasi-space for the ensoulment of the body. Following A. H. Armstrong
and Ch. Wilberding, but also critically examining their theory of a “creeping spatiality,” I call

this quasi-space “analogical spatiality”. With this in mind, I am also addressing the question

¥ Evppota pia, Evpmvoro pia, Evumadia avta: Kotd uev ovAOUEMNY TAVTO, KOTO HEPOG OF TAL
v ékGote pépel pépea mpoc 1O Epyov Hippocrates, De alimento, 23 in E. Littré, Euvres
completes d'Hippocrate, vol. 9, Paris: Bailliére, 1861 (repr. Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1962): 98-
120, at 106.
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of how Plotinus, possibly considering Galen’s perspective, which was part of a broader
discussion among Middle Platonists on the Demiurge, rejects the view that all souls are
merely parts of the demiurgic soul of the world. Instead, Plotinus, by introducing the concept
of a “whole soul” (also referred to in the literature as the “hypostasis soul”), which
encompasses all individual souls including the soul of the universe, offers a solution to the

philosophical problems that had remained unsolved in Galen’s simpler construction.

In the second chapter, | attempt to explain how this analogical spatiality accounts for the
unity of the souls through a threefold demiurgic activity. This analogical spatiality explains
the working of universal cosmic sympatheia and universal harmony as an outcome of the
fundamental unity of the souls. The Demiurge is acting at three levels: as the intellect
contemplating the intelligible in itself and creating the whole soul whose parts will animate
the universe; as the soul of the universe setting in movement through rational activity and
discursive thought both time and the body of the universe; and as the vegetative faculty of the
world soul, called also “nature,” entering, permeating, and animating the corporeal universe.
The fundamental unity of the souls and this demiurgic process, trickling down from the
intellect to the vegetative soul animating the cosmos, ensures the community of affections of

the souls, even when they become individuated in the bodies.

In the third chapter, I move on to show how sympatheia acts within ensouled bodies. The
focus is on selected texts on the stars” motions, magic and divination from Enneads V.4 [28]
30-45. 1 examine how Plotinus’ theory of sympatheia, deeply rooted in Platonic and
Aristotelian traditions, offers a profound explanation for the interconnectedness of the
cosmos, the soul’s kinetic activity, and the phenomena of magic and divination. By refuting
Gnostic cosmology, which misconstrues the structure of the universe as an oppressive
mechanism under the rule of a malevolent Demiurge, Plotinus reaffirms the goodness, order,
and intelligibility of the cosmos. His defense of the cosmic soul as an integral part of a higher
metaphysical unity reveals a system in which harmony, proportion, and causality are not

accidental but the natural expressions of the One’s emanation into all levels of existence.

A key argument that emerges is the role of the soul’s kinetic activity in shaping cosmic order.
The movement of the heavenly bodies is not an arbitrary process, but a divinely ordered
dance, reflecting the higher harmony of the intellect and the One. The dance metaphor, which
Plotinus borrows from Plato’s Timaeus and Phaedrus, illustrates how the cosmos is animated

by an intelligent principle, ensuring that each celestial body moves effortlessly,
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harmoniously, and without deviation. This eternal motion, self-contained and self-sustained,
exemplifies a perfect, non-deliberative order, where all parts of the cosmos are attuned to the
unity of the whole. Furthermore, Plotinus extends the idea of sympatheia beyond cosmic
harmony to the moral and intellectual ascent of the soul. Just as the planets align with the
movement of the cosmic soul, individual souls must align themselves with the intellect to
achieve union with the One. This connection between ethics and metaphysics reveals a
fundamental universality in Plotinus’ system: the order of the universe is mirrored in the
virtuous life of the soul, and only through participation in this divine order can a soul achieve

its highest potential.

In the fourth and last chapter, | analyze treatise 1V.5 [29] on vision (Ilepi woyiic dmopid>v
pitov 1 mepl Gwewg). | examine selected passages regarding vision and sympatheia and argue
that the immediate perception of the form within the living body of the universe is the
outcome of the analogical spatiality. For Plotinus, vision is an unmediated sense-perception,
occurring not through a physical medium but through the unity of the World-Soul. This
framework, derived from Plotinus’ reading of Plato’s Timaeus, reinforces the idea that
perception is not a process of transmission, but an immediate act of recognition within a
unified cosmos. At the end of this chapter, | present an interpretation of the metaphysical
foundation of immediate vision in the realm of the Intellect, arguing that its origins lie in the
generation of perception and are deeply rooted in Plotinus’ reading of the Platonic myth in
Theaetetus. This connection reinforces the idea that vision, rather than being a mediated

process, is a direct manifestation of the soul’s participation in the unity of reality.

The thesis is completed by an Appendix, containing a new translation of treatise 1V.5 [29].
This treatise has been translated in collaboration with my supervisor, Istvan Perczel, and
provided with philological commentaries (see the Appendix). Many other fragments of the
Enneads have also been translated anew, so that, hopefully, the analyses contained in the
thesis are supported by more precise translations than those available. Often, this translation
work needed emendations of the edited texts, based on the editio maior of Paul Henry and
Hans-Rudolf Schwyzer (H-S?), in preference to the editio minor (H-S?), which contains many
emendations that we have not taken into consideration. The emendations that we introduced
were mostly corrections of iotacisms that have crept into the text, and syntactical changes.
Incidentally we preferred readings that Henry and Schwyzer relegated to the apparatus

criticus.
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Chapter 1: Galen and Plotinus: the principle of cosmic sympatheia

Galen and Plotinus: intertextual and comparative approaches

The analogy between medicine and philosophy in many ancient texts was used to show the
relation between microcosm and macrocosm - physics and metaphysics. The idea of the ideal
human state based on the equal proportion in the elements of the body is attributed to
Alcmaeon of Croton, a fifth-century BCE doctor, who was probably influenced by the
Pythagoreans.*® The Hippocratic tradition also followed the same pattern, and it is claimed
that Plato had probably studied these medical texts.!! Similarly Galen, following Hippocratic
medicine, developed his theory on the psychic diseases, while also following the Platonic

philosophy of the soul, but within a scientific framework.

Apart from diverse studies on Plato’s dialogues, Galen wrote a lemmatic commentary on
Plato’s medical doctrines in the Timaeus. This commentary was titled On Medical Statements
in Plato's Timaeus (Ilepi t@v év 1@ I[MAdtwvog Twaie iatpikdc sipnuévov). The work,
consisting of four books, is not extant in its entirety, but multiple fragments have been found

and published.*? Galen used for his medical purposes the tripartite taxonomy of the psyche,

10 See the chapter devoted to Alcmaeon in J. Longrigg, Greek Rational Medicine: Philosophy
and Medicine from Alcmaeon to the Alexandrians, London: Routledge, 2013, 47-82.

11 See e.g. E. M. Craik, “Plato and medical texts: Symposium 185¢—193d1”, Classical
Quarterly, 51.1, 2001, 109-114; S. B. Levin, Plato's Rivalry with Medicine: A Struggle and
its Dissolution, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014.

12 Concerning this fragmentarily preserved work, C. Daremberg published fragments from
the third book, Fragments du Commentaire de Galien sur le Timée de Platon en grec et en
francais, Paris and Leipzig: Victor Masson/Michelsen, 1848. The same Greek fragments,
with additional Arabic ones, were republished by H. O. Schroder and P. Kahle, Galeni in
Platonis Timaeum commentarii fragmenta [CMG Suppl. 1], Leipzig: Teubner, 1934. New
fragments were discovered by P. Moreaux: “Unbekannte Galen Scholien”, Zeitschrift fir
Papyrologie und Epigraphik, 27, 1977, 1-66; by C. J. Larrain: “Ein unbekanntes Exzerpt aus
Galens Timaios kommentar T'aArpvov mepi t@v &v 1d [TAdtwvog Tipaim ioatpikdg sipnuévoy.
vropvnua TpdTov kai dgvtepov”, Zeitschrift fir Papyrologie und Epigraphik, 85, 1991, 9-30.
Larrain also published these as part of a monograph: C. J. Larrain, Galens Kommentar zu
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introduced in Plato’s Republic and Timaeus,*® which distinguishes the rational (fyepovicov),
the emotional (Bupocidéc) and the appetitive parts (€mbounticév), and locates physically the
three parts of the soul respectively in the head (the rational part), the heart (the emotional
part) and the liver (the appetitive part).

Galen considers the human organism as part of a broader network, drawing upon the
Timaeus, whether his source is directly Plato’s work or mediated by other Platonists.* In this
respect, he considers cosmic sympatheia an important factor in the world, but impossible to
be validated experimentally. Galen was part of a broader discussion of the philosophical
tradition, which was debating the interpretation of the Timaeus and was raising questions
regarding the eternity of the world, the demiurgic activity, the existence of the soul, and the
role of the body in the microcosm and the macrocosm. Hence, | treat Galen as a major
witness to this debate, which forms the background of Plotinus’ philosophical theory. The

Platons Timaios, Stuttgart: Teubner, 1992, 2" edition: Berlin: De Gruyter, 2012; and also by
V. Lorusso, “Nuovi frammenti di Galeno (in Hp. Epid. VI Comm. VII; in In Plat. Tim.
Comm.)”, Zeitschrift fir Papyrologie und Epigraphik, 152, 2005, 43-56. Concerning
Larrain’s excerpt, Diethart Nickel expressed strong doubts: “On the authenticity of an
‘excerpt’ from Galen’s Commentary on the Timaeus”, Bulletin of the Institute of Classical
Studies. Supplement, No. 77, The Unknown Galen, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002,
73-78, but these doubts were convincingly refuted by Aileen R. Das: “Reevaluating the
authenticity of the fragments from Galen's ‘On the Medical Statements in Plato's Timaeus’
(Scorialensis graec. ®-111-11, ff. 123 R -126 V), Zeitschrift flr Papyrologie und Epigraphik,
192, 2014, 93-103.

13 Republic, 437a-441c; Timaeus, 69d-71e; R. J. Hankinson, “Galen's anatomy of the soul”,
Phronesis, 36, 1991, 198.

14 The Timaeus was one of the most studied texts both by Middle Platonists and
Neoplatonists. Galen was in direct contact with the texts by middle Platonists and with the
Platonic works. For the relation of Galen with the middle Platonists see J. Dillon, The Middle
Platonists, 80 BC to AD 220, London and Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1977; also
P. L. Donini, “Galeno e la filosofia”, Aufstief und Niedergang der Romischen Welt 11, 36.5,
1992, 3484-3504.
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present chapter, therefore, aims to shed light on Galen’s concept of “mutual affections”

(cvuméOsa)® and its possible influence on Plotinus.

Before | move on to showcase my assumption, let me explain shortly the reasons why this
suggestion is worthy of interest. For this study, | will focus on historical evidence from
Porphyry’s Vita Plotini, and on parts of the Enneads concerning the Demiurge and the world
soul in comparison with the way Galen used his scientific and philosophical teachings to

understand the principle behind cosmic sympatheia.

First, there is historical evidence that Plotinus was in close relationship with physicians, and
that among his closest disciples were doctors, one of whom stayed with him and cared for

him until the end. This is recorded by Porphyry in his Vita Plotini:

AMG v kol AdeEavopéa Evotoylov iatpucov Eoyev Etepov, 0¢ mepl T TELELTOIN
THS NAKiog Yvoplobelg antd diépueve Bepamedov dypt Tod Oavdatov Kai povolg Toig

Mwtivov oyordlmv EEv tepleBdrieto yvnoiov eiocdpov.t

There was too another physician, Eustochius from Alexandria, who came to know
Plotinus towards the end of his life and stayed with him and tended him till his
death. By studying uniquely the teaching of Plotinus, he has acquired the the habit

of a genuine philosopher.

Porphyry records the crucial detail that the doctor Eustochius remained with Plotinus till his

very death:

Kdapod pév mapdvtog ovdév mm ToodTov VIEQOiveTo: amomAedoavtog o0& €ig
T0000TOV NypudOn 10 Tabog, ¢ &leyev EmavedBovil Evotoyloc 0 €taipog O Kol

rapopeivag adtd dypt Oavérov.t!

15 Sympatheia denotes affinity or harmony between the parts, shared affection, a bond. For
the discussion of the various notions of sympatheia, see E. Schliesser, “Introduction”, in idem
(ed.), Sympathy: A History, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015, 3-4.

16 porphyry, Vita Plotini, 7.7-12.

1 Porphyry, Vita Plotini, 2.10-13.
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While | was with him, no symptoms of the kind [described above] appeared, but
after 1 left on my voyage his disease increased to such an extent in violence, as
Eustochius, our companion who stayed with him till his death, told me when |

returned.
Porphyry also records the presence of another doctor, Zethus, among Plotinus’ circle:

"Eoye 6¢ ol Zibov Etaipov, ApdPiov 10 yévog, Ogodociov Tod Appmviov
yevopévov Etaipov &ig yapov AaBovia Ouyatépa. "Hv 8¢ kai oDtog latpucdg Koi
opOdpa mePilmto 1@ [TAwTived: ToAMTIKOV 3¢ dvta Kol POomag EXOVTO TOAITIKAG
avaotédey O TTAwtivog €meparo. Expfito 0 avtd oikelog, dg Kol €ig T00g

BypodG TPOC oWTOV AVoypEiv Tpd EE onpeiov Mntovpvdv vrdpyovrag.t

Another of his companions was Zethus, an Arab by race, who married the
daughter of Theodosius, a companion of Ammonius. He was another physician
and Plotinus loved him very much. As he was a social man and had political
ambitions, Plotinus tried to dissuade him. Plotinus was on terms of great
intimacy with him and used to go and stay at his place in the country, six miles
from Minturnae. (translation by Armstrong, revised)

From these testimonies, someone could assume a) that the physicians, following Galen’s
saying “the best physician is a philosopher” were attending the Platonic schools and b) it was

inevitable for Plotinus to discuss with them Galen’s theories and perspectives.

Secondly, Galen and Plotinus were targeting the same intellectual opponents. One such
example was the Peripatetic Alexander of Aphrodisias, who was an opponent of Galen, and
even wrote a work entitled “Against Galen on motion” attacking the physician about his
criticism of Aristotle’s unmoved mover.'® Porphyry, on the other hand, records that Plotinus

in his lectures was addressing the teachings of Alexander of Aphrodisias:

18 Porphyry, Vita Plotini, 7.17-23.
19 C. D’Ancona & G. Serra (eds.), ‘Alexander On the Principles of the Universe, On
Providence, Against Galen on Motion, and On Specific Differences,” in Aristotele et

Alessandro di Afrodisia nella tradizione araba, Padova: Il Poligrafo, 2002; more recently, see
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‘Ev 8¢ 10ig cuvousiolg aveylvdoketo HEV avT®d Ta Dmopviuota, gite Zefnpov €in,
gite Kpoviov 1| Novunviov §| T'aiov §j Attikod, kav toig Iepumatntikoic td €

Acmociov kol AAeEAVSPOL ASPAGTOL T€ Kol TOV Eumecovimy.

In the meetings of the school he used to read [aloud] the commentaries, either those
of Severus, or of Cronius, or Numenius, or Gaius, or Atticus and, among the
Peripatetics, those of Aspasius, Alexander, Adrastus, and others, as the occurrence

gave it.

Thirdly, Plotinus as a loyal Platonist rejects the Peripatetics’ theory of motion and it is worth
examining if, in his effort to do this, he might have used Galen’s toolkit. Fourthly, according
to textual evidence, Plotinus followed Galen regarding the encephalocentric view of the soul
first introduced in Plato’s Republic and the Timaeus (69 d7-70a7). Their view was held
against the cardiocentric view developed by the Peripatetics and the Stoics. Fifthly, drawing
on the Timaeus, both Plotinus and Galen approached sympatheia in a non-materialist way,
expressing at the same time a different type of theology in contrast to the Stoic perception of
sympatheia. Galen was the first to use the term sympatheia without attributing materialist
principles to it. Here, | must point out the following: in many of his works, Galen adopts an
agnostic stance regarding the essence of the Demiurge and the soul, and it is within this
stance of agnosticism that his theology is established. However, evidence from Galen’s
embryological writings suggests that the demiurgic activity can explain the more complex
processes of nature. Furthermore, Galen explicitly states that the soul, which constitutes the
rational part of the individual soul, is of a different substance than the soul that creates the

irrational part.

‘Otav yap 10w ta mondia @Oeyyopeva pev dtt' dv avtoig eOEyEacbot kelevompuey,
olov, & tOy01, oudpvav koi opidnv koi opfypa, pRte 8& Tovg Kivodviog
Emundeimg Tf) To TN POV TV YA®TTOV UG EMOTANEVA, UNTE TOAD HAALOV €Tt
T TOVTOV AOTAOV veDP, TOOVOTATOV HEV YO UL TOV SATAAGAVTO TV YADTTAV,

ootic mot' €otiv, §| avTov &l dopévey €v 1oic damhacheiol popiolc 1j {dvta ta

O. Harari, ‘Alexander against Galen on Motion: a mere logical debate?,” Oxford Studies in
Ancient Philosophy, 50, 2016, 201-236.
20 Porphyry, Vita Plotini, 14.10-14.
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uopla  Kateokevakévol, yvopilovia 10 PovAnuo Tod THG MUETEPOS WOLYIC
fyepovikod, todto &' dxdlovdov evpickev, SAANV pEv elvar THV KoTd TO
NYEUOVIKOV MDY YouynVv, GAAAG 08 TAG €V EKACT® TAOV Hopiov, §| TAVIOG Ye piav
KOwnv TV drnavto dtowkodoav, €ig dmopiav Epyopat, und' dypt duvatig Emvoiag,
unt ve BePaiog yvoroeme ebpiokmv Tt mepl oD damAdcavtog Nuag texvitov. Kai
YOp ETaV AKOVGM TIVDY PILOGOHPMV AeyOvTOV THV VANV Eyuyov odoay & aidvog
dmoPrémovcay mpog Tac 184ac, E0vTHV KooUElY, &1t Kol pdAlov &vwod piav stvol
OV yuynyv, TV T€ damAdcacoy NUAS Kol TV VOV ¥pouévny €KAcTO TV Hopiov.
Avbictator 8¢ TtovT® mAMv T dyvown TG Olokovomg MUAS Wuxhg TV

DINPETOVVTMV Toig OO avTHg popicv;?t

For when we observe that children utter whatever sound we instruct them to—
smyrna [myrrh], as it might be, or smile [scissors], or smegma [soap]—without
any knowledge of the way in which the muscles move the tongue in the way
appropriate to that sound, still less of the relevant nerves, it seems most probable
that the constructor of the tongue, whoever that may be, either himself remains in
the parts he has constructed, or has made the parts as animals which recognize the
wish of the leading part of the soul. When, however, | see that it is a consequence
of this that the soul in the leading part is a different entity from the souls in each
of the parts of the body, or alternatively that there is just one general soul which
manages all the parts, | reach an impasse, unable to discover anything about the
artificer who constructs us even in terms of a probable conception, let alone a firm
understanding. When | hear some philosophers assert that matter has been
endowed with soul from eternity, and that by contemplation of the Ideas it forms
or adorns itself, | realize all the more strongly that there must be only one soul,
which both constructs us and continues to employ each of the parts. But again,
against this is the fact that the soul that manages us has no knowledge of the parts
that obey its urges (translation by P. N. Singer, in P. N. Singer, Galen: Selected
Works, Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1997, 198-199.)

21 Galen, Foet. Form. IV 696-97
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Following Michael Frede’s article on Galen’s , that is, his discourse about the divine, |
claim that Galen’s perception of the origins of sympatheia, based on the Demiurge’s activity
and expressed in On the Formation of the Foetus and in On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and
Plato, is part of a deep religious exploration of the essence of the cosmos. | will argue that
Galen has raised philosophical problems concerning the understanding of cosmic sympatheia
— acknowledging that he shares common concerns with other Middle Platonists — which

might have influenced Plotinus in the elaboration of his own concept of sympatheia.

Plotinus, like Galen, interpreted the demiurgic activity in the Timaeus as constant and eternal,
but unlike Galen, regarded sympatheia as a result of a non-technomorphic Demiurge, who is

part of a higher metaphysical structure.

Last, but not least, scholars have highlighted significant similarities between Plotinus and
Galen regarding their theories of sight and sympatheia. In Kosmos und Sympathie, Karl
Reinhardt argued that the common aspects of Galen’s and Plotinus’ theories of sight have
their origins in Posidonius’ theory of vitality.?? This view considers Posidonius as an ally of
Platonism, who employs the Timaeus to integrate Platonic elements into his own theory,
thereby forming a kind of "Platonizing" Stoicism and "Stoicizing" Platonism.?® Reinhardt’s
reconstruction of Posidonius’ theory on the basis of passages form Plotinus and Galen has
met with considerable resistance; Cherniss refuted Reinhardt's claim, arguing that Galen’s
theory of sight is not mediated by Posidonius’ views, but represents Galen's own
interpretation of Plato’s Timaeus.?* A comparative analysis of their theories of sight, taking
into account the unity of the souls, individual and world soul, as the underlying cause of
sympatheia, is worth exploring. This will be extensively elaborated in Chapter 4. The aim of
this chapter is to shed light on Galen's influence on Plotinus within the broader philosophical
debates concerning the interpretation of Plato's cosmological work and the functions of the

body and soul—debates with which Plotinus also engages profoundly. Methodologically, I

22 K. Reinhardt, Kosmos und Sympathie: neue Untersuchungen tiber Poseidonios, Munich,
1926, 187-192.

23 Cf. G. Reydams-Schils, “Posidonius and the Timaeus: off to Rhodes and back to Plato?”,
Classical Quarterly, 47.2, 1997, 455-476.

24 H. Cherniss, “Galen and Posidonius' theory of vision”, American Journal of Philology,
54.2, 1933, 154-161.
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will treat Galen's physiological works as a direct influence on Plotinus, while selected
passages on demiurgic activity will be analyzed comparatively. In this way | aim to shed light
on the connection of the two thinkers and understand the theoretical tradition and the

mechanics behind sympatheia in Plotinus.

Plotinus was evidently aware of Galen’s thought; scholars have identified their direct
connection especially with regards to the location of the soul in the body.? In view of their
shared common ground, the second part of this chapter will be devoted to certain parts of the
Enneads, showing that Plotinus and Galen are involved in a wider on-going debate on the
role of sympatheia and its higher nature. Plotinus had his own way of reading the Timaeus
and was reacting to the debate, part of which was Galen’s perplexing query regarding the
principle of sympatheia. While Galen repeatedly stresses his agnosticism regarding the ruler
of the body’s complex processes and the cause of sympathetic activity between the parts and
the organism or, in a broader sense, the principle behind the relationship between a living
organism and Nature, Plotinus’ perception of cosmic religion, consisting of the beliefs about
the location and operations of the divine entities in the universe, prompts him to give a
concrete answer to the aporiai raised by Galen.?®

For this study, | will first make a small historical overview of the notion of sympatheia,
before moving on to discuss the physiological works in which Galen discusses the principles
of the body’s functions and the teleological purpose of the organs. Moreover, I will briefly
summarize the key points of Galen’s agnosticism and his theory regarding the demiurge, the

soul, and sympatheia. Then, | will proceed to treat more thoroughly the place of sympatheia

25 For this, see T. Tieleman, “Plotinus on the seat of the soul: reverberations of Galen and
Alexander in Enn. IV, 3 [27], 23”7, Phronesis, 43, 1998, 311-312; D. Caluori, Plotinus on the
Soul, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015, 187-192. For the connection of the two
thinkers, see also H. J. Blumenthal, Plotinus’ Psychology: His Doctrines of the Embodied
Soul, Hague: Martinus Nijhof, 1971; A. H. Armstrong, Plotinus, Enneads, vol. 1V,
Cambridge Mass. and London: Harvard University Press, 1984, 104, n. 1; E. K. Emilsson,
Plotinus on Sense Perception, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988, 105.

26 For the constitutive role of agnosticism in an ancient religious system without secure
means of religious knowledge see the seminal discussion of R. Parker, On Greek Religion,
Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2011, 1-39.
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in Plotinus’ thought. First, I will explore how Plotinus, possibly inspired by Galen’s
philosophical queries within the broader debate on the interpretation of the Timaeus,
incorporates the concept of cosmic religion in his metaphysics and gives an account of the
connection between the body, the partial soul,?’ the soul of the universe, and the universal
soul. Then, I will continue with selected passages related to sympatheia in Plotinus and will
examine how this kind of union fits into a kind of analogical spatiality?® found in his system.
Finally, I will treat the question why the obscure essence of Galen’s demiurge and the quest

about the unity of the soul becomes transparent in Plotinus’ system in the light of sympatheia.

A brief history of sympatheia

Sympatheia is a composite word from ocov- (together) and zafoc (affection), denoting a

fellow feeling for a passion.?® In antiquity, physicians, particularly the Hippocratics, focused

21 1 prefer to call “uepin” partial, and not individual soul; see also F. Karfik, “Parts of the
soul in Plotinus”, in K. Corcilius and D. Perler (eds.), Partitioning the Soul: Debates from
Plato to Leibniz, Berlin and Boston: De Gruyter, 112-118.

8 My term “analogical spatiality” stems from a rethinking and a critique of the concept of
“creeping spatiality”, introduced by A. H. Armstrong and reworked by J. Wilberding; see A.
H. Armstrong, Plotinus, IV, Loeb Classical Library, Cambridge MA: Harvard University
Press, 1984, 82-3, n. 2; J. Wilberding, “Creeping spatiality: the location of the Nous in
Plotinus’ universe”, Phronesis, 50, 2005, 316. | think that Wilberding has correctly addressed
the need to understand Plotinus’ “spatial” expressions as being more than mere metaphors,
and I agree with his interpretation that these expressions indicate an instrumentally “spatial”
proximity of certain activities of the soul to special locations. However, | think that this
interpretation has not addressed adequately the distinction between the activities of the divine
souls, including the world soul, which are governing their bodies without descending into
them even in their activities, and the non-divine rational souls that, in their activities, have
partly “descended” into the bodies, while remaining “above,” in the noetic realm in their
substances and their higher activities. This subject will be further elaborated in the next
chapter which treats the unity of the souls.

29 M. Lapidge, “Stoic cosmology”, in J. M. Rist (ed.), The Stoics, Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1978, 161-185; E. Schliesser, “Introduction” in E. Schliesser (ed.),
Sympathy: A History, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015, 3-4.
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on identifying the interrelations between parts of the organism to explain natural phenomena
such as diseases and their cures. At the same time, philosophers were already contemplating
the world as an organic whole, intricately connected to the human organism. Thinkers like
Democritus, and later philosophers such as Plato and Aristotle, used terms like @uAia

(friendship) or apuovio (harmony) to describe the bond between soul and body.

Over time, the concept of sympatheia expanded into a broader framework, denoting the
connection between the macrocosm and microcosm—a view Galen embraced and which, as |
will argue, Plotinus integrated into a more comprehensive theory of the soul. Scholars often
attribute the full development of sympatheia to the Stoics, for whom the interconnection of
parts with the whole became the basis of their cosmology, nature, and fate.>®> However, one
could object to the Stoics being the originators of the theory by pointing out that Plato, in the
Timaeus, based his entire cosmology on the holistic character of the world as a living
organism. ! I believe that Plato’s philosophy, influenced by Hippocratic thought, showcased
sympatheia as a crucial element in connecting the parts of the universe within themselves and
to the whole, both in physics and metaphysics. This interpretation aligns with Galen’s view,
who considered Hippocrates the first advocate of cosmic sympatheia, albeit expressed in the

language of his contemporaries.*?

Galen could have adopted the Stoic or Epicurean perspectives—both physicalist in their
explanations of the organism's relationship with nature—but, instead, had deliberately chosen

to remain faithful to Plato’s concept of the demiurgic creation of the world. This, despite the

30 K. lerodiakonou, “The Greek concept of sympatheia and its Byzantine appropriation in
Michael Psellos”, in P. Magdalino and M. Mavroudi (eds.), The Occult Sciences in
Byzantium, Geneva: La Pomme d’or Publishing, 2006, 97-100; E. Emilsson, Plotinus on
Sense-Perception: A Philosophical Study, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988, 47;
Schliesser, “Introduction”, 37.

81 Timaeus 30b-c and 37¢-d.
32 Inmokpang pév yap v mpotépav pndsicav étpdmeto, kad’ fijv fvotar pév 1 ovoio ko

aAlototan kol cOpmvovy OAov €Tl Kai cuppovv 10 odpa... (Galen, Nat. Fac. 1.12): “For
Hippocrates turned to the first-mentioned (view), according to which, substance is united and
the whole body is animated by one spirit and fluid” (my translation). The language here is

borrowed from Stoics but Galen was not committed to their materialism.
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fact that Galen remained an agnostic, as far as the demiurge’s essence is concerned. His view
on sympatheia, as | would argue, relies on his theology and the way he uses Plato’s Timaeus
and its commentaries mirroring the two aspects of the same coin: on the one hand, the body
as a living organism triggers the manifestation of sympatheia, but within the limited space of
the body; on the other, the limited aspect of sympatheia within the body cannot account for
the body’s more complex functions. Accordingly, I believe that Galen simultaneously
elaborates a detailed theory of the body’s and the soul’s connection to the Demiurge, which
accounts for the unity of the world. In this way, | suggest that Galen sets the stage for
Plotinus to establish a network mapping, something that I will call here, elaborating upon
James Wilberding’s theory of “creeping spatiality,” an analogical spatiality, which extends

beyond the domain of the body and whose principle is the soul.
The two aspects of sympatheia: physiology and the demiurgic activity of the soul

Following the intellectual and educational trend of his era, Galen wrote an extensive number
of works dedicated primarily to medicine, but also to philosophical enquiries.®® Galen was an
advocate of the four-temper theory (hot, cold, dry, wet), based on the natural elements (fire,
water, earth, and air) and their balance within the body. Any kind of unbalance between these
elements is called dvokpacia, while the opposite state provides the svkpoocio of the body.®
The two bodily states have their foundation in nature’s laws; in this respect, the basis for
understanding any disease and its cause lies in the understanding of nature. Human nature is
part of the whole physical environment, and a good physician requires a holistic approach to
the body and its rational principle, to establish the empirical diagnosis of each disease. Galen
sees the ensouled body as a spatial plexus of different activities of the soul. The connection of
the faculties lay in the nerves which start and end up in the brain. Motion starts from the soul.

As far as the soul is concerned, Galen locates the psychic powers in the body:

OTL P&V Yap apyT| VELP®V ATAVT®V £YKEPAAOG TE KOl VOTIOI0G Kol ¢ avTod TOD
VOTII0V TEAY £YKEQALOC, BpTNPIBY & amacdv kapdic, APV & fmap, Kol dC

TO UEV vEDpA TTap’ EYKEPAAOV TNV YUKV dUVOULY, ol &° apTnpiot Topd Kopdiog

3 Science, philosophy, rhetoric and religion were not treated as distinct fields; a proper
intellectual education required insight and knowledge of all the aforementioned disciplines.
3 See, e.g., Galen, De temp., I, 609, 63.
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TNV GQLYIKNY, ol AEReg &’ €€ fimatog TV QuTIKNV AapPdavovsty, €v toig Ilepi

6V Tnmokpdrovg kai ITAdtovog doypdtmv arodédewtar.®

(In the treatise On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato) it was demonstrated
that the source of all nerves is the brain and spinal cord and that the source of the
spinal cord itself is again the brain, the source of all arteries is the heart, of all
veins the liver, and that the nerves receive psychic power from the brain, the
arteries the power of pulsation from the heart, and the veins the power of growth

from the liver.%®

The source of the organism's power resides not uniquely in the heart, but has three different
centers, being the seats of three different faculties, which Galen imagines as having three

different essences.®’

Thus, the center of cognitive power is not the heart, as Aristotle and his followers thought,
but the brain, which gives commands to the conscious movements of the organs via the
nerves. The heart and liver serve as distinct sources, responsible for unconscious movements
and growth, as well as for other vegetative functions, respectively. Galen was proving
through his anatomical work that the brain is governing the nerves and with analogy he posits
the center of the arteries and veins to be in the heart and the liver.3® As these sources are
separate and correspond to the three main faculties, which have their separate essences, their

functioning is harmonized by sympatheia, stemming from the fact that the three faculties-

35 Galen, De usu partium, vol 111, 45.1017.

% Translation from de P. de Lacy, Galeni De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis. Corpus
Medicorum Graecorum. vol. 5.4.1.2, pts. 1-2, 3" corrected edition, Berlin: Akademie Verlag,
2005, 69.

37 Galen, In Timaeum, frgms. 4, p. 18; 6.12-16, p. 19, 11.1-7, p. 21; 13A.1-3, p. 22; 15, p. 24.
3 Tieleman correctly points out that Galen’s anatomical sources apart from Hippocrates are:
“Erasistratus, Eudemus, Herophilus as well as Marinus, “the man who after the ancients
revived anatomical study which had meanwhile [i.e. following Herophilus and Erasistratus]
fallen into neglect” (PHP 8.1.6). Apart from Hippocrates, these references have to be taken
seriously and in particular that to Marinus”; Tieleman, “Plotinus on the seat of the soul:

reverberations of Galen and Alexander in Enn. IV, 3 [27], 237, 311.
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essences are part of the one world soul. As we will see this is important from the perspective
of sympatheia, too. According to Galen, the three main faculties have their separate essences,
whose functioning is harmonized by sympathies, stemming from the fact that the three
faculties-essences are part of the one world soul. Thus it is the world soul that mediates
between the faculties of the individual. As we will see, this is important from the perspective
of sympatheia, too. According to Galen, the three main faculties have their separate essences,
whose functioning is harmonized by sympathies, stemming from the fact that the three
faculties-essences are part of the one world soul. Thus it is the world soul that mediates

between the faculties of the individual.

Galen has proposed that the soul, in order to be able to engage with the body, must include
two additional faculties: the emotional, which is situated in the heart, and the vegetative,
which is rooted in the liver. These two faculties do not belong to the rational soul; instead,
Galen offers two alternative theories without choosing one among them: they are either
distinct substances created by the Demiurge and the secondary gods, or parts of the soul of
the universe to enable the rational soul’s connection to the corporeal world. Thus, Galen

preserves Plato's cosmological framework while integrating into it his anatomical findings.

Therefore, it is the world soul that mediates between the faculties of the individual. As
indicated in the fragment below, this theory is a development of the views of both Plato and
Hippocrates and is used to refute Stoic materialism, prefiguring at the same time, | think, the

theories of Plotinus.

[Tpovkerto pev & apyig émokéyocbot meplt TOV d10KoVo®Y NUAS dSuvauE®Y, €T’
€k Thg kapdlag povng Opudvtal ovumacol, kobamep APloToTtéAng 1€ KOi
Oedppactog VmeAduPavov, e€lte TPeElc apyoc avtdv TiBecBor PéATioV, ®G
Tnmoxpdtng te kai [TAdtov €06&alov. €nel 6¢ Xpuoutnog ov mepl TOV ApydV Povov
NUEIGPNTNCE TPOC TOVG TOANLOVS, GALA Kol TEPL TOV duvape®mV aOTAV 0VTE TNV
Bopoedi cvyympnoog vrdpyey ovte TV EmBountikny, £do&e ypfvar TV TOVTOL
npoOTEPOV 0OENY EmokeYapIEVOLG oUTmg Emavépyectatl TdAy €ni 10 mpokeipevov €5
apyfic, dg &ykEPaAdS Te Kai kapdia koi rop dpyai TdV d101koVsdY NG Suvauemv

giow...®

39 Galen, PHP, VI.1, 1-7.
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It was my purpose at the beginning to inquire about the powers that govern us,
whether they all have the heart as their only source, as Aristotle and Theophrastus
supposed, or whether it is better to posit three sources for them, as Hippocrates and
Plato believed. But since Chrysippus disputed with the ancients not only about the
sources but also about the powers themselves and did not admit the existence of
either the spirited or the desiderative (power), | decided that I must first examine his
view and then return to my original plan, which was to show that the brain, the
heart, and the liver are the sources of the powers that govern us.*°

[lepi 1dV ‘Tmmoxpdrtovg xoi [TAdtwvog doyudtov EmoxkéyacBour mpobépevol
TPOTOV UEV EO10GEQUEY AVAYKOLOTOTOV VTTAPYEWY 10TPIKT) T€ Kol PLAOGORiq, €ite

mheiovg giot Suvapelg ai Stotkodoot TOV dvBpmmov site pia, PePaing Ecvpeiv-4t

When we undertook to examine the teachings of Hippocrates and Plato, we first
showed that it is most necessary for medicine and philosophy to discover with

certainty whether the powers that govern man are one or more than one.*?
These two passages are significant, as they reveal several key points:

a) Galen claims that Plato and Hippocrates agree on the three sources that govern the
human body, namely the brain, the heart and the liver. Following the 7imaeus, Galen
differentiated himself in this respect from the Middle Platonists, who did not adopt
Plato’s tripartite theory of the soul.

b) Galen explicitly opposes the Peripatetics and Stoics on this matter, who both believed
that the center of thinking is the heart.

¢) Medicine and philosophy are regarded as equal sciences, requesting from the scientist to
enquire whether the principles behind the powers are multiple or not. This last assertion

should be read while keeping in mind another part of the same work, where Galen states

40 Translation from de P. de Lacy, Galeni De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis. Corpus
Medicorum Graecorum. vol. 5.4.1.2, pts. 1-2, 3" corrected edition, Berlin: Akademie Verlag,
2005, 65.

41 Galen, PHP, VI11.1,1-4.

%2 Translation from de P. de Lacy, Galeni De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis, 65-7.

40



CEU eTD Collection

that human bodies are the product of a higher wisdom, and he maintains that the essence

of the soul is incomprehensible (PHP 6, 588 and 596).

Physical functions and sympatheia

In other physiological works, Galen mentions that it is because of sympatheia that a part of

the brain affects other parts of the body, when it is damaged.

gav yap Olov moteé mabn 10 TPOSHIOV £YKEPAAOV, GUUTAGYEWV UEV AVAYKOIOV £0TL
Kol T0 ePl TV VYNAOTATNYV aOTOd Kowiav, PAAmTEcOOL O KOl TOG SLOVONTIKAG
avTdV vepyelag. Kal Keltan dvaicOntog pev kai dkivnrog 0 obtwg tabav, ovdey o'

glc ™V avamvony BAdmteTar, kol koAeitar o tébog TovTo Kapoc.td

When the entire anterior part of the brain is involved, its uppermost [right or left
lateral] ventricle is necessarily affected [by sympathy] and the activities of the
mind are equally damaged. A patient stricken in this manner lies [on his bed]
deprived of sense perception and movement, but his respiration remains intact. This

condition is called stupor.**

In another instance in PHP, Galen uses the notion of sympatheia in an attempt to refute one
of his colleagues, Erasistratus, concerning the role of the meninx in the brain. The organism
does not stop its motion and die, because the meninges are not the governors of the body, but
the brain is. According to Galen, if the meninx is removed, there will be consequences later
for the organism through sympatheia. It is interesting that sympatheia here is related to a

process which takes time:

Omep ovy fikiota tov Epacictpatov nratmosev, ®G oindijvat 61d v Thg uiviyyog
TpOGWV akivnrov avtika yiyvesOor 10 {Pov: €dpa yap &ml T®V KOTA TOV TPDTOV
oTOVOVAOV TITPWOKOUEVOV Podv duo @ OStoupedijvar v unviyya daxivntov

avtiko 10 {Dov yvopevov. GAL” oV T@® mdbel TG uRvVyyoc, ALY TG Yopvodcebat

%3 De locis affectis VIII. 231 Kuhn.
* Translation from R. E. Siegel, Galen On the Affected Parts: Translation from the Greek

Text with Explanatory Notes, Basel: S. Karger, 1976, 110.
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v Onicm kotkav yiyvetan Todto. dfjlov & €otiv 8k ToD KaTh TAVTA TAAA pLéEPT
TV uvyya undév totodtov trtpmokopévny Epyalecdar. mepi puév ovv Tig dANC
QUoEMG EYKEPOAOL OU ETEPOV AEYETOL TPAYUOTELDV, TO UEV €5 AVOTOURC
(QOVOLEVO KOTO TNV TOV AVATOUIK®DV £YXEPNOE®V, 1] 08 ypeia THG KOTAOKEVTG
EKAOTOL TV UEADV &V T Tepl ypeiag popimv eipntot, 00K OAlya & Kdv TOlC TEPL
¢ Inmoxpdtove dvatoufic VoUVALAGIY: &V 8& TA TOPOVTL TA XPNOLUA LOVEL TPOG
T TPOKEIPEVA OLEPYOLLAL. TV YAP TOL VELP®V EKTEPVKOTMV EYKEPAAOV TE KO TV
TEPIKEWWEVAOV DT UNVIYYoV S peV THG KoTd TOV £YKEQUAOV Amoveemg 1 T’
aicOnoig dnact toig péleot Kai 1 kivnolg yopnyeital, 0 0’ €Katépog T@V punviyyov
gotiv dmoPAdotnua, TV o0tV Ypelav mapéyel Toig vevpolg fvrep €YKEPAA®
Tapelyov EKEval. 010 KAV AUE® TEPLEANG 00OEV PAdmTeTOl TO HOPLOV €1G O TO
vedpov aeikveital, Kabdmep odd’ €l TOV €yké@aiov avTOV AeéAolo Tag EEmBOev
pVIYYoS: ovdev yap ovd’ €mi tavtolg PAdmtetor T {Dov &v ye T® mapovtiKo:
POV &’ Votepov €l Katd cvumdbeiav Ereton Kivouvog, 00dev ToVTOV £6TL TPOG TO

{nrodpevov.

Erasistratus mistakenly believed that the animal immediately becomes motionless
when the meninx is cut; for he saw that oxen wounded at the first vertebra become
motionless as soon as the meninx is severed. But this results not from the injury to
the meninx but from the exposure of the posterior ventricle. This is evident from
the fact that when any other part of the meninx is wounded no such effect is
produced. The whole nature of the brain is described in other treatises, the features
observed through dissection in Anatomical Procedures, the use of the structure of
each member in On the Use of the Parts, and much may be found also in my work
On the Anatomy of Hippocrates; at this time, | am explaining only what is useful
for our present purpose. For as the nerves grow from the brain and from the
meninges that surround it, sensation and motion are supplied to all the limbs
through the part that comes from the brain; and the part that branches off from
each of the meninges provides the same service to the nerves as the meninges
provided to the brain. Therefore, even if you remove them both there is no injury
to the part to which the nerve extends, just as there is none if you remove the outer

meninges from the brain itself; for the animal is not harmed, for the moment at

45 Galen, PHP, VI1.3, 32.5-36.6.
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least, by this removal. If at a later time danger follows by sympatheia, such things

have no relevance to the present inquiry.*®

Scholars have noted that the notion of sympatheia in Galen's work bears similarities to
Stoicism. However, I believe that Galen’s concept of sympatheia is more strongly influenced
by Plato’'s Timaeus. The idea that the illness of one organ can affect another is also found in
Hippocratic texts, but Galen's understanding of teleology is rooted in the belief that
everything in the cosmos is unified and designed to achieve the best possible outcome.*’
However, because everything is connected and there is a process of change, time is
necessary. As Armelle Debru points out: “For Galen, too, ‘all the parts of the body are in
sympathy, that is to say all of them cooperate in producing one effect’ (UP Ill 18 =i 13,7-9
Helmreich). The whole is overseen by Nature and Providence, which seek to bring about
their best possible realization. Each part has a ‘use’ or a ‘usefulness’ which is the best

possible: this is the upshot of his great work On the Utility of the Parts.”

Let me now explain why I think that Galen’s concept of sympatheia here is rooted in the
Timaeus. The soul of the human body imitates the orbits of the world soul and, as we
know,*® the balanced state of health depends on the homoeostasis of the organism. Galen
presents the hegemonikon (command center) as the primary governing force of bodily
motion and coordination, using as its position the brain. According to Galen’s mapping, the
hegemonikon directs the body’s actions through a network of nerves extending from the
brain to each organ, much like a map, where each point is connected to a central source. This
organized structure allows the body to function as a cohesive whole, with each part

responsive to the hegemonikon’s commands. But because the organs’ functions are

%6 Translation from de P. de Lacy, Galeni De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis, 447-449.

4" Galen’s teleology is also indebted to Aristotle’s views on natural philosophy. However,
Galen combines the design by the Demiurge of the Timaeus with the best possible result that
Nature could offer according to the bigger plan.

8 A. Graeser, Plotinus and the Stoics, PhD dissertation, Princeton University, 1970, 30. As
Graeser points out “Admittedly, no Platonist, particularly one since the time of Posidonius,
would doubt that the human soul and the world-soul have a common origin (d. e.g., Albinus,
Isagoge 178, IS [H.]; much more correct from the historical point of view is the account by
Galen, In Platonis Tim. fr. 10,8 [Schroder] in connection with 12,5 ff. [Schr.])”.
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interrelated and designed for the best possible outcome, therefore, the disturbance of one part
affects the others as well. At the same time, the structure of the body is such that it serves the

communication of all its parts and of the whole organism with the outside world.

T0 0’ €K T®V TPAYE®V APTPIAOV TVEDUO 10 ECwbev éAyOsv év pev Ti] capkl 10D
TVEOOVOG TNV POV Epyaciov Aapupdvet, petd tadto &’ &v Th Kopdig Te Kol Toig
aptnpiong Kol HaAoTo Tailg KoTo TO SIKTVOEWOES TAEY IO TNV OEVTEPAY, EMELTO TV
TEAEMTATNV &V TOiC TOD £yKe@AAov kowdioig, &vOa On kol yuykov axpiPdg

yiyvetou [mpotepov].*®

From the outside air, pneuma is drawn in by the rough arteries and receives its first
elaboration in the flesh of the lungs, its second in the heart and the arteries,
especially those of the retiform plexus, and then a final elaboration in the ventricles

of the brain which completes its transformation into psychic pneuma.*

Here we see a very detailed description of the respiration, starting from the pneuma outside
and ending up through a step by step process in the brain. The interrelation of the organs is
indicated in many of Galen’s works by the term plegma (mAéyua), the plexus of the arteries
around the organs.®* The same term is also met in the Timaeus,>? where the God creates this

49 Galen, De usu partium, 541.15-542.3.

% Translation from J. Rocca, Galen on the Brain: Anatomical Knowledge and Physiological
Speculation in the Second Century AD, Leiden: Brill, 2003, 201.

°1 Galen uses the term plegma in many instances to explain the network of the faculties; see
Galen, In Timaeum, frgm. 9.1-2; frgm. 10.1-16; frgm. 12.1-5; frgm. 13.17-19; frgm. 16.1-8;
De usu partium, I, p. 305.17-306.1; p. 517.10-14; p. 541.15-542.3; p. 623.16-624.9; p.
696.17-697.2; p. 700.1-19; p. 705.2-9; p. 713.4-14; p. 749.18-750.5; 1V, p. 322.20-323.10; p.
334.7-335.2; p. 344.8-345.1; PHP LVIII, 37-38; 1.8, 5-6; I11.8, 31; VII.3, 24; VI3, 29;
VIII.7, 15-17; De usu pulsuum, 155.1-156.12.

52 Timaeus 78b-d: “The god accordingly made use of these (air and fire) for the water-
carrying from the belly to the veins, weaving out of air and fire a network, after the fashion of
a fisherman's weel. This had a pair of funnels at the entrance, one of which again he made
fork into two; and from these funnels he stretched, as it were, reeds all round throughout the

whole length to the extremities of the network. The whole interior of the basket he composed
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wheel to explain the metabolism of the body.>® This intertwined wheel shows how our body’s
processes are interconnected. It explains how respiration is related to support digestion to
transmit energy and nutrition to the organs through the blood. Breathing contributes
immensely to maintain energy, support digestion, and transport nutrients through the blood.
In this way everything works mechanically for the sake of the ordered motion of the ensouled
body. When a part is disturbed, through this network the other parts are affected. Though, as
Galen points out, because of the complexity of the organism it needs some time for
sympatheia to take place.

Galen’s theory of motion

In the Timaeus, the principle of motion is the soul. This is repeated by Galen both in his
physiological works, where the rational part of the soul, the hegemonikon,> functions as the
center of volition and perception through the pneuma, while the other parts move the other
faculties of the body respectively, i.e. palpitation, nutrition, and growth. Although Galen
claims that the seat of the hegemonikon is in the brain, he does not commit himself to a

material hegemonikon.®® It is the pneuma which acts with the bodily mixture.

The topic of the soul's motion is important, as it shows again Galen’s Platonism combined
with his anatomical findings turning against materialism and the peripatetic cardiocentric
philosophical tradition. Shlomo Pines has shown that parts of Alexander of Aphrodisias'
commentary on Aristotle's Physics, whose Greek text is lost, have been preserved in Arabic.®

In this work, Alexander attacks Galen in defense of Aristotle’s theory of motion, as presented

of fire, while the funnels and the main vessel were of air”. See F. M. Cornford, Plato's
Cosmology: the Timaeus of Plato, London: Routledge and Keagan Paul, 1937, 308.

%3 For more on the way metabolism affects the state of the body, see G. Betegh, “Plato on
illness in the Phaedo, the Republic, and the Timaeus”, in C. Jorgenson, F. Karfik and S.
Spinka (eds.), Plato’s Timaeus: Proceedings of the Tenth Symposium Platonicum Pragense,
Leiden: Brill, 2020, 228-258.

* This is a notion that Galen borrows from the Stoics.

% “The exact nature of the dependence of the capacities and operations of the soul on the
body is never made clear”; P. Donini, “Psychology”, 200.

% S. Pines, “Omne quod movetur necesse est ab aliquo moveri: a refutation of Galen by

Alexander of Aphrodisias and the theory of motion”, Isis 52.1, 1961, 21-54.
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in Physics Book VII. It seems that Galen wrote a letter addressed to Herminos, in which he
refuted Aristotle’s concept of the unmoved mover. Unfortunately, Galen's view is transmitted
to us only indirectly, since the letter is lost, through both Alexander’s work and Simplicius’
commentary on Aristotle’s Physics Book VII (Phys. VII, 1, 242a)." Given the limited
information available, we can reasonably infer that Galen, in his defense of Plato’'s account,
rejected the Aristotelian principle that "whatever is in motion must be moved by something
else," primarily because he found the argument presented at the start of the seventh book of
Avristotle's Physics to be flawed. That argument relies on at least three propositions: (1)
something must be moved by an external force, if the cessation of that force causes it to come
to rest; (2) everything that is in motion is divisible and consists of parts; and (3) a whole

ceases to move when any part of it is at rest.

Galen seems to have countered this by arguing that, in entities that are in motion primarily
and per se, no part of the whole could be at rest. Let me summarize the points of Galen that
Pines reconstructs from the Arabic text: Galen rejected Aristotle's central principle that
"everything in motion must be moved by something else,” a concept fundamental to
Aristotle's physics, which asserts that motion requires an external cause or mover. In contrast,
Galen employed the term kwntov kab’ €owvtd, meaning “"moved by itself,” in a more
restricted sense than Aristotle. While Aristotle applied this idea more broadly, Galen limited
it to things whose motion originates entirely within themselves, independent of any external

source.

However, there is ambiguity in the evidence regarding what Galen considered to be kintov
ko’ €avto. It remains unclear whether Galen believed that only living beings (animate),
moved by their soul, are self-moved, or if he also included inanimate objects, such as light or
heavy bodies, which move naturally.%® The latter interpretation would be more consistent

with Aristotle's and Alexander of Aphrodisias's usage of the term.

5" Michael Frede, in his article “Galen’s Theology,” p. 78, suggests that this opposition to
Aristotle’s unmoved mover is founded on Galen’s natural theology but he does not elaborate
more on this assumption.

% Pines, “A refutation of Galen by Alexander of Aphrodisias and the theory of motion”, 31-
32. See also C. Hagen, Simplicius: On Aristotle Physics 7, London: Bloomsbury, 105, n. 33:
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Simplicius, though, sheds some light on Galen’s text and intentions. According to Simplicius,
Alexander is attempting to demonstrate that the soul's motion is dependent on its relationship
to the body. This is because Alexander's cardiocentric view posits that the intellect must be
connected to the heart, which is a part of the body. Consequently, the soul of a living being is
only moved indirectly, as a result of the body's motion. Simplicius raises this issue in

connection with Alexander:

“One should not admit what Alexander says, namely that the soul moves itself
just as a steersman does: by moving the body in which it is, just as a steersman
does a ship. One could perhaps easily admit that the local motion of the soul takes
place in this way. But the volitions, the thoughts, the opinions and all the impulses
[belong to] the soul which moves itself — and not through something else — and

per se. For the self-moved is its substance (ousia). ”>°

As Pines points out, this passage of Simplicius is clearly a re-statement of Galen’s Platonic
position opposed to Alexander's interpretation of Aristotle.®® Let us now see how Simplicius’

account could be fitted in Galen’s scheme: we can assume that Galen, when he describes the

“The original Greek version of Galen’s attack is not extant, but parts of it are included in the
Arabic version of Alexander’s reply to it, which likewise has not survived in Greek. The
context in which Galen’s criticism (which, like Alexander’s answer to Galen, seems to have
been expressed in somewhat acerbic terms) was delivered is unclear. There is evidence in
Alexander’s reply which suggests that Galen’s strictures might have been contained in a letter
Galen wrote to Alexander’s (their mutual?) teacher Herminus. Whether or not it originally
took the form of such a letter, Rescher and Marmura identify it with the work which appears
in Galen’s De libris propriis liber as ‘On the first unmoved mover’ (Eis to proton kinoun
akinéton) (Kiihn’s ed., vol. 19, p. 47, lines 9-10); N. Rescher and M. E. Marmura, The
Refutation by Alexander of Aphrodisias of Galen's Treatise on the Theory of Motion,
Islamabad: Islamic Research Institute, 1965, 2-4. One tantalizing piece of information is that
in the Arabic version Galen is said to have taken some of the material for his criticism from
Chrysippus; see Rescher and Marmura, The Refutation, 36.

% Simplicius, Commentary, 268, 12ff.

%0 Pines, “A refutation of Galen by Alexander of Aphrodisias and the theory of motion”, 32,
n. 56.
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basic functions of the organism, means that there is local motion which moves the different
organs through the nerves, the arteries and the ventricles. The rational part of the soul does
the same through the psychic pneuma, the instrument (organon) of the soul’s power. Volition
and thought, though, depend both on the psychic pneuma and the hegemonikon, which is part
of the self-moving world soul, or the Demiurge — although this part could never be proven in
Galen’s dissections, but has been assumed by analogy. If this is the case, then Galen’s theory
of the tripartite soul is consistent with his theory of motion, which explains how the powers
of the soul move inside and outside the body. Moreover, it adds to the fact that Galen’s
refutation of Physics VI targets the Peripatetic view of a self-moved soul, which is based on
bodily functions, and adds to Galen’s defense of his enkephalocentric view of the soul
without leaving aside the hegemonikon, which is the center of volition and thought, and about
which Galen never admits that it is material.

The network outside the body

We saw that all the organs communicate in the body through a network of functions which
allow the parts to move and communicate and the whole organism to maintain its order and to
be alive. The role of the pneuma is to become the instrument of the soul®! and to transmit the
energy for all networks of the body. What about the soul which is the principle of motion? Is
it material? Galen has difficulty to verify in his dissections the immortality of the soul and as
an empiricist he cannot commit to such claims. However, in many parts of his work, he

implies that the complex structure of our body denotes the work of an architect.

The text De usu partium is the work in which Galen fully develops the Demiurge's role as an
artist in forming every part of the organism. It is particularly in this work where the teleology
is proven as part of the plan of the Creator’s and Nature’s dynamics. The interconnection is
revealed in these dynamics and the details of a plan which only a benevolent Demiurge would
have thought of. Galen's Demiurge is constructed as an interpretation of the one in Plato's
Timaeus, and carefully considers the interrelationship of each structure, while Galen defends
the work of Nature to those who want to underestimate natural processes. He even claims that

those who complain about nature’s imperfection have not grasped yet the wisdom in her.

1 PHP VII.3, 443-5

48



CEU eTD Collection

i 01 TOV TolodTOV Oiel Aoy 1 dpdv Katd povag 1 g EEvPpilev eig mavtag
TOD CAOUOTOG TOLG TOPOVG | TG AehwPhioBai te Kai deEBapOHal 10 KAAMSTO THG
YOyfg, AvATMPov P&V aOTNV Kol TLUEANV TavTidmact TV Ogiav dmepyocausvoy
Sovourv, | povn mépukey avOpwmog dAnOsav Osdoachol, peydAny 8¢ kai icyvpav
Kol GmANoToV NdovAY Topd VOOV Kol Tupavvodoov Gdikmg TNV yepiotv kol
Onpiwdeotamyv  &yovta SOvaply; GAAG Yap Towg €l ToovTOV €Ml WAELOV
pvnuovevolpul Pooknudtwv, ol co@povodvieg OpOMG GV pot HEUEOVTO Ko
potvey @aiev iepov Adyov, 0v €y Tod dNUOLPYHGAVTOS NUAG Duvov aAndvov
cvvtiOnu, kol vouilm todt’ eivar Ty Svimg evcéPetav, ovk &l Todpov ExatduPog
avT® moumdAlog Katabdooyt Kol tahavta popio Bopudooyt kociog, AL’ &l
yvoinv pév avtdg mpdtoc, Emsrta 88 kol Toig dAlolg dEnynoaiumy, oloc pév éott
TV copiav, olog 8¢ v Svvauty, 6moiog 8¢ TV ypnoTdTTA. TO HEV Yop £0ENeLY
KOGUEY Gmavta tOv €vdgyOuevoy KOoUOV Kal undevi eBovelv t@v ayabdv tiig
TEAEMTATNG YPNOTOTNTOC €y Oelypa tibepon, kol todTn HEV OG Ayabog Mulv
vuveicho- 10 &°, ®¢ av pdlota koounOein wav, £gvpelv dxpag copiag: T0 08 Kol

Spdicor Tavo’, oo Tposileto, Suvapsng dnrtiTov.®?

How do you suppose such a man feels and acts in private? How wantonly he uses
all the openings of his body! How he maltreats and ruins the noblest qualities of
his soul, crippling and blinding that godlike faculty by which alone Nature enables
a man to behold the truth, and allowing his worst and most bestial faculty to grow
huge, strong, and insatiable of lawless pleasures and to hold him in a wicked
servitude! But if | should speak further of such fatted cattle, right-thinking men
would justly censure me and say that | was desecrating the sacred discourse which
| am composing as a true hymn of praise to our Creator. And I consider that | am
really showing him reverence not when | offer him unnumbered hecatombs of
bulls and burn incense of cassia worth ten thousand talents, but when I myself first
learn to know his wisdom, power, and goodness, and then make them known to
others. | regard it as proof of perfect goodness that one should will to order
everything in the best possible way, not grudging benefits to any creature, and

therefore we must praise him as good. But to have discovered how everything

62 Galen, De usu partium, 111, 237.1-238.6.
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should best be ordered is the height of wisdom, and to have accomplished his will

in all things is proof of his invincible power.%

Galen's admiration of the demiurgic activity is best illustrated by this text from De usu
partium, which criticizes those who do not adhere to Plato’s and Hippocrates’s admiration for
the Demiurge and accuses these people of damaging the noblest part of their souls. Such
individuals not only damage the noblest part of their soul, but also impair and blind the divine
faculty through which we perceive truth. According to Galen, true respect for the Demiurge is
shown not through rituals, but by understanding, through the process of observing the details
of the organism, the Demiurge’s wisdom, power, and goodness. In addition, he states that the
perfect arrangement of the body’s components demonstrates the Demiurge’s “perfect
goodness,” and understanding this order represents the “highest degree of wisdom”.%* And he
continues with admiring the grandeur of the Demiurge in both the lunar and sublunary
creatures. The order and beauty of the stars are part of the same divine craftsmanship visible
on earth. The Demiurge here is like the sculptor, the Greek artist Phidias, whose work can be
admired even if it’s made from the humblest materials. Galen targets those who do not know
how to appreciate life on earth and compare it unfavorably to celestial bodies. The most
important part comes when he makes the analogy of the universe with the body, an analogy
which also the Ancients (he refers to Plato and his followers) have introduced. The passage
compares the universe, which everyone sees as the most grand and beautiful creation, to the
body of an animal. The body is a small universe where the perfectly designed eye is its sun
and emphasizes that each part of an animal's body is perfectly suited to its role, just like the

sun has its place in the cosmos.%

63 Translated from M. Talladge May, Galen on the Usefulness of the Parts of the Body:
Translated from the Greek with an Introduction and Commentary, I-11, Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1968.

64 Galen, De usu part:zum, 111, 238.1-5: 10 p&v yap £0éLev KOGUEIV BmavTo TOV EvVaeyOUeVoV
KOGHOV KOl UNdevi OOVETY T@V ayad®dV ThG TEAEMTATNG XPNOTOTNTOC EY® OeTypol TiBepan, Kol
TOOTN UEV ®G AyaBog MUiv vuveicbo: 10 6, d¢g av pdlota kooundein mav, EEevpeiv dxpag
copiog.

65 Galen, De usu partzum, 111, 237.1-238.6
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Galen here speaks like a natural philosopher with the skills of a rhetorician who, at the same
time, uses his scientific observations to argue for the design of the Demiurge in the bodies of
the cosmos. We could call Galen’s Platonism experimental, showing how the faculties of the
body are part of a broader network. Instead, he says that, if you want something within an
animal that resembles the sun, look to the eye. The eye is like a small sun in the body—Dbright,
complex, and perfectly suited for its purpose of seeing. He claims that everything about the
eye’s design—from its position to its shape—has been placed with such precision that it could
not be better, and he will explain this later in his discourse.In another part of his work, Galen
is less enthusiastic with Plato’s teachings, but again confirms the Demiurgic activity inquiring

about his essence, but also about the nature of the human soul:

Al [TAGtov ye kol tO KoTaokevdoay NUaG aitiov dreenvato tov Tod KOGV
dnpovpyov Beov 1oic Eavtod moisi keredoot Aoy damidcat TO TV dvOpOTOV
vévog Aapovtag pev map’ avtod g dbavatov yuyig v ovciav, tpocévtag o’
&V ot TO YEVVNTOV. AAL’ EKEIVO Y€ YPT| YIYVAOKEWY NUAS, (1OG 00K E6TV OpoloV
gldoc amodeifemg te kai 0éoemc Tod Katd mpdvolay Ogod Tvog fi Osdv Mudc
Kateokevacshot kail Tod yvdvar TV ovciay 10D KATOoKELAGHVTOS, Bomep 00O
THG Yoyt MU@V. 61t pev dxpag €0Ti Goeiag Kol SuVAIE®G 1] TOD GOUATOS LAV
Katackevy], 8t GV OAiyov Eumpocey eimov émdsikvoton To 8& mepi TG ovoiog
TS Wouyiic kol TdV damAacaviov Nudg Oedv &tt 1e udAiov Oca mepi TOD
oOUATOG MUMV Aéyetarl mavtog VO Tod Berotdrov ITAdtwvog dypt T0D mBavod
Kol €lkotog éktelvetal, g avtog edniwoev &v Tipuaim mpdtov €vdpyechHor
MoV g euotoloyiog, &ita kol petold kotd v S1éEodov Tod Adyov

napevtdeic TV andpacty.®

Plato declared that the cause that made us, the god who is the craftsman of the
universe, commanded his children by speech to fashion the human race,
receiving from him the substance of the immortal soul and inserting in it the part
that is generated. But we must recognize this fact, that there is no similarity in
kind between proving and positing that we were made in accordance with the
providence of some god or gods, and knowing the substance of the maker, or

even of our own soul. My earlier remarks make it clear that the fashioning of our

66 Galen, PHP, IX.9, 598.30-598.11.
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bodies is a work of the highest wisdom and power; but the statements of the
most divine Plato about the substance of the soul and of the gods who formed us,
and still more all that he says about our whole body, extend only to the point of
being plausible and reasonable, as he himself pointed out in the Timaeus, when
first he was about to enter upon an account of the natural world, and again when

he inserted the statement in the middle of the account.®’

Obviously, Galen respects Plato and accepts all the teachings of the Timaeus, but emphasises
the mythic and, thus, unscientific character of the narrative. His view originates from his
empiricism, based on medical practice.®® In philosophical questions, such as the nature of the
universe, there are no empirical means to judge about the theoretical differences between the
philosophers.%® This does not mean that the information given on the physiological
construction of the body in relation to the universe was not among Galen’s philosophical and
medical interests. In fact, in many parts of his oeuvre, he expresses his interest and refers to
the impossibility of finding out what the substance of the soul really is and remains sceptical
even toward his “Platonist teachers,” who had asserted the universal demiurgic activity of the
soul. He thinks it even impossible to decide whether the soul is incorporeal or corporeal,

eternal or corruptible.”

However, as mentioned earlier in the fragments of his Commentary on the Timaeus, where

%" Translation by P. de Lacey, Galeni De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis. Corpus Medicorum
Graecorum, vol. 5.4.1.2, pts. 1-2, 3 corrected edition, Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2005, 597
and 599.

%8 For Galen’s scientific methodology, see T. Tieleman, “Methodology”, in R. J. Hankinson
(ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Galen, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008,
49.

%9 Galen, PHP, V 1X.6, 576.18-578.4.

0 Galen, Foet. Form., 6.32-34, 105-106. See also P. Donini, ‘Psychology’ in R. J. Hankinson
(ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Galen, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008,
184-209; P. N. Singer, Galen: Psychological Writings: Avoiding Distress, Character Traits,
The Diagnosis and Treatment of the Affections and Errors Peculiar to Each Person's Soul,
The Capacities of the Soul Depend on the Mixtures of the Body, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2013, 32-33 and chapter 4.
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Galen adopts, and intends to comment upon, Plato’s thought, he admits that the rational soul
is incorporeal,” and that it is a part of the substance of the soul of the universe.”? In order to
save this doctrine of the consubstantiality of the human soul with that of the universe, Galen
posits that the three capacities of the soul, namely the cognitive, the emotional and the
sensitive, are not parts or functions of the same substance, but three different substances.
Only the rational soul, whose seat is in the brain, is divine and immortal, only this is
‘ourselves.” However, for the connection with the body, the other two faculties, being two
different substances, located in the heart and the liver respectively, are also needed.
According to Galen, while the rational soul is a part of the soul of the universe, the emotional
and the vegetative faculties were added by the Demiurge and the secondary gods to the
rational soul. Only the latter is immortal, while these souls are mortal.”® Yet, in PHP 6, 598-
600, he eludes this question, saying that the mortality or immortality of the lower faculties is
a question not only difficult to decide, but even completely useless from the medical, the
ethical, and the social perspective. It seems that, while in his commentary on the Timaeus
Galen faithfully follows Plato’s narrative, in PHP he permits himself more speculative

liberty.

As it has been pointed out in a recent study,’® Galen was highly interested in the question of
the soul and its relation to the body. His study of the Timaeus, not only in the Commentary,
but also in the PHP and QAM, provides the philosophical framework in which he could open
the discussion for this kind of research. Furthermore, Galen was influenced by the Middle

Platonists and their debates on the demiurgic activity and the creation of the world.

"t Galen, In Timaeum, MS Scor. graec. ®-11I-11, frgms. 6, 1 and 9, 11; see Larrain, “Ein
unbekanntes Exzerpt aus Galens Timaioskommentar”, 18 and 20.

2 Galen, In Timaeum, frgm. 4, p. 18.

3 Galen, In Timaeum, frgms 4, p. 18; 6.12-16, p. 19, 11.1-7, p. 21; 13A.1-3, p. 22; 15, p. 24.
See also MS Paris. graec. 2838, frgm. 2,53-90; H. O. Schroder and P. Kahle, Galeni in
Platonis Timaeum commentarii fragmenta. Corpus Medicorum Graecorum, suppl. 1. Leipzig:
Teubner, 1934, 44. See also Galen, PHP 1X.9, 598.30-598.11, cited above.

4 R. Vinkesteijn, Philosophical Perspectives on Galen of Pergamum: Four Case-Studies on
Human Nature and the Relation between Body and Soul, Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2022,
185-187.
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Therefore, the question of how we can vindicate the craftsman, namely the natural faculties’
activity and causality, was prominent in his work. Galen tried to find the answer in the
wisdom of the Hippocratic corpus: “There is one confluence; there is one common breathing;
all things are in sympatheia; all things are according to the general nature, and the parts in
each part are parts for their [appropriate] working,””® proposing that the unity of the entire
nature is in the key notion of sympatheia, while attraction and elimination are the stages of

this process.”®

Tnmokpdng pév obv GV iopey aTpdv Te Kai PIAOGOPMV TPHTOG ATAVTOV, MG GV
Kol Tpdtog [akpidc] émyvoig ta Thg pvoemg Epya, Bovudletl Te Kai o0 TOVTOG
avTV VUVET dwkaiay dvopdlmv kai povny éEapkelv gig dravta toig {dolg enoiv,
adtv €€ avtiic adddkTog mpdTTovsay Gmavte Té déovia- oty & odoav
avtv evBéwg wol Svvdpelg VméloPev Exetv EAKTIKNV HEV TAOV  OiKel®V,
GTOKPITIKTV 0& TAV AAAOTPi®V Kol TpEPELY TE Kol adéety antnv T {da Kol Kpively
T8 voonpata: Kai S todt’ 8v T0ig chpacty MUV cdumvoldy te piav eivoi enot
Kol oOppolav kol mavta cvumabéo. katd 0& TOV AoKANmAdNV oVdEV 00deVi
ovumadég €ott evoEL, dmpnuévng te kol Kotatedpavouévng gig dvappo otoryelo
Kol Anpmdelg dykovg Gmdong Thc ovoiac. &€ dvaykng odv dAla te pupio Toig
EVOPYDS QUIVOLEVOLS EVOVTIONG ATEPNVOTO KOl THG PUGEMG NYVONGE TV TE TOV

OlKElV EMOTAGTIKNY SVVAULY KOl TNV T®V GAAOTPIOV ATOKPITIKN V.

Now, Hippocrates, who was the first known to us of all those who have been both

physicians and philosophers, inasmuch as he was the first to recognize what

> Z9ppora pia, Evumvoto pio, Evpmadéa TavTo: KaTd pEv oDAOUEANY TAVTA, KoTd LEPOC O8
0L 8V €KkdoTm pépet pépea Tpog O Epyov: Hippocrates, De alimento, 23 in E. Littré, uvres
complétes d'Hippocrate, vol. 9, Paris: Bailliere, 1861 (repr. Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1962): 98-
120, at p. 106. All translations, unless indicated otherwise, have been jointly made by A.
Theologou and I. Perczel.

’® There are two kinds of attraction within the bodily parts. One is happening when there is a
void to fill and there are broad canals/roads for this; then, the increase of the attraction
increases the movement and can act from afar. The other is due to the properties of some
qualities, which can act only from near as the canals of this action are narrower; see Galen,
De nat. fac 11, 210.
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Nature effects, expresses his admiration of her, and is constantly singing her
praises and calling her “just.” Alone, he says, she suffices for the living beings in
every respect, performing of her own accord and without any teaching all that is
required. Being such, she has, as he supposes, certain faculties, one attractive of
what is appropriate (EAkTIKTV pev 1@V oikeimv), and another eliminative of what is
foreign (amoxpiriknyv 8¢ T®v dAlotpiowv), and she nourishes the living beings,
makes them grow, and expels their diseases by secretion. Therefore, he says that
“there is” in our bodies “one common breathing and confluence (cOunvola) and
that all things are in sympatheia (koi 7mavto ocvumabén).” According to
Asclepiades, however, nothing is naturally in sympatheia with anything else, the
entire substance being divided and broken up into inharmonious elements and
absurd volumes. Necessarily, then, besides making countless other statements in
opposition to plain fact, he was ignorant of Nature’s faculties, both of that

attracting what is appropriate, and of that eliminating what is foreign. *

The above text, concerned with nutrition, includes the notion of sympatheia, denoting the
unity of everything in the universe. Let us then explore what it describes: the body assimilates
what is appropriate to and needed by it, while through secretion it eliminates what is harmful,
the excrement and the urine. This directed movement includes two more important aspects: a)
the appropriateness in quality of the parts, meaning that the parts are capable of receiving the
transmitted affections, and b) the character of this transmission considered as an open-space
process: the body is a spatial complex entity, a network, where different functions could take
place and alter the health state of the body as a whole and in its different parts, either
positively or negatively.”® Furthermore, Galen targets the naturalists, claiming that
Asklepiades, a follower of the atomist theory, is not able to explain this process. In this text
about nutrition, Galen closely follows and elaborates upon De alimento 23 of the Hippocratic

corpus.

" Galen, De nat. fac., I, 38-39, translation A. J. Brock, Galen on the Natural Faculties, The
Loeb Classical Library, London: Heinemann, 1928, 61-62, with small changes.

78 B. Holmes, “Disturbing connections: sympathetic affections, mental disorder, and Galen’s
elusive soul”, in W. V. Harris (ed.), Mental Disorders in Classical Antiquity Leiden: Brill,
2013, 148. She argues that, since we cannot grasp the nature of space where the soul and the

body meet, we should understand sympatheia as an open-ended process.
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Although Galen locates the soul’s parts in the organs of the body, he does not perceive the
body’s dynamics as restricted to the soul’s local aspect in the body. Hence, he feels it
legitimate to posit a principle outside the body, responsible for the dynamics of the body
without naming its essence. This is the reason for perceiving the body as an open process: the
probability and uncertainty of the resulting state makes the body an unrestricted, fertile
framework, always ready to give birth to any possible option, while being in sympatheia with

its parts and itself. In this respect, Holmes correctly points out that Galen

is not only imagining a body in which different parts suffer together. Rather it
seems he has in mind a more robust notion of sympatheia, according to which
different parts of the body relate to one another and to the outside world in ways

that enable the organism to perpetuate its life.”

Human bodies are the work of a higher wisdom (611 pév dxpog €oti coiag kai duvapemg 1N
100 chpatoc uAV kataokevn Galen, PHP, 1X.9, 598.30-598.11). In the following section |
will present additional examples from Galen’s writings to show a) that the principle of
interconnectedness and sympatheia envisaged as part of a higher design, and b) that Galen
sees human physiology not as isolated parts working independently, but as a network of
relationships that sustains the body as a cohesive whole within the design of the Demiurge for
the Cosmos. In this respect, Galen does not just preserve the Platonic cosmology; he bridges
the gap between metaphysics and practical medicine, providing a living proof to the principle

of sympatheia.

Galen’s Theology

The value of this framework about Galen’s perception of sympatheia lies in stressing the
intriguing fact that Galen, although a physician, never wrote any work about physics or made
any theoretical investigation about it. As Michael Frede comments, Galen’s “hesitation about
theoretical philosophy and physics is related to his theology in nature.”® Hence, | suggest

that this open process of sympatheia originates from a) his agnostic attitude regarding the

" Holmes, “Reflection: Galen’s sympathy”, 64.

8 M. Frede, “Galen's theology” in J. Barnes and J. Jouanna (eds.), Galien et la philosophie:
huit exposés suivis de discussions, Entretiens sur I'antiquité classique de la Fondation Hardt:
Vandoeuvres, 2003, 78.
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Demiurge, b) his attempt to show that unity overpowers everything in the world and c) his
theory about the world soul, which connects the demiurgic activity with the partial soul.
Taking into account these three elements, sympatheia seems to be part of Galen’s , which
might have proved a source of inspiration for later philosophers, such as Plotinus. I shall
explain this assumption in more detail below. It seems that Galen considers sympatheia as the
manifestation of a higher power’s activity. However, his scientific worldview is limited to
accept only what can be experimentally proven and deduced from the experiments. A good
example of his concerns on the issue can be found in his work Formation of the foetuses;
there, while he makes many precautions about the precise character of Nature that has formed
the bodily parts, he asserts emphatically that the ideas of the formation of the body come
from the Demiurge. He claims that natural faculties are not capable of forming the embryo
and that, even if we think of sympathetic relations between the parts, we are not entitled, on
the one hand, to credit the rational part of the soul with the plan of such a complex process,
nor, on the other, to explain it.2* Moreover he refutes any theory of a world soul which is in
matter extended or the existence of a rational soul in a prerational animal, or the existence of
multiple souls governing individual muscle functions (Foet. Form. IV, 696-701).82 In this
respect, one could say that Galen follows the Platonist teachings, simultaneously maintaining
that he remains agnostic regarding the essence of the Demiurge. More precisely, in Foet.
Form. IV 695, he narrates his philosophical exploration regarding the Demiurge. He
describes how he became the disciple of many philosophers, to learn what the essence of the
Demiurge is, but their contradictions could not lead him to any definite conclusion. Even his
own exploration failed in finding an answer to his philosophical quest. Emblematically, he
illustrated the results of his quest with this sentence from the Timaeus: “To find the maker
and father of this universe is hard enough, and even if one succeeded, to declare him to
everyone is impossible”.8% Is this not an expression of a deeply theological attitude full of

concern for the origin of the things in this world?

81 Galen, Foet. Form. IV 683.13-702.34; see B. Holmes, “Galen on the chances of life”, in V.
Wohl (ed.), Probabilities, Hypotheticals, and Counterfactuals in Ancient Greek Thought,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014, 238.

8 P. Singer, “Galen”, The Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 3.4; available at
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/galen/

83 Timaeus, 28c3-4.
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Moreover, in Foet. Form 1V 696-97, Galen expresses his conviction that the rational part of
the soul and the soul that animates the bodily parts are two different things. He also mentions
that the community of affections that can be observed between the rational faculty, which has
the will to use the parts of the body, and the movements of these parts, testifies to the unity
“of the soul that has fashioned us [that is, of the Demiurge] and of that soul, which is now
using each part.”% Galen continues, and mentions that, seemingly, the fact that our governing
soul (the rational soul) does not know how the bodily parts that it uses work, confirms this
idea®® and that, in fact, he has a solution to this problem, presented in several ones of his

writings.

In addition to his theory of the soul, in this part of De Foetuum Formatione, Galen shows his
opposition to his contemporary doctors, whether atomists or naturalists. He thinks that the
sperm contains the soul of the father, which enters the womb, so that the sperm and the ovule
carry the characters of the parents, and he refutes those views which want to attribute the
formation of the body to either chance, or the interior movements of the body, without the
plan of a soul. Those who were representing this view maintained that the first organ that is
formed by the sperm is the heart and that, then, everything is formed from the heart. It is
rather intriguing that Galen targets here the Peripatetic view, which asserts that the heart is
the centre of the organism. That was originally Aristotle’s idea. Against this view, he posits
the Platonist theory that the brain is the centre of the rational soul, without stating what he
thinks is formed first. Furthermore, his opponents maintained that it is the sperm that is
transformed into the heart, thus supposing an automatic process, a view which Galen refutes.
He insists that there is a conscious process, attributable to the Demiurge, which is responsible

for the formation of the embryo. 8

Furthermore, in Temperaments 1.9.229 and 11.6.261, Galen suggests that the formation of the
human being might be the work of a higher power. He gainsays those who deny that the
human body's structure is the work of a craftsman, who formed its parts to align with the
nature of the human being’s souls. Galen also notes that Aristotle was uncertain whether this

creation was due to a higher power, or simply the balance of the four elements. Singler is

8 Foet. Form 697, p. 100, 26-28.
8 Foet. Form 697, p. 100, 28-29.
8 Foet. Form 700-702.
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correct when he points out that, for Galen, “material causation is adequate in some areas,
while design-based causation needs to be invoked at a higher level, in particular when one
needs to explain animal and in particular human structures and their operations.”®’ The
demiurgic activity is necessary for the unity of the lower-level causation to the higher one, for
the universal character of sympatheia. It seems that Galen posits a chain of different levels of

causes and powers which create the conditions for appropriateness and transmission.

Galen gives manifold identifications for the Demiurge. In general, he calls every causal agent
“demiurge.” Thus, the semen is dnuiovpyodg of the foetus (De semine 4, 561), and physical
exercise is onuovpyoc of well-being (Thrasybulus 5, 813). Most commonly, he calls Nature
dnuovpyds (De elementis ex Hippocrate 1, 4.95, 3, 121.4; De usu partium 3, 158, 277, etc.;
De methodo medendi 10, 174). It is unclear, which principle he calls “our Demiurge” (6
dnuovpyoc nuav) in De usu partium 3, 310, 315, 367, 447, 455, 470, 481, 535, 578, 583 and
670, but at all these places Galen speaks about the Demiurge as about an intelligent,
conscious actor (ibid. 3, 476), who has foreknowledge and providence (ibid. 3, 535, 780, 909,
910; 4, 21), is thinking (ibid. 3, 717), and is wise (ibid. 3, 838). Who is this Demiurge, or

Craftsman?
In De foetuum formatione 1V, 697, Galen writes:

Otav yop Beacopebo td modia EOeyydueva pev, dtt’ av avtoic eB&yEachot
KeleVomUEY, olov, &l TOYN, ouvpvay, kol opidnv, kol opfypa, pite Tovg
Kvodvtog Emtndeimg 1) o) Qv TV YADTTAY Udg EMGTAUEVA, UTE TTOAD
paALov 1L TO TOVTOLG AVTAV VEDPA, TOAVAOTATOV HEV T)YODUAL, TOV SOTAACAVTOL
MV YA@TTOY, O0TIG ToT’ €oTiv, 1| aVTOV &Tt dtopévely €v Toig damAacHeiot
popioc, 1| Cdatd poplo Kateokevakévaly, yvopilovia tO PovAnuo Tod
TG NUETEPAG YLYAG MYEHOVIKOD. ToOTOV O’ dkOlovbov evpickmv, GAANY HEV
glval THY KaTd TO MYEUOVIKOV U@V yoynv, SALG 88 Tac &V £KAoT TdV popimv,
1| Tévtog ye piov Kowny v dravta dtokodoav, gig dmopiov Epyopat, und’ dypt
duvartod €mwvoiag, uNTt ye PePaiag yvdoems, e0piok®v Tt TEPL TOD SATAAGOVTOC

NUAG teYviTov. Kol yap 6Tav AKOVo® TVOV EIAOGOQMV AEYOVI®V, TNV VANV

8 P. Singer, “Galen”, The Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 3.4; available at
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/galen/
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Euyuyov ovoav €€ aidvoc, dmoPrémovcay Tpdg TAC idéac, Eavtny Koouely, &t
Kol LOALOV €vvod, piav sivor Setv yoynyv, TV e dlomhdcacoy MU Koi Ty viv
YPOUEVV €KAOTEO TAOV popiwv. dvBictator 6& tovtov mAW 1 dyvol THG

dtotkovong NUAS Yuyfg TV DINPETOVVTI®V TAIg OpUig aOTHG Lopiwy.

When we are to see that the children are pronouncing whatever we tell them to
pronounce, such as, for example, smyrna [myrrh], and smilé [knife, scissors],
and smégma [soap], while they don’t know which muscles are appropriately
moving the tongue to pronounce the given sounds, and even less, which of their
nerves are in work, | judge it most probable that either the one who has
fashioned the tongue, whoever he may be, is still staying in the fashioned parts,
or he has formed the parts into living beings, which know the will of our
governing soul. As | am concluding from this that one is the soul that is
governing us and either other souls are in each of the parts, or the one common
soul that is administering all things, | become perplexed as | am not capable to
form any notion, not to say any firm knowledge, about the Craftsman who has
fashioned us. In fact, when | hear certain philosophers say that matter, being
animated from eternity, was looking at the ideas and ordered itself, this
convinces me even more that the soul that has fashioned us is necessarily one
and the same with the one that uses each part. Again, to this corresponds the fact
that the soul that is administering us does not know the parts that are serving its

impulses.®

8 Qur translation differs at several points from those of Kiihn and of Singer (see Galen,
Selected Works: A New Translation by P. N. Singer, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997,
198-199). The most important difference is in the interpretation of the last sentence of the
excerpt, where both Kuhn and Singer interpret avbictator 8¢ tobtov mokwv as if the
phenomenon that Galen is going to invoke, namely the ignorance of the governing part of the
soul (the hégemonikon) about the concrete movements of the parts (the muscles and the
nerves), servicing its conscious impulses were contradicting the previous conclusions. See
Kiihn: “Dem stellt sich aber wiederum die Unkenntnis der uns verwaltenden Seele entgegen,
die darin besteht, dafl die Seele, die ihren Impulsen dienstbaren Korperteile nicht kennt” and

Singer: “But again, against this is the fact that the soul that manages us has no knowledge of
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While here as elsewhere Galen stresses that he does not have “even a mere notion, not to say,
firm knowledge about the Craftsman (teyvitng) who has fashioned us” and the entire
universe, he calls it a soul, while he refers to a Middle Platonist interpretation of “certain
philosophers” of Timaeus 35a. This leads us to his lost commentary on the Timaeus, whose
parts interpreting this part of the Timaeus are extant in Arabic translation.® Here is the first
part of the passage on the world soul in the Arabic text of Galen’s Compendium of the

Timaeus:

Jasd e (‘;LMAY\GS?M&L}LEJ\uAJch\Jd\AJLAJ\JGSu\(MA&UYLEJ\ﬂ)ﬂ\wmgd\wﬂ\dxaj-lv
YAl o LM Al iy iag g ﬁy\ﬁ\}g\mw}m\ﬂumu@u\ﬁ}g\mwm
dy@\@,mhd\@@d\m}ﬂ\é\_i)ﬂ\<eu;‘>1\‘_g>"ewu¢5ﬁ\;‘f.d\"ad}sj _____________ " sy
Lol ol (58 Ll (e A8 jaie Balal) S 5 4l ) e S pall el (i) chilS i Lesd A 51 Ll U8 amy Lo
Alais e jla el o 5 L @llal g o gama allas ye o AS jaie 4 jlaiae L ) (il Gl G V) dudiie
Baal s Jlas Laila AL ¢ ol Zaada (g Al il L Jaa aldaill g s 3 ) a3

O g el o€ (s e a8 3al maen (8 allal) (sl ansdisl CaS Comy n3ISH 138 2ay (g0 G sbarh ) o5
e Lgia a5 IS 3l 5 Jshall (panl (I3 Alen and GIAN () el o a2 ey JE &5 saal) e elly
Aiaia (4 0 | s i Trpen Laalii g X 138 58 5 (3l sl QS 8 (il USG5 LaglSi | jla Jia 4alia
(SOAYL Laalas
IV- And He placed within the soul from the substance which is indivisible,
always remaining in one and the same state, and from that which is divisible in
the bodies [...] So He placed within it, from the nature of the substance, which is
always remaining in one and the same state, and from the nature of [the] other
substance[s].%° By saying, “the thing which is indivisible”, he meant [...]°* And
by saying “the thing which is divisible' <in the bodies>, [he meant] the innate

motion in matter; which, he says there a bit later, is eternal within it [within

the parts that obey its urges.” Yet, this phenomenon is the starting point of Galen’s reflections
and perfectly supports his conclusions. Thus, here avOictatot should not be interpreted in the
sense of “resists,” or “contradicts,” but as “corresponds.” See the second meaning of the word
in Liddel, Scott and Jones.

8 p. Kraus and R. Walzer, Galeni Compendium Timaei Platonis, aliorumque dialogorum
synopsis, London: Warburg Institute, 1951, chapter 1V; Arabic text: p. 1-V, Latin translation:
p. 42-45.

% Due to the rules of the Arabic grammar, “substances” are in the plural here, but this can
also mean a single substance (note by Arash Khorashadi).

91 There is a lacuna here.
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matter]. If, according to his [Plato’s] view, the soul is the origin of motion and
matter is self-moving, then it is evident that it is ensouled,®? but for the fact that
that soul in which [there is] an unrest, is moved without any defined order.%
Therefore, when the Creator, the Blessed and Exalted, wanted to endow it
[matter] with order and arrangement, He placed within it the soul which is of the

nature of the eternal thing, which always remains in one and the same state.

Then Timaeus, after this statement, described how the soul of the world is divided
in all its parts according to relations (/proportions), such as the relations
(proportions) of composition, and by this he indicates number. Then, after
finishing that, he said: “Indeed, the Creator divided the whole of that into two
parts lengthwise and placed each one over the other until their shape became the
shape of the [Arabic letter] Shin — which is in the Greek book this X — and He

folded them both until they became two circles, connected to one another.”
(Translation: Arash Khorashadi)®*

Here Galen interprets the creation of the soul by the Demiurge as a mixture of the immortal
soul and of matter that is animated by a soul moving “a chaotic and disorderly motion” of
Tim. 30a, combined with the “evil soul” of Laws X, 896d-897d. In Galen’s interpretation,
“the substance that becomes divisible around the bodies” is the disorderly and chaotic soul
that is there from all eternity before the creation, while the part of the indivisible and
unchanging substance that enters the mixture when the Demiurge is creating the world, is the
rational soul, an eternal being as will be seen from the next excerpt. Thus, the rational soul is

not born in the mixing bowl, but is part of the pre-cosmic intellectual substance. This is the

%2 The root of the word means breathing, inhaling (note by Arash Khorashadi).

93 See Timaeus 35a: KvoOpEVOV TANUUEA®S Kol GTAKTOC.

% My gratefulness goes to Arash Khorashadi, doctoral candidate at CEU’s Department of
Historical Studies, for translating from Arabic the texts | needed from the Arabic Galen. P.
Adamson’s translation of the same passage in “The Universe is an Animal: The World Soul
in Medieval Philosophy” in J. Wilberding (ed.), World Soul: A History, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2021, 78, is inaccurate. Among others, he omits by error an important part

of the text.
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first creation, by the Demiurge, whose nature, as Galen repeats oft and ever, cannot be

known, even conceptualized.

The idea of the two souls is borrowed from Plutarch.® For Galen, the creation of the world is
in time as well, which means that the disorderly matter is regulated by the indivisible
substance of the soul by the command of the Demiurge. The parts of the soul are divided in a

harmonious way, implying that they all are in connection with each other.

However, there is also a second creation, that of the living beings in the world (or the world
of the living beings), consisting of four parts: the celestial bodies, the flying beings, those that
are swimming in water, and those that are walking or creeping on the surface of the earth
(chapter V). About this second creation, Galen (in the translation of Hunayn ibn Ishac, who
changes Plato’s secondary gods to “angels,” so as not to hurt the monotheist sensitivities)
says the following, commenting on Tim. 40d-41a:

Y agh VI s 5o b Gl (380 1 8IS 1) agdf () Taale 58 ASEDLA JB s ) () 0 32V

Sl i s allad) (0550 Of iy OIS B4 5 agn Allie 5 Ay V) e S5 (0 sy
/A3 A yiag ) 58T agila (58 IS b il S35 4k (550 Le 55 L aglas

o) Sy iy a3l ) e g ecsad W Al AR gl ASEDA aef M 5 Sl A G J
et (e s S G 4 ¢ a1 allall (i b LA (63 V) 2 el gz e Ll il 13g] 5 AL
JEa) U5 e sauld e Leleay ol 5 Lella o 230 cleal) (g dea e Lelen 5 Tasen Lehald 4l
S5 s o]

- Then [Timaeus] said: God the Exalted uttered to the angels a general discourse,
saying: Even though they have come to existence, it is not so that they are
uncorruptible. However, they do not decay in any time among the times, thanks

to His Providence and His Care for them.

And because it was necessary that the world of the living [beings] should accept

death, He made them [the angels] a cause for what comes into being from Him.

% Plutarch, De animae procreatione 6-9, 1014-16. See the notes of Kraus and Walzer to their
Latin translation. See also P. Adamson, “The universe is an animal. The world soul in
medieval philosophy” in J. Wilberding (ed.), World Soul: A History, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2021, 79.
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And that is because, had He Himself taken charge of the world of the living

beings, then they would have been in equal rank to the angels.

Then he said: The Creator, Blessed and Exalted be He, gave the angels in the
beginning a creation that does not die, and it is clear that by that he [Timaeus]

meant the rational soul.

For this reason, when He mixed the first mixture, to which He added the soul of
the world, He emptied into it the remnants that had remained of the earlier
things,®® mixed them all together and made them in some way to remain in one
and the same state. And He did not make it [the world of the living beings]

incorruptible in that manner, but rather seconds and thirds.%’

(Translation: Arash Khorashadi)

These passages apparently indicate that Galen distinguished two Demiurges, or rather a
double demiurgic creation. First, the creation of the world soul in the mixing bowl (the motif
of the mixing bowl is missing in the commentary on Tim. 30a, because it must have been in
the lacuna in the text, but is referred to later in the commentary on Tim. 40d-41a),*® and
second, the creation of the individual beings by the world soul or, rather, by the gods formed
by the world soul. Galen’s text seems to indicate that the secondary gods, to whom the
Demiurge entrusts the creation of the mortal beings, are formed from the world soul created
first and, thus, the world soul is the secondary Creator of the universe. Most probably,
Nature, called the Demiurge, and “our Demiurge” often invoked in De usu partium, is this
world soul, while the one whose nature is completely inscrutable is the Creator of the world

soul.

Galen’s theory of cosmic sympatheia, and of perception being an outcome of this community
of affections, is constructed upon this metaphysical framework, whose main tenets are: 1. the
insertion of the rational soul by the inscrutable Creator into the mixture of the act of creation,

so that its presence sets order upon the pre-creational disorderly movement, and 2. the world

% “The earlier things” denotes matter animated by the disorderly and chaotic soul.
97 Galeni Compendium, chapter VI, Arabic text: p. %, Latin translation: p. 50.
% Ibid.
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soul’s direct animation of all the parts of the living beings, their rational souls being different

from the soul animating the bodies.

Taking also into account Galen’s theory of the location of the soul and the agnosticism
regarding the essence of the Demiurge, one could argue that he considers sympatheia to be
manifested within the domain of the body, but having its origin outside the body’s limits,
though its ruler remains unknown. Galen sees sympatheia as part of the body’s dynamics,
which can be affected by the powers of the self-moving soul outside the body and that an

empiricist cannot prove but can infer the network that these powers move from.

As | claim in this chapter, to understand Galen’s concept of sympatheia, which is related to
theology in nature, one should consider his view on the Demiurge along with his theory of
the soul: the soul of the universe, which is the Demiurge, on the one hand, creates the rational
soul, but on the other, creates the corporeal faculties, directly animating them. Galen
proceeds by observing that the corporeal organs are constructed so that they are perfectly apt
to serve the volitive moves of the rational soul, although the latter does not know how the
muscles, the nerves etc. move. From this principle, Galen concludes that there should be a
higher harmonising principle, and that that principle should be the Demiurge, whom he

considers the soul of the universe.

00OV &’ dKdAovOOV gOpickmv, GAANY PEV elvar THY KaTd TO TYELOVIKOV HUdV
Yoy, GAAAG € TG &V EKACT® TMOV HoploV, | TAVTOC YE (v KONy TNV drovia
drowkodoav, gig anopiav Epyopat, und’ dypt dvvatod émivoiog, untt ye Pefaiog
YVOGEMG, gLpiokov TL mepl ToD OamAdcavtog MUAG texvitov. kol yop Otav
drobom TVOV QIA0GOPmYV Aeyoviov, THV VANV Epyvyov odcav & aidvog,
amoPrémovsay TpdC Tag id€ac, EonTiv Koouely, Tt kod pddAlov évvod, piav sivon
SV Yyuymv, TV t€ damAdcacoy NUAG Kol THY VOV ¥pOUEVIV EKAGTE TOV LOPImV.
avBioctatar o6& ToOTOL WOAV 1 dyvolo THG Olokovong MUAG yuyhg TV

DINPETOVVIMV TOAg OpuAiG adTig popicv.

As | am concluding from this that one is the soul that is governing us and either
other souls are in each of the parts, or the one common soul that is administering

all things, | become perplexed as | am not capable to form any notion, not to say

9 Form.Foet. IV 696-697.
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any firm knowledge, about the Craftsman who has fashioned us. In fact, when |
hear certain philosophers say that matter, being animated from eternity, was
looking at the ideas and ordered itself, this convinces me even more that the soul
that has fashioned us is necessarily one and the same with the one that uses each
part. Again, to this corresponds the fact that the soul that is administering us does

not know the parts that are serving its impulses.

Although it remains doubtful whether these parts of the body are independent animals or are
animated otherwise, directly, by the soul of the universe, Galen explores these philosophical
questions acknowledging as authority Plato and his theological work, the Timaeus.!® As
mentioned above, Galen’s empirical spirit prevents him from stating whatever he cannot
prove, and so he maintains that the essence of the soul — both that of the Demiurge and that of
the human being — is unknown. These two elements, theological in nature, might have
inspired the founder of the Neoplatonist school, Plotinus, and his perception of cosmic

religion.

In the following section, | will show that Plotinus takes over this structure and elaborates
further on cosmic religion with an explanation about the essence of the soul, its functions and
the working of sympatheia. As | will attempt to demonstrate, Plotinus reads the Timaeus in a
way that he also considers Galen’s concerns and perceives the rational soul and the Demiurge

as parts of a higher unity.
Plotinus and cosmic religion: the soul, the body and their network

In the previous section, I tried to demonstrate that Galen’s agnosticism, his theory of the soul,

and his theory of the cosmic sympatheia derive from an acknowledgment of the demiurgic

100 In this chapter 1 am not claiming that Galen is a traditional Platonist, but rather that he has
a certain respect for Platonism, or better he is a “sui generis” philosopher. As Frede has
pointed out, Galen had followed four different philosophical schools and was influenced by
Stoicism, but he is critical toward the Stoic teachings. At the same time, in Foet. Form. IV,
700-701, Galen criticizes also those Platonists who claim that the form of such harmful
animals as the scorpion is made by the Demiurge. See M. Frede, “Galen's theology” in J.
Barnes and J. Jouanna (eds.), Galien et la philosophie : huit exposés suivis de discussions,

Entretiens sur I'antiquité classique de la Fondation Hardt: VVandoeuvres, 2003, 73-76.
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activity, connected to a certain type of theology. In this section I will explore how the same
questions are treated by Plotinus and are linked to the concept of cosmic religion - the view
that Heavens do exist and are near the intelligible realm - with the unity and role of the soul
in metaphysics.

The first step for this endeavour is to show the close connection between Plotinus and Galen
concerning the location of the soul in the body and then, to explore the relationship of the
soul to the body. One of the most important philosophical conundrums, which Plotinus
wishes to solve in his treatises on the soul, united in the fourth Ennead by Porphyry, is how
the soul “enters” the body. A body for Plotinus is a perceptible divisible mass (dykog), while
a living body (o®pa) is the animated body, enlightened (repmticuévov) by the soul, qualified
according to its capacity and spatially extended. On the opposite pole is the soul and its
essence: Plotinus states explicitly in 1.2 [4] 1, 1-5 that the soul is not material, nor a
harmony or entelechy, but is of intelligible nature and of a divine lot (vontiic @Ooemg kot
Oeiag poipag). In fact, Plotinus resumes here a long argument on the immortality of the soul,
which he wrote earlier, in his early treatise 1VV.7 [2]. Here, continuing the argument of V.7
[2], he sets up to explain the meaning of Plato’s allegory in the Timaeus (35al-4) on the

substance of the soul:

petadd g apepiotov ovoiag, fj pévet del 1 o Katd TovTov, Kol ThH HepLoTiig &V

T0i¢ GOUACY... PiEW Tpitov £180¢ ovoiag €€ dppoiv cuvekepdoaro.lot

between the indivisible substance, which always remains in the same state and the
one that becomes divisible around the bodies, he [the Demiurge] mingled up a

third form of substance out of the two.

According to the bottom-up epistemological method that he adopts in this treatise, Plotinus
first mentions those entities that are “primarily divisible and dispersed according to their
nature” (Td HEV TPOTWG ... LEPIOTA Kol Tf] a0TdV @Ooel okedaotd), which are “the sensible
extensions and volumes” (10 aicOnta peyédn kol dykotr). Extension and volume are the first
characteristics of the corporeal world, abstracted from its formal qualities, which belong to
the secondarily divisible realm and already have a share in the One. To this mere divisibility,

101 1v.2 [4] 1, 1-5.
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he opposes the indivisible nature, which he represents as the centre of a circle, remaining in

itself and non-extended, from which everything is generated.*%

One step closer to the intelligible realm is that substance which “becomes divisible in the
bodies” (neplotn HEV OV TPOTMOS, AOC TO GOUATO, LEPLOTT O Yvopévn &v toig couact). This
secondarily divisible realm is that of the corporeal qualities, “such as colours, qualities and
every shape” (IV.2 [4] 1, 38-39). As, whatever happens to these qualities in one body does
not affect the other qualities in the other bodies, Plotinus considers these secondarily divisible
qualities entirely divisible too. Yet, as each form remains entire in its corporeal manifestation,
they preserve an element of oneness (IV. 2 [4], 1, 32-41). The soul, the “third form of
substance” is in between these two ontologically opposite realms, that is, the intelligible,
indivisible nature and the secondarily divisible nature.!®® Belonging by its nature to the
intelligible realm, the soul remains undivided (£yovca peév 10 auépiotov am’ €keivng), but
proceeds to become divided not any more in the bodies, but around / in relation to the bodies
(uepiothy 8 yvopévn mepi ta ompara) without losing its unity (ibid, 41-57).1% From this
different divisibility, which does not affect the soul’s fundamental unity, there follows that,
what affects one partial soul, affects all the others, too. Plotinus will further explain this

phenomenon of cosmic sympatheia in V. 9 [8], written not much later than IV.2 [4]. The

102 1t is a common ground for researchers to call the partial (uepiot) soul “individual soul.”
Plotinus never uses the word individual (dtopukn) in his writings on the soul. It is true that he
uses the term ka0’ £xaoto for the intellects contained in the great Intellect, and the souls, too,

99 ¢C

but he does this in a technical sense, meaning “each,” “each one,” “most specific” (see VI.2
[43] 20, 10-13, where he speaks not only about &kaotog vodg but also uses the term ko8’
gkaota; see also v To0TE mePLEYOUEVODV VOEPDY duvipemv Kol vowv Tdv kabékaota in IV.8
[6] 3, 9, and yvyai £peiic kab Exactov vodv eEnpmmuévan in 1V.3 [27] 5, 9 — | owe these
references and their interpretation to Prof. LaszI6 Bene, who has kindly read a previous
version of this thesis). As | will show in the next chapter, the unity of all the souls does not
allow us to define the position of the soul, being a part of the whole soul, as something
disconnected and attached to the body. The soul becomes individual after it enters the body.
103 See also Plato, Phaedo 81; P. Kalligas, “Eiskrisis, or the presence of soul in the body: a
Plotinian conundrum”, Ancient Philosophy, 32.1, 2012, 147-150.

194 One must admit that Plotinus’ language is not terminological here, but the distinction

between “in the bodies” and “around/ in relation to the bodies” is clear.
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soul operates everywhere and, in a sense, divides itself to animate the bodies but remains
entire in every part of its body, be it the soul of the universe animating the entire sensible

cosmos, or a partial soul animating a part of the universe (ibid. 57-66).

But how exactly could be understood this operation and in which way is it connected to
Galen’s queries about the substance of the soul and the network between the body and the

Demiurge, which makes sympatheia possible?

Plotinus following Galen: the arche and the powers of the soul

As previously discussed, Galen, in his work On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato
(PHP), elaborated a theory of the soul's tripartition within the body, drawing upon the
Timaeus.'® Teun Tieleman has observed that this interpretation, unique among the Middle
Platonists, shaped Plotinus' own view, indicating a direct intellectual lineage from Galen to
Plotinus in this regard. Tieleman not only argued that Plotinus was following Galen regarding
the location of the soul’s parts in the body, but also analysed the direct references to Galen’s
PHP in a text that apparently summarizes Plotinus’ theory on the seats of the three psychic
faculties, the rational, the spirited, and the appetitive faculty, 1V.3 [27], 23.1% He suggests
that Plotinus modifies Galen's view to preserve the unity and incorporeality of the soul.
Turning against the Peripatetic hylomorphism, Plotinus posits that the parts of the soul are
not "in" the three main bodily organs in a literal sense, namely the brain, the body, and the
liver; rather, it is only their activity that emerges there. Plotinus arrives at this conclusion
through a reinterpretation of the concept of arché as used by Galen, and Tieleman believes
that Plotinus’ theory about the communication of the soul's parts is significantly influenced
by Alexander's On the Soul (De anima), too, without accepting Alexander’s and Galen’s
hylomorphism.

195 Hippocrates and Plato was considered as following the same hairesis. As Karamanolis
points out: “Hippocrates and Plato can be considered as belonging to the same hairesis only
if somebody takes their accord on a certain issue as so crucial as to outweigh other
differences.” See G. E. Karamanolis, Plato and Aristotle in Agreement? Platonists on

Aristotle from Antiochus to Porphyry, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 250.

106 T Tieleman, “Plotinus on the seat of the soul: reverberations of Galen and Alexander in

Enn. IV, 3 [27], 23”, Phronesis, 43, 306-325.
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Tieleman considers that, for Plotinus, to describe how the brain is related to the other parts of
the soul — something that Galen has difficulty to prove through dissections'®” — Plotinus
borrows from Alexander his argument in the form of a soretes, i.e. a chain of interconnected
arguments. Alexander links the functions of the soul in a step-by-step inferential chain: from
the nutritive faculty to the power of touch, and from there to the other senses, ultimately
culminating in the perceptive faculty. Alexander further argues that where the perceptive
faculty resides, there too must reside the imaginative soul, the acts of assent, the impulses,
desires, and finally, the theoretical intellect. While Alexander does not directly locate the
theoretical intellect in the heart, he implies that it is linked to the rational faculty, which he

locates in the heart, inseparable with respect to the material substrate from the other faculties.

Plotinus, on the other hand, simplifies this scheme by connecting reason directly to impulse,
desire, and imagination, without the intermediate steps employed by Alexander. However,
Plotinus does maintain a similar separation of the theoretical intellect from the material
substrate, much like Alexander. This holds for the rational part. The similarities and
differences between Galen’s, Alexander's, and Plotinus' approaches suggest that Plotinus was
familiar with and influenced by, both Galen’s PHP, and Alexander's work. However, Plotinus
adapts Alexander's method to support his own views, particularly by starting the inferential
sequence from the brain rather than the heart, drawing on Galen's anatomical demonstrations
to justify this starting point. Alexander's original procedure likely served as a response to
Galen, while Plotinus' adaptation effectively turns Alexander's method against itself and

becomes a defense of Plotinus’ view, based on Galen.

Tieleman cites and comments upon the entire chapter of 1V.3 [27], 23, in a translation based
on Armstrong’s, but modified. In chapter 22, Plotinus, quoting Plato’s Timaeus, states that
the body is in the soul as the fire is in the illuminated air; the powers of the fire illuminate the
air, and the powers of the soul vivify the body. Then, in chapter 23, Plotinus continues to
explain how these powers of the soul end up in the body. Here, |1 am citing the entire chapter

in Greek, and in a new translation, to show that Plotinus is not only inspired by Galen, as

107 As we saw in the previous section, Galen infers that respiration starts from the pneuma
outside and ends up through the nerves in the brain where all the organs take commands.
Most probably Alexander and Plotinus have read his works and applied the logical

interconnection of different parts of the body to the communication of faculties as well.
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previous interpreters, including Tieleman who went the farthest revealing Plotinus’
dependence on Galen, suggested, but he summarises Galen’s argument as found not only in
PHP, but also in Galen’s Commentary on the Timaeus, defends it against Alexander’s
criticism, and adds his commentaries. He does so without criticizing Galen and explaining
that Galen himself understood the relationship between the three faculties and their corporeal

seats in the way, he, Plotinus, understands this:

100 OCOUATOS TEQPMTICUEVOL TOD EUYOYOL VIO TG WYuyhig GALo GAAmG
petohappavely avtod pépoc: koi Kotd TV ToD Opydvov mpog 1O Epyov
EmNOE0- TNTA, SVVOULY TV TPOCTIKOVGAV €1G TO Epyov dmoddodsay, oDT® ToL
AéyecOar TV pev &v debaiuoic dHvapy TV Opatuciv eivat, Vv & &v OGl Ty
GKOVOTIKNV, KOl YELGTIKNV &V YAMGON, doepnotv &v Piot, TV O& AnTIKNV &V
TOVTL TOPEVOL TPOG YOP TOOTNV TNV AVTIANYY TTav 1O odpa dpyavov Th Yoyt
napeivat. Tdv 88 dntikdv Opydvov &v TpdTolg Toig veupolg dvimv, 6 o1 kol
pOg TV kivnow tod {mov TV dvvouy &yel, éviadba Thg toldtng dovong
TNV, ApYoUEvey OE AmO £YKEQOAOL TAV VELPWYV, TNV TiG aicOnocemg Kol
Opufic apymv kol Shmg movtog Tod {Hov dvradfo E0scav PEpovie, ov dnAovoTt
ol apyol T®V Opydvov, €xel mapgivor tO ypnoduevov tifépevor—pPELTIOV OE
Aéyew v apymv TG Evepyeiog Thg duvapemg Ekel— 00ev yap Euelie kiveiobon
0 Spyavov, ékel £8et olov dvamepeidecOar Ty Svvauy Tod teyvitov ketviy T
@ OpYave TPOSPOPOV, LAALOV O OV TV dSVVaptV—TavTayoD yop 1| OOVoUIG—
gkel 8¢ thig évepyelag M dpyf, o0 1 apyr oD Opydvov. Emel odv 1 tod
aicOavecton dHvopug Kol 1 Tod OpUdy Yoyic odoNs aicOnTIKTg Kol pavVTUCTIKNG
@vo1ct% Sndve £onTic slye TOV Adyov, MG v YerTovodoo Tpdg TO KATm 0V avTh
Emive, Tawtn £€1€0n 10l mokowoig €v 1oig dxpolg oD (Mov mavtog &ml TG
KEPOATiC, (G 0VGO OVK &V T EYKEPUAD, GAL™ (g &V ToVT® T® 0icONTIK®, O &V T®
EykeaA® ékeivag dputo. TO pev yap €del copott ddoval, Kol T COUATOG

naMota TG Evepyeiag OeKTIK®, TO O& COUATL OVOAUOD KOWMVODV TAVTMC

108 pivoig APx (=BRJI)UC+Creuzer/ pvosmc W (=AE) +Perna and Kirchoff; the sigla are those
of Henry-Schwyzer 1; H. von Kleist, Zu Plotinos Enn. IV 3 und 4, Leer: D.H. Zopfs, 1888 6,
claimed that pvoic was an erroneous supplement of tod opuav, inserted at the wrong place.

Kleist’s suggestion was accepted by Henry and Schwyzer, as well as by Armstrong.
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gketvp Kowvmvelv Ede1, O yoyfic ldoc MV kol yuydic Suvauévne tag mapd tod
AOyov avtiqyelg moteichot. AlcONTiKOV Yap KPUTIKOV TOC, Kol QAVTOGTIKOV
olov voepdv, kai opun kol Spefic, pavtacio koi Adym Emdueva. Exel odv 10
Aoyilopevov oy d¢ &v TOm®, AAL’ &1L 10 Ekel dmolavet anToD. TIHg ¢ TO «ékeD»
i 100 oicOntikod, gipnrar. Tod & gutikod ob koi ovéntikod Kai Opemticod
UNOEVOC AMOAETOUEVOL, TPEPOVTOG O& TG aipartt, ToD 6& aiiaTog ToD TPEPOVTOC
g&v Qleyiv 8vioc, dpyfiic 08 kai @AefdvV kol ofuatoc &v fmati, olov
gvamepeldopévng Tantng The duvapeng évtadba 1 tod émbountikod poipa Thg
Yuyhic oikelv ameddbn. "O ydép tor Kol yevvd kol Tpépet kol avéel, Todto Kol
ToUTOV EmBupelv avaykn. Tod 8¢ Aemtod Kai kovEov koi 0E€oc Kol kabapod
aipotog, Boud Tpooeodpov Opydvov, 1 TOVTOL TTNYN —EvTadOa Yap TO TODTOV

aipo dmokpiveton tfj Tod Oupod (osr—kapdio memointa olknoig Tpémovoa.

When the ensouled body is illuminated by the soul, one part of it participates in
one way and one in another and, while the soul gives the organ the appropriate
power for the task according to its aptitude for its task, we say that the sight is
the power that resides in the eye, the hearing is that in the ears, the taste in the
tongue, the smell in the nostrils, while the touch is in the whole body. For the
whole body presents itself to the soul as an organ for this perception. Since the
organs of touch are first in those nerves'®, which also have the power to set the
living being in motion, and this power [that is, the touch] communicates itself in
the nerves, while the starting point of the nerves begin in the brain, they placed
here through inference!® the principle of perception and of impulse and in
general of the whole living being. In fact, they assumed that the one who was

going to use the organs would be there, where the starting point of the organs are

109 By "first organs” here, Plotinus refers to the organs closest to the environment, which are
part of a sequence of perceptive organs leading up to the final organ, the brain. This is
something that Galen also points out when he refers to touch as being mediated by the nerves
to reach the perceptive organ (brain); see C. Kuhn, Claudii Galeni opera omnia, I-XX,
reprinted, Hildesheim: Olms, 1964-1965, vol. V, 641-642.

110 «placed here through inference” must be the meaning of évtaiba £0scov époviec.

Armstrong, in his translation, leaves pépovteg untranslated.
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—but it is better to say that the beginning of the activity of the power is there. For
necessarily, from where the work tool is being moved, there is, so to say, the
support of the power of the workman, which is useful for the tool. More
precisely, it is not the power, as the power is everywhere, but the beginning of

the activity is there where the work tool begins.

Since, then, the power of sensation as well as of impulsion, which is a nature of a
perceptive and imaginative soul, had above itself the reason, as if it were
approaching from below that, which it [the power of the workman — the rational
soul] approaches from above, for this reason the ancients have placed it [that is,
the power of sensation and impulsion] at the highest end of the whole being,
which is the head — not as if it were in the brain but as being in that perceptive
faculty which is based in the brain in the way explained above. In fact, they had
to attribute the former [the power of sensation and impulsion] to the body, and
particularly to that part of the body, which is receptive for its activity, while that
which does not communicate in any way to the body had to communicate to that
[that is, the power of sensation and impulsion], which was a kind of soul, namely
of a soul capable to harbor the perceptions coming from reason. In fact, the
perceptive faculty is in some way capable of judgement, and the imaginative
faculty is, as if were, intelligent, while impulse and desire are obeying to
imagination and reason. So, the reasoning faculty is there, not as in a place but
because that which is there enjoys it. We have already explained the meaning of
“there” in the case of the perceptive faculty. As the vegetative, growing, and
nutritive faculty is not absent from any [part of the body] and nourishes it by
means of the blood, and as the nourishing blood is in the veins, and the starting
point of the veins and the blood is in the liver, as if this power was leaning upon
there, so the appetitive part of the soul was assigned this place to dwell in. For
that which generates and nourishes and produces growth must necessarily also
have an appetite for all this. But since the thin, light, quick, pure blood is the
proper organ for the emotion, the spring of this—for this is where the blood of
this kind is secreted by the boiling of emotion—that is, the heart, they [the
ancients] designated this to be its [that is, the emotion’s] appropriate dwelling

place.
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Blumenthal, followed by Armstrong and Emilsson thought that, when Plotinus employs the
plural pronoun “they” and speaks about “the ancients,” who have assigned the brain as the
place of the rational soul, he refers here to the doctors Herophilus of Chalcedon, and
Erasistratus of Ceos, who discovered, through dissection, the nerves and the fact that the
nerves are starting in the brain, as well as to Galen, who used these discoveries for refuting
the Aristotelian/Peripatetic view according to which the center of perception and of
intelligence is the heart, and who identified the brain as being this center.!!! Tieleman has
gone much further, identifying as one of Plotinus’ sources, besides Alexander’s De Anima,
Galen’s PHP, demonstrating, through a fine philological analysis, the precise parallels
between PHP, and the chapter’s text. However, one may go even further if one reconstructs
the original Greek text of IV.3 [27], 23, and gives a more precise translation thereof, which |

tried to do above.

Plotinus refers here directly to someone who had drawn through inference from the
discoveries of Herophilus and Erasistratus the conclusion that the brain is the center of
perception, and who assigned the heart as the center for the spirited/emotional faculty, and
the liver as the center for the appetitive/nutritive faculty. Moreover, he says that these
“ancients” have based their theories on anatomical observations, that is, on the consideration
that the nerves are starting in the brain, the veins in the liver, and the arteries in the heart,
which secretes the blood. This is nothing else than Galen’s medical theory, which Plotinus
accepts almost in its entirety but reinterprets so that the location of the psychic
faculties/souls/natures becomes non-spatial, corresponding to the principle that I will call in
the following “analogical spatiality.” Apparently, Tieleman’s outstanding philological work
notwithstanding, neither Plotinus’ editors nor the scholars translating this passage have
realized that here Plotinus is just summarizing Galen’s argument about the rational, the
spirited (impulsive and perceptive) and the appetitive (nutritive and vegetative) powers of the
soul, which Galen considered natures/substances independent of the rational soul and being
handled directly by the Demiurge, whom Galen identified with the world soul (see frg. 4 of

11 H, J. Blumenthal, Plotinus’ Psychology. His Doctrines of the Embodied Soul, The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1971, 75, echoed by Armstrong in a footnote to his translation of the
passage (p. 104, n. 1), and by E. K. Emilsson in Plotinus on Sense Perception: A
Philosophical Study, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988, 105.
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Galen’s Commentary on the Timaeus and De foetuum formatione cited above). For this
reason, the modern editors (Kleist, followed by Henry-Schwyzer and Armstrong) had
excluded the reading ¢voig, nature, from the summary of Galen’s doctrine on the impulsive
and perceptive faculty/soul/nature/substance. Thus, the reading ¢voig is to be restored to the

text and its translation.

Therefore, when Plotinus is explaining the doctrine, he entirely appropriates the doctrine of

2 ¢

Galen, to whom he refers by the vague terms “they,” “the ancients,” and explains why Galen
had placed the centers of the three faculties/substances/natures in concrete bodily organs,
although spatially they are everywhere and nowhere in the body and although, properly
speaking, the soul is the “place” of the body and not vice versa. It is, because, in an
analogical way, the soul’s faculties are placed by us there, from where their activities are
starting. In this way, by reinterpreting Galen, Plotinus is introducing the theory, which I will

call in the following “analogical spatiality.”

The operation of the soul and the creation of an analogical spatiality

As | have shown above, Plotinus adopts the scheme that Galen had proposed in On the
Formation of the Foetus about the Demiurge and the connection of the world soul to the
partial soul. For Plotinus, as for Galen, the rational part is considered separate from the
sensitive and vegetative parts, which are added to the partial soul later through the activity of
the world soul. Thus, Plotinus is not unique in his taxonomy of the soul, as recent scholars are

inclined to present,'*2 namely perceiving the appetitive and the passionate part as part of the

112 See the argument of D. M. Hutchinson: “Plotinus follows the moral psychology of Plato
and Aristotle in holding that embodied human beings have both nonrational and rational
motivations for action (1.1, 18-25). He follows Aristotle in dividing desire (orexis) into
rational desire (boulésis) and nonrational desires (epithumia and thumos), with rational
desires being of what is good and nonrational desires being of what appears good. Uniquely,
however, he locates appetite (epithumia) and passion (thumos) in the lower soul and willing
(boulésis) in the higher soul [...] The usage of the term “appetitive part” (epithumétikon) in
these passages echoes Plato’s division of the soul into three parts, the rational (logistikon), the

spirited (thumoeides), and the appetitive (epithumétikon). However, Plotinus does not endorse
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lower soul and the rational part of the higher, while both thinkers assume the unity of the
souls through the Demiurge — whether this comes directly from him or is mediated by its

operations.

Second, the network between the body and the Demiurge presumed by Galen, | think, is
illustrated by Plotinus when, in chapter 1V.3 [27], 17. 3-4, he states explicitly that the upper
part of the heavens is neighboring the lowest part of the intelligible realm, and thus assigns a
quasi-space, outside the physical space, to the intelligible realm. Following James
Wilberding’s article "‘Creeping spatiality’: the location of Nous in Plotinus' universe”,!*®
which elaborates upon Armstrong’s term “creeping spatiality” employed in a footnote to his
translation of this passage, | suggest that the operation of the soul creates a kind of spatiality
which manifests the operation of the Demiurge extended to the body of the cosmos.'*
Therefore, although Plotinus’ discourse about the soul does not locate it in a spatial
framework, the actual operations of the soul imply kinetics, which create something that we
could call an analogical spatiality. The activities of the soul create this quasi-spatiality and
give birth to a variable network of relationships, resulting in the eternal creation of the
physical space and time.1*> While it is not space properly speaking, it can only be perceived

in analogy to real space, just as the time of the philosophical myth, so frequently used by

Plato’s tripartite psychology literally”’; Plotinus on Consciousness, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2018, 71.

113 7. Wilberding, “Creeping spatiality: the location of the Nous in Plotinus’ universe”,
Phronesis, 50, 2005, 315-334.

114 According to Armstrong’s note in his translation in the Loeb series (1984, 88), there is
here a certain “creeping spatiality”. Plotinus does not really think that any part of the material
universe, even the highest heaven, can be nearer to the intelligible than any other, because the
intelligible is not in space at all. But here his language is influenced, perhaps not only by the
“cosmic theology” of his time, but also by his favorite myth in Plato’s Phaedrus, 246d6-
247e6a. Elsewhere, Armstrong is claiming that “philosophical cosmic religion was something
which Plotinus took seriously ... But it occupies a place of moderate importance in his
thought, and is not easy to reconcile with other aspects to it”; Armstrong (1984): 83.

115 See 111.7 [45] 11, where Plotinus relates the birth of time, from the very mouth of time, in
a mythological time. Perfectly analogous to this narrative on time is Plotinus’ narrative on the

spatial activities of the souls, including the soul of the universe in 11.2 [14] 2-3.
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Plotinus, is not a real time, but can be perceived as an analogy to the temporal extension.
Another reason for choosing “analogical spatiality” over “creeping spatiality” is that
analogies or proportions align with the soul's kinetics: the order of the world is the outcome

of the soul’s discursive thinking expressed in analogies.

Moreover, Wilberding’s argument is based on Plotinus’ dependence on Aristotle, who places
the Prime Mover at the periphery of the universe. In this respect, Wilberding claims that
cosmic religion has a central role in Plotinus’ thought and that this “creeping spatiality,”
which he understands as an “instrumental spatiality,” assigns real places to certain activities
of the soul, while not contradicting Plotinus’ alternative claims that the soul is nowhere and
everywhere in the universe. However, two objections could be raised to his argument

regarding the instrumental spatiality:

a) Wilberding explains the contradiction between the omnipresence of the soul’s activities
and the localization of the discursive activity in the highest sphere by the difference of
matter: the same power is everywhere, but the density of matter prevents its actualization
elsewhere than in the purest sphere.!'® But that would require that the proper explanation for
the prominent role of heavens for the discursive faculty of the world soul is due to the
specific kind of matter in heavens. This cannot be possible, as Plotinus rejects the Aristotelian
theory of ether. The brain is the proper place of the discursive activity in humans not because
it has a purer matter, but because the activity of perception and impulse begins in the brain
and is transmitted through the nerves. The aptitude of certain corporeal parts is not due to the

greater or lesser subtlety of their matter but to the conscious design of the Demiurge.

b) When Wilberding proposes an analogy between the role of the brain of the individual man
and that of the outer heavenly sphere, “where” the discursive / opiniative activity of the soul
of the universe is deployed, he apparently misunderstands the text of 11.2 [14] 3, 3-4, 1/
which he interprets based on Armstrong’s translation, which distorts the meaning of the

original. Plotinus does not exactly say what Armstrong translates:

TG Woyiic M KéV Tig Svvaug 1 €oydt and yic apapévn Kol 6t Glov domiekeicd

gotwv, 1 6¢ aicBdavesor mepukvio Kol 1 AOYoV 0E0CTIKOV deXOUEV TPOC TO Avm

116 Wilberding, “Creeping spatiality”, 330-331.
17 Wilberding, “Creeping spatiality”, 330.
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&V TOiC oQaipalg 0TV Exel ETOYOVUEVT Kol T TpoTEPQ Kol dOvouLy 516060 Tap’

aVTHC €1g TO TolElV {OTIKOTEPQY.

[T]here is the ultimate power of soul, which begins at the earth and is interwoven
through the whole universe, and there is the power of soul which is naturally
perceptive and receives the opiniative kind of reasoning; this keeps itself above in
the heavenly spheres and is in contact with the other from above and gives it

power from itself to make it more alive...” (Armstrong’s translation)

| think the key expression here is év toic oceaipaig €ovtiv €xer Emoyxovuévn (and not
gmoyovpuévny, which is what Armstrong seems to translate) xoi tfj Tpotépa. So, this should
mean that the soul’s perceptive and discursive faculty “is keeping itself in the heavenly
spheres, so that it is riding on the first one” (as the gods and the souls following the gods in
their chariots in Plato’s Phaedrus, 247a-c). Thus, the accurate translation of this passage

would be:

There is the soul’s ultimate power which, starting from the earth, is interwoven
with the universe,!*® while the power whose nature is to perceive and which is
receptive of opiniative reasoning, keeps itself above in the heavenly spheres,

riding on the previous one,*° while empowering it from itself to make it most

118 See Plato, Timaeus 36d-e: “émei 8¢ katd VOOV T GUVIGTAVTL TdGA 1) THS YVYTiG CVOTAGIS
gyeyévnro, petd ToDTO TAV TO COUOTOEWEG &vtog avThg €tektaivero kol pécov péom
CLVOYOYQV TPOCT)PUOTTEV: 1| O €K HECOVL TPOG TOV E0YOTOV OLPOVOV TAVTIN StomAoKeioo
KOKA® Te avTov EEwBev mepucodldyaca, avtn &v avth] oTpe@ouévn, Ogiav apynv fpéoto
amovoTov Kol ERepovog Biov Tpog Tov coumavta ypovov.” “And when the construction of the
Soul had all been completed to the satisfaction of its Constructor, then He fabricated within it
all the Corporeal, and uniting them center to center He made them fit together. And the Soul,
being woven throughout the Heaven every way from the center to the extremity, and
enveloping it in a circle from without, and herself revolving within herself, began a divine
beginning of unceasing and intelligent life lasting throughout all time.”

119 Apparently, this is how Vitringa had read the text, for which reason he deleted the first xai
in line 5. The same thought is repeated in the next sentence, where Plotinus says:
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lively. Therefore it [that is, the ultimate power] is moved by it [that is, the
perceiving and reasoning power], which is enveloping and mounting on all that
part which, from it [that is from the ultimate power], has ascended to the heavenly
spheres. Therefore, as that [that is, the perceiving and reasoning power] is
enveloping this [that is, the ultimate power] all around, this is inclined and

returning toward that, and its return turns around the body in which it is woven.'?

Apparently, the entire passage is a kind of rethinking and interpretation of Timaeus 36d-e,
interpreted in the light of Phaedrus 247a-c. Plotinus starts from Plato’s claim that the soul is
coextensive with the body of the universe, but is stretching beyond it and is enveloping it.
Thus, properly speaking, it is not the soul that is in the body, but the soul is enveloping the
body, in a sense it is the space, or rather, it creates the space, in which the body is extended.
Plotinus further develops Plato’s spatial metaphor, claiming that it is only the last power of
the soul of the universe, that is, the vegetative, or growing, or vitalizing, power, not the entire
soul, which is interwoven with the body of the universe. The perceptive and discursive power
— because apparently the soul of the universe has all these faculties — does not descend even
in its activities into the body of the universe but is ruling it by means of its impact on that part
of the vegetative power, which is extended until the highest heavenly spheres. It is in the
heavens only as far as its dynuoa, the vegetative power that animates the highest heavens, is
there, but it remains éni t@® tod ovpavod vorte. Therefore, the rational faculty of the soul of
the universe cannot be perceived and located, through a kind of “instrumental spatiality,” in
the heavenly spheres. Not only it is not located in any part of the perceptible world, but even
the human souls that have seen their own image in “Dionysus’ mirror” and “descended”
toward the mirror image (that is, toward the human body), still have their “head,” that is, their
intellectual faculty, “firmly fixed above the heaven” (IV.3 [27], 12.1-5). With all this, the
spatial extension of the soul along the extension of the body, which is as if it were its
“shadow” (IV.3[27], 10.7) voovpévov mopog okidg, and beyond deserves consideration about

a kind of “analogical spatiality,” which is more than a mere metaphor.

“Epopupévng mavti 6cov avTig €ig TOC ceaipac avédpaue” — “mounting on all that part
which, from it [that is from the ultimate power], has ascended to the heavenly sphere.”

120 |1 2 [14] 3, 3-10.
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Going back to the Timaeus and the way Plotinus sees the relation of the soul to the body and
the connections between souls, being “around a body” reveals the kinetics of the soul. Here |
bring evidence from Plotinus’ spatial view on the ontology of the Timaeus, verbalized as

follows: 1?1

A€l dpa oBTog &v TE Kod TOAA KOl PHEPEPIGHEVOV KOi GUEPIGTOV YoYTV Elvol, Koi
un Gmotely, O¢ Gddvotov O avtd Kai v moAloyod eivor. Ei yap todto um
napadeyoipeda, 1 0 TAVTA CLVEYOVGO Kol dlokoDoa PHGIS 0VK EoTal, TG OLoD
1€ mavta mepthafodoa Exel Kai HeTd ppoviceme dyet, TA{0og pév odoa, éneinep
oA To Svta, plo 84, v’ 1 &v 10 cuvéyov, T pEV TOAD avtiig &vi {omv
yopnyodoa Toic pépect Tiot, 6 68 duepioto Vi ppovinmg dyovoa. 'Ev oig 82 pn
epoOVNOLG, TO &V TO Nyobuevov pipeital todto. Todt’ dpa £oti 10 Oeimg fviypévov
T duepiotov kol del Katd td adTd £X0Vomng Kol ThHG TEPL TO GOUATO YLYVOUEVNS
HePIoTAC Tpitov €€ dueoiv cuvekepdooto ovoiog eidoc. "Eotv obv yuyn &v kai
TOALD OVT®G: T4 O¢ v 101G cOpacty €(0M TOAAL kol &v: Td 0& CAOUOTO TOAAN

uévov: 1o &’ vméptatov v udvov.

So, then the soul must be in this way both one and many, divided and indivisible,
and we must not disbelieve this on the ground that it is impossible for something
which is one and the same to be in many places. For if we do not accept this, then
the nature which encompasses all things held together and directs them with
prudence would not exist; it is a multiplicity because the beings of the universe
are many, but one, so that what holds them together may be one; by its manifold
one it dispenses life to all the parts, and by its indivisible one it directs them with
prudence. In those beings in which there is no prudence, the governing one
imitates this [that is, the prudence]. This is the meaning of the divine riddle
saying. “Between the indivisible substance, which always remains in the same
state and the one that becomes divisible around the bodies, he [the Demiurge]

mingled up a third form of substance out of the two” So the soul is one and many

121 T have revised A. H. Armstrong’s Loeb translation.
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in this way: the forms in the bodies are many and one; the bodies are many only;
the supreme is one only (1V.2 [4] 2, 39-55).1%

To yap devtépag kai tpitag T@ £yyHbev kal T® ToppmTeEPOV Vovontéov gipficbau,
domep kol wop’ MUV ovy Opoimg mhoatg yuyais Vmdpyel 1O TPOg Ta Ekel, AL’ ol
pgv évoivto v, oi 8¢ PdAAotev av &yydg dpiéuevor, oig 68 fttov dv Eyor Todto,
k00 Taig duvdapesty o Taig avTAig Evepyodoty, GAL ol HEV T TPMOTN, ol ¢ T

pet’ €ketvny, ot 8¢ 1) Tpit, AMAVTOV TAG TAGAS EXOVIOV.

[...] we must understand that souls were called “second” and “third” according to
whether they are nearer to or farther from [the higher world]; just as among us
too not all souls have the same relationship to the realities there, but some may
become united to those, others are approaching them through their desire, while
others again have this [desire] to a lesser degree, in so far as they act by powers
which are not the same,*?3 but some by the first, others by that which comes after
it, others by the third, though all of them have all the powers. (IV.3 [27], 6, 28-
34)124

Plotinus understands metaphorically the demiurgic activity, namely not in time and not as an
outcome of the deliberate action of the Demiurge. His language concerning the functions of
the soul is spatial and not metaphorical, but | would call it analogical for the aforementioned
reasons. As displayed in this fragment, the ontological degrees are expressed as degrees of
proximity of the souls to their source. In his psychological treatises, Plotinus does not need to
quote the whole text of Timaeus 34c-35, but, instead, he selects specific parts of it to bring

forth the spatial relationship of the soul with the body,'? stressing the importance of the

122 1n his earliest writings, Plotinus does not seem to distinguish between the intelligible
realm and the One, a distinction that would become prominent later.

123 See Plato, Phaedrus 247d-248e.

124 A, H. Armstrong’s Loeb translation emended.

125 He repeatedly quotes in his fourth Ennead “xoi tfi¢ mepi té chpata pepiotic”.
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activity inside and outside the body fitting into the scheme of the omnipresence of the soul.?
This omnipresence becomes quite explicitly stated, when he calls “every soul” in V.1 [10]
2,1-2 to “consider this, that it made all living things itself ...” Definitively, “every soul” did
not create the universe as a partial soul, but as being one with all the other souls, including

the demiurgic soul of the universe.

Therefore, taking into account Wilberding’s interpretation of Plotinus’ perception of cosmic
religion, which is connected to his metaphysics, | suggest that sympatheia in Plotinus can be
explained if we consider that the soul’s operations ensure the unity of the soul in every level
of existence and form a counterpart of the space in the material world outside the heavens.
Already Galen had anticipated that the demiurgic activity is responsible for the parts of our
individual soul and guarantees the unity of these parts, but he claimed that he had not known
how this happens. Plotinus apparently takes over this scheme and elaborates on the
connection of the soul with the body and, thus, on the principle of sympatheia: The soul is
one and many in the sense of being outside the bodies as far as all the souls are part of the
same divine substance and are, thus, numerically one; around/ in relation to the bodies (mepi
0 omdpora) as far as the partial souls are governing distinct bodies; and in the bodies, in the
sense that they are equally and wholly present to every part of the bodies that they are

governing.

Consequently, the procession of the soul from its source in the individual body is not the
result of an a priori pessimistic view, of a “fall” as the Gnostics would claim. Plotinus
explains that, were it not for this procession, there would not be any body, nor its form.*?” It
is due to a process, started in the intelligible realm, which enables not only the dwelling of
the soul everywhere inside, around and outside the bodies, but also offers the privilege to the
living bodies to enjoy the operation of the soul and to understand the unlimited power of the

soul.1%8

126 The passage 35a is very obscure and has raised many debates among Timaeus’ scholars
regarding its interpretation. See already F. M. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology: The Timaeus of
Plato, London: Routledge and Keagan Paul, 1937, 58-65.

127 |\, 3[27] 9, 21-36.

128 See also Wilberding, “Creeping spatiality”, ibid.
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Now, if the incorporeal contains the corporeal, and if the soul is encompassing the bodies
(mepi ta coporo) and becomes the ground of the living bodies (év toic sdpactv),t?® while it
also exists outside their periphery, then, all the living bodies are connected through the soul
under the criterion of the proximity to the source. And the criterion is such, because there is
this analogical spatiality, which is not created from physically extended bodies, is not
imaginary, nor a metaphor, but a space “created” from the soul’s operations with every level
of existence. In this respect, all the activities, be they complex or simple, have their root in
the soul. Plotinus moves on, after the definition of the soul as a manifold unity, to fill in the
“void” with the unfolding relationship of the parts with the whole; this is what a living being
is, according to his interpretation of the Timaeus; this is what accounts as a necessary
condition for an encompassing living being, which fulfills its aim through the communication

of every part in the cosmos.

Plurality and unity in sympatheia: a response to Galen?

In the previous section, | tried to demonstrate that Plotinus uses a kind of analogical
spatiality to trace the route of the soul in between the realm of the intelligible and the realm
of bodies, and this route becomes an open space in which different relationships take place.
In a similar way, Galen understands the potentiality of the living body to preserve its nature
and its place in the environment. Plotinus is following Galen who, in his more dubitative
manner, has already set the interconnection between the souls of the individuals and the
Demiurge’s activity. Plotinus adheres to the way Galen explains sympatheia: all parts are
connected because even in their complex forms their main essence remains the same.
Moreover, Plotinus follows Galen’s view regarding the sympathetic relation between the
three parts of the soul. Galen argued that these parts have different substances, making their

connection problematic. Plotinus expands on this by identifying the Demiurge with the soul

129'v/1.3 [44] 15.27-31. Sensible entities are not real substances; in this respect, the soul is the
ground/structure of living beings. For an excellent discussion on substance and quality in
Plotinus, see G. Karamanolis, “Plotinus on quality and immanent form”, in R. Chiaradonna
and F. Trabattoni (eds.), Physics and Philosophy of Nature in Greek Neoplatonism, Leiden
and Boston: Brill, 2009, 96.
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of the universe and asserting the ontological unity of all souls, including the World-Soul, as
parts of the "whole soul.” This "whole soul" is purely intellectual and remains independent of
any bodily connection. If so, the emotional and the sensitive faculties (the animal and the
vegetative soul) can belong to one and the same soul and to be of one substance, even if they
were given by the Demiurge and do not belong to our rational soul. This is indeed a solution

for the riddle formulated by Galen.

This is why Plotinus argues for sympatheia between the beings and the material parts. In this
respect, this is why Galen is puzzled to explain not only the way the parts are interconnected
but also the principle of sympatheia, the manifold oneness. It is the soul’s kinetics from and
towards its source, which makes the material parts to communicate and the living bodies to

find their telos in nature:

Tadta pév obv obtwg dv &xor Moewg ki tod g cvpmadsiog ur umodilovtog
1OV Adyov- £k yap tfig avtiic micot ovoat, &€ fig kai 1) Tod dlov, cvunadeic. Koi
vop elpntar, Ot kol pio kol moAdai. Ilepi 6& 10D pépovg mpdg 1O Olov Tig

dapopdc dnwg, eipntat.

This then is how it is with the solution of this problem. Nor does the phenomenon
of the sympatheia hinder our arguments: for since all souls derive from the same
soul, from which the soul of the universe derives too, they have a community of
feeling. For we have said already that the soul is both one and many. We have
also explained how the part differs from the whole. (1.3 [27] 8, 1-6)*°

Plotinus and Galen are following Plato’s Timaeus in positing a sympathetic relationship
among the parts of a whole living being (Timaeus 30b-c; 37c-d). There is a common
principle, as Galen also posits without defining it, and its existence is found in the common
feeling (synaisthesis), which all the parts recognize even if they are in distance. The distance
is not a hindrance for sympathetic relations among the souls, since sympatheia relies on the
function-created spatiality of the soul regarding the body (inside, around, outside its

periphery). Yet, the awareness of this connection becomes the main content of sympatheia.!3!

130 Translation by A. H. Armstrong in the Loeb series, revised.
181 D, M. Hutchinson, “Sympathy, awareness, and belonging to oneself in Plotinus,” in R.

Patterson, V. Karasmanis and A. Hermann (eds.), Presocratics and Plato: A Festschrift in
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The parts are connected, but the fact that they are able to understand this connection shows a
conscious grasp of the unity. Plotinus uses this awareness to turn against the atomists and
shares the same ground with Galen: the atoms cannot make the soul of the body, because they
come together randomly and their accidental unity, if it happens, cannot account for a

common feeling between the parts of the unity.'%2

As mentioned earlier, Galen’s and Plotinus’ opposition to the atomists and other naturalists
originates from their different kind of theology and thus the higher nature of sympatheia. This
type of theology offers the cognitive value of sympatheia, when it is manifested in its content
and in respect to the living being’s internal awareness. Plotinus agrees with Galen’s initial
assumption, namely that the rational soul’s presence in the body might not give any
information to the rational faculty — that is, to the human being itself — on the way the internal
parts of the body work (1] dyvoa tiig d10tkobong NUAS YLYTic TAV VINPETOVHVI®V TOIG OPUAIg

ovTiic popiov).t

On the other hand, the fact that we do not “see” the details of the operation of the soul in our
bodies is not because we cannot account for the soul as principle of sympatheia. It is because
in the thought of Galen and Plotinus the lower functions belong to the soul of the universe,
while the rational soul is different from the great soul of the universe. Both are parts of a
higher principle of unity, which Plotinus calls the universal soul. So that, what the great soul
“knows,” the individual rational soul does not necessarily know, as they are different, while

one.
Conclusion

In this chapter, I tried to show that the sympathetic relation among the parts of an organism
posited by Galen and Plotinus can be traced back to their sense of theology, the Timaeus and
the way they read Plato. Moreover, both thinkers are against the view that the atoms would

constitute the principle of living beings and see the bodies as part of a broader network,

Honor of Professor Charles H. Kahn, Las Vegas, Zurich and Athens: Parmenides Publishing,
2012, 491-510; idem, Plotinus on Consciousness, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2018, 46-60.

1821v.7 [2] 3, 5-15.

133 Galen, Foet. Form. Kihn, 1V, 697.
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whose principle is the Demiurge. Galen, because of the constitutive role of his agnosticism to
his theology and his scientific world view, instead of accepting any current interpretation of
the Timaeus, expresses in very clear terms the main problems raised by the creation myth of
the Timaeus and rejects all the diverging interpretations that were current in his time among
Platonist philosophers. While he stresses oft and ever that the substance of the Demiurge
cannot be known, and even be conceived of, he attributes a secondary demiurgic activity to
the soul of the world, which is constructed as a mixture of the unique and undivided rational
soul and of matter ensouled by the irrational and disorderly soul. It is the combination of
these two substances that creates the multiplicity of the living beings. Thus, implicitly, he
posits a level above the combined world soul, the substance of the undivided and unchanging

rational soul, being an eternal creature.

Galen presents a very clearly formulated problematization about the unity of the soul and the
essence of the Demiurge, which was part of a broader discussion between Middle Platonists
and became the occasion for Plotinus to seek and find an answer to Galen’s doubts. Plotinus
redefines the cosmic religion of his era, namely by grasping the symbolism of the Demiurge
and by reading the ontological status of the soul as defined in a continuous process of Kinetics
to its source and back to the body, which can be perceived as an analogical spatiality. This
degree of proximity plays a significant role in understanding the instrumentality of relation to
its access to the different layers of the body and the role of the soul in all levels of existence
(intelligible, astral, sublunar). Plotinus explains through the soul’s function-based space the
communication between the body’s parts, but also between the soul’s parts and the whole. In
this respect, the content of sympatheia, the common feeling, becomes cognitively valuable,
when the light of the soul reaches the appropriate proximity to its source and is able to

enlighten the realm of experience, too.
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Chapter 2: Creation, Analogy and the Unity of the Souls

Introduction

In the previous chapter, I tried to shed light on the connection between Plotinus and Galen
and their respective views on the principle of cosmic sympatheia. As | argued, following
Plato’s Timaeus, in their polemics against Stoics and Epicureans, Plotinus and Galen
elaborated a theory of sympatheia based on the demiurgic activities. The main points where

Plotinus follows and complements Galen are the following:

a) For both thinkers, sympatheia stems from a sense of theology; for Galen the complex
processes of the body, such as digestion or reproduction, and the different powers of the soul,
constitute a network that is governed by the Demiurge, a god who created the universe, who
is the very principle of sympatheia but whose essence is unknown. As | have shown, behind

Galen’s experimental agnosticism, there lies a sense of theology.

b) Galen distinguishes between two Demiurges: the one with an inscrutable essence, who
creates the world soul in the mixing bow! of Timaeus 35a, and the world soul that creates the

corporeal beings.

b) Galen accepts the Platonic tripartite division of the soul between rational, spirited, and
appetitive parts, and proposes that the lower powers have a different substance from the
rational soul. He is undecided on the question whether these powers belong directly to the
demiurgic soul, or have their own separate substances. However, the following passage
seems to indicate that he is leaning toward the view that the world soul is directly present in

the limbs of the bodies of the rational beings:

Kol yop tav GKoVGm TIVAY PIAOGOQMV AeyOvIav, THV VANV Euyuyov oboav &5
ai®dvog, amofAiémovoay TPOg TOC 00C, EAVTIV KOGUETY, £TL Kol HOAAOV €vvod,
piov elvar S&iv yoynyv, TV 1€ Stamhdcocay NG Kol THY VOV ¥pouévny EKAGTO

TV popiov.

“In fact, when | hear certain philosophers to say that matter, being animated

from eternity, was looking at the ideas and ordered itself, this convinces me even
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more that the soul that has fashioned us is necessarily one and the same with the

one that uses each part.”*3*

He thinks that the coordination between the will of the rational soul and the spirited and
appetitive powers shows that all the souls and powers are parts of the demiurgic soul that
animates the entire universe. Galen is part of a larger debate among Middle Platonists
regarding the world, the soul and the Demiurge. As | suggested, Plotinus, influenced by
Galen, introduces a new entity before and above the demiurgic soul, calling it the “whole
soul,” of which both the demiurgic soul and the human rational souls are parts. He accepts
Galen’s explanation of the unconscious coordination between the will of the rational soul and
the working of the lower psychic powers as being the result of cosmic sympatheia, a
consequence of the fundamental unity of all the souls, but for him the place of the unity is not
the world soul but the whole, incorporeal, soul. Thus, while Galen is very cautious in positing
incorporeal entities, Plotinus conceives of the soul as that part of the incorporeal noetic
cosmos, which is in contact with the bodies. Therefore, he develops Galen’s experimental and
fumbling Platonism into a universal Platonist theory of the soul, which tries to give
theoretical and logical answers to all the arising questions.

c¢) Galen’s concept of the demiurgic activities is not restricted to the domain of the body. He
posits a network of operations by the Demiurge or cosmic soul outside the body, which
coordinate the more complex processes of the body. Plotinus, on the other hand, perceives
this network as a kinetics of the soul that includes both the motions of the soul at the material
level, and its kinetics at the level of the intellect. The motion of the soul is an image of the
“movement” of the nous. This is how the soul becomes the creator of the world and of time.
It is through this motion that the soul becomes temporal - not in the sense of being subjected
to, but in that of being related to time; time is inseparable from the soul’s existence and
creation — although the product, our cosmos, is manifested outside the inner process of
thinking. To better understand the workings of sympatheia in the cosmos as an outcome of
the unity of the souls, we should first explain how the soul becomes the creator of the world
and then explain why the unity of the soul cannot be explained without positing an analogical

space.

134 Foet. Form. 6, 697, cited above on p.75.
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The Demiurge: intellect, cosmic soul and contemplation

The cosmic soul called by Plotinus “the soul of the universe” is the very principle of cosmic
sympatheia, that is, the manifestation of unity between the different parts of the world. **> As
developed in the previous chapter, the cosmic soul for Galen is the demiurgic actor of the
world in the Timaeus. For the Stoics, the unity of the universe is assured by the omnipresence

of a cosmic, fiery and subtle, but still material, pneuma,**® which penetrates in “a complete

135 The interpretation of the Demiurge becomes difficult, since Plato himself mentioned that
finding the Demiurge of the cosmos is rather a complicated issue: “tov pév odv momtv Kai
TatéPo TOVOE TOD TOVTOC eVPEV T€ EPyov Kol evpoVTa €1g Thvtag advvatov Aéyewv”. For a
discussion on the place of the Demiurge in Plotinus, see D. J. O’Meara, “Gnosticism and the
making of the world in Plotinus”, in B. Layton (ed.), The Rediscovery of Gnosticism:
Proceedings of the Conference at Yale March 1978, I, Leiden: Brill, 1980, 368-372; idem,
Plotinus: An Introduction to the Enneads, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995, 72-76; J.
Opsomer, “A craftsman and his handmaiden: demiurgy according to Plotinus”, in T. Leinkauf
and C. Steel (eds.), Platons Timaios als Grundtext der Kosmologie in Spatantike, Mittelalter
und Renaissance / Plato’s Timaeus and the Foundations of Cosmology in Late Antiquity, the
Middle Ages and Renaissance, Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2005, 68-69; E. Song,
“Plotinus on the World-Maker”, Horizons, 3.1, 2012, 81-102; F. Karfik, “Parts of the soul in
Plotinus”, in K. Corcilius and D. Perler (eds.), Partitioning the Soul: Debates from Plato to
Leibniz, Berlin and Boston: De Gruyter, 2014, 5. On the body-soul relation upside down, see
D. Caluori, Plotinus on the Soul, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 61-66 and 86.

136 For the role of pneuma as a corporeal unifying power of the cosmos and its parts, and on
their mutual sympathy because of this, see Ps.-Galen, Introductio seu Medicus 12 (Petit
45,13-19 = K. 14.726 = SVF 2.716 = LS 47N); Sextus Empiricus, M. 9.78; Plutarch, De
Stoicorum repugnantiis 43, 1054a-b (= SVF 2.449 = LS 47M). See also the discussion by J.
E. Annas, Hellenistic Philosophy of the Mind, Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of
California Press, 1992, 50; T. Brennan, The Stoic Life: Emotions, Duties, and Fate, Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2015, 47, n. 7; A. A. Long, “Soul and body in Stoicism”, Phronesis,
27, 1982, 38; S. Sambursky, Physics of the Stoics, Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1959, 8-9. For God as a pneuma see Aétius, 1.7.33 (= SVF 2.1027 = LS 46A); Alexander of
Aphrodisias, De mixtione 11 (Bruns 225,3-4); Clement, Stromateis 5.14 (= SVF 2.1035);
Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniae hypotyposes 3.218 (= SVF 2.1037).
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admixture” (xa®’ &iov kpdoic) the whole body of the universe,®*” but does not have a
creative function, while, according to Galen, certain processes prove that the Demiurge has
powers beyond corporeal operations. Furthermore, Galen is the first thinker who discusses
sympatheia after the Stoics, while maintaining an agnostic attitude towards the essence of its

principle.

The interpretation of the Timaeus by Plotinus regarding the Demiurge also seems to be
mediated by Galen. Plotinus addressed the kind of concerns expressed by Galen regarding the
demiurgic activities outside the body. More precisely, Galen admits that there is sympatheia
in the world, and that it is due to the activity of the Demiurge, but remains agnostic regarding
the essence both of the Demiurge and of the rational soul. Plotinus’ reply to the kind of

agnosticism exhibited by Galen would formulate the following tenets:

a) The Intellect, being “one-many,”**® creates / is / perceives an intelligible cosmos (k6cpog
vontdg), a counterpart to the sensible one, being in between the transcendent One and the

sensible realm.

b) The soul of the universe imitates this contemplation and brings about perception together

with discursive reason, plus the logoi which set forth the universe.

c) The vegetative power of the soul gives birth to the enmattered logoi, which animate the

sensible world and the bodies of the beings.
Creation in both realms

For Plotinus, the Demiurgic creation narrated in the Timaeus should be interpreted
metaphorically. Since for him the world is eternal, namely there is no deliberative actor who
initiates at the very beginning of time the creative process, the process takes place constantly,
because of the overflowing nature of the Demiurge, be this the Intellect or the Soul of the
Universe. Here the Demiurge is not presented in a technomorphic way, as the agent who
exercises his art on matter, but as the source which imitates the creative activity of its

ultimate cause, the One. But for Plotinus, as | have tried to show in the previous chapter, the

137 Alexander of Aphrodisias, De mixtione 4 (Bruns 217,32-218,1 = SVF 2.473 = LS 48C);
see also Long “Soul and body in Stoicism”, 38-39.
138 \/,1 [10]. 8, 26; V.3 [49]. 15, 22; V1.2 [43]. 15, 14-15.
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cosmos is not just the sensible world as appears to be for other philosophers, but it is the
sensible world connected to its archetype, the paradigm, as initially was suggested in the
Timaeus.'3 Thus, for Plotinus, sympatheia, though manifested in physics, has its origins in
metaphysics. The Demiurge creates in two realms: in the intellectual realm by producing in
the “mixing bowl” the soul of the universe, and in the sensible realm, when the cosmic soul
creates the universe.’*® In the previous chapter, | tried to show by analyzing the Arabic
fragments of Galen’s Compendium on the Timaeus that the motif of the double creation is
already there in Galen. In fact, it is a common idea of the entire commentary tradition on the
Timaeus and is there also in Proclus, who approves of Plotinus’ solution, as it will be shown

below.

Thus, in the following pages, | will propose that the Demiurge, while being in two realms, the
intelligible and the sensible world, acts on three different levels: the intellectual, the
deliberative / perceptive, and the vegetative level. A similar approach was expressed by
Proclus, who suggested that, for Plotinus, the Demiurge, while being one, is situated in two
realms. It is also interesting to see that Proclus, while understanding Plotinus correctly, also

agrees with him:

[Motivog 6 eAOG0eo¢ dtttov pEV votifetor TOV dnpuovpydv, TOV HEV €V T®
vont®, Tov ¢ O 1nYyeHovodV Tod Tavtog, Aéyel 0 OpBdS: &0t Yap Twg Kol O

VodC 6 £YKOGUI0C SNpovpYOC TOD Tavtoc,. 14t

“The philosopher Plotinus hypothesizes that the Demiurge is double: on the one
hand he is in the intelligible realm, on the other hand, he is the governor [soul]

of the universe. And he says that correctly.”

Apparently, the Demiurge in Plotinus is the Nous, as it creates the soul of the cosmos. It gives
its creative power to the soul of the world, which, by using this power, creates and sets in
movement through ratiocination the corporeal world and time. Finally, the world soul

delegates its creative power to its own vegetative faculty, called also Nature in 111.8 [30],

139 Enn, 111 2 [47] 1.27-28.
140 Enn. IV 4 [28] 9.1ff; cf. Phaedrus, 24e4-6.
141 In Tim. 305, 16-19.
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which enters the cosmos and animates it.1*> Consequently, the creative process is threefold,
according to the powers coming from the intellectual essence of the Demiurge, acting in two

different realms, though having three different roles:

a) the creation of the soul of the universe by the intellect, while it contemplates the paradigm,

that is, the intelligible realities;

b) the creation of the universe, while the cosmic soul contemplates the intellect and translates

its unitary vision into ratiocination mirroring the intellectual vision;
c) the animation of matter coming in the last phase from the image of this last contemplation.

In the following lines, I will summarize the main recent views on the Demiurge in Plotinus’
writings. Damian Caluori, in his book Plotinus on the Soul, dedicates lengthy analyses to this
question, concluding that the Demiurge is, at variance with Numenius’ views, what he calls

(13

the hypostasis Soul, identical with what Plotinus calls “whole soul” (6An wvyn). Caluori
founds his argument on two main tenets: that the whole soul is the cause of the unity of all
souls and that Plotinus explicitly calls it the Demiurge of the world.**® However, a closer
analysis of the passage in 111.9, which is the one that Caluori uses to support his claim that the

universal soul, or the hypostasis Soul as he calls it, is the Demiurge, could be questioned.
Caluori writes about this specific passage:

“In the following lines he (Plotinus) identifies this third entity, the entity that
thinks discursively, with the Soul (universal soul). He explicitly says that
discursive thinking is not the work of the Intellect but rather the work of the Soul

142 i woyiic 1 pév g Sdvapug 1 oyt amd yig dpEapévn kol 5t SAov Stamhexeiod otw, 1

0¢ aicBdvesbor meeukvia kol 1 AOYov S0EAGTIKOV SeYOUEVT TPOG TO dvm £€v Taig cpaipalg
gautny &yel émoyovpévn Kol T mPotépy Kol dvvapy dwdodoo map’ ovThg €l TO TOLEV
Cotwkotépav.” “There is the soul’s ultimate power which, starting from the earth, is
interwoven with the universe, while the power whose nature is to perceive and which is
receptive of opiniative reasoning, keeps itself above in the heavenly spheres, riding on the
previous one, while empowering it from itself to make it most lively.” 11.2 [14] 3, 3-4. The
above translation revises that of Armstrong; see also chapter 1, p. Xxx.

143 D, Caluori, Plotinus on the Soul, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015, 26-33.
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(Enn. 111 9, 1, 34-37). Plotinus thus follows Numenius’ view that discursive
thinking is on the one hand necessary for the creation of a sensible world but on
the other hand not a work of the Intellect. The Numenian insight leads Plotinus to

introduce the hypostasis Soul. It is his second reason for doing so”.14

The lines that Caluori refers to are the following: “d od vob &pyov—m d1bvolo—aAld Yoyl
neploTiv &vépysiav &govong év peptot] @voer” (1119 [13]. 1, 36). Caluori considers the
divided soul here to be the whole soul. Yet, it seems to me that, pace Caluori, this soul is not

the whole soul.

The first thing to point out is that the title of this treatise is “Various considerations”, meaning
that Plotinus here might not have in mind a certain train of thought about the soul or the
intellect, or the One, but these sections are independent notes and scattered thoughts collected
by Porphyry most probably to get to the perfect number of the treatises, 6 x 9 = 54.1*° Second,
if we assume that the whole soul has a distinct realm, as Caluori does, then we miss the
interconnectedness of the three hypostases, which I think ensures the unity in both realms, i.e.
intelligible and material. Third, the whole soul is the entity, which sets in intellection the soul of

the universe, since it seems that the whole soul entirely remains in the realm of the intellect.

Thus, | think that the role of the whole soul in the demiurgic activity is that of the mediator
between the two realms. It becomes the space / matter / mirror of the intellect, resting
peacefully in unity, because its essence is to unify all the souls. While it rests within the
intellectual realm, it mirrors the ideas in the reasons (logoi) and thus it mediates between noesis
and dianoia, between the intellect and the world soul. It is true that, while Plotinus often
speaks of the soul as a mirror, in which the ideas of the intellectual world are mirrored as
reasons (logoi), he never calls the soul a “space” (ywpa) for the intellect. The closest
expression to saying this is V.8 [31]. 4, 15-19, where Plotinus says that in the intelligible
realm the substrate and the form are one, and the space (y®pa) of the ideas is identical with

the ideas themselves. However, here substrate and space most probably mean the intelligible

144 Caluori, Plotinus on the Soul, 35.

145 Cf. P. Kalligas, TAQTINOY. ENNEAAEZX, Athens: Axadnuia Adnvaév, |, Introduction,
and note 2, 646. Also A. H. Armstrong, Plotinus, Loeb Classical Library series, “Introductory
Note™, 404.
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matter (vontn VAn) and not the soul. Yet, in V.1. [10]. 3, 20-25, Plotinus defines the soul as
the matter of the intellect. Similar is maybe the meaning of 11.5 [25]. 3, 13-21, which justifies
calling it also a “space” (ympa) for the intellect, as Plotinus identified the y®pa of Timaeus
with matter. Finally, in the same I11.9 [13], there is a short independent note, where Plotinus

says:

THv yoyiv adtiv &1 Homep Syiv eivar, Opatdv 8¢ ot TOV vodv eivat, AOPIoTOV TPiv

i8¢iv, mepuivioy 8& vogiv: DANV 0OV mpdg vodv.

“Soul itself must be like a sight, the visible for it must be the intellect; it is indefinite
before it sees but by nature it is there to have intellectual perception. Therefore, it is a
matter for the intellect.” (111.9 [13], 5)

Here, Plotinus uses for the (whole) soul precisely the same expressions that he uses generally
to describe the “intelligible matter” (vontn UAn), which he identifies with the “indefinite
Dyad” (&opiotog dvdg), and the “unimprinted sight” (dtomwtog 6yic) of the Theaetetus.
However, in these instances he speaks about the intelligible matter, from which the
ideas/intellects are formed, and which is responsible for the multiplication of the intellects,
just as the matter of the world is responsible for the multiplication of the physical bodies.
Apparently — at least in the early treatises V.1 and 111.9 — Plotinus posited not two, but three
matters: the intelligible matter (indefinite Dyad), the whole soul (the matter of the intellect),

and the matter underlying the perceptible universe (pure privation and non-being).

Last, but not least, as | tried to demonstrate in the previous chapter, if the assumption that
Plotinus is significantly influenced by Galen is correct, then, the Demiurge cannot be any
other than the world soul. However, Plotinus’ doctrine, as we saw, is more complicated than
any of the simple answers could express it, and he has conceived of a manifold yet unified
demiurgic process, best grasped by Proclus who, however, interprets it in the light of later

theories, being somewhat unjust toward Plotinus’ direct disciples, Amelius and Porphyry.
The Demiurge as the Intellect

Other scholars than Caluori claim that, for Plotinus, the Demiurge is the intellect. For
instance, Victor llievski claims that “[a]lthough it may seem at first that no unequivocal

answer can be given, on closer inspection it becomes abundantly clear that Plotinus
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assimilated Plato’s Demiurge to his second hypostasis, the Intellect.”'*® The doubts arise

from Proclus’ words on the Timaeus, cited above (In Tim. 305, 16-19).

Ilievski quotes four Plotinian loci to prove his statement, according to which Proclus had not

understood Plotinus:

11.3.18.14-16: ‘and over all things is nous, the Demiurge, who gives also to the soul,
which is after him’, V.1.8.5-6: “For his Demiurge is the nous. And he mentions that
the former creates the Soul in that mixing bowl,” and “I1.9.6.61, where Plotinus
rebukes the Gnostics for identifying the Demiurge with the World Soul, and finally

111.9.1.1- 3, where he seems to use ko demiourgos as a synonym for ho nous.#’

Now, | will have a closer look at the demiurgic process in the texts that Ilievski had selected.
Furthermore, these texts will also be used to check Caluori’s argument about the role of the

whole soul as the Demiurge.

1) IL.3 [52].18.14-16: “and over all things is nous, the Demiurge, who gives also to the

soul, which is after him.”

I1.3 [52] is one of the last treatises, so here we can see Plotinus’ thought in its last phase, so to
say, in its full development. Ilievski uses Armstrong’s translation which, in this case, is quite
misleading. First, one should see the context. Plotinus treats here the question of the role of
the evil things, about which he claims — as he does everywhere — that they are not evil from
the general perspective, but contribute to the perfection of the world. Here he elaborates the
providential view that everything imperfect in this world is useful for the sake of unity and

existence of all things.

Ap’ ovv Ta Kakd T &V T® TavTi dvarykodo, 8Tt Enetar Toig mponyovpévolg; "H b,
Kol €l pn) Tadta v, atedéc v v 1o mdv. Kod yap ypeiav 1o oAl odtdv §| kai
Tévto TopéysTar T® SAw, olov To TV ioPOrwv, Aavidvel 8& td mAsiota Siin Tl Emel

Kol TV Kakioy o)ty Exetv TOAANL XPHOULE Kol TOAAMY TOMTIKNV <eivor> KOADV,

146 V. Tlievski, “The Demiurge and his place in Plato’s metaphysics and cosmology”, in D.
Vazquez and A. Ross (eds.), Time and Cosmology in Plato and the Platonic Tradition,
Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2022, 51, n. 35.

147V Nlievski, “The Demiurge and his place in Plato’s metaphysics and cosmology”, 44-77.
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olov kéAlovc teyVNTOD TAVTOG, Koi KWEV glc gpovnoy puny édoav én’ ddeiac
gvdew.El on tadto opBddg sipnrat, &l v Tod mavtog youyny Oempeiv pev ta dplota
del fepénv mpog v vonTiv @vowv Kol Tov Ogdv, mANpovpévng 08 avTic Kol
TEMANPOUEVIC 0loV AmopesToLpéVIC ol TO &€ avTig Tvdopa kai T EoyoTov
TG PO TO KT 1O Towodv TodTO Elvar. ITomtic ovv Eoyatoc ovTog &Ml & avTd
TS YUYTG TO TPMOTOS TANPOVLUEVOV TOPG VOU* €Ml TAGL 0 vodg dnuiovpyds, O¢ Kol
T woyd] T pet’ ovtov didwotv dv tyvn év i tpitn. Eikdtwg obv Aéystar odtog 6
KOOUOG eV del elkovifOpEVOS, EGTNKOTOV UEV TOD TPMOTOL Kol OEVTEPOV, TOD O
TpiToV £0TNKOTOG HEV Kol avToD, GAL &v Tf) VAN Kai katd cLUPePnKOg Kvoupévou.
"Bog yap v 1 vodg kod yoyr, pevcovtot oi Adyor gig Todto 10 £180g Woyiig, domep,

&g av 1 HAog, Thvta té d” odTod edTOL.

Then, are the bad things in the universe necessary, given the fact that they are
following on those that precede them? Yes, because, if these were not to exist, the
universe would be imperfect. In fact, most of them, even all, are useful for the
universe, such as the deleterious animals but, in most cases, it is unclear why.
Even evil [itself] has many advantages and is the source of many good things,
such as the beauty of artificial objects, and provokes [practical] wisdom,
preventing us from slumbering in idleness.'*® Now, if what we have just said is
correct, there follows that the soul of the universe, which is eternally rushing
toward the intelligible nature, is contemplating the best things and the God, is

filled by that nature, and being completely filled, so to say, to overflow,* the

148 Armstrong’s translation is loose here and his interpretation that Plotinus would speak here
of literature (tragic poetry) is misleading. 1 would rather think that the physical evil, such as
cold, or the indigestibility of raw food has a lot of utility, because it provokes practical
wisdom to invent such artificial things as clothes and fire to cook.

149 The reference is to Phaedrus 255b-d: “dtav 8¢ ypoviln TovTo dp@dv Koi TANGIALT HeTd ToD
dntecOan &v 1€ yopvoaoiolg kol &v taig dAloig opiiong, T0t” §jon 1 Tod pedpotog Ekeivov Ty,
ov iuepov Zebg avopndovg Epdv OVOUOGE, TOAM| QEPOUEVN TTPOG TOV €PUCTNV, UEV €1g
adTOV &3V, 1| & dmopecstovpévoy EEm amoppsl- kod olov vedua fj TS Ny and Asiov Te Kol
otepe®V aAlouévn oAy 60ev wpundn eépetat, obtm TO TOD KAAAOVLE PedUa TAALY €1 TOV
KOOV S10 TV dUUATOV 16V, 7| TéPLKeY &Ml TV YuynVv éval dQikopevov Kai dvontep@doay,

T8¢ 16800¢ TGV TTEPGV GPSEL TE KOl HPUNCE TTEPOPVETY TE Kol THY TOD EPOUEVOL o YOV
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faint image coming from it and its last downwards outpouring is that which
creates this [that is, the “bad” things that are, however, contributing to the
perfection of the universe].’>® Thus, this [that is, the part that is filled by the
overflowing contemplation of the intellect] is the last Maker. Above this is the
Demiurge that which is first filled by the intellect, and above all, the intellect,
which gives to the soul that follows on it that [creative power], the traces of which
are in the third entity [that is, in the part filled by the overflowing
contemplation].*>* Therefore, it is correctly said that this world is an eternally

imaged image,'®? so that the first and the second are in rest, while the third,

gpmtog évéminoev...” “And as this intimacy continues and the lover comes near and touches
the beloved in the gymnasia and in their general intercourse, then the fountain of that stream
which Zeus, when he was in love with Ganymede, called “desire” flows copiously upon the
lover; and some of it flows into him, and some, when he is filled, overflows outside; and just
as the wind or an echo rebounds from smooth, hard surfaces and returns whence it came, so
the stream of beauty passes back into the beautiful one through the eyes, the natural inlet to
the soul, where it reanimates the passages of the feathers, waters them and makes the feathers
begin to grow filling the soul of the loved one with love” (translation H. N. Fowler).

1%05ee Timaeus 39: “fuep obv vodg Evovcac idéac T O Eotv (Mov, olai Te &velot kai doa,
KkaBopd, Towdtag kol Tocantag dtevonn delv kai tOde oyeiv”. “Just as the intellect sees the
ideas in the Living Being itself, of what kind and how many they are, the same kind of and
that many [the Demiurge] thought of that this [universe] also should have them.”

151 Here, the punctuation of the Henry-Schwyzer edition is changed in a way that | believe to
make perfect sense: “momtig ovv &oyotog o0Tog, &mi & oOT® TAC WUYAS TO MPAOT®G
TANPOVUEVOV TTaPd VOO, €ll TAGL O€ VOUG dNUovpydc, O¢ Kol T yuyd] T Het’ avtov Sidwotv
oV v év i) tpitn”. This change in the punctuation is required by the double parallelism of
momtg and dnuovpyog on the one hand, and of éxi 6” avt®d and éni mdot, on the other.

152 This statement is a combined interpretation of Timaeus 37d: “f pév odv 10D {Hov @doig
gthyyavey oboa aidviog, Kol TodTo pev O T@ YeEVWNT) TOVIEADS TPOGATTEWV OVK TV
duvatdv: gikad 6’ &mevoel KvnToOV TIvaL aidVog TOIool, Kol SoKOGU®Y G ovpavov TToLEl
HEVOVTOC ai®dvog &v évi kot’ apluov iodoav aidviov eikdva, todTOV OV O ypdvov
ovopakapev”. “But inasmuch as the nature of the Living Creature was eternal, this quality it

was impossible to attach in its entirety to what is generated; wherefore he invented to make a
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although it is in rest, yet is also moved accidentally in matter. For as long as the
intellect and the soul exist, the reasons [of the beings] will flow into this kind of
soul, just like, as long as the sun exists, will flow all the lights that are coming
from it [11.3].1%3

Thus, as Euree Song also suggests in her article “Plotinus and the World-Maker”, here we
have a threefold demiurgic activity. Yet, according to Song, the Demiurge unfolds his
creation at three different levels, an intellectual, a practical and a poetic level, but rejects the
Proclian interpretation that the Demiurge is also the intellect.’>* My interpretation of the three
levels is different from Song’s. As we can see from this text, the first and foremost creator
(momrg and dnuiovpydg) is the intellect, the second is that part of the soul of the universe
that is entirely turning toward the intelligible realm and the God (I think here “God” means
the One), while the third Demiurge is that part of the world soul, which receives the

overflowing of the contemplation of the second, and turns toward the cosmos, thus making it

movable image of eternity, and, as he set in order the heaven, of that eternity which abides in
unity he made an eternal image, moving according to number, even that which we have
named time,” and of Timaeus 92c: “Ovnrta yop kai adavoto (Do Aapav kai copurinpmOeig
00e 0 KkOGHOc oVT®, (MOV OpatdOV TG OpOTA TEPLEYOV, €iK®V TOD vontod 0ed¢ aicOntog,
HEY16TOG Kol BP16TOC KAAMGTOG TE Kl TEAEMTATOC YEYOVEV E1¢ 0VPAVOg e LOVOYEVIC BV .
“For this our world, a visible living being containing the visible beings, having received both
mortal and immortal living beings and having been thereby fulfilled, has become a
perceptible god, most great and good and fair and perfect in its generation, made in the image
of the intelligible god, being this one only-begotten heaven” (translations of W.R.M. Lamb,
modified).

153 All the passages from Plotinus’ treatises brought by Ilievski as arguments against Proclus
are translated here by Anastasia Theologou and Istvan Perczel. The punctuation of the H-S*
edition is changed, while we are also indicating the Platonic references not given either in H-
S¥2, or in Armstrong.

154 «Strictly speaking, Proclus is wrong. But he seems to be on the right track. Indeed, the
Plotinian World Soul, which corresponds to the encosmic ruler of the world in Proclus’
interpretation, was assigned to exercise demiurgic functions and can, therefore, be called
‘Demiurge’ in a larger sense”; E. Song, “Plotinus on the World-Maker”, Horizons, 3.1, 2012,
92.
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its beloved, upon the pattern of Phaedrus 255b-d.*>® Here we encounter the same distinction
between the vegetative part and the reasoning part of the world soul, as in 11.2 [14] 3, 3-4.1%
However, rather than speaking about three demiurges, Plotinus speaks about one threefold
demiurgic activity, originating in the intellect, and flowing into the soul of the universe,

having its upper, purely noetic or dianoetic, and its lower, vegetative part.

Therefore, the intellect is properly speaking the creator of the soul, and the latter is properly
speaking the creator of the perceptible cosmos. This triple craftsmanship is the standard
doctrine of Plotinus, which can be found from the earliest treatises onward throughout his
entire corpus. In fact, this passage is almost a calque on another, rather late, treatise, 11.1 [40]
5, not analyzed here. Apparently, Proclus was quite an attentive reader of Plotinus, and his
remark that the philosopher Plotinus hypothesizes that the Demiurge is double: on the one
hand he is in the intelligible realm, while, on the other hand, he is the governor [soul] of the
universe, holds the philological water probe. It is true that Plotinus speaks about three united
actors in the creation, but the second and the third are different faculties of the same soul of

the universe.

On the other hand, the problem in this passage is that Plotinus refers to the soul without
specifying which soul this is, namely the universal, or the one of the universe. However, a
closer reading of the treatise could lead to the assumption that since earlier the discussion is

about providence and sublunary bodies, then Plotinus’ focus is on the soul of the universe.

2) V.1 [10] 8.5-6: “For his Demiurge is the nous. And he says that the former creates the

Soul in that mixing bowl.”

Although the citation is correct, it should be interpreted in the light of the threefold creative
power as above, so that we can understand what Plotinus means at the beginning of the same
treatise, V.1.2,1-6:

‘EvBopeico toivov mpdtov €keivo oo yoyn, ¢ avtn pev (da €noinoe mavto
gumvevoaco avtoig Conv, 6 1 yii Tpéeel & te Bdlacoa & 1 €v Gépt & TE &V

ovpav®d Gotpa Ocia, avtn 6& AoV, avTh 68 TOV Péyay ToDTOV 0VPAVOV, Kol DT

155 See above my translation of 11. 3 [52] 18 and note 13.

16 See my translation and argument in chapter 1, p. 22.
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gkoounoev, avth 88 8v TaEel mePIlyel PUGIC OVGO. £TEPAL OV KOGHET KO OV KIVED

Kol & (v motel-

Let every soul consider that it has made all the living beings, breathing life into
them, be they those that the earth feeds, or those that the sea, or the beings in the
air and the divine stars in heaven. It has made the sun, it has made this great
heaven, it has arranged it and leads it in order, being a nature that is different from

those which it arranges, which it moves and which it makes alive.

Quite clearly the intellect is the first creator, making the soul in the mixing bowl, but the soul

as such is the immediate creator of the perceptible universe.

3) 119 [33], 6, 61, “where Plotinus rebukes the Gnostics for identifying the Demiurge
with the World Soul.”

| think that this is not correct. Plotinus rebukes the Gnostics for introducing innovations in the
Platonist doctrine — apparently, he considers them perverted Platonists. The whole sentence
(ibid. 6, 52-62) can be translated in this way:

‘Enel 164 ve elpnuéva toig molowolg mepl T@V vontdv TOAAGD dueiveo kol
TEMUOEVUEVMS lpMTaL, Kal Toig un EEomatwpévolg Ty Embéovoay gig avOpmTovg
aratmv pading yvocOnoetar téd’ Votepov tovTolg map’ Ekelvav Anedévta,
npocOikog 8¢ Tvag 00dEV mpoomkovcag £inedta, &V ye oig &vovtiodobat
0éLlovaot yevéoelg Kai Bopac elcdyovteg TAVTELEIS Kol LEUPOUEVOL TMOE TM TOVTL
Kol TNV TPOG T0 GO Kowmviay Th Yoyl aitidpevol kol tov dtotkodvta tdde 10
AV YEYOVTEG KOl €1G TODTOV AyovTeG TOV ONUIOVPYOV TH Wuyf Kol Td avtd whon

ddovTeC, Gmep Kol Toig &v PEPEL.

What has been said on the intelligible beings by the ancient people were said
much better and in a more learned way [than by the Gnostics], and anyone who is
not cheated by the illusion that is tempting the humans can easily recognize these,
just as those things that these people have received following upon them but
adding unbecoming additions to these, and [they will also recognize] in what
points they want to oppose them [that is, the ancients], introducing complete
becomings and decays [in the intelligible realm], and blaming this universe,

accusing the communion of the soul with the body, disparaging the governor of
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this universe as well as identifying the Demiurge with the soul and attributing to it

the same affections that are in the partial beings.”

Armstrong’s translation, “and identify its maker with the soul, and attribute this universal
soul the same affections as those which the souls in parts of the universe have,” seems to be
misleading in several respects. It gives the illusion that Plotinus is rebuking the Gnostics both
for identifying the Demiurge with the soul and for attributing to the universal soul the
affections of the partial souls, while Plotinus’ censure targets the Gnostics’ complete
identification of the creator to the soul (without including the intellect as he does) and,
moreover their attribution to this soul — which he does not call “universal,” this being an
interpretative addition by Armstrong — of the same affections that are suffered by the beings
in the parts of the universe (in masculine: toic év uépet, without any variant), that is, by the
composite beings, not simply the souls. The doctrine that Plotinus targets is that of an
ignorant creator, laldabaoth, a passionate soul born from the passion of the universal soul,
Sophia (he does identify these two entities, and probably the Gnostics did this, too). Contrary
to this, Plotinus’ (second) Demiurge is the soul of the universe, as it receives the demiurgic

power from its own creator, the intellect.

Finally, the most revealing pericope about Plotinus’ doctrine of the demiurgic activity is Ill. 9

[13].1. Hievski only notes that much:
4) “II1.9.1.1-3, where he seems to use ho démiourgos as a synonym for 4o nous”.

In this passage, Plotinus gives a subtle interpretation of Timaeus 39¢,'®" both distinguishing
and identifying the “living being itself” (8 €ott {dov), the “intellect that sees the inherent
ideas (6 vodg d¢ 6pdl T Evovoag idéac), 8 and “the Demiurge who has thought of conferring

to this universe all that the intellect sees in the living being itself” (6 dnpovpyodg d¢ dievondn

157 Armstrong, Plotinus Enneads, Loeb Classical Library series, 407, comment 1.

158 Armstrong correctly points out that “This view, which Plotinus here and elsewhere
consistently opposes, was at one time held by Porphyry (cp. Life of Plotinus, 18.11, and
Proclus, In Tim., 1. 322. 22-4). It differs from that of Longinus, who made the Forms not only
outside, but posterior to, the Demiurge (Proclus, l.c.)”; Plotinus Enneads, Loeb Classical

Library series, 407, comment 2.
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a 0 vodg 0pd v @ 6 ot {®ov Kai T0de 10 Tav Eyewv). In this respect, I agree with Caluori’s

subtle analysis of this passage which is much more convincing.®

Thus, according to Plotinus’ interpretation, the intellect sees in itself the intelligible, that is,
the ideas, but the very act of the intellection (vonoig) distinguishes it from its object of
intellection, which is the sight of “being” of the second hypostasis.*®® The key sentences here
are 111.9[13]1,15-37:

"H 10 pév vontov 0ddev koAdel kai vodv givol &v 6Tdoet Kol EvotnTt Kod fovyiq,
v 6& 10D vob @Votv 0D Op@VTOG EKETVOV TOV VOOV TOV €V aT® EvEPYELdY Tval
an’ éxeivov, 1 Opdl éxeivov: Opdvta 8¢ éksivov <elvar> olov [éxeivov gival] vodv
gkelvov, 0Tt Voel €keivov: voodvta O¢ Ekelvov Kal avTOV VoV Kol vontov GAA®G
givar @ peppicdor. Todto odv ot 10 Sravondév, d 8kel 0pdl, &v TMOE TG KOGUD
nowficor {dwv yévn téocapa. Aokel ye UMV TO SOVOOUUEVOV EMIKEKPLUUEVDS
grepov &ketvav Tdv 800 motelv. Adhoig 88 86&el To Tpia Ev givar, 1O {Hov avtd 6
€otv, 0 vodg, TO dtavoovpevov. "H, domep év moAloig, mpoteivov GAAmS, O O&
8Aoc vogl Tpio etvor. Kol té pév %o sipnrat, 1o 8¢ tpitov ti, 0 dievondn T
opopeva, YO ToD vod &v @ (Do keipeva avtd épydcacOor Kol morfjoot Koi
uepicar; "H dvvatov tpoémov pév dAlov oV vodv eivon OV pepicovta, Tpomov 8
grepov 1OV pepicovta i TOV vodv givar 7 Hev yap mop’ adtod To peptobiva,
adTOV glvon TOV pepicava, 1 8 odTdg Apéprotoc pével, T & &’ avTtod oTt T
nep1o0évto—radta 8¢ ot Yuyoi—yuymv eivar Ty pepicacay gig moALIS Woybc.
A1 kol enot tod Tpitov eivor TOV pePIGHOV Kad &v T Tpite, dTL dtevondn, O ov
vod &pyov—m O1avolo—aAAd YoyfGg UEPLOTNV EVEPYEIY £XOVONG &V UEPLOTH

@UOoEL.

159 The importance of this sight in relation to the demiurgic activity will be explained further
in chapter 4.

160 Here and elsewhere, Plotinus might anticipate the doctrine of the “one being,” so
prominent in later Neoplatonism. Istvan Perczel has written an innovative study on this issue:
I. Perczel, “« L’intellect amoureux » et « I'un qui est ». Une doctrine mal connue de Plotin,”

Revue de Philosophie Ancienne 15 (1996): 223-264.
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Nothing hinders the intelligible from being an intellect in rest, in unity, and in
stillness, while [nothing hinders also] the nature of the intellect that sees that
intellect which is in itself, from being a certain activity coming from the former,
which [activity] sees it [the intellect that is in rest and unity]. And while it sees it,
it is as if it were its [the unitarian intellect’s] intellect, because it sees it. As it
conceives of the former, itself is also intellect and intelligible in another way, by
imitating it. So, this is, therefore, the meaning of “thinking of creating in this
world” the same “four genera of living beings” “that he [the intellect] sees
there.”%%! However, it seems that he [Plato] makes in a hidden way “the one who
thinks” a different one from the other two. Others would think that the three are
the same, the living being itself, the intellect, and the thinking one. However, just
as in many cases, given that he [Plato] formulates [these names] differently, he
also conceives of them as different, that is, three.'®? We have already said what the
first two are, but what is, then, the third one, which has thought of elaborating,
making, and dividing those things that are seen by the intellect as they are
contained in the living being? In fact, it is possible in one way that the intellect is
the one dividing but, in another way, that it is not the intellect. In fact, as far as
those things that are divided are from it [the intellect], it is the one dividing, but as
far as it remains undivided but from it are those divided — which are souls — then,
the one who has divided into many souls is itself a soul. This is why Plato says
that the division belongs to the third entity and is in the third entity, because it had
thought of, which, namely reasoning, is not the work of the intellect but of a soul,

whose activity is divisible in the divisible nature.6

161 Here Plotinus combines Timaeus 39e with 92c.

162 This sentence is particularly obscure; everybody is only guessing its possible meaning and
a number of emendations have been proposed.

163 The question is whether, by “divisible nature,” Plotinus means that particulars come into
the scene together with the bodies. Scholars have argued that individuation of the souls is
possible before the embodiment of soul or better the ensoulment of the body. However, |
think that Plotinus would never be committed to the view of individuating the souls in the
intelligible realm because this would weaken his argument about the unity of the souls. More

will follow in the next section of the present chapter.
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This passage explicates Plotinus’ doctrine on the Demiurge in the clearest possible manner.
There is the “living being itself,” which is the aspect (one) being of the intellect; then, there is
the intellect which sees the ideas inherent in the intelligible (two), and finally the Demiurge,
who, through its reasoning faculty, transfers the ideas perceived by the intellect and divides

them in the perceptible universe (three).

A closer look at these passages shows that Proclus might have been right; Caluori is much
closer to understanding this question than lIlievski is, but he is wrong in attributing the
creative activity to the “whole soul,” or “hypostasis Soul.”'®* However, if the creation
belongs to the Intellect as far as it creates the soul, and to the soul of the universe in regard to

the material world, then is there any role for the whole soul in the demiurgic activity?
The whole soul and the partial souls

Plotinus' metaphysical framework presents a hierarchical structure, in which the One as the
ultimate source of all reality emanates the intellect and the whole soul, which two, together,
give rise to the multiplicity of the sensible world. This emanation is not a temporal process,
but an a-temporal unfolding of ontological dependence, where each level of reality reflects
and sustains the unity of the One. The Intellect, which is identified with the Platonic forms,
maintains the unity of all intelligible realities, while the whole soul becomes the principle

through which these intelligible realities are instantiated within the cosmos.

The whole soul occupies a unique and intermediary position between the intelligible and
sensible realms, acting as a bridge that connects the immortal with the mortal, and eternity
with time. This bridging function is central to Plotinus' understanding of how the divine
permeates the cosmos. The whole soul is not merely a passive recipient of the forms, but is

actively engaged in their contemplation and their expression in the material world.

Plotinus explores the unity of the soul in depth, questioning how this bridging between the
intelligible and sensible is possible. The Demiurge in Plotinus' thought is identified with the
intellect as a non-personified agency, which engages in a threefold activity: it contemplates
Being, generates the intelligible realities, and orders the cosmos. This creation is a product of

a non-technomorphic Demiurge, of a source that spontaneously imitates the Cause of all — the

164 D. Caluori, Plotinus on the Soul, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015, 26-33.
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One. The whole soul, and its parts — the world soul and the individual souls—mirror this
threefold activity. By maintaining its unity with all its faculties, the whole soul contemplates
the Intellect, and through this contemplation, it creates the logoi or rational principles by
which the nature of each thing is ordered.

As we have seen above, while analyzing 111.9 [13] 5, 1-3, the whole soul has, in outlining the
immediate blueprint of the world consisting of the logoi that are going to be realized in the
material cosmos, the same function as the indefinite Dyad has in the making of the

intelligible world.

The soul of the universe, therefore, remains in a state of perfect stillness when it contemplates
the forms through the mirror of the whole soul, ensuring the health and harmony of the
cosmic body. At the same time, the power of this contemplation is dynamically transformed
into the organizing principles that govern the natural faculties. This dual role of this soul—
contemplative and creative—reveals the deep connection between the intelligible and the

sensible, and the way in which the divine order is manifested in the material world.

Galen’s archai

This structure resembles, | think, the organization of the human organism as described by
Galen, where the archai, or ruling principles, function as the sources of the interconnected
activities within the body: the interwoven wheel of the soul’s faculty in the organism. The
idea of a network of faculties within both the cosmos and the organism reflects an interesting
metaphysical insight: that all levels of reality, from the highest principle of the One to the

lowest material forms, are connected in a harmonious and interdependent whole.

Plotinus does not have to prove empirically the way the parts residing in the body are in
unity, but it is important for him to explain sympatheia in his respect and against Stoicism,
defending what he believes to be the authentic interpretation of Plato’s Timaeus. Thus, in
continuation to another treatise, 1V. 2 [4], in IV. 9 [8] he exposes the thesis of the unity of the
souls, anticipating here the more elaborated discussion of both VI. 4-5 [22] and V.3 [27].
Plotinus, after explaining a series of arguments about why being in one soul does not exclude
the existence of partial souls, states that the reason for the effects of magic is sympatheia and

the unity of the souls.
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el 0¢ kol émdoi kol OAmC poaysion cvvayovot kol cvurabsic TOppwbey mo0dGL,

Tavtmg Totl 01 yoydg wac. (1V. 9 [8], 3, 5-7)

If the spells and magic in general bring people together and make them share

affections from a distance, this is certainly due to the unity of the soul.

Closeness and direct contact are not a requirement for sharing affections because of the unity
of the souls. Both the soul of the universe and the human soul are in unity and able to share
affections, because they are parts of the one soul. This passage should be read also together
with 1V.3 [27], 1, 17-18, which seeks to find how the ensoulment of the body happens. It
elaborates on the views of certain philosophers, either Stoics or Middle Platonists (such as

Galen), who misinterpret Plato's Timaeus:

VOV 0& OV EmovimEY €L TOVG AEYOVTOAG EK TS TOD TOVTOS WOXTIS KOl TAG NUETEPOS

givar. (IV. 3 [27], 1, 17-18)

Now let us return to those who say that our souls are originating from the soul of the

universe.

Plotinus critically examines the idea that the souls of the individuals would be the result of a
fragmentation (apospasmata) of the soul of the universe. According to this view, the parts
were created by their physical separation from a material source and reunited to it after death.
Instead, considering that the soul of the universe and the souls of the individuals are equal
and homoeide,*® Plotinus suggests that there is an ontological connection to a higher
common source, the whole soul, ultimately attacking the notion that the partial souls are

merely dependent on the cosmic Soul.

The whole soul and the other parts are homoeidé in terms of essence but the first is causally
prior to the others and Plotinus explains this kinship as the relationship between a science

and its theorems (IV.9 [8], 5, 1-19). As the theorems belong to the whole science without

185 According to Numenius, the individual souls share the same essence with the Soul of the
Universe; after death, the individual souls return to these spheres to regain their integrity in

eternal life.
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losing their wholeness, in the same way the souls of the individuals and the soul of the
cosmos are parts of one whole without losing their own wholeness. In the case of the
intellect, there is differentiation but not separation; however, when he speaks about the
human souls that “descend” into each body, then, Plotinus uses the metaphor of the sun with
the rays. Each ray is not separated from the source, but sheds its lights on different houses
(V.3 [27], 4, 18-20), meaning that the partial souls are divided and not divided at the same

time. And Plotinus continues:

Kai mv pév 1od mavtog del Yrepéye @ punde sivor avti] 10 katehdsiv, unds 1o

167 ]168

Kat®, unde Emiotpoenyv ta THoE, ' Thc & mMuetépog ... ¢ e €ivol
AQOPIOGUEVOV aOTOIC TO HEPOG &V TOE Kol TH E€MOTPOET] TOD TPOGIEOUEVOL
PpovTicemg. THG P&V ovv £owkviag Tfj &v LT peydAm yoxdi §| drdvog TO EUTOV
Kod popmg Stotkel THG Katotdto TS Yyouxic® 1od mavtog, Tob 8¢ HudY Kdtw,
olov &l edAoil &v camévil pépel 100 QuTOD Yiyvowvto: obtm yap TO cdua TO
Euyoyov &v td mavtis tfig 8& aANG wuyfc Thg Oposdodc TV dvem i HAng, olov
€l 11 YemPYOG &V PPoVTIOL T®V &V T® PUTA EVAMV Yivorto kal Toig pepipvalg mpog
@ QLT Yyiyvolrrto' 7| €l T1g VylaivovTa pEv Kol HeTd T®V SAL®V T@V VY10VOVI®OV
dvta mpdg ékeivolg eivar Aéyor, mpdc oig oty §| mpdttov §i Ocwpioag Eoavtdv
TOPEY®V, VOOT|oOVTOG 0& Kol TPO¢ Taig ToD cmpatog Oepameiong 6viog mpog 1@

COUATL EIVOL KOL TOD GOUOTOG YEYOVEVOL.

The soul of the universe always remains above [the universe] as its lot is not to

descend, not even that of its lower part, nor to turn toward the things here-below,

186 16 Enn and H-S*2: té® coni. Harder, but the emendation is unnecessary.

187 1md¢ émotpoenv ta Tide ENN: pmde émotpognv <mpdc> ta tiide coni. Creuzer, Miiller,
and H-S*2. Yet, ta tfjée can be understood as accusativus respectivus, thus, the emendation,
although it is not distorting the meaning, is not necessary.

188 As the predicate is missing, Kirchoff conjectured that there is a lacuna here. We are
following his suggestion in our edition.

189 Tic kotoTdte THS Yoyt Tod Katotdtm T Wuyfic coni. Theiler, Harder, Cilento, H-S'2,
However, apparently, with tfic uév odv dowcviog a new sentence begins, and tfig puév ovv

gowkviag and tii¢ katotdTm Thg Yoyic belong together.
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while our souls <descend,'’®> partly because a part has been assigned to them in
this [universe], and partly because they are turning towards that, which requires
their care. While the lowest part of the soul of the universe resembles the one in a
great tree, which administers the tree effortlessly and without noise, our lower part
is as if worms were born in a rotten part of the tree; for such is the animated body
in the universe. The other soul, which is of the same kind as the parts of the whole
that are above, is as if a farmer were coming to take care of the worms, and
because of his worries he would be absorbed by the tree,* or as if one would say
that someone, as long as he is in good health and is with other healthy people, is
absorbed by those people!’? with whom he is, whether he is acting, or gives
himself over to contemplation, but when he falls ill, and is absorbed by his cares
for the body, is absorbed by the body and becomes possessed by the body. (IV.3
[27], 4, 21-37)

First, Plotinus repeats what he has already explained in Enn. IV 9, 5, namely that the soul
remains a whole, even if it is divided around the bodies. Moreover, he uses two similes to
explain the partiality of the soul of the universe. The first simile, which becomes clearer with
textual restoration, compares the soul to a large tree, whose partially weakened vitality allows
harmful worms to grow. The animated body of the universe is like a giant tree and the human
bodies are the worm-eaten parts, the worms representing disease, weakness, and mortality.
This mirrors how the rational soul, to whom the care of a part of the world had been entrusted,
is entirely absorbed by bodily concerns, and forgets about the higher contemplation. The
second simile compares the soul’s concern for the body to a person falling ill, stressing that
such concerns might turn the soul to be absorbed by the body, and imagine itself as if itself

were part of the corporeal universe, which it is not. The soul of the universe remains

170 There is apparently a lacuna here, identified by Kirchoff. We supplemented the text
according to its obvious meaning. See also Armstrong’s translation: “but our souls would
come down.”

171 pIotinus idea is that the rational soul is not in the corporeal world but outside of it, just like
the above parts of the universe, its place is in the intelligible world, but all its attention is
entirely absorbed by the tree, a metaphor for the corporeal universe. For this meaning of npdc
+ dative, see Liddel, Scott, and Jones, IlI.

172 That is, his attention is absorbed by them.
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undistracted, fully immersed in the contemplation of the whole noetic world,*”® while our
souls, bound to the material realm, must also attend to the care and needs of the body. To
maintain a soul in harmonious movement, it is essential to balance attention between the body
and the intellect. When this balance is achieved, the rational soul is with the healthy people,
that is, the ideas, whether it engages in action, or entirely gives itself over to contemplation. In
this sense, the rational soul must “descend” to address the disturbances of the body, ensuring
that the soul's higher pursuits remain in balance with its physical existence and maintaining
the illuminating part of the body which is akin to the great soul. There is a providential

character even if we think of the soul’s descent.

Plotinus here follows Galen’s view in On the Formation of the Foetuses IV 701. 1-6. Galen
turns against those Platonists who endow the soul of the universe with the act of forming the
lower forms of creatures, such as scorpions, mosquitos and worms. For this would mean that
they disrespect and undermine the true intelligence of the creation of the Demiurge. On the
other hand, it does not make any sense to claim that the universe is the product of the soul of

matter.

Eindvtoc 6¢ tivog v d1dackdrimv pot Tdv [Miatovik®y v 6t 6Aov 10D KOcUoV
YUYV EKTETOUEVV SLOTAGTTEWY TG KVOVUEVA, TNV HEV TEXVNV Kol dhvouy d&iov
gkelvng €voca, okopmiong 0¢ Kol eaAdyylo kol pouiag Kol KOvorag, EXOvos Te
Kol GCKOANKAG, EAMVAG T Kol dokapioag vrr' ékeivng damddrtectar vopile ovy
vIépeva, TAnciov dogfeiag fikew dmoAafmv TV TolwTNY d6&av. 00 UV 00O

Vv Tig BANG yoymVv gic TocodTov TéXVNG TiKety bloyov sivai pot Sokel.l "

When one of my Platonist teachers said that the soul, which extends throughout
the entire cosmos, shapes the creatures within it, I considered the art and power
attributed to it worthy of such a soul. But when he went on to say that scorpions,
spiders, flies, mosquitoes, vipers, worms, and other such creatures are shaped by
that same soul, | could not accept it, believing that such an opinion approaches

impiety. Nor do | think it reasonable to attribute such great craftsmanship even to

173 The world soul governs from its “lofty abode” and does not descend. See also P.Kallligas
Enneads, volume 3 p.33.
174 Galen, Foet. Form., 4, 700-701.
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the soul of matter.

For both Plotinus and Galen, the soul of the cosmos does not create the lower forms of life.
Plotinus attributes these forms to the spontaneous generation rooted in the weak illumination
/ contemplation of Nature towards the intelligibles. Galen rejects the concept that the creation
of obnoxious animals would be the work of the world soul, but he thinks that it cannot even
be attributed to the soul animating matter. Therefore, the higher intelligence through its
powers illuminates the world soul and the human souls that are in the same status, akin to
each other because of their intellectual origin and because they are animating their respective
bodies. The whole soul, their generator (their material cause), is incorporeal and remains in
the intelligible world ensuring the unity of all the parts. In 1V.8[6].4.6-10 and 1V.3[27].17.8—
10 Plotinus states that all souls live together in the heavens. If this is the case, how does the

separation of the souls come forth?

Plotinus in the same treatise claims that the souls that dwell in each body are not
differentiated by their embodiment, because in this way there would be no immortality for
the soul of e.g. Socrates and the soul of the individual would depend on the body which is
inferior to the soul. This cannot be the case for a Platonist. Filip Karfik in his article “Parts of
the Soul in Plotinus” suggested that the souls become partial when they start perceiving the
material body as their part'”® and embodiment is a gradual process.’’® Let’s see how we can

envisage this.

As we saw in the previous chapter, the soul’s unfolding from the intellect to the heavens

175 Several scholars have argued that the individuation of souls emerges when the soul start
interacting with the material world and focus on particular bodily concerns weakening,
because of this activity, its connection to the intelligible realm. See J. Rist, Plotinus: The
Road to Reality, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967, 214-220; D. J. O'Meara,
Plotinus: An Introduction to the Enneads, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995, 88-91; S.
Rappe, Reading Neoplatonism: Non-Discursive Thinking in the Texts of Plotinus, Proclus,
and Damascius, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000, 129-133.

176 F_ Karfik, “Parts of the soul in Plotinus”, in K. Corcilius and D. Perler (eds.), Partitioning
the Soul: Debates from Plato to Leibniz, Berlin and Boston: De Gruyter, 107-149.
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creates an analogical space,'’’ based on which different logoi, order principles, “move”,
attract, and ultimately inform the bodies.!’”® Thus, it is not the body as such that causes the
individuality, but the soul’s proximity to the source determines the overall state of the soul
(embodied or not, whole or partial). I think that this analogical spatiality created by the
functions of the souls serves the extension of the unity of the souls from the intelligible realm

to the sensible realm and vice versa.

This would imply that Plotinus and Galen are correct not to believe that it is not the world
soul that extends throughout the universe as Stoics claimed; quite the opposite; according to
Timaeus 36d—e3, it is the body which is in the soul, and it is the body which is attracted by
the world soul to be formed.r”® It is only unity through the logoi of the soul which extends
and in this way a communion of the parts becomes possible in all spaces; sympatheia is

manifested between the ensouled bodies.

In V1.4 [22] 1, 30-32 Plotinus asks the question how the soul, “being incorporeal and without
size, can become extended either before the bodies or in the bodies.” To answer this question,
Plotinus returns to the Platonic distinction between the “true universe,” and its imitator, “this
visible world” (V1.4 [22] 2, 1-2). The “true universe” is the ultimate, all-encompassing reality
that is self-sufficient, independent, and not contained within anything else, as there is nothing
prior to it. This universe does not seek a place or exist in anything else but is complete within

itself as a multiplicity in unity:

Kol yop €l un o¢ év tom® Tic TIElto 1O TOVTOV, TOV TOTOV VOV 1| TEPAS

17 This is not a real space as Plotinus explicitly states that the intellects are multiple It is
multiple, in virtue of difference but not in virtue of place (¢tepdtnti, 00 O V1.4.4.23-24).
178 Kalligas' article, "Logos and the Sensible Object in Plotinus," Ancient Philosophy, 17.2,
1997, 397-410, explains how Plotinus' concept of logos, being a mediator between the two
realms, form the material world. The soul through its participation in the logos is able to
recognize the forms within the sensible objects.

179 For more on the body being attracted to the soul see F. Karfik, “The body-soul relation
upside down” in W. Mesch, M. Stadtler and Ch. Thein (eds.), Einheit und Vielheit
metaphysischen Denkens: Festschrift flir Thomas Leinkauf, Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag,
2022, 47-54.
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avamavestot movToyod Ovtog €KEIVOL Kol GLVEXOVTOG, TNV TOD OVOUOTOG QQELS

Kotnyopiov tfj dtavoiq to Aeyouevov Aappavite (VI 4,2,6-12).

That, which is after this [that is, after the true universe] is necessarily in the
universe if it is to be and is perfectly dependent on it and is not capable either to
stay in rest or to move without it. In fact, if one were not to place this entity
[namely that which comes after the true universe] so to say in a space,
understanding space either as the limit of the containing body as far as it contains
or a kind of extension that had belonged earlier and still belongs to the nature of
the void, *° but [one were to place it in the true universe] by the fact that it, so to
say, is supported by it and is resting in it, the latter [the true universe] being
everywhere and keeping it [the visible world] together, then, leaving aside the
category of the name [space] one should grasp the subject of this speech by one’s

reason. 18!

Does this mean that Plotinus is not against another kind of spatiality not determined by

Aristotle’s terms?

The differentiation of the intellects with respect to their intelligible aspects (opseis) when
contemplating the Intellect are projected in another whole, the Whole Soul, the space where
the powers / activities of the intellect imitate the encompassing totality of the whole true
being. The activity of the whole soul is internal and external. The internal ensures the unity
of the whole soul with the intellect. The external expresses this unity in the logoi which are
the principles of order. Plotinus depicts these multiple forms as additions (mpoc6nkat) to the
former ones. In 11.6. [17] 1, he claims that additions are activities of substance (tpocOnkng

évepyeidv) that make the substance poorer in simplicity.'® This is according to Parmenides’

180 See Aristotle’s definition of space in Physics A. 4, 209 b 6, 212a 5-11, A. 6, 213 a 12sqq.
181 The translation and interpretation of this difficult passage corresponds to that of Lloyd P.
Gerson et al., p. 740.

182 Try yaip ovoiay @Hoopev Ekel KupLAOTEPOV Kai AUIYECTEPOV EXOVGAY TO OV £V OVGTIOV—MG

&V J0Popaic—adVIMG, LAAAOV OE LETO TpoabnKng Evepyeldv Aeyouévny o0ciay, TEAEIMGY teV
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ontological claim about how unity and multiplicity, the realm of the soul comes forth from
the second one, the intelligible realm or unified multiplicity: by adding more powers. In this
process of becoming, the logoi of the soul "move" its powers and intertwine, weaving a
tapestry that constitutes the first qualities of existence. It is through this interweaving that the

ensouled bodies come into existence.

The role of analogy and the unity of the souls

The Demiurge’s creation in the Timaeus is considered to be the result of logismos (Tim. 30b,
34a-b), planning, and it seems that Plotinus attributes this demiurgic activity to the soul of the
universe not envisaged in an agency, but in a spontaneous generation of different levels of
forms. It has been argued that this logismos is a non-verbal process. Hence, in 11.3,18 Plotinus
refers to the reasons logoi sprung from the external activity of the Intellect and resulting in
the whole soul which moves the universe’s soul. The soul’s kinetics create the analogical
space which serves as the substrate for the unfolding of the different levels of unity displayed
in an analogy with their source. This is the role of logoi here: the logoi function as
transitional means of each analogy. What is the ontological value of analogy for Plotinus?

Plotinus claims that the way we can learn about the ultimate cause of every being, the One, is
only through analogies.

“We are taught about it [the One] by analogies'® and negations and the

knowledges of what comes from it. (V1.7.36,6-7)

Analogy can be perceived in two different ways: the production of images by the principle of
unity and multiplicity (Intellect) taking place in between two antithetical poles- in the

intelligible and the material realm. Or, in another sense, the relation of the relations, i.e. my

Sokodoav &ivor €ketvov, thyo & &vdeeotépav T/ mpoobiky kol TG ovy GmAD, GAL H{dn
APOTOUEVIV TOVTOV.

183 Analogy is also used to understand the relation of the transcendent to the material world.
Ontologically speaking analogies could be used furthermore not to stress the similarity but to

point out the dissimilarity between logoi and enmattered logoi.
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father is the governor of my life, meaning that the relation my father has to my life is similar

to the relation of a governor to his city. 18

Plotinus’ perception of creation unfolds in a series of perpetual inter-connecting analogies
causally affected, proving God’s effect on the Living Being. What is worth mentioning is that
where contemplation halts, creation also stops. Thus, the Intellect while contemplating the
One fails to see it (internal activity) and reproduces the first image of itself (external activity),
then the whole soul imitating the intelligible activity of the intellect is similar to a nous and
during this process it moves the soul of the universe, which also contemplates the image of
the intellect through the whole soul and by this last contemplation and its external activity
nature comes to the scene, which also sees the image of the soul through the world soul and
animates the human bodies.'® However, this image is very weak, and cannot set in motion
another form of contemplation.'® Therefore, matter is the ultimate extreme of the creative

process in a series of contained analogies.*®’

Plotinus, keeping Avristotle in mind, and the analogy that art imitates nature,*®® shows how

nature imitates art, namely the demiurgic activity,* thus upgrading the ontology of art into a

184 In mathematics, according to mathematician John Polya, two objects are analogical, if
they agree in certain relations of their respective parts; see J. Polya, How to Solve It: A New
Aspect of Mathematical Method, Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press, 1945, 37.

185 The particular bodies being animated by Zeus, the god whose name signifies the bringing
of life according to Cratylus, personifies the connection between the world soul and the
particular soul. While the human soul contemplates nature and the sublunary stars, it reaches
through them the intelligible.

186 See also 111.8 1-8.

187 See A. Smith, “Colloquium 1: image and analogy in Plotinus”, Proceedings of the Boston
Area Colloguium in Ancient Philosophy, 27.1, 2012, 1. Smith suggests that Plotinus employs
metaphors as analogies to “identify successive grades of reality in a sequence of images”. I
totally agree with his interpretation that metaphors in Plotinus do not serve only as figurative
means of expression but are displaying the path of reaching immediate knowledge and unity.
188 See Physics. 2.2.194a21-22; Mete. 4.3.381b6; De mundo (396b11-12).

189 See also V.8. [31] 1, 36-37.
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principle connected to Metaphysics XII. I think that Plotinus follows Aristotle’s definition of

analogy to ensure unity in terms of relation and form and not enmattered form.*%

At the same time, this analogical scheme of images in creation®! is expressed actively in a
sequence of similar but of various grades of contemplative acts. Eyjolfur Emilsson calls this
scheme “perceptual imagery,” indicating that this scheme is accordingly applied in terms of
different layers of thinking. Bringing evidence from Ennead V 8.6, Emilsson understands the
Egyptian wisdom displayed in iconography as analogical to the Intellect’s grasp of the
objects;'°? the Forms are not images ontologically similar to the paintings, but the stress is in
the immediacy and the importance of this analogical method of reaching reality.'*® | think

though that the imagery is indeed perceptual and also has an ontological value. If we look

10«1 pev kot apOpoV oty &v, T 88 Kot €180¢, T& 8 KaTd YEvoc, T 8¢ Kot Avaloyiav,

apOud pev Qv 1) DA pia, £ids1 8 GV 6 Adyog €ic, yével & Gv 10 avTd oyfiua tiig Katnyopiag,
Kat avaroyiav 0¢ doa &yl g GALO mpOg dALO. del 0¢ T Dotepa 101G Eunpochev dKolovOET,
olov doa dpOud Kai £idet &v, doo & £lder 00 mavTo AplOU®: GALL Yéver mhvto Ev dcomep Kai
€idet, 6oa 0¢ yével oV mavta €idel A" avoroyig: doo O dvoroyig ov mavta yéver” (1016b31-
17a2). Again, some things are one numerically, others formally, others generically, and others
analogically; numerically, those whose matter is one; formally, those whose definition is one;
generically, those which belong to the same category; and analogically, those which have the
same relation as something else to some third object. In every case the latter types of unity are
implied in the former: e.g., all things which are one numerically are also one formally, but not
all which are one formally are one numerically; and all are one generically which are one
formally, but such as are one generically are not all one formally, although they are one
analogically; and such as are one analogically are not all one generic-ally. Translation from H.
Tredennick, Aristotle: Aristotle in 23 Volumes, Vols. 17, 18, Cambridge, MA, Harvard
University Press; London, William Heinemann Ltd., 1933, 1989.

191 Analogical scheme of images in creation: the Intellect’s image produced by the act of not
seeing the One but seeing it self, then the Whole Soul’s seeing of the Intellect and the image
of the One and so one and so forth, up to the point that the particular soul having also
encompassed the World Soul’s activity reaches the image of the One, the Intellect.

192 This is a term that Emilsson introduces in his book Plotinus on Intellect.

193 Emilsson, Plotinus on Intellect, 179.
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closer to the analogies, we will observe that the demiurgic process at all levels becomes a
multiple analogy, from simple (the Intellect seeing and producing all at once) to more
complex (the world soul seeing each part in separate images and gradually all of them,
creating in this way temporal and spatial conditions).The analogies from simplicity to

complexity have a cumulative and emended character.

Let me explain how I understand this last sentence: we do know that the greater is the
distance from the source, the less original is the creation of reality. This could be perceived as
a deficit. However, Plotinus does not denounce this incompleteness. The intellect cannot
grasp the One and see itself. From this deficit, an additional aspect of being is added and the
analogy becomes more complex with the generation of the forms (&v moAAd). The soul by
contemplating the intellect adds other aspects to herself, that of forms but in an accumulative

way (8v kol ToAha). 1%

The same holds for the soul of the universe which by her weaker contemplation is informed
by the intelligibles and forms the logoi successively and discursively for creating nature and
for animating the bodies. By creating the forming principles of the universe, the soul of the
universe sets in motion time, which appeared from her distance from the intellect, which is
also an image of eternity and becomes the condition for ordering the world.®® Last, but not
least, nature sees a faint image of reality, which is called a trace of contemplation in 11.9, and
gives life through its orders to the vegetative part of the universe. This accumulative and
emended analogical process through the metaphor of seeing and unfolding of images could

explain the following:
a) The demythologization of the principles of mathematics and geometrical schemes in
the 7imaeus incorporated in analogies and manifested through different aspects of the

Demiurge, namely the intellect, the universal soul, and the soul of the universe.

194 Let’s not forget also that the main reason that the soul starts its motion is because she
wants to transfer everything she sees in the intelligible world [111.7 11. 21-22)

195 Cf. F. M. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology: The Timaeus of Plato. London: Routledge and
Keagan Paul, 1937, 102-103; O. Goldin, “Plato and the arrow of time”, Ancient Philosophy,
18, 1998, 133.
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b) The reason for Plotinus’ claims’ in certain passages that this incompleteness acquires a
providential aspect, which enables all levels of reality to participate in the demiurgic

activity.

It seems that although there are shortcomings among the different levels of creation, these
have been emended by additional characteristics making the process more complex, but
equally important for the final outcome, the cosmos. Therefore, Plotinus perceives creation in
a similar way as the product of a dynamic aesthetic process of an art. The following passage

shows the analogy of art to different forms of creation and its emended character:

El 8¢ 11g 10 té)vag dtpaler, 0Tt pupovpevol TV eOGWY TO0VGL, TPATOV UEV
eotéov Kol tag @voelg ppeicbor dAda. "Emeita O0€l €idévar, ¢ ovy AmAdS To
OpOUEVOV ppodvtol, AN dvorpéyovsty émi Todg Adyoug, &€ dv 1 eioig. Eita kai
OTL TOAAG TTap’ avT@V Tolodot Kol TpooTiéact d€, 6tw TL EAleinel, Mg Exovcat TO
kdALoc. 'Emel kol 6 Dediog tOv Ala Tpog ovdev aicntov momoag, ALY Aafmv

01log av yévorto, i Nuiv 6 Zedg 81 dppdtav 0éhot pavijvar. (V.8 [32] 1 32-40)

If someone despises the crafts because they create by imitating nature, it must be
said, first, that the natures are also imitating other things. Then, one should know
that the crafts are not simply imitating those seen, but they go back to the reasons
[logoi] that are constitutive of nature. One should also consider that that they are
creating many things by their own invention and are complementing those things
to which something is missing, because they possess the beauty. Moreover,
Phidias too did not create Zeus looking at any perceptible object, but he conceived

of how Zeus would be if he wanted to appear to us in a visible form.

So, creation is like art, and art is not inferior to nature. In another passage, V 9, 11, Plotinus
will go further with this defense of arts, claiming that even those arts which have artificial
products, do have ontological value, insofar as they make use of symmetries. Therefore,
developing his own Platonic view on the role of imitations and upgrading them ontologically
by making them an outcome of contemplation, though weaker ones, Plotinus suggests that
imitations are not copies but connected to the original through the contemplation of the logoi

and the discovery of analogies.
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It seems that Plotinus uses analogies in any possible way to make us perceive the connection
between the higher principles, between the parts and the wholes. Let us see how analogies
will help us understand better the unity of the souls developed in treatise 1V.9 [8]. In his early
treatise 1V.9 [8] "Are All Souls One", Plotinus deals with similar questions he exposed later
in the treatise “On the problems of the soul” IV.3.[27], namely how the different souls are
connected and in which sense they act as separate units. The character of the text in many
cases seems aporetic, but, as Paul Kalligas correctly points out, this treatise is the first attempt
from Plotinus to systematize some of the bigger problems in philosophy,!% especially after

Plato’s Timaeus and the creation of the cosmic soul and the human souls.
The first section introduces the issues to be discussed which are the following:

a) Is there a connection between the world soul and the partial soul and how we can
explain the connective bond?

b) How is it possible for both the cosmic soul and the partial soul, being everywhere in
the bodies and even in other bodies, to be considered united under the same principle?

¢) And if we assume that the partial soul comes from the cosmic soul, in which respect
are they united? Do they coincide, or is there another united force, such as another
soul?

d) And if the latter is the case, then how can we define the soul and what are the
consequences for the partiality of the soul?

e) Will this unity exclude each soul from perceiving life in a unique way?

These are all questions that have been raised in the first chapter. In the second chapter,
Plotinus in his effort to reply to the question of shared experiences, uses an analogy with the
organism and its parts, explaining that in the same way that an organism is a whole, but
different organs act separately and without being aware of the functions of the others, in the
same way the whole soul could be in all the body and the partial souls inside could act
separately.’®” He goes further by saying that if their unity were to impose a common

perception, then the souls would have to acquire also conjoint bodies. Plotinus employs his

19 p_ Kalligas, The Enneads of Plotinus, Volume 2: A Commentary, Princeton NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2023, 215-216.
197 Cf. 1V 3.23.1-9.
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first analogy in this treatise to be able to lead his students to understand the relation between
the souls and their different activities. So, the stress here is on the independent roles of souls

though belonging in a whole.

The next analogy is used to explain that the whole also does not perceive all the affections
that happen in different parts of the bodies, because of its big size and magnitude. This time
Plotinus uses the analogy of the whale and its different parts: the affection is not noticed,
because the size of the body is also enormous. The whole soul, even if it reaches everywhere
the body, due to its body’s size cannot be affected by the experiences of the parts which
belong to her, perceived by the partial souls. However, this is the case because Plotinus is
talking about sense perception, which is based on impressions coming from the sensible
realm. The expose is changing course, and Plotinus explains in which way the unity of the
soul can be affirmed by shared common affections, sympatheia. Sympatheia is the result of
the ultimate expression of unity emerging in the roughest analogical space made by the soul’s
Kinetics, the realm of matter. In the same treatise in chapter 4, Plotinus uses the analogy of
the sperm with its powers to show how all souls can be part of the whole in terms of powers
(dynameis). However, the perfect analogy of the particular souls being whole while in the
whole soul is the relation between theorems and science. Plotinus understands the

particularity of the souls in qualitative and not in quantitative terms.

A theorem could signify both: a) a sight (coming from theoria), a complete aspect (opsis) of
knowledge b) the a part’s relation to the whole. As Kalligas correctly points out, this thinking
stresses a “resolutory relation,”?®® namely that the analysis should include both the

preconditions and the outcomes, and dissolves any imperfection.

Conclusions

In this chapter I showed that Plotinus’ perception of the whole soul and partial souls are
based in an analogical space, which extends unity from the intelligible realm to the earthly
through the world soul. | have also explained why the whole soul cannot be the Demiurge
and what the role of analogical space and thinking is in Plotinus’ construction of reality. I

also tried to explain that the unity of the soul is a precondition and a consequence at the same

19 See P. Kalligas, The Enneads of Plotinus, Volume 2: A Commentary. Princeton NJ:

Princeton University Press, 2023, 226.
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time for the omnipresence of the soul and that is why we need to posit the analogical space
and thinking into the gradual process of the souls’ particularity. Plotinus sets up an
ontological continuum between the intelligible and the material world, where the whole soul
is the mediator (between Intelligence and individual souls) that is able to hold the cosmos

together.

One of the most relevant arguments of this chapter shows that sympatheia is more than a
physical or material bond; it is an expression of metaphysical unity—one that is maintained
by the ontological state of the soul rather than direct corporeal contact, as the Stoics argued.
Though Galen was agnostic about the exact nature of this unity, Plotinus grounds such a
systematic vision, in which the soul’s dynamic activity crafts an analogical space extending
unity from the intelligible realm to the perceptible cosmos. In this way, it overcomes the

difficulties behind the materialist readings of sympatheia.

Additionally, | have provided the necessary clarification that is required for the understanding
of the distinction between the whole soul and the demiurge, where it is shown that while the
Intellect is the cause of formation, the cosmic soul is tasked with translating the
contemplation of this cause into the reality of order. Thus, the process of creation through
analogy is an inherently non-mechanistic and non-deterministic process, a spontaneous
process of unfolding intelligible principles on each successive level of reality, each one being

a reflection and adaptation of the divine unity in a progressively differentiated manner.

Finally, I have argued that Plotinus’ employment of analogy is a methodological and an
ontological necessity; such analogy constitutes the means of connection between
metaphysical principles and their divine manifestations in the cosmos. Through the means of
perceptual imagery, analogy, and the unfolding of logoi, Plotinus reconciles the souls' unity
with multiplicity, preserving creation as an active and ordered manifestation of the divine
intellect. Sympatheia in this Platonist formulation (as opposed to its Stoic equivalent), does
not imply the loss of unity through differentiation, but rather speaks to the retention of unity
despite differentiation, through a transcending hierarchy to the whole of being that coherence

of being of any and every derived substance is pursued.

This unity will be examined more closely in the next chapter: a theory of direct perception of

the stars that requires the immediate engagement of the soul with the whole.
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Chapter 3: Plotinus’ sympatheia: magic and divination

Introduction

In the previous chapter, | discussed the way in which the Demiurge of the Timaeus is
translated in a non-mythological framework in Plotinus’ works, ensuring the unity between
the cosmos and the intelligible realm. The intellect’s power of seeing sets in motion the
threefold demiurgic activity through the whole soul, the cosmic soul’s contemplation, and in
sequence her external activity. Furthermore, the unity and relation of the souls occupied
Plotinus’ and his students’ thought for many years, as is evident by the treatise titled by
Porphyry “On Questions Concerning the Soul”, consisting of three parts — IV.3 [27], IV.4
[28], and V.5 [29]. This work is a thorough analysis of the soul’s role and activity in both the
material and the intelligible worlds. Plotinus uses the analogy of a living organism with
perception, emotions and mental activity, both intellectual and discursive; this living
organism, conceptualized in medical terms, shows sympathetic manifestations and displays

sympatheia with the parts and the whole.!%

For Plotinus, the cosmic soul and the heavenly luminaries (the sun, the moon, the planets and
the fixed stars) are considered superior to the sublunary bodies. The superiority relies on the
fact that their contemplation is directed towards the intelligible world and that is why, while
they have sense perception (see 11.2 [14] 3), they do not need any sense organs. The

clarification on the perceiving faculty of the planets is needed for illuminating the cause of

19 For Plotinus’ view of sympatheia, see E. K. Emilsson, Plotinus on Sense-Perception: A
Philosophical Study, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988, 54-62; idem, “Plotinus
on sympatheia”, in E. Schliesser (ed.), Sympathy: A History, Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2015, 36-60; G. M. Gurtler, “Sympathy in Plotinus”, International Philosophical
Quarterly, 24.4, 1984, 395-406; D. M. Hutchinson, “Sympathy, awareness, and belonging to
oneself in Plotinus,” in R. Patterson, V. Karasmanis and A. Hermann (eds.), Presocratics and
Plato: A Festschrift in Honor of Professor Charles H. Kahn, Las Vegas, Zurich and Athens:
Parmenides Publishing, 2012, 491-510; idem, Plotinus on Consciousness, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2018, 56-63, 89-90.
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divination, a phenomenon frequently practiced in his era.?® So, in terms of the scope of 1V.4
[28] 30-45, Plotinus shows a) his objection to the view that magic, prayer and divination
result from a communication between agents, b) his rejection of the ideas of the Stoics, who
believed that, since the material universe is sympathetic, magic is a natural effect, c) his
opposition to the Gnostics, whom he believed to have misinterpreted the essence of
sympatheia and unity in the Platonic teachings, and to have considered the world’s structure a
product of a malevolent Demiurge, and d) his defense of the art of medicine and its right
practice and place among the sciences. Building on the points (a-d), this chapter aims to
clarify and illuminate Plotinus’ defense of the cosmic soul and realm as an integral part of a
higher metaphysical unity. This will be explored by examining how the soul’s kinetic activity
influences the planets, what kind of means Plotinus uses to depict the ontological and
epistemic implications of this influence, and its connection to sympatheia concerning magic

and divination.

Magic and divination

In The Life of Plotinus and the Order of his Books, Porphyry shares a story that shows
Plotinus’ extraordinary spiritual strength. Olympius of Alexandria, once a student of
Ammonius, grew jealous of Plotinus and tried to harm him using magic. However, his efforts
failed and even backfired, causing harm to himself instead. Realizing this, Olympius admitted
that Plotinus’ soul was so strong and connected to higher powers that it could repel any

attacks.20!

200 See Emilsson, “Plotinus on sympatheia”, 44; K. lerodiakonou, “The Greek concept of
sympatheia and its Byzantine appropriation in Michael Psellos”, in P. Magdalino and M.
Mavroudi (eds.), The Occult Sciences in Byzantium, Geneva: La pomme d’or Publishing,
2006, 97-117; M. Lawrence, “Hellenistic astrology”, The Internet Encyclopedia of
Philosophy, 2005. For the Stoics, see P. T. Struck, “A world full of signs: understanding
divination in ancient Stoicism”, in P. Curry and A. Voss (eds.), Seeing with Different Eyes:
Essays in Astrology and Divination, Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2007, 3-20.
201 porphyry, Vita Plotini, 1.10-9.
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Plotinus was familiar with this kind of practice due to his origins from Egypt and this
becomes apparent in many instances in his work.2> He often uses terms such as magic
incantations, charms, and enchantments (uayeia, énaoidai, yonteia, Oéiéeig) to highlight how
people with misguided knowledge—Iike astrologers, magicians, or those who distort Platonic
teachings— are misleading and distorting the truth. Through this language, he devotes
specific sections of the Enneads to exposing why such practices are deceptive. He carefully

examines and critiques them, offering philosophical arguments demonstrating their flaws.

One of the indicative parts of the Enneads as concerns magic is 11.9 [33] 14, 1-14, which is
directed against the Gnostics. Having first denounced his opponents for their deterministic
and disoriented views on the creation and the stars, Plotinus draws the attention to the
hierarchy of reality, with the Good being the highest principle (11.9 13, 20-33). For Plotinus,
celestial bodies are not seen as having control over events on the earth, nor were they
considered agents of a deterministic cosmic fate. For the Gnostics, on the contrary, the stars
and planets played a much more dominant role—they were the primary tools through which
the planetary Archons and the Demiurge ruled over the material world, shaping human

destiny.

MdéMoto 0& avtol Kol GAA®G Tolodoy oOK aknpata T €kel. “Otav yop
EMOO0G YPAPMSY MG TPOG EKETVA AEyovTes, o0 UOVOV TPOG Yuyny, OAAL
Kol 0 €mbvo, i mowodowv §j yonteiog kol 0EAEELS kal meloelg Aéyovot kai
MOy Vmokovsw kol dyesoBot, €1 TIC MUV TEYVIKOTEPOS €imelv Tadl Kol
oVTOGL PEAN Kol xovg Kol TPooTvehoEL Kol GLYHOVG THG QMVIG Kol Ta
dAla, doa €xel paysve yéypantotl. Ei o0& pun fovlovtan todto Aéyewv, AL

TOC eoVIS T0 dcopote; ‘Qote 0ol GEUVOTEPOLG AVTAV TOVG AOYOLS

202 For Plotinus and his relation to magic see P. Merlan, “Plotinus and magic”, Isis 44 (1943),
341-348; A. H. Armstrong, “Was Plotinus a magician?”” Phronesis 1 (1955), 73-79, reprinted
in Plotinian and Christian Studies. London: Variorum Reprints, 1979; M. J. Edwards, “Two
episodes in Porphyry’s Life of Plotinus” Historia 40 (1991), 456-464; W. Elgersma-
Helleman, “Plotinus as magician,” International Journal of the Platonic Tradition 4.2, 2010,
114-146. For magic as a means for unity, see Z. Mazur, “Unio Magica: Part I: on the magical

origins of Plotinus’s mysticism”, Dionysus, 21 (2003), 23-52.
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But they themselves most of all impair the inviolate purity of the higher
powers in another way too. For when they write magic chants, intending to
address them to those powers, not only to the soul but to those above it as
well, what are they doing except making the powers obey the word and
follow the lead of people who say spells and charms and conjurations, any
one of us who is well skilled in the art of saying precisely the right things in
the right way, songs and cries and aspirated and hissing sounds and
everything else which their writings say has magic power in the higher
world? But even if they do not want to say this, how are the incorporeal
beings affected by sounds? So by the sort of statements with which they give
an appearance of majesty to their own words, they, without realising it, take
away the majesty of the higher powers. But when they say they free
themselves from diseases, if they meant that they did so by temperance and
orderly living, they would speak well, just as the philosophers do. (11.9 [33]
14, 1-14, translation by Armstrong)

The passage addresses the Gnostics who undermine the sacred purity of the higher powers
when they compose magical chants, intended not only for the soul, but also for the divine
forces above it, claiming that these powers can be controlled by human words. They suggest
their skills in the precise use of spells and other similar means, such as chants, cries, breathy
or hissing noises, can influence the higher realms, as their writings assert these sounds hold

magical power.

Plotinus accuses them that in their attempt to make their own words seem powerful and
majestic, they undermine the true majesty of the higher powers. Furthermore, when they
claim to cure themselves of diseases, they become irrational, since the cure of the body is
based on its balance achieved through self-discipline. Plotinus directly challenges the core of
Gnostic teachings by tracing the link between physics, metaphysics and ethics. Medical and
philosophical teachings advocated that both the cure of the soul and the cure of the body rely
on a well-ordered life. It is true that while the association between magical purification rituals
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and healing was not new, it gained particular significance during his time. This period saw
ancient scientific medicine, which had reached its peak with Galen’s work, confronted by a
revival of magical and theological beliefs concerning the causes and treatment of disease.
However, Plotinus rejected these supernatural explanations, emphasizing that true
purification (katharsis) was not about physical healing, but rather the soul’s separation from
the body through the cultivation of virtue.?®® In the following section, we shall see how
Plotinus depicts the causal role of well-being and order through the imagery of the soul’s

dance.
Sympatheia and the dance of the stars

In the previous chapters, | argued that the kinetics of the soul generate a form of spatiality in
which souls manifest both their unity and otherness. Through the triple demiurgic activity,
these kinetic processes not only bring forth the cosmic realm but also ensure its ongoing
stability and harmonious order. This continuous and self-sustaining motion upholds the
intricate and interconnected structure of existence, ensuring that the cosmos remains in a state
of balance and harmony. It is through this unceasing dynamic order that the universe
maintains its existence and reflects the divine principles that govern its eternal existence.
Plotinus, drawing back to Plato’s Timaeus and Phaedrus, employs the metaphor of dancing to
illustrate in which way the soul’s kinetics reveal its intrinsic relationship with the harmonious

and ordered motions of the planets.

It is useful here to revisit an important passage previously mentioned, which discusses the
motion of the stars. For Plotinus, any deduction to matter and its affections would not play
any ontological role in sympatheia, because sympatheia is the ultimate manifestation of a
higher unity and an outcome of the unity of the souls. Starting from the cosmic soul, Plotinus

states that all its functions are adjusted for the sake of being a perfect organic whole. This

203 p, Kalligas, Enneads Commentary, comment on 14.11-17, 4. The magical papyri contain
numerous protective and exorcistic formulas, believed to cure ailments such as headaches,
fevers, excessive bleeding, and pain in various parts of the body. Many of the miraculous
healings described in the Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles would have been seen at the
time as the result of exorcising evil spirits. Despite this, Greek medical theory firmly rejected

magical or supernatural explanations for illness.
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becomes clear, when he explains in 1V.4 [28],8, why the stars do not have memory of
contingent things: the motions of the heavens result in harmony due to an attentive and
perfect performance.??* Plotinus, drawing on Plato’s dialogues, defines the different relations
of cosmic sympatheia taking place in heavens through the analogy of the performative arts:
the cosmological harmony found in the Timaeus,?® and the analogy of the soul and body to

the lyre and strings in the Phaedo:2%®

Kol pn €l Kol yopeig dnewdoele Tig TV Kivow avtdv, €l pHEV ioTapuévn ToTE, 1)
naco Gv €in telela 1 ovviehesOeion €& apyfic €ig Téhog, dtelng O0& N &v uépet
ékdotn- €l 82 Tolowtn ofa del, tedela del. Ei 88 del tedela, ok &yxel ypdvov &v @
tehecOnceTan 000 TOMOV: BGTE 000 EPectv av &yol oUTMG: HoTE OVTE YPOVIKADG
0oUTE TOTIKMG PETPNOEL EYOL OVTMG DGTE OVTE YPOVIKMOG OVTE TOTIKMG UETPNOEL
®ote 000 pvAun tovtev. Eil pévtor avtol pgv ony (dot paxkopiov toig avtdv
Yuyoig to CNv mpocePAémovteg, ToTy 08 TV Yuydv avTt®dv Tpog &v [tavtn] T
vevoet kol 1] €€ avt@v €ig TOV cOUTAVTO 0VPAVOV EAAAUYEL—OOTEP XOPOaL &V
Mopa ovumadde kivnbeicor pélog v dostav €v QUOIKT TVt apuovig—ei 0Ot
KIVOiTo O GUUTOG 0VPAVOG Kol TO LEPT aToD, TPOG ADTOV PEPOUEVOS KOl QDTOC,
Kol GAA0 BAA®G TPOG TO a0TO GAANG aTolg Kol Tfig Bécemc odong, &tt dv pdAiov

0 Adyog nuiv dpboiro dc {ofig kKai opoiag thg Taviov £t pdAlov ovong.

“If one were to liken their [the stars’] motion to a circle dance, if it were to stop at
a moment, the whole dancing would be perfect when it had been completed from
the beginning to the end, but the dance in the parts would be imperfect;?°’ but if it
is an eternal one, then it is eternally perfect. If it is eternally perfect, it has no time
within which it will be perfect, nor any space and, as a result, it would not have
any desire. Therefore, it will not measure either in time or in space, and so, there

will be no memory of all this.2% Now, if they [the stars] live a long life observing

204 C f. Armstrong, Enneads, p. 153 Loeb, comment 1.

205 Timaeus 40c-d.

206 phaedo 85e-86a.

207 The partial dance is here the individual dance of each star.

208 That is, there will be no memory of the time that has passed during the dance, or the

distance to which it has come. This is the philosophical problem of the eternity of the time of
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the course of their life in their souls,?® then, by the force?!? of this inclination of

their souls towards one only thing?*

and of the illumination that they are shedding
on the entire heaven, just as strings of a lyre that are being moved by a common
affection (cuunabdg), they are singing a melody in a sort of natural harmony. If
the whole heaven and its parts are to move in this way, so that the heaven moves
towards itself, while the others are moving toward the same goal in various ways
given that their positions are different, this would further confirm our argument,

showing that the life of the universe is even more united and similar.?*2

Let me analyze step by step this rich passage. Plotinus employs two analogies, very often
used also by Plato, to define the essence of sympatheia in the cosmos: the analogy of dancing

and the analogy of the strings and lyre — together with the metaphor of seeing and desire.

the universe, with which Plotinus struggles in defending it against temporalist interpretations
of some Middle Platonists (Plutarch and Atticus), the Gnostics, and the Christians who, in a
factual interpretation of the Timaeus, assign a limited time to the universe.

209 T accept here the variant reading of A and E: “Conv {®dot paxpdv”, instead of the BRIUC
group’s “Conv {®ot paxapiov”, accepted by H-S12. “Long” seems to be here a synonym of
“eternal,” or rather, “sempiternal”. The idea is that throughout their “long,” that is,
“sempiternal”, lives the stars are keenly following their own lives in their souls (toig avt@v
yoyoic to (v mpoceuPrémovtec) and, as this life never stops, there is no time to store the
experiences collected throughout the life in their memory. The other variant, “blessed life,” is
disturbing in this context; not only poxpav is the lectio dificillior, but it gives the meaning to
what follows. This meaning is lost in Armstrong: “If, of course, the heavenly bodies
themselves live a blessed life, and contemplate this life besides with their souls...,” and in
Lloyd Gerson: “If then, these beings live a blessed life, and look on this life with their own
souls...”

2101 accept here the variant tij 8¢ of the majority of the manuscripts (AEBRJC), over against
the variants tfjoe of U, accepted by H-S'? and tavtn 6¢ conjectured by Volkmann and
accepted by Armstrong.

211 163y yoy@v oadTdv TpOG Ev Tty T vevoer”: this “one only thing” is here the own life of
the stars, on which they are focusing their attention.

212 1v 4 [28],8.45-62; translation by A. Theologou and 1. Perczel.
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1) The motions of the heavens move harmoniously just like when, performing the dancing
ensemble, each part adheres to the movements of the total performative act. Plotinus adds to

this analogy a sequence of elements to explain why this movement is harmonious.

2) The motions of the stars are eternal. This is due to Plotinus’ a priori eternalist attitude; they
should be in eternal dancing because, if the performing act stops, then the parts of the

performative act will not reach their telos, namely ceaselessly follow this eternal movement.

3) If the heavenly bodies are in eternal motion, this motion is perfect and there is no need for
time and space, no desire for completion, since the motion is complete by its eternal

character, both of the parts and of the whole.

4) If the heavenly bodies are in eternal, perfect motion and they do not need to remember the
spatial distance they have completed, or the time that has passed, then they focus only on
their course of life and accordingly live a long life.

5) The light of the stars emanating from the universe is a result of their internal noetic

activity.

It seems that here, for Plotinus, the arts are considered superior to nature’s acts, because of
their route, which is in the intelligible and eternity.?'® The stars’ motion as an analogy with
the performing arts reveals a harmonious creation in eternity, which enacts a whole ritual.?** |

understand that the creation of the world here does not involve deliberation, i.e. now | have to

213 “For whatever comes into contact with soul is made according to the substance of the
nature of soul; and it makes not with an external goal, nor waiting upon planning or search.
For art is posterior to soul, and imitates it, making dim and weak imitations, toys not worth
much, bringing in many devices to help it in producing an image of nature”; IV.3. [27] 10.13-
19. Moreover, Plotinus in 111.8 [30] talks about human arts as inferior to nature, but he
defends art when it concerns the creation of the world. For the opposite view, which | follow
here, see also E. Emilsson, “Plotinus on the arts”, in T. K. Johansen (ed.), Productive
Knowledge in Ancient Philosophy: The Concept of Techné, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2021, 255-262.

214 For the stars dancing, see also VI1.9. [8] 45-49, where the soul sees in her dance the

intellect.
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move my head and then my leg and so on and so forth, because creation is effortless. The act
of dancing itself represents an artistic process in motion. The dancer’s intention (nmpoaipecic)
is directed toward something beyond the physical steps—perhaps the meaning or essence of
the myth—while their body responds instinctively to the rhythm and structure of the dance.
Their limbs do not act independently, but work in harmony to serve and complete the dance.
In a philosophical parallel, the dancer’s understanding of the myth mirrors the way the soul
perceives Intellect when shaping and governing the world. Just as the dancer enacts the myth
through movement, the Soul enacts divine order by organizing reality.?*®

The analogy becomes more elucidative when Plotinus compares the seeing activity of the
stars in regards to the intelligibles and the illumination of the universe sprung from the
contemplative act, as the sympathetic relation between the lyre and its strings when they
naturally produce music. In this way he goes one step further to see how harmony and
sympatheia are common in origin and thus relevant. Plotinus builds his argument by adding
one element after the other, describing step by step the reason of the stars’ effortless perfect
motion. More importantly, he establishes the root of sympatheia in the intelligible realm,
which, as we saw, only a perfect continuous non deliberative and undisturbed motion of the

universe can ensure.

Scholars have debated whether Plotinus aligns more closely with the Pythagorean tradition,
which conceives the cosmos as a manifestation of musical harmony, or whether he follows
Posidonius, who employed the same analogy to articulate the doctrine of sympatheia—the
interconnectedness of celestial bodies and the natural world.?*® While both interpretations
hold merit, it makes more sense that Plotinus’ ultimate allegiance lies with Plato, particularly

in the Timaeus.?” In Timaeus 40c-d, Plato uses the metaphor to explain the complicated

215 Emilsson, “Plotinus on the arts”, 260.

216 See S. Gersh, “Plotinus on harmonia: musical metaphors and their uses in the Ennead” in
J. Dillon and M. Dixsaut (eds.), Agonistes: Essays in Honour of Denis O’Brien, Burlington:
Ashgate, 2005, 181-192.

217 «To describe the evolutions in the dance of these same gods, their juxtapositions, the
counter-revolutions of their circles relatively to one another, and their advances; to tell which
of the gods come into line with one another at their conjunctions, and which in opposition,

and in what order they pass in front of or behind one another, and at what periods of time
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motions of the stars and their proportional relations. Plotinus, even if he had engaged with
Posidonius' writings, was primarily concerned with establishing himself as the authentic
interpreter of Platonic thought and with refuting Gnostic fallacies regarding the cosmic soul,
the emergence of an imperfect world as an effect of Sophia’s fall, and the concept of an evil
Demiurge. Hence, dancing in harmony serves as a symbolic representation of the proportions
and order governing the motions of the stars. Thus, the analogical quasi-space introduced in
the previous chapters becomes perceptible through the interweaving of ordered movements
by the finest animated bodies of their kind. This perspective is reinforced by the fact that

Plotinus extends the metaphor in other parts of his work.

In the following lines, | will present all the cases where Plotinus uses the metaphor of
dancing and argue that in all cases sympatheia and harmony, which originally stem from the
soul’s kinetic activity—give rise to ordered motion across all other levels of existence. The
first example connected to the previous passage is from II1.6 [26], “On the Impassibility of

the Incorporeals”, where Plotinus states that the best life of a soul is that in perfect harmony.

Eil yap cvvappocBévta pev katd ooty ta pépn thg woxfic mpog dAAnAa apetm
€0TL, U ovvappocHEvTa 08 Kakia, EmaKTOV 0VOEV GV 0VdE £TEpmbey yiyvoito,
GAL’EkacTov fikol v olov &ottv €lc TV Gppoynv kai ovk &v fjkotr &v Tij
dvoppootiq. Tolodtov Bv, 0lov Kol YOPELTOL YOPEVOVIEG KOl GUVASOVTEG
aAMAOLS, €1 Kol pn ol avtol giot, Kai pdévog Tig dowv Tdv dAL®V u1 AdovVI®V,
Kol €KAoTOL KB €avtoOv @oovtog o yap povov Oel cuvadely, GAAG Kol
EKOOTOV KOADG TO aOTOD {O0VTO OIKEIY HOVOIKT: BOTE KAKET €Ml THS WOYHS
appovioy eivat £xdoTon HéPOVg O 0TH TPOGTHKOV TOLODVTOG.

If it is so that when the parts of the soul are naturally joined to each other is
virtue, while when they are not, this is vice, then, there would come nothing

additional even from elsewhere, but each part would enter the synthesis as it is
but would not enter the dissonance being such, just as the dancers who are

they are severally hidden from our sight and again reappearing, sent to men who cannot
calculate panic fears and signs of things to come - to describe all this without visible models
of these same would be labour spent in vain. So this much shall suffice on this head, and here
let our account of the nature of the visible and generated gods come to an end.” Translation

by F. M. Cornford, Plato Timaeus, 40 c-d.
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dancing and singing together with each other, although they are not the same
but one is singing while the others are not singing and each is singing on his
own. In fact, not only they must sing in a quire, but each of them must sing his
part according to his own musical skill. So, even there, in the case of the soul,
there is harmony when each part is doing its own duty. (111.6 [26]2, 12-18)

The opening sections of the treatise explore whether virtue and vice should be regarded as
passions of the soul. Drawing from Plato’s dialogues, Plotinus begins by identifying the
virtuous soul as one that exists in a state of harmony. In this view, virtue and vice are not
merely affections of the soul, but rather functions of its cognitive power, which governs and
maintains the soul’s order. As in earlier discussions, Plotinus employs the metaphor of dance
to illustrate the harmonious state of the soul and its various parts. Just as a well-coordinated
performance depends on the harmonious singing of the dancer singers, the soul's faculties
function individually yet in unity, contributing to the perfection of the whole. This order is
not arbitrary, but follows the commands of a higher principle, reflecting the proportional and
structured harmony of the cosmos itself. The use of the lyre and strings, found also in the
Phaedo, when Simmias defines the soul as harmony (85e-86d), stresses also the power of the
opposites in the making of order. The opposite theory in Plotinus will be discussed in the next

session.

"Enel 008 1) cvotactg opoing 1@ mavi kai (o Ekiotm: GAL’ Ekel olov mOel
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The universe and the individual living beings do not have the same constitution. There, the

soul, so to say, runs above it [the body of the universe, see Phaedrus 245cd] ordering [the
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elements] to stay, while here, as if trying to escape to their own order, they are bound by a
second binding. There, however, they don’t have anywhere to escape.?*® There is no need for
the soul to keep them within, nor to push them inside by external pressure, but they stay there
where the nature wanted them to stay from the very beginning.?*° If some of them are moving
naturally, then those for whom this is not natural, are affected, but the former are moving
properly according to the movement of the whole.?”® The others are destroyed not being
capable to withstand the order of the whole, just as in the case of a big ensemble which is
moving in an orderly manner, if a tortoise is caught in its way, it would be trumped down, not
being able to withstand the order of the ensemble. However, if it were to adopt the same order,
neither would it suffer from these (11.9 [33] 7, 29-40). In the cosmos as a whole, the soul flows
over everything, arranging each thing in its right place naturally. In individual beings,
however, the elements have a tendency to drift or separate, and move toward their natural
place — fire moves upwards, earth downwards, the water has the tendency to flow away = so
they require a stronger force (a second bond) to hold them together. The universe itself does

not have this problem because everything within it already exists in its proper place—there is

218 | agree with Lloyd Gerson, who, in his translation of the passage, makes it clear that this is
about the elements, which are at their natural place in the universe but are bound by a second
bond in the individual living beings, otherwise they would speed toward their natural place.
Armstrong’s translation is different.

219 | consider £ apyfic avtijc as belonging together, meaning “from the very beginning” and
N evo1g as being the subject of N0éANoev. Cf. Armstrong: “but its [that is, the soul’s] nature
remains where it wished to be from the beginning,” and Lloyd Gerson: “its [that is, the soul’s]
nature keeps them wherever it originally intended them to be.” However, the entire passage
speaks here about the natural order of the physical universe, and not about the soul’s nature. In
[11.8, nature is an intermediary quasi-hypostasis between the soul and the universe. Armstrong’s
translation is grammatically incorrect. The subject of pévet is the elements.

220 The meaning of this concise sentence is somewhat obscure. Cfr. Armstrong’s translation:
“But if any of the parts of the universe is moved according to its nature, the parts with whose
nature the movement is not in accord suffer, but those which are moved go on well, as parts of
the whole,” and Lloyd Gerson: “And if in some place one of its parts is subject to a natural
motion, those parts for the which this motion is not natural will be affected, but qua parts of

whole they are nevertheless moved properly.”
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nowhere for things to escape. Plotinus depicts this difference in a metaphor of dancing: a
large group of dancers moving in perfect rhythm. If everything is aligned with the dance,
each dancer moves smoothly within the pattern. But if a slow-moving turtle suddenly finds
itself in the middle of the dance floor, it is at risk of being trampled. The turtle is not actively
attacked, but because it is out of sync with the movement, it cannot survive within the
structured flow. If the turtle had adapted to the movement, it would have remained unharmed,

just like beings that align themselves with the natural order of the universe.

As Kalligas points out,?? the soul of the universe governs the sensible world by establishing
a network of sympathetic connections and creating a system of natural laws. This psychic
bond holds the universe together, regulating causal relationships and internal harmonies
without requiring deliberation or effort. While the soul of the universe operates effortlessly,
individual souls—which animate living beings—must align themselves with this preexisting
order. For them, this results in a secondary bond, in addition to their direct connection with
their respective bodies. Unlike the cosmic soul, which remains free from bodily limitation,
individual souls are bound by both their embodiment and the universal structure that governs

existence.

OOUOCL HEV VAP OOUOTO KOAVETOL KOW®OVEY GAANAOLG, TG O¢ dompota
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221 See P. Kalligas, The Enneads of Plotinus, Volume 1: A Commentary, Princeton NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2020, 388, comment 7-14.

222 ¢£admv is the unanimous reading of the manuscripts and is accepted by H-S. It means
“singing out of tune,” which is perfectly at place here. However, it has caused headache for
the erudites. Harder, in his letters to Henry and Schwyzer proposed the conjectures “énddwv
or Ymadwv or mposadwv or é&apymv.” M. Puelma (“Cicero als Platon-Ubersetzer”, Museum

Helveticum, 37.3, 137), suggested the emendation £&fg adwv; this conjecture was accepted by
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dtav 8¢ EmoTpéyn, Gdet Te KoAdG Kol dvog mept avtov??® Exet, obTm Kol Helg
del pev mepl avtov—iol Stav 224 Moig Huiv mavtedc Eotar kol 0VKETL
€o0uefo—ovK del 0¢ gig avTOV: GAL dTav gig oOTOV IdMpEV, TOTE NUTV TEAOG Kol

avamavio Kol TO pr Anadey yopeblovsty dvimg mepi anTov yopeiav EvOeov.

Bodies are hindered from communion with each other by bodies, but
incorporeal things are not kept apart by bodies. Thus, they are not separated in
space but in otherness and difference; when therefore there is no otherness, the
things which are not other are present to each other. That one, therefore, since it
has no otherness, is always present, while we are present when we have no
otherness. That one does not desire us, so as to be around us, but we desire It, so
that we are around 1t.2?> We are always around It and do not always look to It
but, just like an ensemble that is singing out of tune,??® although it is around the
conductor, would have turned away from seeing him but when it turns back, it is
singing beautifully and is pragmatically around him, in the same way we are

always around Him??’ — for if not, then we will be entirely dissolved and will

H-S2 and is followed by Armstrong and Lloyd Gerson in their translations. Yet, it is not
needed,

223 mepi awtov RIUCQ, H-St, H-S% mepi avtov ABE.

224 i dtav pf: Kirchhoff’s conjecture accepted by H-St, H-S?%: kai dtav 7 Enn.

225 See Plato, Letter 11, 312e: “The matter stands thus: around the King of All are all things,
and all are for his sake, and It is the cause of all the beautiful things. And the Second is
around the second ones, while the Third is around the third ones.” In Plotinus’ interpretation
of the letter, the King of All is the One, the Second is the intellect, and the Third, the soul. All
things are around the One, while the Intellect (the Second) encompasses all the intellects (the
second ones, and the soul (the Third) encompasses all the souls (the third ones)”.

226 Qur translation follows the text in the manuscripts. Cf. Armstrong, accepting Puelma’s
and H-S?’s conjecture: “in the order of its singing the choir keeps round its conductor...”;
Lloyd Gerson: “We are like a chorus that, singing all the while, though relating to the chorus
leader...”

227 With H-S!, and H-S? we are accepting the reading mepi ovtov, “around Him,” over

against the reading mepi avtov, “around our self.” Until this moment, in this passage, Plotinus

135



CEU eTD Collection

not exist anymore — but we are not always toward It. And when we look toward
It, then we reach our goal and are at rest. Then we do not sing out of tune but are

dancing around Him a divinely inspired dance. (V1.9 [9] 8, 30-46)

Plotinus in this part explains how the soul, while contemplating the One, experiences
sameness and otherness, unity and separation. He emphasizes that our connection with the
One is constant, but our attention to it is not. The One remains unchanged and always present,
while we must actively turn toward It/Him to become harmonious and fulfilled. The choral
dance illustrates this relationship: we are always in Its presence, but our state depends on
whether we turn the gaze toward It. When we do, our existence becomes ordered, beautiful,

and in harmony with divine reality.

‘H 6¢ &Ewbev mepl todTOV Yopevovsa youyn €mi avtov PAETOVGH Kol TO €low

avTod Bepévn OV Bedv St avtod PAEmeL.

The soul that dances round this [the intellect] outside, which looks to it, and
contemplates its interior, sees God through it. (Translation Armstrong modified,
1.8 [51] 2, 23-25)

Finally, in one of the last treatises of his life, Plotinus beautifully illustrates the soul’s
journey as a dance around the intellect. Through this movement, the soul connects
with the intellect, and in turn, finds its way to the highest principle—the One. This
imagery complements his earlier reflections on union with the higher hypostases,

showing that true connection comes from moving in harmony with the divine.

The use of the dancing metaphor in these instances illustrates how the unity of the
soul is expressed through its kinetic activity, whether in the cosmic or the intelligible
realm. In the cosmic realm the stars in their finest bodies are being set in an ordered
motion, which is in harmony with the cosmic soul’s commands. Furthermore, the
imagery of dancing bridges ethics with metaphysics. Individual souls, in their ascent
toward a virtuous life, are also required to follow ordered motions, enabling their

has applied to the One neutral pronouns but apparently switches here to the masculine, to

make the relation more personal.
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union with the intellect and the One.??® In this respect, virtuous life acquires
universality inseparable from metaphysical laws. Everyone who follows closely the
order of the universe has access to a virtuous life. And this universality goes hand in
hand with self-preservation: the entire universe and all its constituent parts must
remain harmoniously aligned within this ordered motion, for any deviation from this

cosmic rhythm threatens the very existence and stability of the parts themselves.

To conclude, although the word sympatheia does not appear in the passages using the
imagery of dancing, all of them reveal that behind this “dancing” there is the soul’s
activity; for sympatheia to manifest in the cosmic realm, it requires the kinetic activity
of the soul, the order arising from its unity with the intellect and the One, and the
capacity to perceive this harmonious structure. In the next subchapter, the perception

of the stars will be explored in relation to the powers of the opposites.

The theory of opposites and the real magic of the stars

Having set in this analogy the intelligible origins of sympatheia, Plotinus continues to discuss

the widespread view that the stars reply to magic spells, prayers, and occult practices:

Tag 8¢ yonreiog nidg; "H tfj cvpmadeio, kai T® mepuiévar cupupavioy givar dpoiov
Kol EVavTiooy dvopoimv, kol Tf] T®V Suvapemv T®V TOAADY ToKIMQ &ig €v {Dov
ocvvterovviov. Kai yap pndevog pnyovopévov dAAov moAhd Ehketon Kol
yonteveton: Ko 1 6ANOw poyeia 1) &v 1@ movti eida kai o veikog av. Koi 6 yong
0 TPATOG KOl PUPUAKEDS OVTOC £6TV, v Katavonoavteg dvOpomol ém’ GAAMA0LG
YPOVTOL O TOD TOIC POPLAKOLG Kol TOTG yontevpact. Kai yép, 611 épav mepidkact Kol

10 €pav morodvTa EAKEL TPOS GAANAQ, GAKT EPOTIKTG O YonTelog TéXVNG YeYEvnTaL,

228 Scholars have debated how ethics fits into Plotinus' philosophy, especially in relation to
his metaphysical focus. For a more detailed discussion regarding Plotinus’ metaphysical
theory as directly relevant to human ethical life, see L. Bene, “Ethics and metaphysics in
Plotinus” in F. Karfik and E. Song (eds.), Plato Revived. Essays on Ancient Platonism in
Honour of Dominic J. O’Meara, Berlin, Boston and New York, 2014, 141-161. The

discussion is summarized on page 141, note 2.
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pooTfEvTOV Emapaic @Ooelg GAAOC TEYVNG YEYEVITOL, TPOCTIOEVTOV EMAQAic
QVoEIC GALOC BALOIC CLUVAY®OYOLS Kol £YKEILEVOV £Y0VGOG EPMTO: KOl GLUVATTOVGL
0 AAANY yuymv GAAY, domep av €l utd dteoTnkdTa EEQyapevol TPOg GAANAa. Kail
101G OYNUOCL 08 TPOSYPAOVTOL SLVAUES £YOLGL, Kol anToLS oynuatifovteg ol
EMOyOLGIV €17 OTOVG yoENTL SUVALELS &V EVi OvTeg €ic &v. 'Emel £€m ye 10D mavtog
&l 1ic vmoboito TOV TowovTOV, O0UT’ Gv EAEgley oVT’ Gv Kataydyol EmaymYic q
KaTadéopolg: ALY VOV, 8t pry olov dAkayod dyel, &xel dysw eidog dmn TL &V 1)
Low mpog dAro dyetat. [Tépuke 8¢ kol Em®doic T® péet Kol T To1dde Myh Kol Td
oynuott tod Spdvrog: EAkel yap TO TowdTa, Olov TO SAEEVO GYAUOTO Kod
eO¢ypata. [AAM 1 yoym] Ovde yap 1 mpoaipesic ovd’ O Adyog VMO HOLGIKTG
0éhyetat, GAL’ 1 dAoyog yoyn, kol o Bavpdletor 1) yonteio 1 ol KOiTOL

@ULoDGL KNAOVUEVOL, KAV 1) TODTO iTMVTOL TOPd TOV T LOVOIKT XPOUEV®V.

But how do magic spells work? By sympatheia and by the fact that there is a natural
concord of things that are alike and opposition of things that are different, and by
the rich variety of the many powers which constitute one living being. In fact, many
attractions and enchantments happen without anyone else’s tricks. The true magic is
the “love and the strife”??® in the universe. And this is the first magician and
sorcerer, whom men have recognized and whose drugs and spells they are using on
each other. For, because love is natural to men and the things that cause love have a
force of attraction to each other, there has come into existence a power of erotic
art?®® operating through magic, so that they apply by direct contact to different
people different substances capable to draw them together and having in them the
force to provoke love. Thus, they join one soul to another, as if they were
intertwining distant plants. They also use figures that have power, and by assuming

these figures themselves they are silently attracting powers upon themselves, being

229 Empedocles, Fragment B17, 19-20.

230 Together with Ficino, Creuzer, Cilento, and Armstrong, | accept here the variant of the
manuscript E: “oAkn épotikiig o yontelag téyxvng yeyévmron. The majority of the
manuscripts gives aAxf épotikiic 610 yonteiag téyxvng yeyévnran”, accepted by H-S2 but
then, the subject of yeyévnrau is missing. The B manuscript gives here aAxtic, which does not
give any good meaning either. Creuzer has also suggested oixn, and Kirchoff suggested

OAKAG.
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in one [living being] and acting on one [and the same]. For if one were to place
hypothetically such a person outside the universe, he would not attract or bring
down [forces] by incantations or binding spells. But now, because he does not
operate as if he were somewhere else, he can draw these forces, knowing by what
way one thing is drawn to another in the living being. This is a natural force in the
incantations?*! due to the melody, the particular intonation and the posture of the
actor, for these things attract, as pitiable figures and voices attract. But what about
the soul? In fact, neither the will nor the reason is enchanted by music but the
irrational soul, and there is nothing wonderful about this kind of magic. Indeed, like
to be beguiled, even if this is not exactly what they demand from the musicians.
(V.4 [28] 40,1-27: Armstrong’s translation modified)

People do not need any spell apparatus for magic to happen. Sympatheia is found in the
ruling principle of multiplicity in opposites and similar things. Plotinus here draws back to
the Presocratics, and more specifically to Empedocles’ theory (Frg. B17, 19-20),%2 but also
to Hippocratic medicine. In both the Presocratic and the Hippocratic traditions, the relation of
the parts to the whole and between parts is understood in the dynamic process of attraction
and repulsion. However, for Plotinus it is the unity of the living being and the motions of the
parts, which ensure order in multiplicity and harmony. Sympatheia emerges spontaneously,
naturally. Yet, depending on the state under which the soul of the individual is considered
healthy or not (irrational or rational), the enchantment could happen even from arts that do
not aim at magic, such as music. This shows that this harmony coming from the higher levels
of existence expressed in a form of sympatheia is not a deliberate action, but is based on the
attraction of like for like and the repulsion of the opposites as well, causing every part of the

living being, and especially the bigger ones, to perceive and react.

231 Here | am following — with a slight change — Ficino’s translation: insita enim traducendi
vis est in carminibus.

232 plotinus has stated in many other instances that philia is similar to the unity with the One.
“But the division which is in Intellect is not of things confused, though of things existing in
unity, but this is what is called the Philia in the All, not the Philia in this All; for this is an
imitation, since it is a loving of things which are separate; but the true Philia is all things
being one and never separated. But [Empedocles] says that what is within this our sky is
separated. [V1.7.14.18-23; trans. Armstrong]
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But the question remains: does Plotinus explain further how these universal principles of
opposites work in the sensible world? I think that although Plotinus never refers explicitly to
the way of how sympatheia happens, the reference to the opposite powers in the
aforementioned passage [IV.4 [28] 40] should be read in relation to another one, written

earlier in Plotinus’ life, which has perplexed many scholars, namely IV.9 [8] 3,1-9.

Kol unv ék t@v évavitiov enoiv 6 Adyog kol cvoumabeiv aAAAolg Mudg kol
oLVOAYODVTOG €K TOD Opav Kol O1oye0UEVOVS KOl €1G TO PIAETY EAKOUEVOVG KOTA
QVOoWV: pNmote yap 10 @AV dw toto. Ei 8¢ xol én@doai kol OAwg poyeion
oLVAYOLGL Kol cLUTODES TOPPwOeY TOOVGL, TAVIMG Tol o1 Wouyhc was. Kai
AOyog 8¢ Mpépa AexBeig d1€Bnke 10 TOPP®, KOl KATAKOVEW TEMOINKE TO OECTOG
aunyavov dcov tomov: &€ @V &ott THV Evotnto HadEly Amdvtov THC Woxfig Hdg

obong.

And [my own] discourse says that it is coming from the opposites that we are

sharing each other’s affections,?33 and feel their pain upon seeing, or are diffused

234 and are attracted to love according to nature. For isn’t it so that it is

[in joy
because of this [because of the cosmic sympathy] that we love? And often, a
word, which is uttered in a low voice, travels at a distance and makes itself heard
in a wonderful way; from all the aforementioned things we can learn that the unity

of all things is the result of the one soul.

Plotinus continues mentioning that seeing is the means by which this affection is being
revealed and, as Emilsson points out, this aspect reports for the first time in history the

233 | understand this difficult sentence in the following way: cosmic sympatheia is in a way
the work of the opposites. We are sharing both in the positive and the negative affections of
the other, which would not be possible unless we also share the substrate in which the
opposites are manifested. The examples of sharing in pain and in joy equally are proving this.
And Plotinus to add that it is this sympathetic sharing in the opposites that is the foundation
of love. See on this, 111.2 [47] 16. 42-59.

234 See Plato, Symposion, 206f: edgpotvopevoy Stoysiton ... Avmoduevov cuomepdtol., and

Plotinus I11. 6, 3.17: kai tfig Nd0Vviic 6 TO THS dloyOEEMS TODTO. ..
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preconception of empathy we find later in Hume.?® However, his interpretation follows
Armstrong’s translation namely “Indeed, the argument deriving from facts opposed [to the
assumption of complete separation of souls] asserts that we do share each other’s experiences
[...]”. 'would like to suggest another reading, which reveals the cause of the shared affection

and its origins: the power of the opposites and the unification of all souls.?®

I claim that it is this text, and more generally, the treatise 1V.9, which teaches us in the
clearest way about the essence of sympatheia. It is apparent that sympatheia for Plotinus is
founded on metaphysical principles and it cannot be sufficient to say that it is exclusively
judgement that initiates this form of sympatheia.?*” As | have tried to demonstrate earlier on
the example of the occult sciences, it is the unity of the souls which enacts the perceptive
powers of different ontological levels, i.e. the contact from distance between the stars and the
human beings (see above: cvumabeic mOppwbev mo10DGL, TWAVTOC TOL O10 YOG HEG).
Although the stars do not have perceptive organs, they do have the ability to communicate
with human beings and respond to their prayers or spells; nevertheless this does not happen
deliberately. However, apart from the soul’s kinetics, which confirms the unity of the soul,
there is the power of opposites, love and strife, attraction and repulsion, unity and separation,
which one could say that function as perceptive powers for the stars in the absence of

perceptive organs.

On the other hand, human beings, by virtue of their bodily organs and perceptive faculties,
are capable of receiving and interpreting sensory responses, yet their true apprehension of
reality is not confined to these faculties alone. This principle applies universally within
sympatheia, especially within all the parts of the cosmic soul. For instance, even if one’s
physical vision were impaired—as was the case with Plotinus—one could still perceive and
internalize the joy or suffering of another, such as his student Porphyry, even from a distance.

This interpretation challenges Emilsson’s assertion that Plotinus maintains two distinct

235 E. K. Emilsson, “Plotinus on sympatheia”, in E. Schliesser (ed.), Sympathy: A History,
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015, 42-3.

2% See also G. Stamatellos, Plotinus and the Presocratics: A Philosophical Study of
Presocratic Influences in Plotinus' Enneads, New York: State University of New York Press,
2012, 51-53.

237 Emilsson, “Plotinus on sympatheia”, 43.
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conceptions of sympatheia; instead, it affirms that his understanding of interconnectedness
transcends mere sensory perception, rooting it in a deeper ontological unity. Thus, cognition
does not precede, but rather follows from this sympathetic attunement, which can be
understood as a form of empathy grounded in the soul’s intrinsic activity in the cosmos. It is
for this reason, | think, that both in this passage and in Ennead IV.5, Plotinus asserts that the

very cause of vision is sympatheia itself.?3®
Perception and the soul’s activity

If the above assumption is correct, then, how would sympatheia be explained under the light
of the theory of opposites? | think that this early treatise (V.9 [9]) anticipates what Plotinus
explains in IV.4 [28] 10, 6-26, where he discusses the life of the cosmic soul and its ruling
principle. The universe is many and has parts and oppositions between the parts, which are not
disorderly, because their governing rule stems from the primary principles.?®® Cosmic
sympatheia is in a way the work of the opposites; it is the effect of the unified opposites’
power. We are sharing both in the positive and the negative affections of the other, which
would not be possible, unless we also share the substrate in which the opposites are
manifested. The examples of sharing in pain and joy equally prove this. Yet, Plotinus adds to

that, that it is this sympathetic sharing in the opposites which is the foundation of love.

‘H 08¢ Swaipeoig &ykettal ov GLYKEYLUEVDYV, Kaitol €i¢ &v Ovimv, GAL’ €otv 1)
Aeyopévn €v 1® movti @lio ToDTO, OVY M £V TMOE TG TavTi: pipeital yap bt €k
SieomnrdTov oboa @iln: 1 88 4AnOvc mhvta £v elvon kai ufmote Stakpdfvor.

dwokpivesHal 0 PNt O €V TMOE T OVPOVE.

The division which is in it [the intellect]is that of things that are not confused,
although they are united, but this is what is called [by Empedocles] the love in
the universe, not in this universe. This one is an imitation of that one,

collecting its love from separate entities. However, the true love consists in all

238 | will explain more about this, when I will discuss sight and sympatheia.

239 Here Plotinus echoes Galen’s view on the usefulness of the parts in De Usu Part. My
interpretation becomes stronger, since the next chapter starts with the analogy of medicine and
the ruling of the living being with the governing principle of the cosmos. | will elaborate more

on this direction a little bit further down.
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things being one and never becoming separate. He says that what is in this sky
[that is, in this corporeal world] is becoming separated. [V1.7 [38] 14, 18-23]

Love and the reference to the “account of opposites” hint at various theories of principles of
metaphysics and cosmology. The influence of the Presocratics on Plotinus’ philosophy is
well known; because the world is interconnected through sympathetic connections, a
magician can manipulate one part of reality to affect another, drawing upon the organic unity
of the cosmos. To illustrate this, Plotinus uses the analogy of a tense string (IV.4 [28] 41,
3)—when plucked at one end, it vibrates at the other, just as one string can resonate with
another, tuning it to the same harmonic scale. Similarly, cosmic sympathy operates within the
universal harmony, where even opposite parts are bound together. This idea parallels
Heraclitus’ fragment 51, which describes the harmony of opposites through the metaphor of

the bow and the lyre. 240

Going back to the previous text: when a person sees another one feeling pain, the affection is
shared through the eyes, not because of the eyes, but due to the different grades of the
unification of the opposites: a) the living beings’ common origin, i.e. the intelligible
substance of their souls opposed and akin to the ensouled matter of their bodies; b) the joint
intelligible qualities in the whole soul attracting ensouled bodies; c) the immanent qualities,
or enmattered logoi, by the intertwinement of the matter with intelligible logoi; and d) last,
but not least, the perceptive ability of the ensouled bodies to grasp this whole process of
different grades of affinities.

Moreover, for Plato, the opposites are employed in the Phaedo in a series of arguments to
show the immortality of the soul. Important questions are raised, such as: In which respect do
the forms have their opposites? Are there negative forms i.e. is there a form of evil? What
does it mean for the relation between particulars and the forms to have a quality which
presupposes always its opposite, i.e. Aristotle is fat - meaning that he participates also both in
fatness and in slimness? In the Republic the answer will be defined in this way: “It is obvious

that the same thing will never do or suffer opposites in the same respect in relation to the

240 For the influence of Empedocles in this passage see Stamatellos, Plotinus and the

Presocratics: A Philosophical Study of Presocratic Influences in Plotinus' Enneads, 49-53.
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same thing and at the same time.””?*!

Aristotle would take the thread and resolve the problem: first of all, within his theory of
hylomorphism, the forms are not considered outside the body; second, the opposites become
accidents of one substance in Metaphysics and different predicates in the Categories; and
third, particulars that are numerically one can change opposite qualities at different points of

time.242

Méhota 8¢ 1S1ov tfig odoiog Soxel etvon 1O ToHTOV Kod £V dpdud Ov 6V Evavtiov
givon SeKTIKOV- olov &mi pev TV GAAmV 00devOg dv Exol TG mpoeveyKelv [6co pun
gotv ovoia], O v apOu® dv TdV Evavtinv SekTIkOV £6TIV: 0lov TO XP@LA, & £6TV
&V Kol ToOOTOV ApOU®, ovk £otot AEVKOV Kol pEAaY, o0dE 1) avTh TPagig Kol pio Td
apOud®d ovk &otan eavAn kol omovdaic, OCAVTOG O0¢ Kol €ml TV dAAwV, doa un
€oTv ovoia. 1) 6¢ ye ovoia £v kol TavTOV APOUd OV OEKTIKOV TV EvavTinV E0Tiv:
olov 6 Tig avOpmmoc, £i¢ Kai 6 oMTOC BV, OTE Pev Aevkdg 0T 88 péhag yiyvetan, Kai

Beppog Kai yuypog, Kol padAog Kol 6Tovdaiod.

It seems most distinctive of substance that what is numerically one and the same is
able to receive contraries. In no other case could one bring forward anything,
numerically one, which is able to receive contraries. For example, a colour which is
numerically one and the same will not be black and white, nor will numerically one
and the same action be bad and good ; and similarly with everything else that is not
substance. A substance, however, numerically one and the same, is able to receive
contraries. For example, an individual man-one and the same-becomes pale at one

time and dark at another, and hot and cold, and bad and good.?*®

Aristotle’s immanent form is considered to receive opposite qualities maintaining a kind of

unity between them, while keeping their differences. Aristotle was against Plato’s theory of

241 plato, Republic, 436b.

242 The first formulation of the law of contradiction: cf. Phaedo 102e; Theaetetus 188a.
Aristotle followed Plato; see Physics, 188a 18-27: he refers to the doxographical tradition of
philosophers who used the theory of opposites in the creation of the physical world.

243 Categories V, 4a 10-21: translation J. L Ackrill, Aristotle, Categories and De
Interpretatione (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), p. 11.
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forms and tried to solve the main difficulties of the Platonic theory by incorporating the
forms in the body. Plotinus will not accept this solution, but will introduce the immanent

form as the image of the real, intelligible form.

For Plotinus, substance is only the intelligible form, while the immanent form is a replica of
the real form, and that is why it is perceived as quality.?** Thus, the embodied Socrates is not
a species, as Aristotle would claim, but a quality of the species, namely of the partial soul. It
is obvious that Plotinus intends to employ Aristotelian and Platonic means to refute both
Aristotle and the Stoics, because he is against any kind of reduction of substance to
materialism. His aim is to save the Platonic theory of forms and bridge the ontological value
of the forms in the Timaeus with the theory of qualities in the Theaetetus and the theory of

forms presented in the Phaedo and the Republic.

Thus, in order to show the relation of forms to particulars, substance for him should not have
any immediate contact with matter, but will be mediated through different levels of logoi,
which are considered as the intelligible qualities of a being. These logoi reside within the
entire soul, existing in potentiality, until they are activated by the partial souls, the cosmic
soul and the individual souls. This becomes clear in Ennead V.7; when the body of the
cosmos is attracted by the image of the intellect, it starts interweaving the logoi with matter,

and as a result we end up with two kinds of qualities — the intelligibles and the immanent.

Now, in terms of the phenomenon of sympatheia, the Stoics had claimed that, because living
beings have the same material substance (the pneuma penetrating the entire universe), they
have affinity.?*> For Plotinus, a living being in the sublunary realm becomes a quality of the
real person (form of Socrates), in the sense that it can accommodate affections, such as pain
and joy, in different times. His real form, though, cannot be affected and that is why the
affinity of the living beings rests on the common intelligible substance, and not on the

244 G. Karamanolis, “Plotinus on quality and immanent form”, in R. Chiaradonna and F.
Trabattoni (eds.), Physics and Philosophy of Nature in Greek Neoplatonism, Leiden and
Boston: Brill, 2009, 79.

245 A. A. Long, “Stoicism in the philosophical tradition: Spinoza, Lipsius, Butler”, in B.
Inwood (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to the Stoics, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 365-392.
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material body.
Plotinus’ theory of perception and the embodied souls

If sympatheia comes from the unity of souls, and is manifested in embodied souls, then we
must explore how this relation unfolds.. How do they perceive? So far, we have taken a priori
that the soul’s activity is somehow involved in perceiving the common affections. However,
Plotinus has a very articulated theory where he explicitly refutes Aristotle’s theory of
perception. Aristotle’s theory of energeia in perception rests on the idea that if the subject of
the act must have a potency to act, then the object must have a corresponding potency to be
acted upon (Phys. 202a 13 ff.). He describes perception as a special kind of affection (pathos)
that occurs when the sense organ receives an imprint of an external object (De Anima 416b
32-417b 16). The senses respond to external stimuli, and understanding is achieved by

updating the innate state of potentiality.

In opposition, Plotinus completely rejects this framework, arguing that perception does not
involve the soul being affected or altered in any way. In Enn. I1.5 [25] (On What Is
Potentially and What Is Actually), Plotinus denies the existence of passive potency, arguing
that true potency belongs only to active powers—those capable of producing rather than
receiving change. This rejection fundamentally alters the meaning of energeia in his system:
whereas Aristotle sees energeia as the actualization of a potential state, Plotinus understands
it as a self-originated activity that does not depend on external causes. In Enn. 111.6 [26] 2, 34
sqq, he gives the example of the most prominent sense, of sight, claiming that sight does not
acquire new information, but activates what is already “there”—hence why perception is an
energeia rather than a pathos. As we will see in the next chapter, this idea originates in
Plotinus’ account of intellectual vision: Just as the intellect perceives the Forms by being
directly united with them, so too does the soul perceive through an act of recognition rather
than passive reception (Enn. V.3 [49] 8). Plotinus is again faithful to Plato’s teachings
(Phaedo and the soul’s recollection activity). In this way, perception mirrors the higher
activity of the Intellect, enhancing the idea that the soul remains unaffectable while engaged

in sensory or intellectual activity.

The intellectual activity could explain rationally the “magic” of the constellations in

astrology:
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But since the heavenly bodies move according to reason and their relationships
within the [universal] living being vary, and then here below these events occur in
our own sphere in sympathy with those above, it is reasonable to enquire whether
we should assert that these earthly occurrences follow on those above by
correspondence, or whether the constellations have the powers which bring about
what is done, and whether it is simply the constellations, or the constellations made
by particular heavenly bodies. For the same arrangement of the same body in
relation to another body and then again to others does not produce the same
signification or action: since even by itself each appears to have a different nature.
Or is it right to say that the constellation of these particular heavenly bodies is of a
particular kind and this specific disposition, but the constellation of other heavenly
bodies which is the same in arrangement is another? But if this is so, we shall give
the power no more to the constellations but to the actual stars which are arranged in

constellations. [IV.4 [28] 34, 9-21, Armstrong’s translation slightly modified]

Plotinus turns against the view that constellations are able to deliberately predict the future, or
that through observing them astrologers have the ability to foretell the forthcoming events. It is
true that planets are the gods who do not have the same perceptive means as human beings.
However, because the cause (the universe) is ontologically primary to the effect (the
particular), the universe and the stars are able to perceive the higher forms, while
contemplating the intellect. During this spontaneous process, they diffuse the intelligible
qualities in other reasons and attract the bodies creating the enmattered forms. This attraction
causes the passive affection of the latter and active reaction of the first. The grasped affection

is described in different cognitive steps: First of all, the cosmic soul coordinates everything,
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namely it knows everything beforehand; that is why divination is feasible. Second, through
the intelligible forming principles people are able to anticipate the future through images
which become judgements. Third, this kind of “magic” could be recognized as a natural
process, evident everywhere in nature, i.e. the growth of the plants and animals and personal

traits and environment of people.

But how does this affinity, starting from the realm of intellect, end up in the sensible realm?
And what is the role of the soul’s kinetics in this respect? Filip Karfik has suggested an
upside-down exegesis of the body-soul relation, and | think this view sheds light on what 1
am trying to explain.?*® Karfik suggests that Plotinus in his treatises V1.4 [22] and V1.5 [23]
adopts a rather different view from the one he has in IV.4 [28].8. The partial souls do not
descend, but rather the material bodies extend towards the intelligible world, imitate the
motion of the intelligible and when they cannot imitate anymore in their motion, they start
moving around themselves and create replicas of forms -qualities according to Plotinus-

everywhere in the body of the cosmos.

This is exactly how immanent forms come about and create the ensouled body and its
extension. Moreover, we must keep in mind that the whole soul does not send “down” to the
universe any reasons (logoi). The logoi are being formed because of the kinetics of the soul
that attract matter to the intelligible form. After intertwining proportionally with the bodies,
the logoi become ensouled bodies. Karfik claims that this proportion of the logoi is explained
in additions of enmattered qualities: the more additions we have, the less intelligible the body
is, i.e. human beings have additional sense organs and planets do not, for both of them to be
able to perceive the other ensouled bodies. Thus, seeing through the bodily organs is the
outcome of the last perceptive addition to the ensouled body to be able to see the embodied
replica of the intelligible logoi.

Influence from medicine: opposite powers and sympatheia

Let us now see how experience and reason are used in medical texts to understand the

complex relationship of the parts to the whole and how this approach influenced Plotinus in

246 F, Karfik, “The body-soul relation upside down (Plotinus, enn. 1V.8 and VI1.4-5)%, in W.
Mesch, M. Stédtler and C. Thein (eds.), Einheit und Vielheit metaphysischen Denkens:
Festschrift flr Thomas Leinkauf, Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 2022, 47-54.
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his views on sympatheia. Plotinus goes back to the Timaeus and the connection of the living
being to its parts to explain the involvement of planets in occult phenomena. This connection

is based on the description of the world as a living organism:
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All this one has shared affections (sympatheia) also as one living being, and what is
distant is near, just as, in one individual, the nail, or the horn, or the finger, or
something else that is not contiguous: the intermediate part is left out and is not
affected, but that which is not near is affected. For the like parts are not situated
next to each other, but are separated by others between, but are affected together

because of their likeness, and it is necessary that the effect of what is done by a part
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not situated beside it reaches the distant part; and since it is a living being and
belongs together, nothing is so distant in space that it is not close enough so that the
nature of the one living being may have common affection. Therefore, that part
which has a likeness to that which is acting has an affection which is not alien to it,
but if that which is acting is unlike, that which is affected has an experience which
is alien and unpleasant. But one should not be surprised that the action of one part
of the one living being on another may be harmful. In fact, in ourselves too in our
activities one part can harm another, since the bile and the emotion, so it seems,
oppress and sting another part. And there is certainly something in the universe,
which corresponds to the emotion and the bile, and other things which correspond
to others; and in the plants one part gets in the way of another, so as even to make it
wither. This is visibly not only one living being, but many; so that in so far as it is
one, each part is preserved by the whole, but in so far as it is many, as the many
encounter each other they often injure each other because they are different; and one
injures another to supply its own need, and even makes another its own food
precisely because it is both akin to it and different; and each one, naturally striving
to do the best for itself, takes to itself that part of the other which is akin to it, and
makes away with all that is alien to itself because of its self-love. Each as it does its
own work benefits that which can profit in any way from its workings but makes
away with or injures that which cannot endure the impact of its activity, like the
things which are withered when fire comes near them, or the smaller animals which
are swept aside or even trampled underfoot by the rush of larger ones. (1V.4 [28].

32, 13-44: Armstrong’s translation somewhat revised)

Having excluded in the preceding section that the four elements or the deliberate rational
action of the stars might be the cause of the fact that astrological speculation may foretell the
future, Plotinus explains this phenomenon by the organic unity of the cosmos, animated by
one single soul, in which every part of the visible world’s body participate, some having part
only in this soul, and some also having part in another, rational soul.?*’ The gist of this
argument is that the rational faculty of human beings enters at the conception of the embryo a
body animated by the cosmic soul, which provides the vegetative and emotive faculties

animating the body and, thus, directly belong to the soul of the universe and not to the soul of

247 See P. Kalligas, TAQTINOY. ENNEAAEX, 111.
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the individual. Particular living beings are part of the cosmos (cosmic soul and cosmic body)
and not in all respects similar, but this does not hinder them from being connected. On the
contrary, the fact that the rational faculty, which is the particular soul, remains in the
intelligible realm, while the other is “attached” to the enmattered part, ensures the connection
with the wholeness of the entire living being. Thus, being a part in a whole as a whole and
acquiring sameness and otherness within it explains sympatheia, in so far as there is
correspondence of the part affected with the part which affects.?*® The correspondence of the
two parts is initially defined by the intelligible qualities (logoi) of each living creature. The
presence of opposites in all aspects and the perceptive power of the logoi manifest the unity

of the soul in the material realm.

It seems that here Plotinus defines the main characteristics of sympatheia: a) sameness and
otherness in between the parts, although the like parts are not neighbors b) correspondence
and appropriateness of the part affected with the part which affects, together with the power
of perception which aims to serve the best as possible for the whole (providence).?*® The
value of the passage unfolds the idea of attraction of the same qualities (likeness) and
repulsion of the opposites (unlikeness), reminding us of the process of the balance of

organisms in medical texts.?%

248 Timaeus, 30d3-31al.

249 Kalligas gives three characteristics based on which sympatheia emerges: a) the distance of
the two phenomena, which show that sympatheia does not happen because of the
transmission of qualities, b) any body in between would not be affected, because it does not
enable the transmission of the affection-so sympatheia is not a mechanical process and c) the
main factor for this sympathetic relation is the sameness between the two extremes. See also
IV.3 [27] 11, 6-8. These factors are repeated in the theory of seeing as we will see later in
IV.5.

250 The language here is medical, and the analogies from medicine show Galen’s influence on
Plotinus. P. Kalligas, ITAQTINOY. ENNEAAEZX, 112, mentions that the reference to bile is
part of Galen’s De usu part. V.4, p. 259, 17-26: “€neodon, t0 YOAETOTOTO TOV KOTO TNV
YOOTEPO TOIMUATOV. 0DYOLV GUIYPOV OVOE TO TVYXOV 1| EVOIG €i¢ VYiEWV TOlG EMOIC €K THC
gmikoipov KatapHoemg Tod Y0Anddxov TOPOL TPOVVONGTO. Ti OF) oDV oy &l TV Koiav

EVEQLOEV OTOD «TVOL, LOTPaY, OVK OAlyd Koi oOTHV OTOTIKTOUoHV TO TOLWDTO TEPITTMOUATO,
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More specifically, even the parts that seem to be dysfunctional, such as the bile, serve the
advantage of the whole creature: its balance. Plotinus seems to quote part of Galen’s work,
where Nature is praised for its wisdom of using these parts that seem to be harmful or not

perfect for the best of the whole organism.

On the contrary she judges the proper mean in every case with perfect accuracy
and always produces the good far in excess of the evil [..] Different materials
admit of different arrangements; for certainly we are not made of the same
substance as the stars. We should not, then, claim their invulnerability or
censure Nature if among thousands of good and useful things we find some little
fault. [Only] if we show first that this little fault could be avoided without
disturbing and confusing much that has been well arranged, are we then in a
position to blame Nature and accuse her of negligence. If the yellow bile caused
no great pain in flowing into the stomach, Nature would be wrong to neglect the
advantage which this juice would provide for the body by cleaning out daily the
viscous residue. But if this advantage was so small that we could adequately
compensate for its loss by external aid, while the ills resulting from our use of it
were so great that the work of the stomach would be completely destroyed, | do
not see how there could be anyone more ungrateful for Nature’s provident care
of himself or more envious of her just praises than the person who, when faced

with the necessity of singing them, accuses her instead.?®!

In this passage from the De usu partium, Galen praises Nature’s wisdom and aims, which are
designed for the good. There is proper balance in every case with perfect precision, ensuring
that benefits far outweigh any faults. Different materials allow for different levels of
perfection—for instance, humans are not made of the same substance as the stars, so we
should not expect their invulnerability, or blame Nature for minor imperfections. Criticism of
Nature is only justified if it can be proven that a flaw could be avoided without disrupting the
larger harmonious order. For example, yellow bile, despite causing discomfort, serves a
crucial cleansing function for the body. If its negative effects were far greater than its

benefits, then one might reasonably question Nature’s design. However, those who ignore the

TN Kod poAAov anThc oipod og Javpdosy Ty mpoévolay”.

251 Galen, De usu partium, V 259-261.
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broader purpose of such arrangements and focus only on minor inconveniences fail to

appreciate Nature’s wisdom and providence.

Behind this praise and defense of Nature, Galen appeals to the authority of Hippocrates and
his aphorism on cosmic sympatheia. “Taken as a whole, all the parts in sympathy, but taken
severally, the parts in each part cooperate for its effect.”?>? Galen interprets the second part of
the aphorism as an explanation of the sympathy between the parts: the various parts cooperate
with each other to achieve the effect for which they exist and for maintaining the harmonious
order. Thus, anyone who out of ignorance accuses Nature cannot understand the laws that
order the cosmic realm. And in another passage sympatheia is the cause of the parts

coordination.

All the parts of the body are in sympathy with one another, that is to say, all
cooperate in producing one effect. The large parts, main divisions of the whole
animal, such as the hands, feet, eyes, and tongue, were formed for the sake of the
actions of the animal as a whole and all cooperate in performing them. But the
smaller parts, the components of the parts | have mentioned, have reference to the
work of the whole instrument. The eye, for example, is the instrument of sight,
composed of many parts which all cooperate in one work, vision; it has some parts
by means of which we see, others without which sight would be impossible,

others for the sake of better vision, and still others to protect all these.??

This passage from Galen’ s De usu partium echoes the main elements of Plotinus 1V.4 [28],
32 regarding the telos of the parts in the whole and the role of the opposites in relation to
shared affection and similarity. Galen turns against Aristotle and Plato, because they did not
examine thoroughly the cosmic wisdom. In this part of Galen’s work, we can find why
Plotinus uses the example of nails and fingers in a treatise talking about sympatheia, and why
the opposition between far and near does not play any role in the shared affection. It is the
aim of the whole which defines the parts, not their position. As Galen correctly pointed out, it

is the action which derives from the substance and sometimes the attributes (in the case of the

252 Galen, De usu partium, 1.17; translation by M. Talladge May, Galen on the Usefulness of
the Parts of the Body, 79.
253 Galen, De usu partium, 1.8, 1.13.7-20 H, 2.18-19 K.
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eyes, the colors) which define the usefulness of the parts. The large instruments like the
hands and feet exist in order to enable particular acts (like the act of grasping for the hands),
while the various parts of each instrument cooperate to enable the performance of these acts.
Galen shows that the fingernails cannot be understood on their own, as Plato and Aristotle do,
when they compare them with the claws of the animals, but should be understood in
connection with the flesh, as flesh and fingernails through their opposition — the one is
smooth and the other hard — in combination enable humans to grasp different kinds of things.
On its own, neither the flesh, which is smooth, nor the fingernails, which are hard, would be
able to perform the act of grasping, but their cooperation ensures the ability of human beings
to grasp. The same method is also applied to the fingers and the thumb. The construction of
the parts is due to the opposition between the fingers and the thumb, which is set farthest
from the others. For, surely, to this construction is due also the opposition of the thumb to the
other fingers, since if the hand were merely divided into fingers and the thumb were not set

farthest from the others, it would not be opposable to them.

From all the aforementioned cases and passages, we can conclude that Plotinus has employed
in an exceptional manner the wisdom of different schools to argue for the universal power of
sympatheia.?>* The universe is a living creature, where all its parts are wholes and serve with
their own activity the purpose of the whole creature. Sympatheia makes apparent the
usefulness of the parts in the whole and the usefulness of the parts in the whole is defined by
two criteria: the substance and the activity of the parts as a whole both in the universe and the
organism. In the next chapter I will examine how these criteria can be used to understand the

connection between sight and sympatheia.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have examined how Plotinus’ theory of sympatheia, deeply rooted in
Platonic and Aristotelian traditions, offers a profound explanation for the interconnectedness

of the cosmos, the soul’s kinetic activity, and the phenomena of magic and divination. By

25 1t is worthy to say at this point that for Aristotle sympatheia is only met in his biological
works and then other synonyms like philia and homonoia have been found elsewhere in the
Rhetoric and Nicomachean Ethics. And this is because for Aristotle the power of opposites is
expressed in the bodily substrate, whether the body is seen as an organism, or as the political

body, namely the city.
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refuting Gnostic cosmology, which misconstrues the structure of the universe as an
oppressive mechanism under the rule of a malevolent Demiurge, Plotinus reaffirms the
goodness, order, and intelligibility of the cosmos. His defense of the cosmic soul as an
integral part of a higher metaphysical unity reveals a system in which harmony, proportion,
and causality are not accidental but the natural expressions of the One’s emanation into all

levels of existence.

A key argument that emerged was the role of the soul’s kinetic activity in shaping cosmic
order. The movement of the heavenly bodies is not an arbitrary process, but a divinely
ordered dance, reflecting the higher harmony of the intellect and the One. The dance
metaphor, which Plotinus borrows from Plato’s Timaeus and Phaedrus, illustrates how the
cosmos is animated by an intelligent principle, ensuring that each celestial body moves
effortlessly, harmoniously, and without deviation. This eternal motion, self-contained and
self-sustained, exemplifies a perfect, non-deliberative order, where all parts of the cosmos are
attuned to the unity of the whole. Furthermore, Plotinus extends the idea of sympatheia
beyond cosmic harmony to the moral and intellectual ascent of the soul. Just as the planets
align with the movement of the cosmic soul, individual souls must align themselves with the
intellect to achieve union with the One. This connection between ethics and metaphysics
reveals a fundamental universality in Plotinus’ system: the order of the universe is mirrored
in the virtuous life of the soul, and only through participation in this divine order can a soul

achieve its highest potential.

Moreover, the medical analogy employed by Plotinus reinforces the organic nature of cosmic
unity. Just as in Hippocratic and Galenic medicine, where the balance of opposite forces
within the body ensures health, the interplay of opposites in the cosmos guarantees its
stability and harmony. Magic and divination, in this light, are misinterpretations of this
natural order—they arise when individuals fail to grasp that the real cause of cosmic

influence lies in the soul’s unity with higher principles, rather than in external manipulations.

Lastly, Plotinus’ discussion on perception and the soul’s activity provides a crucial
framework for understanding the relationship between the physical and intelligible realms.
Unlike Aristotle, who viewed perception as a passive reception of external forms, Plotinus
insists that perception is an active energeia, a self-originated act of recognition rather than
passive reception. This insight leads to a radical rethinking of sympatheia: it is not merely a

mechanical transmission of forces but an ontological principle that binds the soul, the
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cosmos, and the divine into an inseparable unity. Thus, sympatheia is far more than an
explanatory model for astrological influences—it is the very mechanism by which the cosmos
operates, uniting all beings in a web of intelligible relations. The universe, structured by the
One, remains an organic whole, where each part participates in the life of the whole. It is only
by understanding and aligning with this cosmic order that souls can fully realize their divine
potential. In the next chapter, I will further explore the implications of sympatheia by
examining the perceptive nature of the stars in relation to the theory of opposites, deepening

our understanding of how perception and cognition unfold within the cosmic framework.
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Chapter 4: Plotinus and Galen: sight and sympatheia

Introduction

Plotinus, having clarified that divination is not because of the stars’ deliberation and decision,
but due to sympatheia, which is based on the stars’ perceptive nature and the unity of all the
souls, continues along the same line by discussing sympatheia and the perceptive nature of
human beings, focusing especially on sight. Speaking of this process schematically, it seems
that, since Plotinus explained how the higher and finer bodies are perceptive of all things, he
wishes to reinforce his argument about sympatheia by revealing the relation of sight and unity

at the microcosmic level.

Two questions that are conceptually mapping my chapter are how Plotinus connects his
theory of sympatheia with his theory of sight and what elements he draws from other theories
of sight. So far, Plotinus’ debate with other philosophers has been examined by other
scholars, but there does not yet exist any thorough study that focuses on the influence and
reason for which Plotinus intertwines sympatheia with immediate seeing. This is the task of
this chapter, with its main focus on Galen, Plotinus, and Plato. At the end of the chapter, |
show how Plotinus’ theory of seeing, sympatheia, and the soul is analogical to and founded in
the theory of seeing, unity, and Intellect and propose that, again, this theory is derived from

Plotinus’ interpretation of the Timaeus and Theaetetus.
Plotinus: sympatheia is the cause of sight

In treatise, IV.5 [29], Plotinus’ major concern is to discuss the cause behind seeing and
hearing, the two senses of grasping something from distance. Both senses require some kind
of contact between the two extremes of perception, the subject and the object. How does this
transmission happen? Do we need a medium? And if we need it, then, what kind of medium

is this? If not, how can we explain the transmission of the sense stimuli to the receptor?

The treatise is composed in a dialogic manner. It is unclear whether Plotinus is asking
the question and makes the counterarguments himself, or he is challenged by an
interlocutor. Be this as it may, the composition seems to reflect a classroom setting.

There is a precious testimony of Porphyry about precisely the creation of a part of the
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“On questions about the soul,” the last part of which is the present treatise. In the Life of

Plotinus he writes:

Tpudv yobv fuepdv énod IMopeupiov Epmmoavtog, TG 1 Yoy cOVESTL T( GMOUATL,
TAPETEVEY ATOJEIKVIG, BoTe Kol Oavpociov Tvog todvopo €mnelicelddvTog Tovg
kaBO6Aov Adyovg mpdrttoviog kol €l PPiio dkodoor avtod Aéyovtog OElev,
[Toppupiov 8¢ dmokpvopévov Kai EpOTdVTOG Un avacyéohat, 6 08 Epn: «aAAL v un
[Toppupiov épwtdvioc AMbomuev T0¢ amopiog, eimelv Tt kabdmos €ig 10 Pipriov ov

dvvnoopueday.

For three days, I, Porphyry, was interrogating him about the question how the soul is
united to the body, and he was so patiently demonstrating this that, to a man called
Thaumasius who was writing general treatises and said that he wanted Plotinus to
note down his lectures in books but that he could not accept that Porphyry would
respond or ask questions, he replied: “Yet, if Porphyry does not ask questions so that
we may solve the problems, there would be nothing that I could say to be noted down
in that book.” (Vita Plotini 13, 10-17).

Plotinus’ treatises are generally organized around such a question-and-answer pattern, but
this is especially relevant for the entire grand treatise “On the questions about the soul” (IV.3-
5). Thus, the dialogic form allows for separating the roles of the teacher (Plotinus himself)
and of his interlocutor (perhaps Porphyry here as well). In this sigla, II/P indicates

[Miwtivoc/“Plotinus,” and X/I, Zvvopilnmg/“Interlocutor.”

The view that seeing something from a distance needs a medium was shared by Aristotle,?®

the Peripatetics, the Stoics, but also Galen.?® For Aristotle and his followers seeing cannot

255 Aristotle, De anima 1l 7, 419a17-20.

2% p. Kalligas, TIAQTINOY. ENNEAAEZX, 132: according to Alexander of Aphrodisias’
analysis in De an. mant. 141.31-142.4, trans. R. W. Sharples: «obtwg 6¢ kai 10 Opdv
TacyovVoNS THe Owemg yiveshat, AAL’ oVYl EKTEUTOVONG TL KOA TOLOVGTG, €1 T Kol TO Tdoysv
TOLEWV TG AEYOL. TAGKEL O OVK ATOPPEOVTA TIVOL ATTO TAV OPATAV dEYOUEVT, GALL TOD UeTOED
¢ 1€ dYemg Koi 10D dpopivoy Srapavodc GALOI0VIEVOL TOG VIO ToD OpaTod Kol TO 100C
70 4md tod Opoatod Th dyel SrayyéAhoviog. mav yop 1O Srapavég, dtav N kat Evépyelav

4

1010070V, TOVTEGTLY, dTAV )| TEQOTIGUEVOY (TO Yap @d¢ oty &vépysla ToD dopovodc, N
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emerge if there is not the medium of air in between to transfer the light, or the so-called
transparent substance. For the Stoics, the pneuma would stretch the air, form a cone, and as a
continuous body would affect the object of seeing.?®’ For Galen, the luminous pneuma being
alike with the object transmits the colour to the sense organ.?®

Plotinus would never agree with them that seeing needs a medium, especially if this theory
materializes light, which for him is pure activity (energeia). Thus, he develops several

arguments against the view of seeing by means of a medium.*°
o The medium can only impede, and not enable seeing.

o Even if the medium is transparent and does not impede seeing, this does not mean that

SPAVEG), TO ON KOT' EVEPYELOV JLOPOVEG TPETETOL TG Kol TAGYEL TPOG TV YPOUATOV TOV
avToV TpdmoV, dvrep Kol TO Katd SVvouy Sopaveg Tf) 10D eoTiley TeLKOTOG TAPOLGIY
tpendpevov eotileta: “seeing comes about when the sight is affected . . . and it is
affected . . . when the transparent between the sight and the thing that is seen is altered in a
certain way by the object of sight and reports to the sight the form of the object of sight. For
everything that is transparent, whenever it is so in actuality, that is when it is illuminated . . .
is in a way modified and affected by colors in the same way in which the potentially
transparent is modified, when it is illuminated, by the presence of that which is of such a
nature as to illuminate”.

257 For Galen’s views on sense perception, see H. Cherniss, “Galen and Posidonius’ theory of
vision,” American Journal of Philology, 54, 154-161. See also Phillip de Lacy’s commentary
in Galen, On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato, 2nd ed., Berlin: Akademie, 1984; K.
Ierodiakonou, “On Galen's theory of vision”, Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies.
Supplement114: Philosophical Themes in Galen, 2014, 238; cf. E. Emilsson “Plotinus on
sympatheia”, in E. Schliesser (ed.), Sympathy: A History, Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2015, 57-58.

2%8 Jerodiakonou, “On Galen's theory of vision”, 241 and 242.

259 See also below the IV.5 [29] translation by Anastasia Theologou and Istvan Perczel with
commentary. Cf. P. Kalligas, [IAQTINOY. ENNEAAEZX, 131-148; G. M. Gurtler, Plotinus
Ennead 1V.4.30-45 & IV.5: Problems Concerning the Soul, Las Vegas, Zurich and Athens:
Parmenides Publishing, 2015, 230-290.
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it enables sight.

. If the object of seeing provokes affection in the eye through a medium, then the first
thing affected would be the material medium in between the eye and the sense object. Thus,
the medium would be a hindrance for seeing. Only sympatheia could explain the transmission

of the affection through the similarity of the subject and the object.?®°
| will cite here the relevant passages which refer to sympatheia and sight:

[T1.] Enei 82 vnepedépedo orxéyocdat, i undevog dvtog petald Eotiv Opdv olov
aépog 1| GAAOL TIVOG TOD Agyopévou dlopavods GmUATOG, VOV okentéov. ‘OtL pev
oDV 310 oOUATOC TIVOC SET 1O Opdlv Kai dAmc TO aicOdvecOar yivesOar, sipnton:
dvev p&v yap copatog mhvin &v Td vontd v yuynv eival, 1o 88 aicOévesOon
6vtog AvTIANYE®MS 00 vONT®V, GAAL aicONTdV povov, del TG TNV YoV GLVAET
YEVOUEVNV TOTG icONTOTC 610 TAV TPOGOUOIMY KOW@VIOY TV TPOG OOTA YVAOCEMG
1| Tafpatog mwoteichat. Ao kol 51 dpyavmv COUATIKAV 1) YVOOLG: S1d Yop TOOTOV
010V GLUELAY 1| cvvexdV dvimv olov &g &v g TpdC ot Té aicOntd iévan,

opomafeiog Tvog oVT® TPOG QT YIVOUEVG.

P. Since we have promised to investigate the question whether it is possible to see
without any medium, such as air, or any other so-called transparent body, now we
should proceed to this investigation. We have said that vision and, in general,
sense-perception, should come about by means of a kind of body. In fact, without
a body the soul is by all means in the intelligible [realm], while — as sense-
perception is the perception not of the intelligible but of the sensible only — the
soul should somehow become connected to the sensible objects and thus, create
for itself a sort of communion of knowledge or affection to them. It is for this
reason that the knowledge [of the sensible objects] occurs by means of corporeal
organs. In fact, through these, as they are, so to say, connatural, or congruous
[with the sensible objects], the soul, so to say, is united to those sensible objects,
as in this way there occurs a sort of common affection [between the soul and the
sensible objects]. (IV.5[29] 1,1-13)

260 118 [30] 26.
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As | mentioned earlier, the treatise starts with the question at hand, namely whether seeing is
possible without a medium. There were other philosophical schools, such as the Stoics and
Peripatetics, who claimed that seeing is enabled by another medium: a transparent body such
as light or air. Sense perception allows for identifying the sensible things, but the principle
that sense perception is not perceiving the intelligibles implies that there is another way of
perceiving them, which Plotinus will not discuss here, but in V.3. Instead, he prefers to open
the question of how the embodied soul is connected to the sensible objects through the eyes,
and uses the expressions “connatural or congruous, so to say.” It seems that there is a
common ground between the senses, the organs, and the soul of the individuals, which plays

an important role in making seeing immediate.

[IT] "H odk avaykn 1o petald maoyew, €l 0 MEPLKOG TAoKEW — O OQOAANOC —
ndoyer 1, €l whoyol, GALo Taoyel €nel oS’ O KAAapoG O petald ThG vapKNg Kol

TS XePOGS, O macyEL 1] XETP.
[Z] Kai pnv kakel, el un peta&d 0 kaiapog €in kai 1 8pi&, ook av madbot 1 xeip.

[IT] "H todto pev kai antd apeiopnroito Gv- kol yap, €l Evtog diktdov yévotto, O
Onpevtic mhoyxeww Aéyeton TO vopkdv. AAAQ yop Kwduvedel 0 AOyog &mi TOG
Aeyopévag ovumabeiog i€vat. Ei ¢ tod1 11O T0Vdl TEPLKE TAGYKEWY GLUTAODS TAD
Tvo OpotoTTo EYELY TPOG OVTO, OVK Gv TO peTa&d dvopotov dv mdbot, 1| 10 avTo
ovK av mdbot. Ei todto, mOAAGD pdAlov undevog dvtog petald mdbor dv To

TEQUKOG TAGYEW T} £V TO HeTAED TO0DTOV 1), 01OV 0T Kod TadETV TL.

P. However, it is not necessary that the medium also be affected, if that which is
naturally disposed to be affected, that is, the eye, is affected. Or, if it is affected, it
is affected by something else, just as the fishing rod, which is in-between the
torpedo fish and the hand, is not affected by the same thing as that which affects
the hand.

I. However, even in this case, if the rod and the line were not in-between, the hand

would not be affected.

P. Yet, this point is also open to doubt. In fact, people tell that, if the <torpedo
fish> gets in the net, the fisherman [equally] suffers growing torpid. But in fact, it

seems that our discourse is touching the so-called mutual affections (cupnddeio).
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If this and this is naturally disposed to be affected through mutual affection by
that and that due to the fact that it has some likeness to it, then, the medium, being
unlike, would not be affected, or would not be affected by the same affection. If
this is so, then, if nothing is in-between, that which naturally is disposed to be
affected, would be even more affected, if there were nothing in-between, than if
the medium were such that it would also be affected. (1.5 [29] 1, 29-40)

Here, Plotinus, to refute the view that the medium is a necessary condition to transmit
qualities of the object to the subject of perception, cites the observation that whatever the
medium is between the fisherman and the torpedo fish — either a fishing rod or a fishing net —
the fisherman’s hand suffers an electroshock. Thus, according to him, the affection is directly
caused by the likeness of the perceiving organ to the perceived object and thus, by the
sympatheia between the two, without the medium being affected. Thus, sympatheia would
allow similar things to be seen without the help of the medium, independently of the question

whether or not the medium is similar to them.

[IT] "Ocot 8¢ cuunadeio 10 Opiv Aéyovoty, HTToV PV Opav PNGOVGLY, &1 Tt HETAED
g, N koMol kol dumodilor kai Gpvdpav motol v cvumddeiav: pdilov 8¢
dcorovBov Aéyety mOlEly TAVI®MG ApLSPAY Kol TO GLYYEVEG, 1) Koi adTd TAGYOV.
Kai yap el odpa cvveyes &v fadet £k mposPoAng mupog kaiotto, dAAL TO &v Pabet

avtod Tfj TpocPoii Tod mpdcdev frTov v mEcYOL.

P. Those who say that seeing is due to a community of affections, claim that one
sees less well if there is a medium, to the extent that it would impede, hinder, and
make deem the shared affection. Rather, there follows [from the hypothesis of a
shared affection] to say that even that which is akin [to the vision] makes the
shared affection dimmer insofar as it is also affected. For if a continuous body
catching fire were to burn in its depth, yet the deepest part would be affected less
than the one in front of the fire. (IV.5 [29] 2,15-21)

This is a very interesting view. Most probably Plotinus targets Posidonius, who developed the
theory that sight comes from sympatheia.?®* Stoic sympatheia is based on the tension of the

261 For Posidonius and seeing because of sympatheia, see P. Kalligas, ITIAQTINOY.
ENNEAAEZ, 136.
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pneuma, which is the essence of the material permeating power of the cosmos. The same
holds for seeing. There is a continuous body from the eye to the object through the medium
of air and light. As we might assume, Plotinus adopts from Posidonius only the idea of the
relation of seeing with sympatheia, but he changes its essence. Seeing through a medium
because of sympatheia in materialistic terms does not enable perception. Similarity here is not
advantageous, because the medium, which is alike to the sense organ and its power, is also
affected - because of its similarity with the object and the subject. This, then, would make the
perception dimmer. For there, the medium would be affected first and before the affection of

the actual perceiver.

[X] Ei1 &’ €in odpa EEwm 10D ovpavod, kai dyic Tig EvtedBev unoevog kwAHovTog €ig
0 18€iv, ap’ av Oedoouto & Tt pf cvumadic TPOG Ekeivo, &l 1O cuumadEg Vv did

v {dov £EvOg evoLY;

[IT] "H &l 10 ovpmadeg dia 10 £vog {dov T0 aicBavopeva Kol ta aicOntd, kol ol
aicOnoelg obTmg 00K v, €l pun 10 cdpo TodTo TO EE® PEPOg ToddE TOoD (Mov: &l

yap &in, téya av.

I: However, if there were a body outside the heaven and there were some kind of
sight from here, while nothing would hinder its vision, could that which has no
common affection to that [body] see it, if in fact the common affection is due to

the nature of the one living being?

P: Now if common affection is due to the fact that the perceivers, the perceived
objects, and the sense-perceptions belong to a single living being, thus, this could
not happen, unless this outside body is a part of this living being. For if it were so,
then, perhaps. IV.5 [27] 8,1-7.

Plotinus uses the argument of unity and the connection of the parts to the whole and with
each other within the whole to show that distance does not impede affections, because unity
ensures continuity. Moreover, the fact that this is one living being that can perceive itself,
adds more to the defense of the connection of beings inside it, because, even if there was a
second living being outside this world, and even if this world would have an eye that has the
required aptitude to see the “body outside heaven”, vision would not occur, due to the lack of

sympatheia between the two bodies. The stress here is on the oneness of the living being that
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allows for continuous contact with everything inside it. Plotinus will continue his thought by

explaining the reason of the continuous contact.

[I] AALG 10 Gtomov todTo, OBV O Qaivetar, enoopev. "H dt1 évtadba év évi
dvreg kol évog todta moroduey kol mdoyopey. Todto odv okentéov, £l mapd TodTO.
Kai &l pév avtdprog, dédewkton: &i 8& pn, kai 81” dAhov deiktéov. TO puév odv {Pov

611 cvumadEg odTd, Sfilov: koi &l €in (Dov, apkel- HoTe Kol Té pépn, 1 £voc dov.
[Z] AAN’ €1 81 Opot0TTA TIg AEYOtL,;

[I] AMN M avtiinyic katd 10 {Dov kai 1 aioBnoic, 61t Tod Opoiov petéyel T

262

avTd 7 10 Yop dpyavov duotov avtod: dote 1) oioOncic youyfig avtinyig éoton o

opybvav Opoiwv Tolg AVTIANTTOIC.

P. However, let us say, what proves this absurdity. It is because we are acting these
things and are affected by them being in one [living being] and belonging to one.
Now, we should investigate whether there is another reason beyond this. If this
reason is sufficient, this has been demonstrated, and if not, it should be
demonstrated through other reasons. It is clear that the living being has the
community of affection with itself and if it is a living being, this is a sufficient

reason, and so also have it the parts as far as they belong to the living being.
I. But, what if someone were to say that this is because of their likeness?

P. Now, the apprehension is within the living being, while the sense-perception is
because it, by the same fact [that is, by being a living being], participates in
something that is alike. In fact, the organ is like that. So, the sense-perception will
be the soul’s apprehension through organs that are similar to the objects of

apprehension. (IV.5.8,13-23)

262 <811 10D Opoiov petéyet T ovTd coniecimus/ éti Tod opoiov petéyst T avtd” MSS, H-S*

2, The text is apparently corrupted due to iotacism. See the parallel sentence little later: “&av
obv {Hov Ov oicOavntor pév tdv &v avtd, v 88 Ouolwv Toig &v avtd 1N pév (Hov

aicOdaveTar”’; T antd in the first sentence corresponds to 1y pév {@ov in the second.
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Plotinus concludes that, as he has proved through argumentation, it is sufficient for the
subject and the object seen to be affected, because of the unity in the living being originated
in the hypostasis soul. In this respect, it is not just the likeness of the object and the subject,
but the likeness of the cosmic soul to the soul of the individuals and its apprehension and
perception of them. Moreover, all functions of the living being are based on its connection to
a higher principle. Therefore, it is the unity of the soul behind likeness, and not the nature of
the medium or material causes that the advocators of the other theories of sight proclaim to
be.

To better understand the selected fragments, | suggest reading them alongside the reasons
Plotinus provides earlier in 1V.3.1-2, where he argues against the Stoic view that souls are
merely apospasmata (fragments) of the world soul. In these chapters, Plotinus discusses the
relationship between individual souls and the cosmic soul, highlighting the role of the
hypostasis of the soul in ensuring unity. This idea suggests that, for Plotinus, being a soul and
understanding the soul have similar ontological value. By following the principle of I'v@&0t
csavtov ("Know thyself"), Plotinus applies to the soul's receptive power the ability to see
and understand, as well as being seen and understood within the cosmos. This ability comes
not from being a part of the cosmic Soul, but from its connection to the whole soul. This

helps us understand how unity and continuity are essential for the act of seeing.

The theory of visual transmission

It is important to begin Plotinus’ theory of transmission by examining the role of the senses.
As we have seen, all souls inherently possess the ability to perceive and apprehend,
regardless of whether they have sense organs. For instance, planetary souls, being more
refined and purer than human souls, do not require sense organs. Instead, they perceive forms

through contemplation and the ordered motion of their orbits.

In contrast, earthly beings, whose souls are bound to material bodies, require sense organs to
engage with the external world. In IV.4 [28] 23, Plotinus explains that the sense organs
process raw sensory input (stimuli) into intelligible forms, thus preparing it for the soul's
perception and understanding. Perception for Plotinus is an activity (energeia). Scholars have

pointed out that he borrowed the term from Avristotle?®® but for Plotinus perception does not

263 See Emilsson, Plotinus on Sense Perception, 127-129
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have any sense of passivity. The terms poiein or energein and paschein have been defined as
follows: Invi.1.22, 1-14

Passive affection, then, occurs by having in oneself an alternative motion of any
kind; and action is either having in oneself an independent self-derived motion or
one which starts from oneself and ends in another, [a motion, that is,] starting from
that which is said to act. There is motion in both cases, but the difference which
separates action and passive affection keeps action, in so far as it is action,
unaffected, but makes passive affection consist in being disposed otherwise than it
was before; the substance of what is affected gains nothing which contributes to its
substantiality, but what is affected is different, when a substance comes to be. So
the same is action in one relationship and passive affection in another. It is the
same motion, but looked at on one side it will be action, but on the other passive
affection, because this is disposed in this way; so it seems likely that both are
relation, in all cases where action is related to passive affection; (Translation

Armstrong)

Thus, a being is affected by virtue of having in itself a movement of alteration of whatever
sort. To act (poiein) is either to have in oneself a free movement originating from oneself or a
movement that is completed in another but originating from oneself. In both cases there is
movement, but the difference that distinguishes action from affection is that action, insofar as
it is action, remains unaffected, whereas what is affected is disposed in a different way than it
was before, the substance (ousia) of the affected thing not gaining anything thereby, as it is

some other thing which is affected in the generation of a substance.

The passage defines acting as the motion that is self-generated and either completed in one
self or another. One should think why Plotinus would think under these terms. First he goes
against Aristotle who thinks that perception is the completion of perceptive potency. Second
he remains faithful to Plato’s Timaeus where the motion of the soul is self-generated and
serves its relation to the forms. Third analogical spatiality as we saw in the previous chapters
requires the soul’s activity ensuring the unity of reality. Last but not least, sight can only be

immediate if perception is an activity of this kind.
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In order to perceive Plotinus’ theory of motion in relation to the unity of the souls and what |
introduced as analogical spatiality, it would be of great value to explore Riccardo
Chiaradonna’s “Plotinus on motion as activity”,?* which focuses on two passages that
exemplify two different aspects of motion. The first aspect can be termed kinematics, and
describes motion as a form and as activity. Ennead 6.1 is the key passage for understanding
this aspect; in this passage, Plotinus' offers a critique of Aristotle’s conception of motion.
According to Plotinus, motion is not an incomplete process, as Aristotle claims, but a fully
realized activity (energeia). The discussion in 6.1 concerns motion as a general concept—
how it is understood in relation to form, change, and reality. This aspect of motion can be
defined as kinematics, because it deals with how things move, without reference to their
underlying causes or forces. To give a pertinent example, the idea that motion is a "form
awake" (eidos egrégoros), meaning motion is not something waiting to be completed, but a

perpetual and self-sustaining reality.

The second aspect of motion is dynamics, or the incorporeal causes of motion. The key
passage for this is Ennead 6.3, which shifts attention to the causes of motion. Plotinus argues
that motion is not only a state of being, but is also driven by incorporeal causes. Unlike
Ennead 6.1, which is concerned with the description of motion itself, 6.3 deals with what
brings about motion—a fundamentally dynamic question. The key example examined here is
the role of incorporeal causes (such as the Soul) in moving bodies without themselves being

in motion.

But why does the reference to incorporeal causes belong to the domain of dynamics, rather
than that of kinematics, according to Chiaradonna? Ennead 6.1 describes motion as an eternal
activity, independent of external forces; instead, Ennead 6.3 explains motion in terms of
causal forces, particularly incorporeal principles, such as the soul’s influence on bodies. The
reference to incorporeal causes does not belong to Ennead 6.1, because 6.1 is focused on
defining what motion is, rather than what produces it. The causal discussion belongs instead
to Ennead 6.3, where Plotinus addresses how motion in the sensible world depends on non-
physical principles. Chiaradonna’s interpretation suggests that Plotinus provides a two-

layered analysis of motion, based on both kinematics and dynamics. This reading underscores

264 R, Chiaradonna, Ontology in Early Neoplatonism: Plotinus, Porphyry, lamblichus, Berlin,
Boston and New York, 2023, 64-71.
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how Plotinus integrates Platonic metaphysics into an alternative theory of motion, distancing
himself from Aristotle’s materialist physics, by emphasizing incorporeal principles as the true
causes of movement. Therefore the ensouled bodies are “forms awakened” and this is how
they are perceived but because of being subjected to the higher powers of the soul's activities.

In this way Plotinus ensures the interconnection of the soul’s motions being embodied or not.

On the other hand affection requires an alteration of the substance and for Plotinus perception
cannot be passive. because it is related to the soul which is unaffected by the passions. In the
case of seeing it requires the subject, the object situated in opposition to the subject. The
sense organs serve as intermediaries, transforming chaotic or disordered sensory data into
meaningful and structured forms that the soul can apprehend. Material forms, according to
Plotinus, are essentially "qualities” or "colourful garments" that cloak the intelligible forms.
Through the work of the senses, these intelligible forms are revealed to the soul; the senses

act as a bridge, unveiling the deeper, intelligible reality underlying the material world.

This leads to a critical question: if the senses already mediate between the external world and
the soul by rendering intelligible forms perceptible, why would an additional medium—a
material one—be necessary to enable vision? Plotinus’s argument implicitly challenges the
Stoic and Peripatetic view that vision requires a material medium such as air or light,
emphasizing instead the sufficiency of the soul-sense relationship in revealing intelligible
forms. And this view comes from his interpretation of the Timaeus, where Plato stresses the
importance of the light in between the object and the subject of the vision. Plotinus cannot
accept that seeing depends on the illumination of the intermediate space, but he admits that
somehow the illumination of the object passes to the eye.?®® It is also the case that for
Plotinus, as for Plato, the likeness of the eye and the light outside plays a significant role in

sympatheia and vision. The percipient’s light being in union with an external light forms a

265 For the discussion on Plotinus and the role of light, see Emilsson, Plotinus on Sense
Perception, 42-47. In this work, Emilsson claims that Plotinus’ theory of Sympatheia is
borrowed from the Stoics. However, this has recently been acknowledged as a mistake, with

confirmation that Plotinus is, in fact, heavily indebted to Plato’s Timaeus.
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kind of pencil, where it can be considered an integral part of the percipient. This is very

similar to Galen’s theory of vision.?®®

Gurtler proposed that Plotinus understand light as a second activity, which follows a first
one.?®” In 1V.5[29].6,13-16 Plotinus defines light as the activity which becomes apparent only
when it hints a body. Gurtler’s interpretation is based on Plotinus’ theory of double activity,
which comes from the One’s internal and external activity and mimetically expands to every
substance. Let’s see how this activity is showcased in IV.5.7, when Plotinus explains to his

interlocutor the role of light in seeing:

P: [...] Therefore, the light emanating from the bodies is the external activity of
the luminous body, while the light itself, which is entirely in such bodies, is the
formal substance of the primarily luminous body. When such a body becomes
mingled with matter it gives the colour to it. The activity in itself does not give the
colour, but only, so to say, paints the surface, since it belongs to something else
and is dependent on that, so that whatever moves away from that [the luminous
body] also moves away from its activity. But one must understand that the light is
incorporeal, even if it is the light of a body. Therefore, neither the “it has left” or
the “it has come” are used properly, but in a different way, and its reality is being
an activity. In fact, also the image in a mirror should be called an activity of that
which is reflected there, while it acts without an outpouring on what is capable of
being affected. However, if this [that is, the object seen] is there, then that [that is,
the image] also appears there [that is, in the mirror] and, in this way, it exists as a
reflection of the colour that has been shaped in this way; and if it [that is, the
object seen] is removed, it [the mirror] does not any more have the reflectivity that
it had before, when it allowed the object seen to operate in it. However, in the case
of the soul also, insofar as there is an activity of a prior one, as long as the prior
one remains, the secondary activity also remains. Or rather, something that is not
an activity but is the effect of an activity, as we have said about the life of the

body, which is its property already, so that the light which has already become

266 Emilsson, Plotinus on Sense Perception, 58
267 G. M. Gurtler, “Plotinus on light and vision”, International Journal of the Platonic
Tradition, 12 (2018), 157.
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mingled with the bodies would be here that which creates the colour by the fact of

being mingled [to the mirror].28

The passage explains in analogies that light is an activity. The light that a luminous body has
is their external activity which proceeds from a source their formal substance. Colors are the
effects of the intermingling of the light with the object. If the body disappears, we cannot see
the colours and the objects because its activity also goes away. This is exactly as with the
activity of the mirror; the projection of the mirror does not require any materiality by the
presence of the object. In this respect, we can conclude that the soul’s activity is like the
mirror reflection: it depends on the unity of something higher, and life is an effect of the
soul’s activity as colour is an effect of the interaction of light and object. Therefore the body,

like the mirror, cannot be alive on its own, but is dependent on the soul’s activity.

This passage leaves me in agreement with Gurtler, who understands Plotinus’ double activity
here not only as Aristotle’s influence of the theory of double activity, but as an anticipation of
modern theories of light seen as energy and waves.?° However, Gurtler does not explain how

exactly the unity of the souls is present in his scheme. In Ill 6.2 35-36, Plotinus claims that

268 "H 1ic 8¢ un évépysia GAN’ €€ évepysiag, ofav éAéyopsv TV oD chpatog oikeiav H{om
Lomv, Gomep 1O &G 1O Avapeutypévov fidn Toig copacty 1) évradda, T@ koi coppepiydor, TO
nolodv 10 ypdua. coniecimus / ET 1ig 6& un évépyeta, GAN’ &5 Evepyeiag, olav ElEyouev v
00 copatog oikeiav fjon oMy, domep 10 POG TO Avapepypévov 7N toig copaocty; "H
évtavBo 1® kol cvppepiybor 10 Toodv 1O ypdua. H-S2. This sentence, as it stands in the
manuscripts and in the edition of H-S?, seems to have been distorted by the effect of
iotacism, is not grammatically correct, and cannot be interpreted as it stands. We believe that
our reconstruction gives a clear sense: To the alternative that the image in the mirror is a
secondary energy, which disappears as soon as the object seen in the mirror leaves space
reflected by the mirror, another alternative is proposed, according to which the reflection is
not a proper activity but just the effect of the activity of the object seen, just as the proper
(appropriated) life of the body in Plotinus’ perception. So, just as, in the case of the animation
of the body, the effect of the soul’s activity makes the body alive, so also here, the light
mingled to the body of the mirror creates the image in the mirror. It is not the example of the
mirror that is used to illustrate the animation of the body, but vice versa.

269 See Gurtler, “Plotinus on light and vision”, 162.
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the act of vision grasps what one already possesses. Previously we have said that the
analogical spatiality created by the activities of the souls and expressed in different levels of
logoi enables immediate perception of the forms. For a subject and an object are in direct
contact continuously and seeing qualities is just the instantaneous mirroring of the objects in

the soul. Therefore sympathies unfold within the framework of the soul’s activities.

Paul Kalligas points out that Plotinus, while defending his theory of sympatheia, argues
against five theories of transmission of the sensible stimuli to the eye through a medium.?"®
Among the various mentioned advocates of these views, he refers also very briefly to Galen.
In the following lines I will explore Galen’s theory of sight and his influence on Plotinus. In
this way | aim to show another connection between the two thinkers, which will shed more

light on their shared ground on cosmic sympatheia based on their interpretation of Timaeus.

The role of sight in Plato

In Plato’s dialogues sight (dyig) is connected to real knowledge of the things. In the
Symposium (219a), Socrates, in his discussion with Alcibiades about beauty and attraction,
makes a distinction between intellectual and visual sight to stress the importance of the first
in relation to wisdom. In the Phaedrus (250a-c) our intellectual sight is holy, and the
disembodied soul has the power of seeing the intelligible realities which keeps record of
them.2’* When the soul is embodied, the sight is still present, but difficult to clearly see the
real essence of the things. The term becomes important also in the Republic. In book VII,
Socrates presents the allegory of the cave (514a-521d) to show the connection between the
Good and true knowledge and the difficult process of the human mind to grasp these realities.
In this metaphor, the Good is the Sun which all the prisoners in the cave cannot; thus, they
cannot recognize reality and instead they see shadows. At 507¢-508b, Plato states that sight is
a product of God and has two aspects, a passive and an active. This divinity is identified with
the intelligible Sun, which is the Good. It has given birth to the intelligible realm, and this is
why it also created the sight and the objects seen. Sight comes as an act of the Good’s

providence.

210 See P. Kalligas, [IAQTINOY. ENNEAAEX, 134.
2"1 The vision of the soul: Plato, Sym. 219a; Soph. 254a; Aristotle, Eth. 1144 a 30; Odyssey, i.
115.
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The providential character of the sight in the Republic could not be considered as non-
prominent along the lines of the Platonic cosmology. In the Timaeus sight is defined
teleologically as the cause of great benefit to human nature: without sight we would not be
able to observe the stars and give an account of all things.?’? For Plato and his milieu, the
question of reality was foremost, for which reason he dedicated a whole dialogue raising his
epistemological concerns and especially discussing the relation between the senses and
knowledge. In Theaetetus 156a-157c, sight acquires special epistemic importance, which
later influences immensely Plotinus’ epistemology and metaphysics.?’® This is something that

we will examine thoroughly later in this chapter.
Galen’s theory of sight

It has been noted that Galen’s theory of sight is an amalgam of different theories by his
contemporaries. Katerina lerodiakonou argues that Galen incorporates in his theory various
elements from Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics, and concludes that he does not have a coherent
theory of vision.?’* Moreover, Eyjoful Emilsson in the chapter “Plotinus on sympatheia”
points out that Plotinus and Galen share common ground in the way they perceive the theory

of vision in the Timaeus.?"®

For both Galen and Plato, sight (&y1c) is understood as an activity, rather than a passive
reception. Plato discusses this in the Timaeus (45b-d), where he describes it as the interaction

212 «&yg oM kool TOV Epdv Adyov aitia Tiic peyiotng deeheiog yéyovey Muiv, 6Tt TV VOV Adymv
nepl T0D TOVTOG AEyOUEV@V 0VOElG v mote €ppnon unte dotpa unte fiAlov PNt ovpovov
OOVTOWY.

23 Scholars have also pointed out Theaetetus’ influence on Plotinus’ philosophy, but without
analyzing its importance; see E. K. Emilsson, Plotinus on Intellect, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2011, 90-91; P. Remes, Plotinus on the Self: The Philosophy of the “We.”,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007, 74-75; 1. Perczel, “L’intellect smoureux et I’
“Un qui est’ : une doctrine mal connue de Plotin,” Revue de philosophie ancienne, 15.2, 1997,
223-264.

214 Jerodiakonou, “On Galen's theory of vision”, 246.

215 E. Emilsson, “Plotinus on sympatheia”, in E. Schliesser (ed.), Sympathy: A History,
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015, 58.
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of light emanating from the eyes with external light, enabling the perception of objects.
Similarly, Galen, in De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis (VI11.5, 32-33), describes sight as an
activity moved by the sense-object through the air. However, Galen’s perspective diverges
from the Stoic and Peripatetic theories, which treat air as a material medium. Instead, Galen
views the air as uopiov (part) of this sight—homogeneous and united with its luminous

essence.

Galen further elaborates that sight is to air what the brain is to the nerve. The brain is the
center of the organism, and the nerve completes the activity of the brain. This analogy
emphasizes the organic and unified relationship (cupeuia) between sight and air. Thus, sight,
in Galen's view, involves two interconnected dynamics: the movement of sight by the object
through the air, and the ability of sight to integrate with the air, thereby incorporating the
object seen as part of the perceptual activity. However, it is not the element of the air or the
light that determines this activity, as this would imply a certain kind of materialism. The
brain, as the hegemonikon (the ruling principle of the body), governs the body through the
pneuma. For Galen, pneuma is the instrument of the soul:>’® in the context of sight, this
luminous pneuma extends its influence by interacting with the surrounding air, striking and
assimilating it into the visual process. This interaction facilitates the unity between sight, air,
and the object of perception, highlighting the pneuma's essential role in connecting the

governing brain with the external sensory world.

Karl Reinhardt, in his book Kosmos und Sympathie, proposes that Galen’s and Plotinus’
theories of sight share common philosophical ground, based on Posidonius’ theory of vision.
Reinhardt carefully analyzes key passages from Galen’s PHP (On the Doctrines of
Hippocrates and Plato) and Plotinus’ Enneads (specifically 1V.5.4), highlighting their mutual
emphasis on the "vitalistic" properties of light and air. In Reinhardt's interpretation, these
elements are provided with an intrinsic vitality that transcends mere physicality, aligning
them with the Stoic conception of pneuma, or the cosmic life force. Karl Reinhardt’s vitalistic

interpretation was rejected by Harold Cherniss,?’” who pointed out several key issues:

276 pPHP V11, 3 27-30.
217 H. Cherniss, “Galen and Posidonius’ theory of vision”, American Journal of Philology,
54, 1933, 154-161.
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1) Cherniss argues that Reinhardt misrepresents Plotinus’ text (IV, 5, 4), attributing to
light a state of being spiritual, rather than describing a process of spiritualization.
According to Cherniss, Reinhardt's translation obscures the actual meaning of the
passage.

2) Reinhardt interprets Galen’s description of light and air as evidence of a "vitalistic"
theory of sight attributed to Posidonius. Cherniss disputes this, showing that Galen
differentiates between the pneuma (spirit) that transforms air into a visual instrument
and the light that merely illuminates it. Cherniss also shows that Reinhardt’s argument
omitted relevant passages in which Galen does not claim that the solar ray itself can

).2"8 Moreover, Cherniss identifies a critical flaw in Reinhardt’s

perceive (aisthetikon
analogy between the actions of the pneuma and the solar ray; while both influence the
surrounding air, only the prneuma renders it a perceptive organ. Reinhardt conflates
their roles, overextending the analogy.

3) Reinhardt connects Galen’s views to Posidonius by using parallels with passages in
Cicero and Sextus Empiricus. However, Cherniss argues that these parallels are
speculative and fail to establish Posidonius as the source of the theory in Galen’s
texts.

4) Last and more importantly, Cherniss demonstrates that Galen’s theory of vision aligns

more closely with Plato’s Timaeus, than with the alleged Posidonian framework. He

218 “gimep oLV 1) dYIC POV TAV EAA®V aicOioemv 0icOdveTon ToD Kivodvtog adTiy aicOnTod

o pécov tod A€POG, oLy O¢ Paktnpiog Tvog, GAL’ O OLOEWODS T€ Kol GLUELODS E0VTH
popiov, kai puévn todt’ €€aipeTov anTh 6£d0Tat, HETA TOD Kol OU” AVOKAACE®MS OpaV, EIKOTMG
85en0n. mvedpotog dvembev émppéovrog avyosidodc, O mpoomintov Td MEPLE APt Koi olov
EmumAfitrov avtov Eavt® cvveopownoel” “If, then, sight alone among the senses, when it
perceives the sense-object that moves it, uses air as a medium—not as a kind of walking
stick, but as a homogeneous part that forms one body with itself—and if sight alone has been
given this exceptional ability, along with the ability to see by reflection, one may reasonably
assert that it needed luminous pneuma flowing in from above, which might encounter the
surrounding air, strike it, as it were, and assimilate it to itself”. Translation by De Lacy,

Galen on the doctrines VII, 461.
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emphasizes the similarity in terminology and conceptualization between Galen and

Plato, particularly regarding the pneuma and its interaction with light and air.?"

In light of these various relations, Emilsson has argued that Plotinus’ theory of vision is
effectively a modification of the Platonic view. The issue of sight and its relationship to
sympatheia offers an interesting case-study of the interconnection between the respective
theories of Plato, the Stoics, Galen, and Plotinus. On the one hand, it is fairly evident that
Galen’s and Plotinus’ theories emanate from their respective reading of Plato’s Timaeus
(45B-D). While Galen and Plotinus end up with different theories of vision, there is a deeper
agreement in their respective theories which is the outcome of their respective readings of the
Timaeus. Galen’s theory of the visual ray is clearly indebted to Plato’s argument that the
emitted light of the eye fuses with the external light to create a continuous line of light
extending from the eye to the object. In the case of Plotinus, he clearly adopts elements of the
Platonic theory presented in Timaeus, such as the idea that there is ensouled light in the eye
(45B). On the other hand, Plato’s text can be plausibly read as arguing in favor of a projective
theory, i.e. that light emitted through the eye reaches the object, thus enabling vision (45B-
D). It can be argued, though, that Plato does not make this argument explicit, and it can
equally plausibly be argued that Plotinus read Plato in such a way that Plato’s view appeared
consistent with his own. However, there are undoubtedly cases in which Plotinus’ view
clearly diverges from that of Plato: while Plato argues in favor of the crucial role of

intermediate light for vision, Plotinus refuses to accord it any role in the process of vision.?&

What makes vision possible is similarity, and in particular the similarity between the internal
light of the eye and the object. At the same time, it is also true that there is cosmic unity
between our individual souls and the soul that animates the cosmos: our individual eyes are
parts of the same organism as the objects of vision, and this is what makes vision possible.
This is a principle shared by Galen and Plotinus. The main difference between them is that
As Emilsson argues, Galen considers this cosmic unity as a nonpermanent condition, but as

something created intermittently by the visual pneuma, and this is the reason why his theory

219 See also A. Graeser, Plotinus and the Stoics, Plotinus, PhD dissertation, Princeton
University, 1970, 75-77

280 E. K. Emilsson, “Plotinus on sympatheia”, in E. Schliesser (ed.), Sympathy: A History,
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015, 36-60.
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requires a visual ray and the role of the intermediate light. Plotinus, on the other hand,
conceptualizes cosmic unity as permanent, and accordingly his theory does not require any

mechanism like the visual ray for temporarily creating this unity.

My take on this is that the vitalistic interpretation of the theories of sight that Reinhardt
attributes to the three thinkers—Posidonius, Galen, and Plotinus— risks undermining the
non-physicalistic aspect of sympatheia that both Galen and Plotinus emphasize in relation to
the Platonic teachings in the Timaeus. While Reinhardt’s approach emphasizes the dynamic,
life-like properties of light and air as vital carriers of cosmic interaction and perception, it
arguably leans heavily on a Stoic-inspired pneumatic framework. This focus, while valuable,
potentially obscures the metaphysical depth and immaterial resonance of sympatheia, as

conceived by both Galen and Plotinus.

To pév odv Sr péoov 100 Gépog Oplv Mudc &vapyés dott kol mdoy
oporoyovuevov, 1 {ntnoig 08 €mi T®de yiyvetat, TOTEPOV MG dU” 030D TIVOG HEOTG
4o T®V OpOUEVOV APKvEITal TL TPOS NUAC, T TOloDTOV dpyavov O ANp €TV MUV
glc TV T@V Opatdv 1dyvmoty, ol6v mep tO vedpov eig Thv tdv antdv. Olovtan pév
obv ol mAeloTol koi S1 Tod vehpov THY GO TAOV TPOSTITTOVIOV GALOIOGLY
avadidopévny €nl O THES Yuyiic NYEHOVIKOV €i¢ d1dyvaoty dystv UAS adT@dV, OVK
gvvoodvteg ¢ ovk Gv 1 THg 0dVvvng aioBnoig €ylyvero kotd O TEUVOUEVOV Ty
Ohmdpevov §j kadpevoy noptov, el pr kai tfig oicOnoemg Svvaug v év adtoic. Exel
0¢ évavting 1 do&dlovoty €keivol 10 AANBEG: adTd T YOp TO VEDPOV EYKEPALOL
HEPOC. 8oTiv 010V mep dkpepadv §| PAAoTA SEvEpov, TO Te péLog &ig O TO uépoc
gueoeTaL TNV SVHVOULY aDToD deXOUEVOV €1G OAOV £0VTO dLOYVAOGTIKOV YIvETOL TMV
YanoOVIOV adTod. TOPAmTANGLoV 0LV Tt KAl Tod mepéyovrog Nudg aépoc yiyveton:
TEQOTIGUEVOS Yap VP HAiov, TotodTdv dotv idN 10 Thig dyewg dpyovov, olov TO
napoylyvopevov €€ &yke@dlov mvedua: Tpiv eoTicdivol o€, katd v VO Tod
TVeEOUOTOG €1C aOTOV EKPOANV Evamotelovpévny dALoi®GY, OpoloTabsc dpyavov

oV ylyvetat.

Now, it is clear and agreed to by all that we see through air as an intermediate; the
problem here is to discover whether something comes to us from the objects of
sight through the air as through some intermediate pathway, or the air is for us the

same kind of instrument for discerning visible things as the nerve is for tangible
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things. Most people think even with regard to the nerve that the alteration caused
by impinging objects is transmitted through it to the governing part of the soul and
so leads us to the discernment of the objects; it does not occur to them that the
pain would not be felt in the part of the body that is cut or crushed or burned if the
power of sensation were not also present in the parts. The truth is the opposite of
the opinion that those people hold. The nerve itself is a part of the brain, like a
branch or offshoot of a tree, and the member to which the part is attached receives
the power of the part into the whole of itself and thus becomes capable of
discerning the things that touch it. Something similar happens also in the case of
the air that surrounds us. When it has been illuminated by the sun, it is already an
instrument of vision of the same description as the pneuma coming to it from the
brain; but until it is illuminated it does not turn into a sympathetic instrument by
virtue of the change effected in it by the outflow of the pneuma. (PHP VI1I 716-19.
Translation by DelLacy, 474-475)

Before analyzing the significance of this passage, it is important to note that Galen explicitly
states earlier that his arguments on sight are directed against all theories except Plato’s (VII 6
37, 7 p. 471). In this context, the medium of vision is not the air, as Aristotle and the Stoics
propose, nor is it light alone. Galen presents sight as the power to discern different objects.
Sight is activated through the psychic pneuma originating from the brain and becomes a part
of the brain in order to fulfill its aim. The analogy of the sun with the air and the visibility of
the world because of the pneuma denotes that sympatheia and sight are connected due to the
pneumatic activity which is the soul’s instrument. Here it seems that we have three different
kinds of lights as in the Timaeus 45a-d: the visual ray, the sun-lighted air and the color of the

object. All of them are perceived as parts of the living being, of the Cosmos.

Therefore, for Galen, sympatheia is not merely a function of physical contiguity but extends
into the harmonious coordination of the body’s parts as the manifestation of a greater cosmic
order. This echoes Platonic principles wherein the soul, rather than corporeal mechanisms,
serves as the primary mediator of unity and perception. Similarly, Plotinus, following the
Platonic tradition, anchors sympatheia within the intelligible realm, emphasizing the soul’s
direct participation in the unity of the One, a reality fundamentally beyond material

explanation.
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In IV.5 [29] 4, 1-2 Plotinus seems to share the same view with Galen and the Timaeus. The
visual ray is like an extension of the ensouled (not pneumatic) sight which is moved by the
object seen. For Plotinus, sight cannot be passive and that is why he cannot agree with those
who see light as an affection of air. Furthermore, light is incorporeal (IV.5[29].7,41-49) and
acts on a body without being a body. Thus, it acts as a source and as a body which can be
illuminated. As Gary M. Gurtler pointed out, light could be perceived as energy which has a
primary and a secondary act. This would explain the analogy of the sun, which Galen gave

earlier.

The Cosmic Soul and its network

As regards vision, the respective theories of Galen and Plotinus exhibit both shared elements,
in particular in their common criticism of other approaches, as well as important differences
in how they conceptualize vision. Plotinus’ theory of vision shares conceptual similarities
with Galen’s theory of organic unity. Both thinkers argue that vision does not involve a
mechanical transmission, but rather an organic relation between the perceiver and the
perceived. Plotinus holds that the cosmic organism is unified, and within this framework,
vision functions as an internal sensation, much like feeling within a single body. Furthermore,
both Galen and Plotinus reject Aristotelian and Stoic theories of vision. They both criticize
the Stoic "staff analogy" for vision, which suggests that perception works through a physical
connection. They also reject progressive affection theories, which claim that vision occurs
through the gradual alteration of an intermediate medium. Instead, they insist that the object
must be perceived at the place where it actually is, not as an impression traveling through a

medium.

Beyond these common themes, there are also important differences between Galen’s and
Plotinus’ approaches to vision, which concentrate on three important issues: the visual ray
theory, the role of the intermediate air in the process of vision, and vision as direct awareness.
Galen, following Plato’s Timaeus, supports a visual ray theory, where light or pneuma
emanates from the eye, interacts with sunlight, and makes the intermediate air sensitive.
Plotinus, however, rejects this model; he argues instead that perception occurs directly and
immediately, without the need for rays or affected air. Furthermore, Galen proposes that the
intermediate air functions as an extension of the body, analogical to how nerves connect the
brain to sensory organs. Plotinus does not accept that the air plays a causal role in perception;

he rather insists that vision is not an effect of alterations in a medium, but a direct
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engagement between the perceiver and the object. In contrast to the indirect approach adopted
by Galen, Plotinus argues that the form of the object reaches the eye directly, without
undergoing a transformation in the air. The color of a peach for example, does not exist in the
air in the same way that it exists in the fruit. This is because the presence of qualities in the
air requires a bodily substrate, which Plotinus rejects. This explains why, in his theory, the
distinction between seeing something in the air and seeing it in the object itself does not arise.
While Galen and Plotinus share common ground in rejecting Stoic and Aristotelian views,
their differences lie in how they understand perception. Galen, influenced by Plato's Timaeus,
views the air as an active part of the process; Plotinus, on the other hand, takes a more
immediate, metaphysical approach, treating perception as a direct relation between the soul

and the object.

In the first chapter of this thesis, | have shown that Galen, while being agnostic concerning
the essence of the soul, commits himself to the power of the demiurgic activity, calling it
sometimes Nature, or Cosmic Soul, or Demiurge. Thus, there is a network where Galen
envisages that we all are parts of this and, in this respect, the human sight corresponds to the
sight of the universe. This is elucidated by the two different kinds of pneuma he refers to: the
one in the brain and the other from above. Both can show us the colors of the objects and not
the forms, but are connected sympathetically with all the “organs” to make the world visible.
Furthermore Galen’s theory of powers denotes that some activities depend on powers outside

of the body, perhaps divine, without defining the essence of them. ?8* Galen in PHP refers

281 «Another mistake is the failure to regard the natural cause of our construction as a
demiurgic power (dunamis démiourgiké), whereby the parts are formed in a way suited to the
characters of our souls. This was a point on which even Aristotle was in some doubt: should
the power be attributed to some more divine cause, rather than just to hot, cold, dry, and wet?
Those who rush to make simplistic statements on this greatest of issues, and explain
construction purely in terms of the humoral qualities, seem to me to be in error. The latter are
surely only the instruments, whereas the cause responsible for construction is something
different from them. It is, however, possible even without engaging in enquiries of this kind
to find out whether a mixture is wet, dry, cold, or hot, as has already been discussed. But
these people ignore the specific indications, and then start talking about broader matters,
which require a much longer enquiry and which have up to this day continued to baffle the
best of philosophers” (24: Temp. | 635-6, = 79,20-80,6 Helmreich); see also R. J. Hankinson,
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both to the Timaeus and the Theaetetus, when he refers to his theory of sight, but he cannot
commit to any metaphysical principle. For Plotinus, the Theaetetus would be the dialogue
where the incorporeal light and sight as activity will give rise to the first Being. In this

respect, Plotinus will advance sight ontologically into a metaphysical actor of reality’s origin.

Plato’s Theaetetus and Plotinus V.3 [49], 9-11: the origin of perception and
reality as the Manifold Eye of the Intellect

The myth of Plato’s Theaetetus has been studied in relation to Plotinus’ theory of
consciousness. Pavlos Kalligas, in his commentary on Ennead V.3, has indicated that Plotinus
uses an expression in the myth of the Theaetetus on the birth of perception (cuveknintew, 156
b1-2) as an analogy to talk about the mind’s self-realization, of the mind being both an object
and subject of thinking (vonoic).?®? Eyjolfur Emilsson and Pauliina Remes have also referred
to Plotinus’ theory of the self, echoing parts of the Theaetetus.?®® Additionally, Istvan Perczel
argued for the birth of the Intellect from an incipient state of the second hypostasis, the “One
Being,” offering textual evidence which connects the Theaetetus with Plotinus’ Ennead V.3

[49].284

“Galen and the ontology of powers”, British Journal for the History of Philosophy, 22.5
(2014), 971.

282 See Kalligas® Greek edition of Enneads V.3: O1 yvopiotixés vrootaoeis kou o Enéxerva.
[MTAQTINOY, ENNEAAEY. Apyoio xeipevo, Metqoppaon, Zyola [Taviog Kaiiyds, AOnva:
AKAAHMIA A®GHNQN, 2013, 303. The whole introduction to this Ennead in the Greek
edition has contributed significantly to understand how Plotinus was engaged with other
philosophers regarding the mind’s intellection; see ibid, 275-283.

283 E. K. Emilsson, Plotinus on Sense-Perception: A Philosophical Study, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1988, 90-91; Remes, Plotinus on the Self: The Philosophy of the
“We.”, T4-T5.

284 See 1. Perczel, “L’‘intellect amoureux’ et 1’‘un qui est’: Une doctrine mal connue de

Plotin,” Revue de Philosophie Ancienne, 15.2, 1997, 223-263.
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Building on their contributions, I will make clear that Plotinus’ view on reality and the origin
of sight is based on the myth of the Theaetetus.?® For this endeavor, I will first need to

explore the philosophical myth of the Theaetetus.?®

Theaetetus is Plato’s dialogue about epistemology. The protagonists of the dialogue are
Socrates and Theaetetus, and the discussion evolves around the nature of knowledge. The
backbone of the dialogue is the digression on midwifery. The digression appears in 148e-
151d, but also sporadically all over the dialogue, and implies the role of Socrates as a
midwife helping his interlocutors to bring forth knowledge. The metaphor reveals the deeper
meaning of the dialogue: knowledge is like a birth process of the ideas coming from a higher

level of reality, for which reason no definition of true knowledge exists.?’

Before trying —and failing— to reach a conclusion about the question of what the nature
of knowledge is, the dialogue explores the three layers of knowledge; from lower to higher,
these are perception, opinion, and reasoning. Theaetetus first suggests that perception is
knowledge and in this respect two connected theories should be examined: Protagoras’
relativism, and its foundation in Heraclitus’ theory of flux. Having agreed that knowledge
IS perception, Socrates goes on to explain how the theory of flux is founded on mysteries—
“uéAo cot ta pvotnplo Aéyewv’—which Socrates will soon reveal to Theaetetus. My

interpretation is that, although by the end of the first section the hypothesis that knowledge

285 T will use the term “real self,” which is the higher soul or intellect.

286 Plotinus’ treatise on the virtues, 1.2 [19], contains an extensive commentary on the
Theaetetus. However, there, his interest focuses on finding a method for establishing his
theory of ethics by distinguishing the virtues in two categories: the social and the
contemplative virtues.

287 This is the way | understand the meaning of the dialogue, and it is crucial for the aim of
this paper, namely, connecting Plato with Plotinus. There are numerous studies referring to
the interpretations of the dialogue’s inconclusive end, but the restricted aim of this paper does

not permit their exploration.
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is perception will be rejected, the theory of perception based on the principle of origin?® is

introduced, but not entirely elaborated by Plato, and this is done purposefully.?3®

OvKkodv oBte Twg Aéyet, (g ola Pev Ekaota &pol eaivetol, Totodto pév Eotty duo,

oio 8¢ ooi, Toladto 8¢ o col avOpwTog 88 6V TE KAYD;

Well, is not this about what he means, that individual things are for me such as
they appear to me, and for you in turn such as they appear to you — you and |

being “man”? (Translation by Harold N. Fowler)

So, Theaetetus and Socrates examine whether we, as individual parts of this world, could
know the real things from within. To reply to this inquiry, Socrates needs to go back to the
source of everything, on which everything depends, namely, motion (152c). To make his
claim stronger, he mentions various authorities (Heraclitus, Empedocles, even Homer), who
draw back to motion as the principle of the world’s generation (152d). Socrates goes on to
distinguish two offspring of motion (xivnoig), locomotion and friction (popd kol TPiyig),
which bring about fire (153a). Fire is the material which constitutes the genus of animals
(Coov yévog), and Socrates takes the opportunity to say that even the soul is motion (153c¢),
and that the sun’s and heaven’s motions give life to everything. After this, Socrates suggests
to Theaetetus to apply the principle of motion to the theory of vision (153e), but Theaetetus,
not being able to understand the correspondence, offers Socrates the opportunity to explain in
detail how motion gives birth to the becoming of everything, and how everything is coming

to a view in front of us.

28 This theory is part of the mysteries initiated by the authorities, among them that of
Heraclitus. Plato’s respect for Heraclitus is acknowledged in many parts of his works. This
makes stronger my suggestion that despite the refusal of the hypothesis that knowledge is
perception, this part of the dialogue could reveal Plato’s views on the way we should perceive
the real things.

289 This is not the only time that Plato leaves a question open-ended. Plato’s dialogues are
playful and open to many interpretations. | believe that the theory of perception, which comes
from the principle of origin, leaves hints for defining the “true knowledge” in the kingdom of
forms. In the Theaetetus, though, nowhere does Plato refer to this. | am almost sure that this

is where Plotinus takes the thread to talk about the generation of the forms in V.3.
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The main point of this description is that the first motion has two kinds in infinite multitude,
“mAn0el pev dmepov Exatepov”’ (156a): one active and one passive, “dOvapty 0 TO peV TOLEV
&yov, 10 0¢ macyew”. It is because of the intercourse and first contact of these two motions
that everything comes to be perceived (aicOntov) and the process of perception (aicOnoig) is
generated. The most important point to mention is that perception is falling out always
together with the perceived object (“dei ovveknintovoa Kai yevwouévn petd tod aictntod”,
156Db), which means that there is no condition of causality, time, place, or order to make
distinct these two entities. Here, the process and the object are generated and descending as
one, although they appear at the end to be two, but still retaining this oneness within their
relation. This part of the flux theory, as we will see, becomes very important for Plotinus’

theory of the self, too.

Socrates is adjusting a tale, abridging the teachings of the great authorities mentioned earlier,
elucidating the connection of the unity with multiplicity, and introducing in this sacred

context the generation of perception and its products.

apym 88, €€ Mg kai & vov dn éléyopev mhvta fptnTar, fde adT@V, B¢ TO TV
kivnoic v koi 8ALo mapd TodTo 00Sév, THC 88 Kvhoeme dVo 1dn, mANOel pdv
dmepov Ekatepov, dOvapy € TO LEV TOLETY €YoV, TO 08 TAGYEW. €K OE TS TOVTMV
OlAiag e Kol tpiyemg mpog dAAnAa yiyveton Ekyova mAnbel pev dmepa, didvpa
0¢, 1O pev aictntov, 10 8¢ aichnoic, del CLVEKTITTOLGN KOl YEVVMUEVN UETA TOD
aicOnTod. ai p&v ovv aichiosig To To1dde NIV Exovcty dvopata, dyelc Te Kol
axoai Kol 0cQPNoELS Kol YOEELS T€ Kol Kavoelg Kol doval ye On kol ADmor kol
gmBopion kol @OPor kexkAnuévor koi GAAoL, Amépovior pEV ol AvVAOVULUOL,
moapmAn0eic 88 ai Gvopoouévar tO & ad oicONTOV Yévoc TOVTOV EKAGTOIG
Opdyovov, OYect UEV YPOUOTE TOVTOOUMOIC TOVTOdUmd, GKOAIG 08 MCULTMS
pwvai, kai toig dAAaig aicOnoest td dAla aicOnTd cuyyevi] yryvoueva. Ti 81 ovv
NUiv Povretan ovtog 6 udbog, ® Ocaitnte, TPOG T& TPOTEPQ,; Apa £vvoeis; OEAL
OV avv, @ Todxpoteg. Q. AAML 80pet &av moc dmotelecOi. Bovdetar yap O
Aéyev ¢ TaDTO TAVTO PEV DOTEP AEYOUEV KIVETTAL, TOYOG O Kal BpadvTng &vi T
KioeL odTdV. 86ov ey ovv Bpady, &v Td avtd kai mpdg To mAnciélovia TV
kivnow ioyetl kai obtm o1 yevvd, T0 8¢ yevvopeva obtm 01 Bdttw £otiv. pépetal
yap kol &v popd odT®V 1 Kivnolg mépukey. Emeldav odv Supa Kol GANO TU TGV

TOUT® CULUUETPOV TANGLICOV YEVVAOT THV AEVKOTNTA T€ Kol oicOnowv avTh
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oOLPLTOV, O OVK (v TOTE EYEVETO EKATEPOV EKEIVMV TPOG AAAO EAOOVTOG, TOTE O
HETAED QEPOUEVOV TG HEV OYemg TPOG TMV OQOUAUGV, THC 6& AeVKOTNTOC TPOG
10D CLVOTOTIKTOVTOG TO YPAUA, O UEV OPOANLOS Apa dyewg EumAemg £yéveto kol
Opa o tOTE KOl £yEveTo oV TL OWig GAL’ OPOUALOC OpdV, TO 0& Guyyevvijoay TO
YPOUO AEVKOTNTOG TEPLEMANGON KOl &yEveto o AevukdOTNg o GG Agvkdv, gite
Evov gite AlBog gite OTEODV GLVEPT ypTiLa XpOSOHTNVaL T TOOVTE YPDOUATL. Kol
Ak 81 0BT, oKANPOV Kai Bepudv Kol TavTa, TOV adTOV TPOTOV DIOANTTEOVY,
adTO pav kad’ avtd undiv eivar, O 61 kai tote EAéyopey, &v 8& Th Tpdg EAANAL
opMa vt ylyveoOou kai moavtoia dmd Tiig KIvAceme, &mel kai TO molodv elval Tt

Kol 10 Taoyov avTdV &ml £VOC votficat, B¢ Pacty, 0UK ivatl Tayimg.

The principle, on which all those things about we have just been speaking?®
depend (from where all those things we have been speaking take their origin) is
that all things were uniquely motion and nothing else, while the motion had two
sorts, both in infinite multitude; one had the power to affect and the other to be
affected. From the mutual intercourse and friction of the two, there are born
products (children), in infinite multitude, being twins, one being perceptible, and
the other being the perception, which is always falling out and is produced
together with the perceived. The perceptions have the following names: sights,
acts of hearing, of smelling, also of cooling down and warming up; there are also
those called pleasures and sorrows, desires, and fears as well as yet others, those
nameless, unlimited in number, and those that have got names—very many. As to
the perceptible kind of these products, they are born together with each of the
former: together with the sights of all sorts, colors of all sorts, and voices in the
same way together with the acts of hearing as well as the other perceptible

qualities, born as kindred to the other perceptions [...]

The myth wants to say that all these things are moving, as we are saying, and
there is speed and slowness in their motion. Those which move, so to say, slowly,
have their motion in the same place and in relation to those that are next to them,

in this way they give birth and those born are, per consequent, faster. In fact, the

2% These are the distinct things they were speaking about, including qualities, etc.
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latter are changing place, and, by nature, their motion consists in changing

place.?!

So when the eye and something from among those which are commensurate to the
eye meet and give birth to the whiteness and the perception connatural to this—
which would never come to being if both had met something else—then, sight and
whiteness are moving in between, namely, sight coming from the eye and
whiteness coming from the thing that gives birth—together with the eye—to the
color, then the eye had become full of sight and it sees by then and has become
not just some sight but a seeing eye [ob Tt Syig GAL" 0@OaApog 0p@dv], while the
thing that had given birth—together with the eye—to the color, became fully
endowed with whiteness and has become, on its turn, not whiteness but white
wood, or stone, or anything else to which it has happened to be colored by this
color. All the other qualities, the hard, the warm, and everything else, should be
understood in the same way. Taken by themselves they are nothing, as we said
this earlier, but everything becomes, and becomes variegated from the motion,
since it is even impossible, as they say, to stably conceive of one of them to be

active or passive (156a-157a).

Socrates, after naming the different kinds of perception, focuses on the foremost of them in
connection with reality: the vision and the perception of the visible objects. The principle of
this vision is two kinds of first motion: a passive and an active one. Therefore, the
interpretation is as follows: if perception and the perceived are born together in higher reality,
analogically, the object seen and sight are becoming together as well; and in material reality,
it is not just some sight which perceives the things. When the eye and the color, coming from
the object seen, meet, they are affected by each other and then this sight takes its real
embodied essence and becomes not some sight, but a complete sight, the eye which sees (“o%
Tt Oyig GAL" 09BaApoc 0p®dV”’). Therefore, there is no definition of the things themselves
fixed by the human beings, since this definition cannot grasp the real nature of the things, the

nature which includes the oneness in multiplicity and the multiplicity in oneness.

291 perczel suggests that it is implied that the slower motion is alteration, while the faster is
changing place. | would add to this that slower motion is friction between the seen and the

one which sees, as previously mentioned, and this is why the first seen light/fire is generated.
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The theory of flux presented in the form of a tale, which conveys the wisdom of the initiated
philosophers as mentioned in the Theaetetus, instigates Plotinus to elaborate his own theory
of the construction of reality. Plotinus’ reading of the Theaetetus transfers the meaning of the
myth from the plane of sense-perception to that of intellectual intuition and uses the myth to
explain the first origins of any knowledge. In this sense, Plotinus supplements Plato’s

inconclusive dialogue with a solution for the problem of knowledge.

More precisely, in V.3 [49] 9-11,%? after clarifying that our soul’s purification comes with
leaving aside the bodily dwelling, Plotinus goes on to explore the higher realm of existence,
the upper part of the soul, and the intellect’s meeting with the One. In this exploration, he
shows that the root of the self’s realization is at the level of intellect. The way he
demonstrates this is illustrative: if we wish to grasp this “first soul” (V.3 [49], 9.28-29),%% we
need to start ascending from the realm of doxa, or from the realm of sense-perception. Sense-
perception becomes the means for exploring the human soul, which includes the extension of
the intellectual forms and offers the place for their material manifestation. This is the primary
step of the ascendance towards the primary soul, the intellectual soul, which becomes
independent from sense-perception. This point shows that Plotinus’ interpretation of the
Theaetetus considers real knowledge to be a process of ascendance to the forms, while sense-

perception is the gate by which we enter the higher realm.

Ei 6¢ 11g advvatel v wpOTV TNV TOWWTNV Youxny &xev kabapdg voodaoay,
Sofactiknv AaPétm, eito and Tavtg avafavéto. Ei 88 undé todto, aicOnowv
gumhatdtepa T 10N kowlopévny, aicOnoty 8¢ kol £’ favtiig ped v dvvora
kol §{0n &v toic £idectv ovoav. Ei 8¢ Povietal Tic, katofaivov xoi &mi v
yevwdoav (to péypt kai dv molel- eito £viedOev dvafavétm amd doydtov eiddv

€ig Ta Eoyata avamaiy €10, paAlov 8¢ gig Ta TPAOTA.

But if someone is unable to grasp this first soul, which is purely intellective, let

him take the one that forms opinions, and then ascend from this. But if he cannot

292 Emilsson has offered an extensive analysis of the generation of Intellect and V.3 [49]: E.
K. Emilsson, Plotinus on Intellect, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2007, 80-123.
293 «First” was deleted by Dodds as a gloss. However, it is important not to miss this “first”

since it denotes the upper, purely intellective, part of the soul.

186



CEU eTD Collection

even do this, let him take sense-perception which acquires the forms in broader
extension and sense-perception by itself, together with what it is capable to, which
is already in the forms. If someone wants to, let him descend to the soul that gives
birth down to those which it produces. Then, from there, let him ascend from the
last forms to the last forms of the other end, more precisely to the first [V.3 [49]
9.28-35].

Another point made, which shows the parallelism with Theaetetus, is that the realm of sense-
perception is giving birth to its products, just like the process in the intellectual realm. |
assume that in this case Plotinus asserts that sense-perception imitates the intellect’s
perception of itself, becomes a complete sight, a sight which becomes the generative

principle of forms of different levels, higher and lower, in the intellectual world.?%*

Tadta pgv odv tawty. OVde & momdévta pdvov: od yap av v Eoyora. Exel 8¢
npdto. o mowodvra, 60ev kol mTpdTa. Al oOv Buo kKai O mowodv eivon koi Ev
dueo- €l 82 un, denoet mhy Alov. Ti odv; ov denoel mAy <BALovL> &mékeval
t00ToV; | O p&v vodg todto; Ti odv; ody 6pd Eowtdv; "H odtog ovdev dsitar
Opdoems. AALG TodTO €ig Votepov: VOV 8¢ mOMV AéyouUev—oD Yyap mePL TOD
EMTLYOVTOG M OKEYIG—AEKTEOV 0& TAAY TODTOV TOV VoV dendijvar tod Opdv
£aVTOV, LOAAOV 8¢ Exelv TO Opdv £0TOV, TPHTOV UEV TG TOADVY EIVOL, EITO KoL TG)
£Tépov givar, Kai &€ avaykmg Opatikdv eivau, kol OpaTIKOV keivov, Kai THv ovciay
avtod Spacty eivar kol yap dvtog Tvog dAlov Spacty S&i eivar, pm 8& vtog
pétnv goti. A&l toivov mielw évog eivan, tva 8pacig 1), Kol cuvekminmtey TV
Bpacty T OpaTd, koi 1o Opduevov T VI’ avtod TARO0g eivar &v mavti. OVSE Yap
&yel 1O &v mav &ig Tl dvepynoet, AL povov koi Epnpov dv mavTn othoetol. Hi
yop €vepyel, dALo kol dALo- €l 6& un| €in dALo, TO & GALO, Ti Kol TomoeL; §j ToD
npoProetar; A S&i 10 &vepyodv 1} mepl dALo Evepyeiv, | adTO MOAD TL elva, &
péALoL évepyetv €v avtd. Ei 6¢ pn 11 mpoeiedoeton €n” dAAO, otnoeTor dtav 08
TGy 6TAcY, 00 Vonost. A&l Toivov 1O voodv, dtav voi], &v dvaiv givar, koi i o
Oatepov fi &v T AT e, Kol del &v £TepdTNTL THY VONGY £ivon Koi v

T ToTTL 82 &€ Avaryrng: Kol etvan Té Kupimg vooopeve Tpdg TOV VoDV Kod T o)t

29 plotinus makes it clear in V.5 [32] that the nous as a whole is all the forms together and

that each form in turn is the entire nous in potentiality.
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kol £tepa. Koi mélv ad EKAGTOV TGV VOOUUEVMV GUVEKQEPEL THV TALTOTNTO
TOOTNV Koi TV £tepotnTa §| i vonoel, O un &yet dAlo koi GAAdo; Koai yop &i
gkaotov Adyog, mToAld €ott. KatapavOdavel toivov €0vtd @ moikilov d@OaApuov

givat 1} Toilmv YpopudToV.

So much for this. If there were only the forms that are produced, they would not
be the last ones. There, the first are those productive,® for which reason they are
first. Therefore, there should also be the productive principle and the two are one,
or, if not so, it would be in need of yet another. And then? Will it not need
something beyond this one? This one is the mind. And then? Does this not see

itself? But That has no need of sight.

But this is for later. Now let us say again—for our investigation is “not about
some casual matter”?®®—, so we should say again that this mind needs to see
itself, first of all, because it is many,?®’ then, because it belongs to another and is,
by necessity, a seer and a seer of That and its substance is sight.?%® In fact, only if
there is something else can there be sight, if there were none, it would be in
vain.?®® Therefore, there must be more than one, so that there may be sight and the

sight must fall out together with the object seen,>® and what it sees must be a

2% Or: “those that are affecting.”

2% pJato, Republic, | 352d5-6.

297 This refers to multitude in the Theaetetus.

298 Cf. Theaetetus 156a: “These are those people who think that nothing else exists but what
they can hold fast in their hand but do not accept that acts, events, or anything invisible
would fall in a lot of substance.”

29 Cf. Theaetetus 157a: “So from all these things about which we were speaking from the
very beginning, none is itself in itself but is always coming to being together with something
else.”

300 Cf. Theaetetus 156b: “From the mutual intercourse and friction of the two there are born
products (children), in infinite multitude, being twins, one being perceptible and the other
being the perception, which is always falling out and is produced together with the
perceived.” Armstrong’s translation is erroneous here. See Armstrong: “There must, then, be

more than one, that seeing may exist, and the seeing and the seen must coincide.”
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universal multitude. For what is absolutely One has nothing to which to direct its
activity but since it is “alone isolated,”*°* it will remain absolutely at rest. For in
so far as it is active, there is other and yet another. If there is no other and yet
another, what would it do (what would it make/what would it affect)?%°2 Or where
would it proceed? Therefore, that which is active must either be acting on
something else or must itself be many®® if it is to be active within itself. But if
something is not going to go forth to something else, it will be immobile; but
when it is altogether immobile it will not have intellection.*® The intelligent
principle, then, when it perceives intellectually, must be in two parts,3® and either
one must be external to the other or both must be the same, and the intellection
must be in otherness and necessarily also in sameness, and the proper objects of
perception must be the same and other in relation to the mind. And again, each
one of the intellectually perceived objects brings out together with itself
[cuvekeépel] this sameness and otherness.®® For certainly, if each one is a
rational principle, it is many. Therefore, it comes to know itself by being a
manifold eye or consisting of manifold colours.*’ [V.3 [49] 10.1-31]

This passage intimates that sense-perception and sight in the Theaetetus are indirectly

connected to the role of the Intellect, the second level of reality, which perceives itself and,

301 philebus, 63b 7-8.
802 «r{ xai moMoet”; a reference to the active movement in the Theaetetus.

303 This refers, once again, to Theaetetus 156a. See above n. 36.

304 Cf. Theaetetus 157a: “since it is even impossible, as they say, to stably conceive of one of
them to be active or passive.”

305 Cf. Theaetetus 156a: “that all (things) were uniquely motion and nothing else, while the
motion had two sorts, both in infinite multitude; one had the power to affect and the other to
be affected.”

308 This is a combination of Sophist 254d-e with Theaetetus 156d-e: “then, sight and
whiteness are moving in between [petald pepopévov], namely sight coming from the eye

and whiteness coming from the thing that gives birth—together with the eye—to the colour.”

307 See the previous note.
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by perceiving itself, the one intellectual being ends up as two and then multiple.3% In fact, it
is in this respect that the subject becomes object and then multiple objects. Multiplicity
appears because the mind seeks to find completeness, unity defined by the desire for Intellect
to become a whole.®® This need creates the first split, the first movement. This first
movement renders the intellect a manifold eye, mwowilov 6¢BaAiudv, which unfolds all the
intelligible contents due to its desire to grasp the One. At the very moment that it turns to
itself, while trying to grasp the One, it produces simultaneously the seer, the seeing, and the
object seen, and thus the Intellect becomes idoboa dyig, a fulfilled, complete sight. This is
perfectly analogical to what the myth says about the sense of sight: when the sight and the
color, coming from the object seen, meet, they are affected by each other and it is then that
this sight takes its real essence and becomes the eye which sees (o0 1t dyig GAL 60BaAOG
opav,” 156e). According to Plotinus, before this phase the intellect is not a whole: it is just an

inchoate or an “unimprinted sight” (&ronmTog dyic).31°

At this point, a further clarification on the complete and inchoate, or unimprinted, sight is
required: Perczel suggested that the two first motions, passive and active, in the Theaetetus
correspond to the two phases of the Intellect’s movement towards its source, the One, in V.3
[49] 11. In his article “L’“intellect amoureux’ et I’“un qui est’”” he analyzing the passage VI. 7
[38] 35, 19-25, which speaks about two powers of the mind, “one through which it sees its

own content” and “one by which it sees those beyond itself [thus, in plural!] through a sort of

308 One may wonder whether this reuse of the Theaetetus’ myth on the birth of perception has
also to do with Plotinus’ polemic with the Gnostics, running through his entire oeuvre.
Gnostic teachings claim that the evil lies in multiplicity and generation, in a vertical, top-
down creation. Also, in Plotinus’ school, Gnostics were considered a sort of schismatic
school sprouting from the schools of “ancient philosophy” (see Porphyry, Life of Plotinus,
16.1-2). So, it is important for Plotinus to correct what he considered a misinterpretation of
Plato’s dialogues. Thus, one may suppose that Plotinus’ transposition of the philosophical
myth on perception to the level of the mind is based on the anti-Gnostic conviction that
sense-perception is an analogical image of intellection.

309 Emilsson explains, and | fully agree with him, that it is not the intellectual nature that
motivates the Intellect to split into subject and object, but the desire to become a whole; E.
Emilsson, Plotinus on Intellect, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2007, 104.

310 v/ 3[49] 11, 12.
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concentration (¢miBoin) and reception (mapadoyn), Perczel distinguishes three states of the
genesis of the mind: one in which it is entirely concentrated in the “one being” — this is the
moment of concentration (émiBoAn) —, a second one, in which it becomes an “indefinite dyad”
(ddprotog dvag) corresponding to the “unimprinted sight” (dtomwtog dyig) of the Theaetetus
and of V. 3 — this is the moment of reception (rapadoyn) —, and a third one, in which it
becomes “a vision that has seen” (idodoa dyic) of the Theaetetus and V. 3 again, I”.3!? If this
is the case, then Perczel presupposes that the intellect in an eternal movement constitutes
itself in the double act of concentration and reception. However, Emilsson, following Lloyd,
suggests that Intellect apprehends an already contained image of the One, for Intellect needs
to move forward to its self-determination.3!? In this respect, the stress is on the Intellect’s
activity from a state of potentially being fully actualized to the state of full actualization.
Thus, the correspondence of the first motion’s principle in Theaetetus with the Intellect’s
unprocessed full actualization in V.3 [49] takes this form: during the inchoate or unimprinted
sight, Intellect has a pre-noetic experience of the One, and during the complete sight, it
proceeds with the noetic experience of the One’s image and of itself and it becomes

actualized.

Plotinus seeks to demonstrate that sight is of divine origin and plays a fundamental role in the
generation of reality. As such, it possesses the capacity to perceive forms directly in any level
of reality, without relying on any medium, especially not a materialistic one. By connecting
human sight to the realm of intellect, sympatheia also is elevated to a higher level of unity,

reflecting the interconnectedness of all things within a metaphysical framework.

Conclusion

This chapter has examined Plotinus’ theory of sight in relation to sympatheia, placing it in
dialogue with the views of Aristotle, the Stoics, Galen, and ultimately Plato. Plotinus’
fundamental argument is that sight does not require a material medium such as air or light to

function; rather, it is facilitated by a direct unity between the subject and the object, rooted in

311, Perczel, “L’‘intellect amoureux’ et I’‘un qui est’: une doctrine mal connue de Plotin”,
Revue de Philosophie Ancienne, 15.2, 235-236.

312 For an excellent overview of the discussion on this, see Emilsson, Plotinus on Intellect,
75-76.
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the activity of the soul. This rejection of intermediary transmission positions his theory in

contrast to the dominant materialist accounts of perception in antiquity.

A central point in Plotinus’ argument is that vision occurs through the natural affinity
(oike10tnc) between the eye and the object, rather than by means of a medium that transmits
impressions. He systematically dismantles Aristotle’s claim that a transparent body like air
must be activated by light to enable sight, arguing instead that any medium would obstruct
rather than facilitate perception. Similarly, he rejects Stoic and Galenic explanations that
involve the stretching of the pneuma, or the interaction of the luminous visual ray with the
surrounding air. By shifting the explanation away from physical transmission, Plotinus
presents vision as an activity of the soul that is immediate and continuous with the unity of
the cosmos. The chapter also highlights Plotinus’ engagement with Galen, who, despite his
medical materialism, shares some common ground with him regarding the connection
between sight and cosmic unity. Galen’s theory of the visual pneuma, which extends from the
brain and interacts with the external air, reflects an attempt to reconcile Platonic and Stoic
elements. However, for Plotinus, vision cannot depend on a bodily mechanism like the
pneuma; instead, it is a function of the soul’s activity, which, in turn, is an extension of the

greater unity of the cosmic Soul.

At the heart of Plotinus’ theory is the idea that perception operates according to the same
principles that structure reality itself. Just as the Intellect perceives itself by producing its
own multiplicity, so too does vision occur through a direct and inherent relation between the
perceiver and the perceived. His use of Plato’s Theaetetus reinforces this idea: just as
perception and the perceived object come into being together, so does the Intellect generate
its own contents by turning toward itself. This parallel suggests that seeing is not merely a
sensory act, but a metaphysical event—an active participation in the unity of being. Plotinus’
theory of sight ultimately serves a broader philosophical function: it reinforces the notion that
all perception, and indeed all knowledge, depends on a deeper unity within the structure of
reality. Sympatheia, rather than material transmission, is the true cause of perception. This
means that seeing is not a process of reception, but an activity of recognition, mirroring the
way in which the Intellect knows itself and generates the forms. By grounding vision in the
activity of the soul rather than in physical processes, Plotinus ensures that perception remains

connected to the metaphysical order of the cosmos.

192



CEU eTD Collection

In conclusion, Plotinus’ critique of intermediary theories of sight is not merely a rejection of
materialist explanations, but a reaffirmation of his broader philosophical system. Vision, like
all forms of perception, is rooted in the unity of the soul and its connection to the cosmic
order. By emphasizing the immediacy of perception and its relation to the structure of reality,
Plotinus bridges the gap between epistemology and metaphysics, showing that to see is

ultimately to participate in the fundamental intelligibility of the cosmos.
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Conclusions

In this dissertation, | have explored the intricate philosophical and medical frameworks of
Galen and Plotinus, focusing particularly on their concepts of sympatheia, the role of the
Demiurge, and the nature of the soul’s connection to the body and the cosmos. My research
has demonstrated how the two thinkers, drawing on Plato’s Timaeus, developed an in-depth
understanding of the relationship between the corporeal and the intelligible, presenting a
worldview in which the soul acts both as mediator and as unifier. Through a careful
examination of Galen’s and Plotinus texts , | have traced a lineage of thought that stresses out
the coherence and interconnectedness of all levels of existence.

One of the key conclusions of this study is the centrality of sympatheia in both Galenic and
Plotinian thought. For Galen, sympatheia is manifested in the intricate functional
interrelations of the body, where each organ communicates within a harmonious network
governed by the Demiurge’s design. This perspective aligns with Galen’s broader teleological
view, in which natural faculties operate with purposeful causality. Plotinus, while adopting
and expanding upon this framework, extends sympatheia beyond the corporeal realm. His
theory intimates that the soul’s kinetic activity generates an analogical spatiality that unifies
the cosmos. In this sense, sympatheia serves not only as a medical or physiological concept,

but as a metaphysical principle that bridges the material and the intelligible.

The role of analogical spatiality is fundamental in understanding sympatheia’s mechanics
throughout the dissertation. Analogical spatiality, in Plotinus’ framework, represents the way
in which the soul’s influence is extended in a non-local, metaphysical manner, ensuring that
the unity of the cosmos is maintained, despite the apparent separation of individual entities.
This concept explains how the soul’s activities are not bound by physical locality, but rather
function in a dynamic relational space, where intellectual, psychic, and corporeal realms

interact.

Galen’s approach, rooted in empirical observation and agnostic theology, reveals a tension
between his medical empiricism, and his acknowledgment of a higher organizing principle.
While he remains skeptical of the soul’s immortality, his recognition of the body’s
complexity suggests a divine craftsmanship at work. Plotinus, in contrast, fully embraces the
metaphysical implications of this order, positioning the Demiurge as an emanative principle

that sustains the unity of the cosmos. His concept of analogical spatiality elucidates how the
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soul, while seemingly fragmented across different faculties, remains essentially one,
participating in a divine hierarchy that extends from the One to the physical world. The
hierarchical structure of the higher reality is mapped through this analogical spatiality
connecting the intelligible realm to the corporeal, via the discursive activity of the soul,

where each level of being mirrors the higher principles that guide its formation and function.

The dissertation has also highlighted how Plotinus and Galen contribute to a broader
philosophical discourse on the nature of perception and knowledge. Galen’s physiological
theories, particularly his views on the pneuma, suggest a material basis for cognition and
sensory experience. However, Plotinus reinterprets these ideas to align with his non-
materialist ontology, arguing that perception occurs through an innate affinity between the
perceiver and the perceived, rather than through intermediary transmission. This distinction is
crucial in understanding how Plotinus distances himself from Stoic materialism and
Avristotelian rationalism, while still engaging with these theories. Analogical spatiality plays a
significant role in this interpretation, as it suggests that perception and knowledge are
functions of the soul’s ability to mediate between levels of reality, bypassing material

constraints.

Furthermore, my exploration of the relationship between the Demiurge and the soul of the
universe has underscored the complexity of divine causality in both thinkers. In some of his
works, Galen speaks about an inscrutable Demiurge, while in others he seems to identify the
Demiurge with the soul of the universe, which is responsible for corporeal animation, leaving
open the question of the nature of this higher soul. Sometimes he seems to identify this
demiurgic soul with nature (pvo1c). According to his views, the rational souls (our souls) are
parts of this universal demiurgic soul. Based on his medical experiences, Galen teaches that
the living bodies are not operated by the rational souls, but by another soul or souls, directly
dependent on the soul of the universe. He leaves open the question whether each non-rational
faculty (the sentient and the vegetative) is a separate living being depending on the soul of the

universe, or is directly animated by the great soul.

Plotinus refines this framework by positing a tripartite emanation process, wherein the
intellect generates the world soul, which in turn gives rise to the material cosmos and
animates it through its vegetative faculty, while its rational and sentient faculties remain
beyond the physical world (éxi trv vmovpaviov ayida [Plato, Phaedrus 247ab]). The same

problem that occupied Galen (namely the unawareness of the rational soul of the processes in
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its body, while the body obeys the commands of the will (a problem that will later be
paramount for Descartes) also occupies Plotinus’ mind. Yet, his solution, a logical
consequence of his hierarchical metaphysics, is different from that of Galen. For Plotinus, the
last inhabitant of the intelligible world is the “universal soul,” whose parts in an equal rank,
that of the “partial souls”, are both the world-soul and the rational souls. Thus, all the souls
are ontologically and epistemologically one, yet distinguished like the theorems in science,
such as Euclidian mathematics. This unity in diversity explains the sympatheia between the
rational soul and its body, animated by the demiurgic soul of the universe, as well as the
sympatheia between all the parts of the world, and finally all sense-perception. This monist,
yet hierarchical, model preserves both the unity and multiplicity of existence, reflecting the
broader Neoplatonic vision of reality as a structured yet dynamic totality. In this hierarchical
unfolding, analogical spatiality ensures the coherence of different levels of existence by
providing a framework for the interaction between the intelligible and the cosmic realms, and

the rational souls.

The metaphor of dance, employed by Plotinus to illustrate the ordered movement of the
heavens, encapsulates the essence of sympatheia. Just like a well-choreographed dance
maintains its harmony through coordinated motion, the cosmos sustains its unity through the
kinetic activity of the soul. This imagery reinforces the connection between ethics and
metaphysics in Plotinian thought: to live virtuously is to align oneself with the cosmic order,
mirroring the soul’s ascent toward the intellect and the One. Galen’s medical analogy
similarly suggests that health, both physical and spiritual, is achieved through balance and
proper function within a larger system. Analogical spatiality operates within this framework
by ensuring that all movements, whether cosmic or ethical, are guided by the same

harmonious principles that govern the universe.

Ultimately, the analysis demonstrates that sympatheia is not merely an explanatory device,
but a fundamental ontological principle that underlies the unity of being. Whether approached
through the lens of Galenic physiology or Plotinian metaphysics, the idea that all parts of
existence are interconnected through a higher organizing principle remains a powerful and
enduring concept. By bridging the gap between medicine and philosophy, between empirical
observation and metaphysical speculation, Galen and Plotinus offer a vision of reality that is
both deeply structured and dynamically open-ended. Their insights continue to resonate in
contemporary discussions on the nature of consciousness, the interrelation of mind and body,

and the philosophical implications of scientific inquiry. Analogical spatiality serves as a
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mechanism that allows these insights to be consistently applied across different domains,
ensuring that sympatheia functions as a binding force between knowledge, perception, and

reality.

In conclusion, this dissertation has sought to illuminate the connection between the
philosophical and medical traditions that shaped the concept of sympatheia in late antiquity.
By examining the thought of Galen and Plotinus within their historical and intellectual
contexts, | believe to have gained a deeper appreciation of the ways in which ancient thinkers
were involved with questions of causality, unity, and divine order. Their works serve as a
testament to the enduring human quest to understand the nature of existence, reminding us
that the search for knowledge, whether through science or philosophy, is ultimately a pursuit
of harmony and interconnectedness. Analogical spatiality emerges as a key concept in this
pursuit, demonstrating how the unity of the cosmos is maintained through metaphysical
continuity and relational structuring, ensuring that all levels of reality remain meaningfully

connected.
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Appendix

Introduction

The chapter offers a new translation of the treatise 1V.5, as | believe that this will shed light
on Plotinus’ arguments for Sympatheia and its relation to sight. The translation is a joint work
done together with Istvan Perczel. Regarding the form of this translation, we have chosen to
compose it in a dialogue form. Indeed, it is unclear whether Plotinus is asking the question
and makes the counterarguments himself, or he is challenged by an interlocutor. Be this as it

may, the composition seems to reflect a classroom or a dialogue setting.

While trying to reconstruct the precise argument of the treatise, we felt obliged to emend the
edition of Henry and Schwyzer. Often, we changed the punctuation, accepted different
variants from the apparatus criticus, or suggested emendations for texts suffering from
iotacism. We hope that, in so doing, we were able to reconstruct the logical argument of the
treatise, famous among researchers for its alleged obscurity.'® Thus, we are giving a new
translation and commentaries. The Greek Lesetext serving as basis for this translation will be

published separately, together with the translation and the commentaries.

313 See, for example, E. Emilsson, “Plotinus on sympatheia”, in E. Schliesser (ed.), Sympathy:
A History, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015, 54.
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IV.5 (29) Third treatise on the questions concerning the soul, or about vision

P. Since we have promised to investigate the question whether it is possible to see without
any medium, such as air, or any other so-called transparent body, now we should proceed to
this investigation. We have said that vision and, in general, sense-perception, should come
about by means of a kind of body. In fact, without a body the soul is by all means in the
intelligible [realm], while — as sense-perception is the perception not of the intelligible but of
the sensible only — the soul should somehow become connected to the sensible objects and
thus, create for itself a sort of communion of knowledge or affection to them. It is for this
reason that the knowledge [of the sensible objects] occurs by means of corporeal organs. In
fact, through these, as they are, so to say, connatural, or congruous [with the sensible
objects], the soul, so to say, is united to those sensible objects, as in this way there occurs a

sort of common affection [between the soul and the sensible objects].

I. Now, if it is necessary that there occurs some connection to the objects of knowledge, why
should one make any query about those objects that become known by means of some sort of

touching?

However, about vision — let us leave for later the question of hearing — so, however, about
seeing, should there be a corporeal medium between the sight and the color,3* or the
corporeal medium would accidentally impinge [upon the sight]®'® but would not contribute in
any manner to the seeing for those who see?

P. However, if it is so that, if the bodies are dense, such as the earthly bodies, this prevents
the vision, but the lighter are those in-between, the better we see, would one claim that those
in-between are either contributing, or, if they do not contribute, at least they are not

impeding? One would rather say that they are impeding.

314 1f we place the full stop after ypodparoc, the sentence would have no predicate. The end of
the sentence comes after opdotv.

315 This is a Stoic theory, mentioned by Alexander of Aphrodisias: De anima suppl. Aristot. ||
1, p. 130, 15 = SVF Il n. 864.
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I. Yet is not it so that first the medium receives the affection and, so to speak, it gets
imprinted? An indication thereof is that, if someone were standing in front of us,3'® looking at
the [same] color, he would see it, too. If there had not occurred an affection in the medium,

this would not have reached us.

P. However, it is not necessary that the medium also be affected, if that which is naturally
disposed to be affected, that is, the eye, is affected. Or, if it is affected, it is affected by
something else, just as the fishing rod, which is in-between the torpedo fish and the hand, is
not affected by the same thing as that which affects the hand.

I. However, even in this case, if the rod and the line were not in-between, the hand would not
be affected.

P. Yet, this point is also open to doubt. In fact, people tell that, if the <torpedo fish> gets in
the net, the fisherman [equally] would suffer growing torpid. But in fact, it seems that our
discourse is touching the so-called mutual affections (copméOeion). If this and this is naturally
disposed to be affected through mutual affection by that and that, because it has some
likeness to it, then, the medium, being unlike, would not be affected, or would not be affected
by the same affection. If this is so, then, if nothing is in-between, that which naturally is
disposed to be affected, would be even more affected, if there were nothing in-between, than

if the medium were such that it would also be affected.

P. If seeing is such that it connects the light of the vision to the light in-between, until the
perceptible object, then this medium is the light3!’ and the present hypothesis enquires about

this medium. However, if the colored body that is the object [of vision] brings about the

316 <&l 1mpochEY T UMY EoTn coniecimus/ EumpocBéy Tic U@V Eoton 1 MSS/ Eumpocbéy Tig

NudV Eotol, T coniecit H-SY2/ Eunpocbév tig udv Eoton [f deleto] coniecint Kirchoff et
Volker. The opponent’s argument seems to be that the fact that wherever one stands in the
same line produces the same vision is an argument in favour of the medium being imprinted
and thus transmitting the impression.

817 §&1 <10> petald TodTo £lvon 1O PG coniecimus/ el PeTaéd TodTO Etvon 10 PdG MSS, H-ST

2
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alteration, then, what prevents the alteration from going directly to the eye without any
medium, even if it is so that now, when there is something in-between, that which is in front

of the eye is altered necessarily in some way?3!8

As to those who pour out the sight [from the eye], they would not conclude that, by all
means, there must be something in-between, if they were not afraid that the ray would fall to

the ground. However, it is a ray of light and the light spreads straight ahead.

Those who claim that the vision occurs through a collision [of the ray of sight with the

object] would by all means need the medium.

Those who stand for the image theory and say that the images are passing through the void,
need the space, lest the vision would be impeded. Thus, given that, if nothing is in-between,

there is even less impediment, they would not doubt our hypothesis.

Those who say that seeing is due to a community of affections, claim that one sees less well
if there is a medium, to the extent that it would impede, hinder, and make deem the shared
affection. Rather, there follows [from the hypothesis of a shared affection] to say that even
that which is akin [to the vision] makes the shared affection dimmer insofar as it is also
affected. For if a continuous body catching fire were to burn in its depth, yet the deepest part

would be affected less than the one in front of the fire.

I. However, if the parts of one living being share affection among them, would they be less

affected because there is something between them?

P. Perhaps, they would be affected less but the affection would be in commensurate
according to the will of nature, and the medium would prevent the excess, unless somehow it

were to be that the medium is not affected at all.

318 Interpunctum editorum mutavimus. Plotinus asks that, if vision happens through an
alteration in the seeing organ (the eye), why would the alteration not immediately happen in
the eye if there is nothing in-between. And, according to Plotinus, this observation is valid
even if now, that there is a medium in-between the eye and the visible object, there is an

alteration in “what is in front of the eye,” that is the air.
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I. Yet, if the living being has shared affection by the fact that it is one, and if we are affected
because we are in and belong to one [living being], is it not necessary that, when we perceive

that which is far away, that there be a continuity?

P. If we are positing the continuity and the medium because the living being needs to be
continuous, then the affection of the continuum is accidental, lest we say that everything is
affected by everything. However, if now one thing is affected by one thing and another by
another, and not the same affection, we would not need to have everywhere the medium.3°
Now, if someone says that it is for the sight that a medium is needed, we should ask why. In
fact it does not seem to be generally true that what goes through the air creates any affection
to the air apart from simply dividing it. For instance, if a stone falls from above what else
happens apart from the fact the air is unable to resist?*2° For it is not reasonable to say that
this [that is, that the stone falls] is a result of the reciprocal resistance (évtinepiotacic)®?
because, in this way, also the fire would ascend due to reciprocal resistance. But this is
impossible,®?? for the fire by the speed of its movement overtakes (p8dvet) the reciprocal
resistance of the air.3® However, if anyone says that the reciprocal resistance of the air is
speeded up because of the speed of the fire’s movement, this would happen incidentally, and

would not contribute to the upward movement. In fact, in the trees also, the impulse is to go

319 Alexander of Aphrodisias, Mantissa, 127.

320 To resist the weight of the stone / the pressure.

321 Antiperistasis: According to Aristotle, a moving object, which is no longer in touch with
the mover, is moved by the medium through which it moves. What keeps the moving object
in movement is that, as it leaves a portion of the air, that portion pushes it forward. Logically,
this is connected to the idea that void does not exist.

322 There is a natural movement of the object, and the air cannot resist. There is no need of
the air for antiperistasis. If that were true, then the fire also would ascend due to
antiperistasis.

323 The fire goes up because it is faster than the pushing of the air. This is the doctrine of
impetus, which demolishes the Aristotelean theory. Sorabji claimed that Philoponus was the
first advocate of the impetus theory=impulse, the acceleration of the falling bodies are the
same because of the impulse. Yet here, in Plotinus, maybe we have the first hints of this
impetus theory; see R. Sorabji, “John Philoponus”, in idem (ed.), Philoponus and the

Rejection of Aristotelian Science, London: Institute of Classical Studies, 49.
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upwards without anything pushing them, and we cut the air while moving and it is not the
reciprocal resistance that pushes us, but the air only follows our movement and fills up the
void.®?* If then, the air is divided by bodies like these without being affected, in the case of
the forms that are reaching our sight, what would prevent us from admitting that they go

325 \what

through the air even without division? But if the forms do not arrive as if in a flux,
need is there for the air to be affected and for the affection to reach us as a result of its
previous affection? 3% In fact, if our perception results from a previous affection of the air,
then, we would not see the object of sight by looking at it, but we would get the perception
from that which lays close to us, just like when we are warmed. In this case, apparently, it is
not the remote fire that warms us, but the warmed air lying close. For warming is by contact
but for acts of seeing there is no contact. For this reason, it is not by being placed upon the

eye that the sensible object makes us see, but the intermediary space must be illuminated.

I. Is it not so because the air is dark? Were it not dark, perhaps it would not need light.
Because darkness is an obstacle to vision, it should be dominated by the light. So, perhaps,
when the object is applied to the eye, it is not seen because it brings with it the shadow of the

air and its own shadow.3%’

324 \We are splitting the air as we are moving, and the air fills the void that our movement
causes. This is an effect and not a cause of what is happening. The air is not affected by the
movement of the light. The light comes to our eye without the air contributing — here Plotinus
goes against Aristotle’s theory of seeing.

325 The idea is that there is a flux of light going through the air but does not affect the air.

326 probably here Plotinus refers to the Peripatetic theory, which asserts that the forms arrive
like a flux.

327 Apparently, this section is an objection by the interlocutor, who is trying to save the
Peripatetic theory of vision through a gradual transmission via the air. Plotinus argues that, if
vision occurred through such a gradual transmission, it would not happen through our sight
looking directly at the visible object, but through the immediate action of the pre-affected air
transmitting the forms that it first receives. However, according to Plotinus, if this were true,
the visible object would also generate vision when it is placed directly upon the eye, just like
any warm object or the fire generates the sensation of heat (even burning) at direct contact

with the skin. Yet this is not so: the direct contact of the eye with the visible object does not
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P. Now, the major evidence for the fact that we do not see the form of the sense object and its
shapes®?® through the pre-affected air as if in a gradual transmission, is that during the night
the fire and the stars and their shapes are seen in the darkness. For certainly, nobody will
claim that the forms would enter the dark air and would get in contact [with the sight] in this

way. 3%

I. Rather, [this is because] there would be no darkness because the fire has illuminated its
own form.3% In fact, when it is very dark everywhere and even the stars are hidden, and the
fire and the light from them is not illuminating from the luminaries, even then, the fire is seen

from the lighthouses which are giving signs to the ships.

generate vision. To this argument, the interlocutor replies that the lack of vision at direct
contact may be explained otherwise and thus the Peripatetic theory might be saved: In itself,
the air is dark, and this is an obstacle to the vision. Unless the air is illuminated by the light,
vision is not possible. Thus, the object directly placed upon the eye cannot be seen because of
the shadow it casts upon the eye, which prevents the vision. The long excursus in chapter 3
on the way distant sources of light are seen during night through the dark air is Plotinus’
response to this objection.

328 101 TIC TOVTOL HOPPAC coniecimus / Kai TG ToVTOV popedc MSS/ delevit Kirchoff et H-
S*2 ut iteratum ex linea 4. Apparently, the scribe of the Byzantine hyparchetype changed
T00TOL to TovT®V due to contamination from what follows in the sentence. The argument says
that the fact of seeing fire and the stars through dark air in the night is the main proof that
there is no need of a pre-affection of the air for vision to occur. This is a direct answer to the
objection of the Interlocutor concerning the shadow of the object placed directly on the eye.
For the structure of the sentence, see the Arabic paraphrase in Dicta sapientis graeci: “The
proof that vision comes to the beholder without the air’s being affected by the form of the
object of vision, consists in the things which we see at night, such as fire and the stars.”

329 That is, “how could one claim that the forms of the stars are affecting the dark air?”

330 Qur conjecture is that this is the objection of the interlocutor, because otherwise the
argument is not logical. However, the Arabic translator of the Dicta sapientis graeci
understood it otherwise: “If that were so, the air would not be dark...” Yet, the break in the

argumentation is also visible in the Arabic.
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P. Now, even if someone were to say that even in these conditions the fire passes through and
hits the sense-perception, in this case the eyesight should have apprehended the dim fire that
is in the air and not that fire itself, which is clear. Yet, if even there is a dark medium in-
between, still what lies beyond is seen, then how much more so when there is no medium?
However, to this someone might object that indeed it is impossible to see when there is no
medium, yet not because there is nothing in-between but because in this case the community
of affection of the living being toward the parts,®¥! and that of the parts toward each other
resulting from its [that is, the living being’s] oneness, is removed. For it seems that any kind
of sense-perception comes about because the living being — this universe — has a community
of affection to itself. In fact, if this were not so, how would one thing share in the power of

the other and especially in a power which is far away?

I. But we should consider this problem: if there was another universe that is another living
being which did not belong to the life of this one and there was an eye on the back of the
heaven3? would this see that other universe at appropriate distance, or this universe would

have nothing to do with this one?

P. We will discuss this later. Now, one might use another testimony to show that seeing does
not happen by means of the medium which is being affected. For if the medium of the air was
affected, then the affection would have to be a bodily one, by all means. But this is as an
impression being in wax. Then, a part of this seen object would have to be stamped on each
part (of the air), so that the part of the air in contact with the eye would perceive a part of the
seen object just as large as the part which the pupil of the eye would receive according to its
own size. Yet, as it is, the whole object is seen, and all those who are in the air see what is in
front and sideways, what is far and near, and what is behind, without being impeded, so that
each part of the air contains the whole seen object, the face for instance. Yet, this is not a
corporeal affection but is brought about by higher, psychic necessities, belonging to a single

living being sharing affections with itself.

4.

31 1poc adTd Mss / mpog avtd coniecit Sleeman. However, the two statements are equivalent,
so the conjecture is not necessary.
332 See Phaedrus 247ab.
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I. But how is the light of the vision continuous®®? to that [light] which is around the vision

and up to the sensible object?

P. First, the continuity does not need the air in-between, unless someone were to say that
there is no light without the air. In this way, the air would be in-between by accident but the
light itself would be the medium, without being affected. And there is no need of affection
here but there is need of the medium. Yet, if the light is not a body, then, there is no need for a

body.

I. However, the vision would not need another light and a medium simply for seeing, but for

seeing in a distance.

P. The question whether there could be light without the air, will be discussed later. Now, we
should consider the following. If this continuous light becomes ensouled and the soul is
carried through this and comes to be inside it, just like it happens internally, therefore, in the
perception which is the seeing there would be no need for a light as a medium, but the seeing
would be similar to touching, while the faculty of vision is perceiving in the light without the
medium being affected, and only the movement of the vision occurs there [that is, in the
light]. Because of this, one should enquire whether because there is an extension, therefore
the sight must go there, or because there is a body in the extension. And if there is an obstacle
because there is a body in the extension, then, if we remove this, it [the sight/vision] will see.
Yet, [if it is so] merely because there is an extension, then we must assume that the nature of
the visible object is idle and does not act in any manner. However, this is not possible. In fact,
the touching not only tells that something is close and that it touches it, but also announces
the differences of the touchable object by being affected and, if there is no obstacle, it would
perceive this even if it were at a distance. For, the air in-between and us are perceiving
simultaneously, not waiting for the air to be warmed. Certainly, the solid body is warmed up
more than the air. So, this happens rather through the air and not because of it. Therefore, if
one has the faculty to act and another to be affected, or in either way, then, why would the
sight need another medium for the object for which it has the faculty, for the action to
happen? In fact, this is to need an obstacle. For when the light of the sun approaches, it does

not have to approach first the air and then us, but both simultaneously, and often, before it

333 Suvapéc / ovveyéc B
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comes near the sight it is somewhere else,®** so that we see without the air being affected,
while the air which is not affected is in-between and the light to which we should join our
sight has not arrived yet. In fact, it is difficult to explain with this hypothesis the way we see
the stars, or in general the fire, during the night.* However, if the soul remains in itself, and
it needs the light as a rod to reach the object, then, the perception would be violent and of
mutual pressure, while the light is extended and the object of perception, the color as color, is
itself also resistant/solid. For it is so that touchings occur through a medium. Moreover, [even
in this case,] first it [the light] came close [to the visible object], so that then there was
nothing in-between. For it is so that later the fact of touching through a medium creates the
knowledge, as if through memory or, rather, through a logical inference. But this is not the
case. However, if the light that is next to the perceptible object should be affected first, and
then it should transmit [the affection] to the sight, then this hypothesis becomes the same with

that, which supposed that first the medium is altered, but this, we have already discussed.36

I. Now the question is, whether we should admit that, given that the air which is next>® is
affected first to move by the producer of the sound, then it [that is, the sound] becomes
perceived because the air which reaches to the hearing also undergoes the same affection; or
is it so that, while the medium is accidental by the fact of being there in-between, yet, if the
medium is removed and the sound is given all of a sudden — such as that of two colliding

bodies — the perception [of the sound] immediately reaches us; or, first there is need of the air

334 For example, when the sun is covered by clouds and all of a sudden it comes out, or when
the sun rises from the horizon. According to Plotinus, we see the light immediately, without
the need for the sunshine to illuminate first the air and then the sight.

335 That is, it would be difficult to explain this phenomenon under the hypothesis that the air
should be first illuminated and only then, through its intermediary, would the eye see the stars
and the fire. See above, IV.5, 3, 1-15.

336 See above, 1V.5, 2, 1-15.

337 10D Gépoc ... Tod mopoxeyévov coniecit Harder/ tod aépog ... 1oV mapaksipevov MSS.
Harder’s conjecture imposes itself as otherwise it would remain impossible to give the

sentence any sound meaning. In fact, the endings -ov and -ov are often confused by the

scribes of minuscule manuscripts.
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that is hit [by the sound], but from there, the role of the medium is different? In fact, in this
case, it would seem that the air is the master of the sound. For there would be no sound from
the very beginning when two bodies collide, unless the air, struck by their fast meeting and
being pushed out, is to hit that which is next to it and this is being transmitted until the ear

and the hearing.

P. However, if the air is the master of the sound and the strike is because the air is moved,
then, for what reason are there differences of the voices and of the sounds? For the bronze has
a different sound when it hits bronze or something else, or when something else hits
something else. But the air is one, and so also is the strike in it, for the differences [in the
sounds and the voices] consist not only in their being louder or lower. If the strike that the air
has undergone gives a sound, we should not say that air gave it insofar as it is air. For the air
gives a sound when it encounters the stability of a solid body and remains as if it were
something solid before being poured out.3® Therefore, the clashing bodies and their clash are
enough, and this strike is the sound which reaches our perception. This is proven also by the
internal sounds of the animals, which are not produced in the air but because one part clashes
against and strikes the other: for instance, the bending of the bones when they are rubbed
against each other, or their being ground.®*° However, let us ask about this, given that the
issue has become similar to that which we had raised concerning the sight — as the affection
of hearing is also a kind of act of consciousness as [it occurs] within a living being —, [6]
whether there could be light without air — such as the light of the sun when it shines on the
surface of the bodies3*® — when the medium is void, so that now that it [the air] is there, it is

illuminated accidentally.®*

338 The example is that of a current of air, such as a strong wind, encountering a solid bodly,
from where it is repelled and is poured out, but in the moment of the encounter the air
behaves as if it were a solid body clashing with another one and, thus, it gives a sound.

339 Plotinus invokes the case when one bends an elbow or knee and it gives a cracking sound,
or when one is grinding one’s teeth.

340 olov iAiov PTOC &V Empavein TV COUATOV EMAGUTOVTOC CONiECiMus; olov fiAiov dvtog
v mpaveiq 10V copdtov dmddurovrog MSS + H-S'2; olov fAiov &v dmpoveiq 6V

copdrov émhdurovioc Miiller sed dvtoc defendit Kleist, Studien 134. H-S! notat ad locum:
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I. Yet, if also the others are affected through the air and the light gets its existence by it — for
it is an affection of the air —, then, the affection would not exist without that thing whose

affection it is.

P. First of all, the light is not primarily an affection of the air, nor as it is air, given that every

fiery and shining body, and even such kind of stones have luminous surface.

I. But would that [affection], which goes to another [body] from that which has such a

surface exist, if there were no air?

P. Yet, if it is only a quality, namely a quality of something, then, given that every quality is
in a substrate, it is necessary to ask the question, in which body the light will exist. However,
if it is an activity from something else, then, why, if there is no connecting body but there is a
void in between, would it [the light] not exist and spread beyond? As it is something intense,
why wouldn’t it get through without riding on something? But if it were such as prone to fall,
then, it would move downwards. For, by all means, the air, or, in general, the illuminated
body, would not be that which drags it out from the illuminating body and compels it to go
forward, given that it is not an accident, so that it should be upon something else, nor is it an
affection, so that there must be the one which is affected. Otherwise, once it [the affection]

had come, it should have stayed.*? Yet, actually it leaves, so that it may come [to the sight].

gmlaumovtog Scil. tod pmtoc. It is possible that the putative scribal error came through the
analogy of peta&b dvrog in the next line.

%41 Apparently, the backbone of the structure of the sentence is imopcOo ... &i 8¢ - ‘one
should ask ... whether’. Editors and translators had not understood that “However, let us ask
...” is followed by the question “whether there could be light without air.” The separation of
the two parts of the sentence into two different chapters obscures the meaning of the question.
Plotinus has introduced the sound given within the body without the mediation of air to use it
as analogy for the spread of the light in the empty space without the mediation of air — thus
anticipating through pure philosophical speculation the results of modern physics.

342 { madmpo dAov, Gote Sel elvan 1O TeGOpUEVOV, T EdEl Pévey EnAvBoToC. Ndv 8¢ dmeioty,
dote kai EMBot dv. interpunctum alteravimus/ 1 €de1 péverv EAnAvBoTog: viv 8¢ dmeiotv: Hote

ko ENOot &v. H-S12,
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I. So where is it? By all means, there should be a place. Otherwise, the body of the sun will
lose its activity, which comes from it. For this was the light. If this were so, the light would

not be the light of something.

P. Yet, the activity is from a substrate, but not into a substrate. Otherwise, the substrate would

be affected in some way if it is there.

I. However, just as life, being an activity of the soul, is also the activity of something else, for
instance of the body, if it is there - although life also exists if it is not there —, then, what
would prevent this being so also in the case of the light, if being bright is a kind of activity?
In fact, even in this case, it is not the darkness of the air which generates the light, but rather,

h,343

when it is mingled to eart this makes it dark and not really pure. So, this is similar to

saying that something is sweet even when it is mingled with something bitter.

P. Yet, if someone were to say that the light is an alteration of the air, one should reply that
then the air itself should have been altered through this alteration and then, its darkness would
have become not dark. Yet, actually now the air stays as it is, as if it were not affected at all.
But an affection must belong to that, of which it is an affection. Therefore, the light is not the
color of the air but is in itself, while the air is just there. This issue should be thought over in

this way.3*

7,

33 gaAd v MSS + H-S'2 recte!; o0d¢ yij coniecit Creuzer (neque Ficino); aAL’ ovde vi
Mdller; éAAd 7y coniecit Kleist; aAMG ye suspicuit Bréhier. There is no need to emend the
sentence. ‘Earth’ here means the primary matter of creation, according to the Alexandrian
biblical Platonist interpretation of the first verses of the book of Genesis. Here, apparently, a
creationist opponent argues for the role of the air in the transmission of the light, which
argument Plotinus rejects. In an earlier treatise, which displays many parallels with the
treatment of the light here, Plotinus still used this sort of creationist language (V.1[10] 2, 25-
27): [0 00pavdc] @V Tpod Woyiic odua vekpdy, yij kol Dodwp, peAlov 6& okdTog DANG Koi un|
ov...

344 Here ends the section, which began with the words: ‘However, let us ask about this ...’

(Ao epl pEv TodToL NITOPHGO® ... Kol TODTO UEV OVTMGL EMICKENTEOV).
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I. Now, does it perish, or does it return? For perhaps from this also we could understand

something for our previous questions.

P. In fact, if it were within [the air], so that that which is participating in it would already
have its own light, perhaps one would say that it perishes.®*® However, if it is an activity
which is not in flux — for if it were, it would flow around and would be poured inside more
than as much as it is imposed by the active agent**® —it would not perish, because it would
remain in the hypostasis of the illuminating agent. But when it moves, it is in another place,
not as if there had been a pouring out or a new flux but because it is the activity of that agent
and becomes present insofar as there is no obstacle. Moreover, even if the distance between
us and the sun were many times greater than it is, the light would extend to it if nothing
hinders it and standing as an obstacle in between. The activity and so to say life of the
luminous body that is in itself is fuller and so to say the principle and source of the activity,
while that which is beyond the limits of the body is the image of what is inside, a second
activity which does not drift apart from the first. For every being has an activity which is its
likeness, so that if it exists, the other also exists, and while it remains in itself, the other
reaches to a distancer, sometimes farther and sometimes nearer, and while some activities are
weak and dim and others even hidden, there are beings whose activities are greater and far-
reaching. And when an activity reaches far, one must think that it is there where the active
and powerful agent is, but also there, where it reaches. And it is possible to see in the case of
the eyesight of animals with luminous eyes that the light spreads even outside their eyes. And
in the case of animals that have condensed fire inside and in their expansions, they shine to
the outside while in their contractions there is no light outside, the light has not perished, just

either it is outside, or it is not.

35 The past tense here is gnomic aorist, as often in Plotinus.

346 This is a difficult argument. Most probably this is an impossible condition. It can be
reconstructed so: the intensity with which the light is present everywhere, with which it
illuminates the surfaces of the resistant bodies, and also the interior of the transparent bodies,
such as the air, is much greater than what it could produce if it were a simple flux coming out
from the illuminating agent. However, it is impossible that an effect would be more intense
than what is imposed by its cause. What Plotinus says here is very similar to the simile he

uses for describing the way the soul gives life to the material cosmos in V.1 [10], 2.
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1. What then? Has it withdrawn?

P. In fact, it is not outside because neither does the fire reach to the outside but has dived

inside.
I. Then, did the light also dive inside?

P. No; only the fire. Once it has dived, the other body>*' is in front of it, so that it does not act
to the outside. Therefore, the light emanating from the bodies is the external activity of the
luminous body, while the light itself, which is entirely in such bodies, is the formal substance
of the primarily luminous body. When such a body becomes mingled with matter it gives the
color to it. The activity in itself does not give the color, but only, so to say, paints the surface,
since it belongs to something else and is dependent on that, so that whatever moves away
from that [the luminous body] also moves away from its activity. But one must understand
that the light is incorporeal, even if it is the light of a body. Therefore, neither the “it has left”
or the “it has come” are used properly, but in a different way, and its reality is being an
activity. In fact, also the image in a mirror should be called an activity of that which is
reflected there, while it acts without an outpouring on what is capable of being affected.
However, if this [that is, the object seen] is there, then that [that is, the image] also appears
there [that is, in the mirror] and, in this way, it exists as a reflection of the color that has been
shaped in this way; and if it [that is, the object seen] is removed, it [the mirror] does not any
more have the reflectivity that it had before, when it allowed the object seen to operate in it.
However, in the case of the soul also, insofar as there is an activity of a prior one, as long as
the prior one remains, the secondary activity also remains. Or rather, something that is not an
activity but is the effect of an activity, as we have said about the life of the body, which is its
property already, so that the light which has already become mingled with the bodies would

be here that which creates the color by the fact of being mingled [to the mirror].348

347 That is, the body of the animal.

38 "H mic 8¢ puny évépysio GAN EE évepyeiag, ofav éléyopev THV ToD odUOTOC oiksioy §on
Lony, Gomep 1O pAG 1O Avapeptypévov fidn Toic copacty 1| évradda, T@ kol coppepiydor, To
molodV TO Ypdua. coniecimus / ET Tig 6& un évépyeta, aAL’ €5 Evepyeiag, olav ElEyousy v
100 copatog oikeiav fjon oMy, domep 10 OGS TO Avapepypévov fdn toig copocty; "H

gvtadba Td kai cvoppepiybal to mowodv to ypduae. H-S2 This sentence, as it stands in the
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I. However, what about the life of the body?

P. In fact, it has the life because there is another soul next to it.3*® When, therefore, the body
decays—for nothing can exist without a share of soul—when the body, then, decays and
neither the soul which gave life to it, nor the one that is next to it is preventing it from this,
how would there remain any life? Well, has then this life decayed? Not even this, for this is

also a reflection of an illumination. Simply, it is not there anymore.

I. If there were a body outside the heaven and there were some kind of sight from here, while
nothing would hinder its vision, could that which has no common affection to that [body] see

it, if in fact the common affection is due to the nature of the one living being?

P. Now if common affection is due to the fact that the perceivers, the perceived objects and
the sense-perceptions belong to a single living being, thus, this could not happen, unless this

outside body is a part of this living being. For if it were so, then, perhaps.

I. However, what if it were not a part, but it were a body having color and the other qualities

that are here, being of the same kind as the organ [of seeing]?

manuscripts and in the edition of H-S*2seems to have been distorted by the effect of iotacism,
is not grammatically correct, and cannot be interpreted as it stands. We believe that our
reconstruction gives a clear sense: To the alternative that the image in the mirror is a
secondary energy, which disappears as soon as the object seen in the mirror leaves space
reflected by the mirror, another alternative is proposed, according to which the reflection is
not a proper activity but just the effect of the activity of the object seen, just as the proper
(appropriated) life of the body in Plotinus’ perception. So, just as, in the case of the animation
of the body, the effect of the soul’s activity makes the body alive, so also here, the light
mingled to the body of the mirror creates the image in the mirror. It is not the example of the
mirror that is used to illustrate the animation of the body, but vice versa.

349 That is, the individual soul, which is not in the body, but is next to it. Originally Galen’s

ideal
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P. Now, even so, this hypothesis would not be correct,** unless someone, by this same
example, wanted to refute the hypothesis, saying that it would be absurd to suppose that the
sight does not see the color that is present, and that the other senses, when the perceptible
objects are present to them, would not exert their activities toward them. However, let us say,
what proves this absurdity. It is because we are acting these things and are affected by them
being in one [living being] and belonging to one. Now, we should investigate whether there is
another reason beyond this. If this reason is sufficient, this has been demonstrated, and if not,
it should be demonstrated through other reasons. It is clear that the living being has the
community of affection with itself and if it is a living being, this is a sufficient reason, and so

also have it the parts as far as they belong to the living being.

I. However, what if someone were to say that this is because of their likeness? Now, the
apprehension is within the living being, while the sense-perception is because it, by the same
fact [that is, by being a living being], participates in something that is alike.**! In fact, the
organ is like that. So, the sense-perception will be the soul’s apprehension through organs that

are like the objects of apprehension. If then, being a living being, it were to perceive those

30 1 008’ oBTg { OpON 1) VmOPesIC coniecimus/ §j 008’ obtmc, £ dOpON 1} VOBeo1C (“however,
even not so, if our hypothesis is correct” A'RP, H-S12 / #{ 008’ obtwg &1 0pO 1 VmOPEGIC
(“even so, you are not a correct hypothesis) sine sensu BR* (acc eras.) UC / fj o0d’ obtmg
OpO” 1 VndOeoIC (“even so, this hypothesis is not correct” recte J. It seems that the &1 reading
of the majority of the manuscripts is an erroneous iotacised version of the original 7}, which
still keeps the accent at its original place and so also the syntax. The &i version of Al accepted
by the editors must have come from an effort to sanitize the impossible meaning, just like in
R, where the original version was &i, and was corrected by the erasure of the accent. Finally,
by an intelligent conjecture, J seems to omit both &l and &i, thus restoring the original
meaning of the sentence. In fact, the “hypothesis™ that is examined in the entire 8" chapter of
IV.5, is whether an eye at the back of heaven could see a body that is outside our visible
universe. Plotinus proves in the chapter that the hypothesis in this formulation is absurd and
contains insolvable contradictions.

31 811 10D Opoiov petéyet T ovTd coniecimus/ dtt Tod dpoiov petéyst TO ovTd MSS, H-S12,
The text is apparently corrupted due to iotacism. See the parallel sentence little later: &dv odv
{®ov Ov aicOévnTon pev tédv &v adTd, Tdv 8¢ opoinv Toic &v avtd 1 pév {dov aicOdvetat; Td

avtd in the first sentence corresponds to 1y pév {@ov in the second.
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things that are not in it, would it perceive those things that are like the ones in it by the fact of
being a living being? In this case, these would be objects of apprehension not as belonging to

it, but as being alike to those that belong to it.

P. Yet, the apprehensible objects are in this way apprehensible by being similar, because she
[that is, the world soul] has made them similar, so that they may not be incompatible [with
her]. Therefore, if the maker soul there is entirely different, then, those things that we
hypothesized to be there similar, have nothing to do with her. Therefore, the absurdity shows
that there is a contradiction within the hypothesis, which is the cause of the absurdity, because
it [the contradiction: 10 poayduevov] speaks at the same time about soul and not soul, about
things being akin and not akin, and says that the same things are similar and dissimilar.
Therefore, having the opposites in it, the hypothesis cannot be considered a hypothesis. In

1%%2 as the soul is, so that it posits a

fact, [the apprehensible objects] are in this [contradiction
universe and not universe, otherness and not otherness, nothing and not nothing and
perfection and not perfection. Per consequent, we must abandon the hypothesis, because there
is no reason to inquire about its consequence, as it removes what it hypothesizes by precisely

that what it hypothesizes.

52 We understand v tovto as referring to 1o paydpevov, the contradiction.

215



CEU eTD Collection

Bibliography
Primary sources:

Aristotle

Hett, W. S., On the Soul; Parva Naturalia; On Breath, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1936.

Cook, H. and Tredennick, H., The Categories; On Interpretation; Prior Analytics,

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1938.
Galen
Kihn, C., Claudii Galeni opera omnia, 1-XX, reprinted, Hildesheim: Olms, 1964-1965.

Singer, P. N. (1997) Galen, Selected Works: A New Translation, Oxford: Oxford University

Press.

a) On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato

de Lacy, P., Galeni De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis. Corpus Medicorum Graecorum. vol.
5.4.1.2, pts. 1-2, 3 corrected edition, Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2005. Accessible
online at: http://cmg.bbaw.de/epubl/online/cmg_05 04 01 02.php. Last accessed: May
26, 2023.

b) On the Formation of the Foetuses

Diethard, N., Galeni De Foetuum formatione, Corpus Medicorum Graecorum, vol. 5.3.3,
Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 2001. Accessible online at:
http://cmg.bbaw.de/epubl/online/cmg_05_03_03.html. Last accessed: May 26, 2023.

c) On the Affected Parts

Siegel, R. E., Galen On the Affected Parts: Translation from the Greek Text with Explanatory
Notes, Basel: S. Karger, 1976.

216


http://cmg.bbaw.de/epubl/online/cmg_05_04_01_02.php
http://cmg.bbaw.de/epubl/online/cmg_05_03_03.html

CEU eTD Collection

d) On the Temperaments

Helmreich, G., Galeni de temperamentis libri iii, Leipzig: Teubner, 1904.

e) Fragments of the Commentary on the Timaeus

Daremberg, C., Fragments du Commentaire de Galien sur le Timée de Platon en grec et en

francais, Paris and Leipzig: Victor Masson/Michelsen, 1848.

Kraus, P. and Walzer, R., Galeni Compendium Timaei Platonis, London: Warburg Institute,

1951.

Larrain, C. J., “Ein unbekanntes Exzerpt aus Galens Timaioskommentar ['aAfvov mepi TdVv év
1® [Midrwvog Tpaie iatpikdg gipnuévov. YmopvNLe TpdTov Kol dgvtepov”’, Zeitschrift

flr Papyrologie und Epigraphik, 85 (1991): 9-30.

Larrain, C. J., Galens Kommentar zu Platons Timaios, Stuttgart: Teubner, 1992, 2" edition:
Berlin: De Gruyter, 2012.

Moreaux, P., “Unbekannte Galen Scholien”, Zeitschrift fur Papyrologie und Epigraphik, 27
(1977): 1-66.

Schroder, H. O. and Kahle, P., Galeni in Platonis Timaeum commentarii fragmenta. Corpus

Medicorum Graecorum, suppl. 1. Leipzig: Teubner, 1934.

f) On the Natural Faculties

Brock, A. J.,, Galen on the Natural Faculties, The Loeb Classical Library, London:

Heinemann, 1928.

Helmreich, G., Marquardt, J. and Mller, 1., Claudii Galeni Pergameni scripta minora, vol. 3,
Leipzig: Teubner, 1893, reprinted Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1967, 101-257.

g) On the Use of the Parts

Helmreich, G., Galeni de usu partium libri xvii, Leipzig: Teubner, 1:1907; 2:1909, reprinted
Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1968.

Talladge May, M., Galen on the Usefulness of the Parts of the Body: Translated from the

217



Greek with an Introduction and Commentary, I-11, Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1968.

Hippocrates

Heiberg, I. L., Hippocratis vol. I,1: Indices librorum, lusiurandum, Lex, De arte, De medico,
De decente habitu, Praeceptiones, De prisca medicina, De aere locis acquis, De
alimento, De liquidorum usu, De flatibus. Leipzig: Teubner, 1927. Available online at:

http://cmg.bbaw.de/epubl/online/cmg_01 01.php. Last accessed: May 26, 2023.

Plato

Burnet, J., Platonis Opera, Scriptorum classicorum bibliotheca Oxoniensis, Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1900-1907.

Shorey, P., The Republic, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1979.
Bury, R.G., Laws, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2001.

Fowler, H. N., The Statesman; Philebus; lon, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
2006.

Fowler, H. N., Theaetetus; Sophist, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2006.
Plotinus

Armstrong, A. H. Plotinus., I-VII, Loeb Classical Library, Cambridge MA: Harvard
University Press, 1966-1988.

Henry, P. and Schwyzer, H.-R., Plotini Opera: edition maior, I-11l, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1951-1973.

Henry, P. and Schwyzer, H.-R., Plotini opera: editio minor, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1964-
1982.

Kalligas, P., TIAQTINOY. ENNEAAEX. Apyoio keipevo, petdopoomn, oyoia ITaviog
KoaAlydg, Athens: Akadnuio Adnvaov, 1994-2014.

Gerson, L. P. Plotinus: The Enneads, New York: Cambridge University Press, 2019.

218


http://cmg.bbaw.de/epubl/online/cmg_01_01.php

Porphyry

Armstrong, A. H., Porphyry on the Life of Plotinus; Ennead I, Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 19809.

Secondary Bibliography

Adamson, P. (2021) “The universe iS an animal: the world soul in medieval philosophy” in J.

Wilberding (ed.), World Soul: A History, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 73-99.

Annas, J. E. (1992) Hellenistic Philosophy of the Mind, Berkeley and Los Angeles,

University of California Press.
Armstrong, A. H. (1955) “Was Plotinus a magician?”” Phronesis 1, 73-79.

Bene, L. (2014) “Ethics and metaphysics in Plotinus” in F. Karfik and E. Song (eds.), Plato
Revived. Essays on Ancient Platonism in Honour of Dominic J. O’Meara, Berlin,

Boston and New York, 141-161.

Betegh, G. (2020) “Plato on illness in the Phaedo, the Republic, and the Timaeus”, in C.
Jorgenson, F. Karfik and S. Spinka (eds.), Plato’s Timaeus: Proceedings of the Tenth
Symposium Platonicum Pragense, Leiden: Brill, 228-258.

Bielfeldt, R. (2016) “Sight and light: reified gazes and looking artefacts in the Greek cultural
imagination”, in M. Squire (ed.), Sight and the Ancient Senses, London and New York:
Routledge, 122-142.

Blumenthal, H. J. (1971) Plotinus’ Psychology.: His Doctrines of the Embodied Soul, Hague:
Martinus Nijhof.

Blundell, S., Cairns, D., Craik, E. and Sorkin Rabinowitz, N. (2013) “Introduction”, Helios,
Special Issue: Vision and Viewing in Ancient Greece, 40.2-1, 3-40.

Brennan, T. (2005) The Stoic Life: Emotions, Duties, and Fate, Oxford: Oxford University

Press.
Burnet, J. (1900-1907) Platonis Opera, Scriptorum classicorum bibliotheca Oxoniensis,

219



Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Cairns, D. (2005) “Bullish looks and sidelong glances: social interaction and the eyes in
ancient Greek culture”, in D. Cairns (ed.), Body Language in the Greek and Roman
Worlds, Swansea: Classical Press of Wales, 123-155.

Cairns, D. (2011) “Looks of love and loathing: cultural models of vision and emotion in

ancient Greek culture”, Métis: Anthropologie des mondes grecs anciens, 9, 37-50.
Caluori, D. (2015) Plotinus on the Soul, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Caluori, D. (2018) “Review of D. M. Hutchinson, Plotinus on Consciousness”, Notre Dame
Philosophical Reviews, December 13, 2018, available at

https://ndpr.nd.edu/reviews/plotinus-on-consciousness. Last accessed: May 26, 2023.

Cherniss, H. (1933) “Galen and Posidonius’ theory of vision,” American Journal of
Philology, 54, 154-161.

Chiaradonna, R. (2023) Ontology in Early Neoplatonism: Plotinus, Porphyry, lamblichus.

Berlin, Boston and New York.

Cornford, F. M. (1937) Plato's Cosmology: The Timaeus of Plato. London: Routledge and
Keagan Paul.

Craik, E. M. (2001) “Plato and medical texts: Symposium 185c-193d1”, Classical Quarterly,
51.1, 109-114.

D’Ancona, C. and Serra, G. (eds.) (2002) ‘Alexander On the Principles of the Universe, On
Providence, Against Galen on Motion, and On Specific Differences,” in Aristotele et

Alessandro di Afrodisia nella tradizione araba, Padova: Il Poligrafo.

Daremberg, C. (1848) Fragments du Commentaire de Galien sur le Timée de Platon en grec

et en francais, Paris and Leipzig: Victor Masson/Michelsen.

Das, A. R. (2014) “Reevaluating the authenticity of the fragments from Galen's ‘On the
Medical Statements in Plato's Timaeus’ (Scorialensis graec. ®-111-11, ff. 123 R-126
V), Zeitschrift fur Papyrologie und Epigraphik, 192, 93-103.

de Lacy, P. (2005) Galeni De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis. Corpus Medicorum
220


https://ndpr.nd.edu/reviews/plotinus-on-consciousness

Graecorum. vol. 5.4.1.2, pts. 1-2, 3" corrected edition, Berlin: Akademie Verlag.
Accessible online at: http://cmg.bbaw.de/epubl/online/cmg_05 04 01 02.php. Last
accessed: May 26, 2023.

Diethard, N. (2001) Galeni De Foetuum formatione, Corpus Medicorum Graecorum, vol.
5.3.3, Berlin: Akademie Verlag. Accessible online at:
http://cmg.bbaw.de/epubl/online/cmg_05 03 03.html. Last accessed: May 26, 2023.

Dillon, J. (1977) The Middle Platonists, 80 BC to AD 220, London and Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press.

Donini, P. L. (1992) ‘Galeno e la filosofia’, Aufstieg und Niedergang der Romischen Welt II,
36.5, 3484-3504.

Donini, P. (2008) ‘Psychology’ in R. J. Hankinson (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to
Galen, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 184-209.

Edwards, M. J. (1991) “Two episodes in Porphyry’s Life of Plotinus™, Historia 40, 456-464.

Elgersma-Helleman, W. (2010) “Plotinus as magician”, International Journal of the Platonic
Tradition, 4.2, 114-146.

Emilsson, E. K. (1988) Plotinus on Sense-Perception: A Philosophical Study, Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.
Emilsson, E. K. (2007) Plotinus on Intellect, Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Emilsson, E. K. (2015) “Plotinus on sympatheia”, in E. Schliesser (ed.), Sympathy: A History,
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 36-60.

Emilsson, E. K. (2021) “Plotinus on the arts”, in T. K. Johansen (ed.), Productive Knowledge
in Ancient Philosophy: The Concept of Techné, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 245-262.

Frede, M. (2003) “Galen's ”, in J. Barnes and J. Jouanna (eds.), Galien et la philosophie: huit
exposes suivis de discussions, Entretiens sur I'antiquité classique de la Fondation Hardt:
Vandoeuvres, 73-129.

221


http://cmg.bbaw.de/epubl/online/cmg_05_04_01_02.php
http://cmg.bbaw.de/epubl/online/cmg_05_03_03.html

Gersh, S. (2005) “Plotinus on harmonia: musical metaphors and their uses in the Ennead” in
J. Dillon and M. Dixsaut (eds.), Agonistes: Essays in Honour of Denis O’Brien,
Burlington: Ashgate, 181-192.

Gerson, L. P. (2018) “Review of D.M. Hutchinson, Plotinus on Consciousness.” Bryn Mawr
Classical Review, October 7, 2018, available at
https://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/2018/2018.10.57. Last accessed: May 26, 2023.

Goldin, O. (1998) “Plato and the arrow of time”, Ancient Philosophy, 18, 125-144.
Graeser, A. (1970) Plotinus and the Stoics, PhD dissertation, Princeton University.

Guenther, C. L. and Alicke, M. D. (2013) “Psychology of the self”, Oxford Bibliographies.
Oxford:  Oxford University Press, February 26, 2013, available at
https://www.oxfordbibliographies.com/view/document/obo-9780199828340/0bo-
9780199828340-0093.xml#0b0-9780199828340-0093-bibltem-0002. Last accessed:
May 26, 2023.

Gurtler, G. M. (1984) “Sympathy in Plotinus”, International Philosophical Quarterly, 24.4,
395-406.

Gurtler, G. M. (2002) “Sympathy: Stoic materialism and the Platonic Soul”, in M. F. Wagner
(ed.), Neoplatonism and Nature: Studies in Plotinus’ Enneads, Albany NY: State
University of New York Press, 241-276.

Gurtler, G. M. S. (2015) Plotinus Ennead 1V.4.30-45 & 1V.5: Problems Concerning the Soul,
Las Vegas, Zurich and Athens: Parmenides Publishing.

Gurtler, G. M. (2018) “Plotinus on light and vision ", International Journal of the Platonic
Tradition, 12.2, 151-162.

Hadot, P. (1998) Plotinus on the Simplicity of Vision, translated by M. Chase, Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Hagen, C. (2014) Simplicius: On Aristotle Physics 7, London: Bloomsbury.

Hankinson, R. J. (1991), “Galen's anatomy of the soul”, Phronesis, 36, 197-233.

222


https://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/2018/2018.10.57
https://www.oxfordbibliographies.com/view/document/obo-9780199828340/obo-9780199828340-0093.xml#obo-9780199828340-0093-bibItem-0002
https://www.oxfordbibliographies.com/view/document/obo-9780199828340/obo-9780199828340-0093.xml#obo-9780199828340-0093-bibItem-0002

CEU eTD Collection

Hankinson, R. J. (ed.) (2008) The Cambridge Companion to Galen, Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Hankinson, R. J. (2014) “Galen and the ontology of powers”, British Journal for the History
of Philosophy, 22.5, 951-973.

Harari, O. (2016) “Alexander against Galen on Motion: a mere logical debate?”, Oxford
Studies in Ancient Philosophy, 50, 201-236.

Heiberg, I. L. (1927) Hippocratis vol. 1,1: Indices librorum, lusiurandum, Lex, De arte, De
medico, De decente habitu, Praeceptiones, De prisca medicina, De aere locis acquis,
De alimento, De liquidorum usu, De flatibus. Leipzig: Teubner. Available online at:

http://cmg.bbaw.de/epubl/online/cmg_01 01.php. Last accessed: May 26, 2023.

Helmreich, G. (1904) Galeni de temperamentis libri iii, Leipzig: Teubner.

Helmreich, G., Marquardt, J. and Miiller, 1. (1967) [1893] Claudii Galeni Pergameni scripta

minora, vol. 3, reprinted Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1967.

Henry, P. and Schwyzer, H.-R. (1951-1973) Plotini Opera: edition maior, I-11l, Oxford:

Oxford University Press.

Henry, P. and Schwyzer, H.-R. (1964-1983) Plotini opera: editio minor, Oxford: Clarendon

Press.

Holmes, B. (2012) “Proto-sympathy in the Hippocratic Corpus”, in J. Jouana and M. Zink
(eds.), Hippocrate et les hippocratismes: médecine, religion, société. XIV e Colloque
International Hippocratique, Paris: Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, 123-
138.

Holmes, B. (2013) “Disturbing connections: sympathetic affections, mental disorder, and
Galen’s elusive soul”, in W. V. Harris (ed.), Mental Disorders in Classical Antiquity
Leiden: Brill, 147-176.

Holmes, B. (2014) “Galen on the chances of life”, in V. Wohl (ed.), Probabilities,
Hypotheticals, and Counterfactuals in Ancient Greek Thought, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 230-250.

223


http://cmg.bbaw.de/epubl/online/cmg_01_01.php

CEU eTD Collection

Holmes, B. (2015) “Reflection: Galen’s sympathy”, in E. Schliesser (ed.), Sympathy: A
History, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 61-69.

Hutchinson, D. M. (2012) “Sympathy, awareness, and belonging to oneself in Plotinus,” in R.
Patterson, V. Karasmanis and A. Hermann (eds.), Presocratics and Plato: A Festschrift
in Honor of Professor Charles H. Kahn, Las Vegas, Zurich and Athens: Parmenides
Publishing, 491-510.

Hutchinson, D. M. (2018) Plotinus on Consciousness, Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

Ierodiakonou, K. (2006) “The Greek concept of sympatheia and its Byzantine appropriation
in Michael Psellos”, in P. Magdalino and M. Mavroudi (eds.), The Occult Sciences in
Byzantium, Geneva: La Pomme d’or Publishing, 97-117.

Ierodiakonou, K. (2014) “On Galen's theory of vision”, Bulletin of the Institute of Classical
Studies. Supplement 114: Philosophical Themes in Galen, 235-247.

Ilievski, V. (2022) “The Demiurge and his place in Plato’s metaphysics and cosmology”, in
D. Vazquez and A. Ross (eds.), Time and Cosmology in Plato and the Platonic
Tradition, Leiden and Boston: Brill, 44-77.

Kalligas, P. (1994-2014) TIAQTINOY. ENNEAAEX. Apyoio Keipevo, UETAQpOOT, OXOA
[Maviog KoaAlydg, Athens: Akadnpioc AOnvav.

Kalligas, P. (1997) “Logos and the sensible object in Plotinus”, Ancient Philosophy, 17.2,
397-410.

Kalligas, P. (2012) “Eiskrisis, or the presence of soul in the body: a Plotinian conundrum”,

Ancient Philosophy, 32.1, 147-166.

Kalligas, P. (2020) The Enneads of Plotinus, Volume 1: A Commentary, Princeton NJ:

Princeton University Press.

Kalligas, P. (2023) The Enneads of Plotinus, Volume 2: A Commentary, Princeton NJ:

Princeton University Press.

224



CEU eTD Collection

Karamanolis, G. (2009) “Plotinus on quality and immanent form”, in R. Chiaradonna and F.
Trabattoni (eds.), Physics and Philosophy of Nature in Greek Neoplatonism, Leiden
and Boston: Brill, 79-100.

Karamanolis, G. E. (2006) Plato and Aristotle in Agreement? Platonists on Aristotle from

Antiochus to Porphyry, Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Karfik, F. (2014) “Parts of the soul in Plotinus”, in K. Corcilius and D. Perler (eds.),
Partitioning the Soul: Debates from Plato to Leibniz, Berlin and Boston: De Gruyter,
107-149.

Karfik, F. (2022) “The body-soul relation upside down (Plotinus, enn. 1V.8 and VI1.4-5)”, in
W. Mesch, M. Stadtler and C. Thein (eds.), Einheit und Vielheit metaphysischen
Denkens: Festschrift fir Thomas Leinkauf, Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 47-54.

Kraus, P. and Walzer, R. (1951) Galeni Compendium Timaei Platonis, London: Warburg

Institute.
Kihn, C. (1964-5) Claudii Galeni opera omnia, 1-XX, reprinted, Hildesheim: Olms.

Lapidge, M. (1978) ‘Stoic cosmology’, in J. M. Rist (ed.), The Stoics, Berkeley: University of
California Press, 161-185.

Larrain, C. J. (1991) “Ein unbekanntes Exzerpt aus Galens Timaioskommentar I'oAfvov mepi
@V v 1@ [MAdtovog Tyaio iotpikdg eipnuévev. dmoOpVNULL TP@TOV Kol devTEPOV”,

Zeitschrift fur Papyrologie und Epigraphik, 85, 9-30.
Larrain, C. J. (2012) Galens Kommentar zu Platons Timaios, 2" edition: Berlin: De Gruyter.

Lawrence, M. (2005) “Hellenistic astrology,” The Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy,
available at https://iep.utm.edu/hellenistic-
astrology/#:~:text=Hellenistic%20and%20L ate%20Antiquity%20astrologers,Middle%2
OPlatonic%?20and%20Neopythagorean%20thought. Last accessed on March 3, 2024.

Levin, S. B. (2014) Plato's Rivalry with Medicine: A Struggle and its Dissolution, Oxford:

Oxford University Press.

Long, A. A. (1982) “Soul and body in Stoicism”, Phronesis, 27, 34-57.

225


https://iep.utm.edu/hellenistic-astrology/#:~:text=Hellenistic%20and%20Late%20Antiquity%20astrologers,Middle%20Platonic%20and%20Neopythagorean%20thought
https://iep.utm.edu/hellenistic-astrology/#:~:text=Hellenistic%20and%20Late%20Antiquity%20astrologers,Middle%20Platonic%20and%20Neopythagorean%20thought
https://iep.utm.edu/hellenistic-astrology/#:~:text=Hellenistic%20and%20Late%20Antiquity%20astrologers,Middle%20Platonic%20and%20Neopythagorean%20thought

Long, A. A. (2003) “Stoicism in the philosophical tradition: Spinoza, Lipsius, Butler”, in B.
Inwood (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to the Stoics, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 365-392.

Longrigg, J. (2013) Greek Rational Medicine: Philosophy and Medicine from Alcmaeon to

the Alexandrians, London: Routledge.

Lorusso, V. (2005) “Nuovi frammenti di Galeno (in Hp. Epid. VI Comm. VII; in In Plat.
Tim. Comm.)”, Zeitschrift fir Papyrologie und Epigraphik, 152, 43-56.

Mazur, Z. (2003) “Unio Magica: Part I: on the magical origins of Plotinus’s mysticism”,
Dionysus, 21, 23-52.

Merlan, P. (1943) “Plotinus and magic”, Isis 44, 341-348.

Moreaux, P., (1977) “Unbekannte Galen Scholien”, Zeitschrift fur Papyrologie und
Epigraphik, 27, 1-66.

Nickel, D. (2002) “On the authenticity of an ‘excerpt’ from Galen’s Commentary on the
Timaeus”, Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies, Supplement, 77, The Unknown
Galen, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 73-78.

Nightingale, A. (2016) “Sight and the philosophy of vision in ancient Greece: Democritus,
Plato, and Aristotle”, in M. Squire (ed.), Sight and the Ancient Senses, London and
New York: Routledge, 54-67.

O’Meara, D. J. (1980) “Gnosticism and the making of the world in Plotinus”, in B. Layton
(ed.), The Rediscovery of Gnosticism: Proceedings of the Conference at Yale March
1978, I, Leiden: Brill, 365-378.

O’Meara, D. J. (1995) Plotinus: An Introduction to the Enneads, Oxford: Oxford University

Press.

Opsomer, J. (2005) “A craftsman and his handmaiden: demiurgy according to Plotinus”, in T.
Leinkauf and C. Steel (eds.), Platons Timaios als Grundtext der Kosmologie in
Spdtantike, Mittelalter und Renaissance / Plato’s Timaeus and the Foundations of
Cosmology in Late Antiquity, the Middle Ages and Renaissance, Leuven: Leuven
University Press, 67-102.

226



CEU eTD Collection

Parker, R. (2011) On Greek Religion, Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Perczel, 1. (1997) “L’‘intellect amoureux’ et I’‘un qui est’: une doctrine mal connue de

Plotin”, Revue de philosophie ancienne, 15.2, 223-264.

Pines, S. (1961) “Omne quod movetur necesse est ab aliquo moveri: a refutation of Galen by

Alexander of Aphrodisias and the theory of motion”, Isis, 52.1, 21-54.

Polya, J. (1945) How to Solve It: A New Aspect of Mathematical Method, Princeton NJ:

Princeton University Press.
Puelma, M. (1980) “Cicero als Platon-Ubersetzer”’, Museum Helveticum, 37.3, 137-178.

Rappe, S. (2000) Reading Neoplatonism: Non-Discursive Thinking in the Texts of Plotinus,

Proclus, and Damascius, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Reinhardt, K. (1926) Kosmos und Sympathie: Neue Untersuchungen uber Poseidonios,
Munich: C. H. Beck.

Remes, P. (2007a) “Human action and divine power”, in A. Marmodoro and I.-F. Viltanioti

(eds.), Divine Powers in Late Antiquity, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 38-60.

Remes, P. (2007b) Plotinus on the Self: The Philosophy of the “We”, Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.
Remes, P. and Sihvola, J. (eds.) (2008) Ancient Philosophy of the Self, Dordrecht: Springer.

Rescher, N. and Marmura, M. E. (1965) The Refutation by Alexander of Aphrodisias of
Galen's Treatise on the Theory of Motion, Islamabad: Islamic Research Institute.

Reydams-Schils, G. (1997) “Posidonius and the Timaeus: off to Rhodes and back to Plato?”,
Classical Quarterly, 47.2, 455-476.

Reydams-Schils, G. J. (2006) “Calcidius on the human and the world soul and Middle-
Platonist psychology”, Apeiron, 39.2, 177-200.

Rist, J. (1967) Plotinus: The Road to Reality, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

227



CEU eTD Collection

Rocca, J. (2003) Galen on the Brain: Anatomical Knowledge and Physiological Speculation
in the Second Century AD, Leiden: Brill.

Sambursky, S. (1959) Physics of the Stoics, Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Schliesser, E. (ed.) (2015a) Sympathy: A History, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Schliesser, E. (2015b) “Introduction” in E. Schliesser (ed.), Sympathy: A History, Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 3-14.

Schroder, H. O. and Kahle, P. (1934) Galeni in Platonis Timaeum commentarii fragmenta.

Corpus Medicorum Graecorum, suppl. 1. Leipzig: Teubner, 1934.

Siegel, R. E. (1976) Galen On the Affected Parts: Translation from the Greek Text with

Explanatory Notes, Basel: S. Karger.

Singer, P. N. (1997) Galen, Selected Works: A New Translation, Oxford: Oxford University

Press.

Singer, P. N. (2013) Galen: Psychological Writings: Avoiding Distress, Character Traits,
The Diagnosis and Treatment of the Affections and Errors Peculiar to Each Person's
Soul, The Capacities of the Soul Depend on the Mixtures of the Body, Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Singer, P. (2016) “Galen”, The Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy; available at
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/galen/. Last accessed 13" August 2024.

Smith, A. (2012) “Colloquium 1: image and analogy in Plotinus”, Proceedings of the Boston
Area Colloquium in Ancient Philosophy, 27.1, 1-27.

Song, E. (2012) “Plotinus on the World-Maker”, Horizons, 3.1, 81-102.

Sorabji, R. (2006) Self: Ancient and Modern Insights about Individuality, Life, and Death,

Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Sorabji, R. (2010) “John Philoponus”, in R. Sorabji (ed.), Philoponus and the Rejection of

Aristotelian Science, London: Institute of Classical Studies, 41-82.

228


https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/galen/

CEU eTD Collection

Stamatellos, G. (2012) Plotinus and the Presocratics: A Philosophical Study of Presocratic

Influences in Plotinus' Enneads, New York: State University of New York Press.

Struck, P. T. (2007) “A world full of signs: understanding divination in ancient Stoicism”, in
P. Curry and A. Voss (eds.), Seeing with Different Eyes: Essays in Astrology and

Divination, Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 3-20.

Theologou, A. (2020) “Galen and Plotinus on the principle of sympatheia”, Annual of
Medieval Studies at CEU, 26, 31-44.

Tieleman, T. (1998) “Plotinus on the seat of the soul: reverberations of Galen and Alexander

in Enn. 1V, 3 [27], 237, Phronesis, 43, 306-325.

Tieleman, T. (2003) “Galen’s psychology”, in J. Barnes and J. Jouana (eds.), Galien et la
philosophie: huit exposés suivis de discussions, Entretiens sur I'antiquité classique de la
Fondation Hardt: VVandoeuvres, 131-162.

Tieleman, T. (2008) “Methodology”, in R. J. Hankinson (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to
Galen, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 49-65.

Vinkesteijn, R. (2022) Philosophical Perspectives on Galen of Pergamum: Four Case-
Studies on Human Nature and the Relation between Body and Soul, Leiden and Boston:
Brill.

von Kleist, H. (1888) Zu Plotinos Enn. IV 3 und 4, Leer: D.H. Zopfs.

Wilberding, J. (2005) “Creeping spatiality: the location of the Nous in Plotinus’ universe”,
Phronesis, 50, 315-334.

Wilberding, J. (2006) Plotinus’ Cosmology: A Study of Ennead 11.1 (40): Text, Translation,

and Commentary, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

229



	Abstract
	Authorship Declaration (AT)
	Authorship Declaration (US)
	Acknowledgements
	Abbreviations
	Introduction
	Historiography of the study of Plotinus and sympatheia
	Overview of the dissertation

	Chapter 1: Galen and Plotinus: the principle of cosmic sympatheia
	Galen and Plotinus: intertextual and comparative approaches
	A brief history of sympatheia
	The two aspects of sympatheia: physiology and the demiurgic activity of the soul
	Physical functions and sympatheia
	Galen’s theory of motion
	The network outside the body
	Galen’s Theology
	Plotinus and cosmic religion: the soul, the body and their network
	Plotinus following Galen: the arche and the powers of the soul
	The operation of the soul and the creation of an analogical spatiality
	Plurality and unity in sympatheia: a response to Galen?
	Conclusion

	Chapter 2: Creation, Analogy and the Unity of the Souls
	Introduction
	The Demiurge: intellect, cosmic soul and contemplation
	Creation in both realms
	The Demiurge as the Intellect
	The whole soul and the partial souls
	Galen’s archai
	The role of analogy and the unity of the souls
	Conclusions

	Chapter 3: Plotinus’ sympatheia: magic and divination
	Introduction
	Magic and divination
	Sympatheia and the dance of the stars
	The theory of opposites and the real magic of the stars
	Perception and the soul’s activity
	Plotinus’ theory of perception and the embodied souls
	Influence from medicine: opposite powers and sympatheia
	Conclusion

	Chapter 4: Plotinus and Galen: sight and sympatheia
	Introduction
	Plotinus: sympatheia is the cause of sight
	The theory of visual transmission
	The role of sight in Plato
	Galen’s theory of sight
	The Cosmic Soul and its network
	Plato’s Theaetetus and Plotinus V.3 [49], 9-11: the origin of perception and reality as the Manifold Eye of the Intellect
	Conclusion

	Conclusions
	Appendix
	Bibliography
	Primary sources:
	Aristotle
	Galen
	a) On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato
	b) On the Formation of the Foetuses
	c) On the Affected Parts
	d) On the Temperaments
	e) Fragments of the Commentary on the Timaeus
	f) On the Natural Faculties
	g) On the Use of the Parts

	Hippocrates
	Plato
	Plotinus
	Porphyry

	Secondary Bibliography

