Plotinus on Logos
Draft

Lloyd P. Gerson
University of Toronto

I begin with Plotinus’ basic understanding of what it means to philosophize
“Platonically.” For Plotinus, a Platonist maintains that a complete or satisfactory solution
to any of the vast array of philosophical problems inherited from “antiquity” requires that
the explanans ultimately include the hierarchically ordered principles of the One,
Intellect, and Soul. So, to speak more precisely, any problem that concerns reality
“below” Soul or individual souls will require adducing all three principles; any problem
about intellects or their activities will require only the first two. The first principle of all,
the One is, uniquely, self-explanatory. Therefore, it is not a legitimate explanadum.

According to Plotinus, nature (pVG1G) is “a soul, the offspring of a prior soul with
a more powerful life.”* This prior soul is the soul of the universe, the “sister” of our
individual souls.? So, in order to address the philosophical problems that from the
beginning Greek philosophers raised about nature one must, as a Platonist, adduce Soul,
Intellect, and the One.®> The manner of their adduction is subtle and complex, for the
principles are themselves are a causal hierarchy, with the first principle having a
universal causal scope, and the second and third having increasingly restricted causal
scope. One of the ways in which this integrated causal hierarchy is represented by
Plotinus is to say, roughly, that a lower principle is a AOY0g of a higher.

In this paper, | shall offer an interpretation of "y is the logos of x" in Plotinus'
Enneads. | shall focus primarily on those passages wherein "x" and "y" have ontological
referents, though I shall also have a bit to say about those passages wherein "x" and "y"
are used semantically or epistemologically. In the first section, | shall offer my overall
interpretation. In the second section, I shall turn first to those texts that most clearly
illustrate the thesis | am going to defend and then to those texts that are more
problematic.

I claim that "y is the logos of X" means either: "X is virtually y" or "y is virtually
x." I'am using the word "virtually" as a technical term the general meaning of which |

' See 3.8.4.15-16.

% See 4.3.6.14. It is not | think entirely captious to point out that this makes nature our niece or at least our
relative. Keeping this in mind, one should then be less inclined to think of Plotinus” ambivalence about
sensible reality as a kind of alienation. It also helps explain his account of Gupadeia. It is matter, not
nature, for which we have no affinity.

¥ When Aristotle, Metaphysics 12.7.1072b14-15, argued that the heavens and nature depend on the first
principle of all, he was expressing the Platonic position that nature is not self-explanatory, even though it is
a principle within a specific kind of science, that is, the science of things that have a principle of motion
and standstill in themselves. Plotinus is in agreement with Aristotle that nature is not unqualifiedly self-
explanatory. His disagreement is with Aristotle’s account of the nature of the ultimate explanans.



shall try to convey by examples: (1) "white" light is virtually all the colors of the
spectrum; (2) a function is virtually all its "values," that is, its domain and range; (3) an
entity is virtually all of its epistemic (as opposed to non-epistemic) appearances; (4) the
conclusion of a valid deductive argument is virtually in the premises of that argument; (5)
a self-identical Platonic Form is virtually all of its participating instances. All of these
examples are intended to convey the idea that virtuality is an ontological concept.
Example (3) is no exception. An epistemic appearance is how an entity appears to a
cognizer such that on the basis of that appearance the cognizer would typically acquire a
true belief about that entity. A non-epistemic appearance is, therefore, one which would
produce a false belief. The entity is virtually the appearance itself, not the cognition of
the appearance.” If x is virtually y, then, conversely, y may be "reduced” to x. This of
course does not mean that y is nothing but x. From a Platonic point of view, even an
Eleatic could not mean in this sense that "all is one."

The meaning of "virtually™ in "x is virtually y" must not be understood as
equivalent to "potentially." There is little likelihood, I suppose, of anyone mistaking
"virtually" for "potentially” where "potentially” indicates a passive potency, but there is
considerable risk that "potentially” be taken to indicate active potency.®> When Plotinus
says that the One is SOVOULS TOV TAVT®V, which | render as "virtually all things," he
does not mean that the One has an active potency, since the One has no potency
whatsoever.® Although the word duvapLg is of course used by Plotinus to indicate both
passive and active potency, the meaning of dUVaLLG as “virtuality" is prior. Thus, it is
owing to the fact that x is virtually y that instances or cases of x can be said to have the
active potency for producing something in instances or cases of y, namely, that which x is
virtually.

The virtuality of the One in particular and virtuality generally as an ontological
concept in Plotinus may be further clarified if we compare it with the medieval Scholastic
claim that God is virtualiter et eminenter all things. Because the One is absolutely
simple, it cannot be eminenter all things. It is Intellect which is all things eminently or
paradigmatically. By contrast, the Christian God is both, and this is thought by
Scholastics generally not to compromise God's simplicity. Much of the complexity in
Plotinus' metaphysical system can be traced to this “division of labor" between the One
and Intellect, and in addition, Soul. As will emerge only in part in the following
discussion, virtuality and eminence cannot be completely separated. So, Intellect and
Soul are virtually other things even though at least the former is eminently all things; and
the One "in a way" eminently all things.

* If one were to insist that there is no need for an ontological category to be imposed between entities and
the cognition of them, then | would reply that such a view undercuts the possibility of there being entities,
at least insofar as these are three-dimensional perduring solids. As such, every entity must be distinct from
the appearance of it and also every cognition of that appearance must be distinct from the appearance.

® See, for example, the fairly typical remark of Edgar Friichtel, Weltentwurf und Logos (Frankfurt: Vittorio
Klostermann, 1970), 21, n. 47: "Die zu wahrende Integritat des Einem bedingt daher die Aussage, dass das
Eine als Prinzip der Vielen die Dinge in sich als ungeschiedene tragt. Erst auf der zweiten Stufe werden
diese Dinge durch die rationale Formkraft, den Logos, geschieden und damit verwirklicht. Im Einen sind
sie sozusagen noch Potenz, obgleich dieses héchste Verwirklichung in seiner Art ist."
®See1118.10,1;1V8.6,11;V 1.7,12; V 4.1,23-6; V 4. 2,38; VI 9. 5,36; VI 7. 32, 31. Armstrong
typically renders dUVaLLG as "productive power." | fail to see how the word "power" excludes all
potency.



If the ordo essendi is that x is virtually y, then the ordo cognoscendi is typically
from y to x. Specifically, the cognition of x from y is an abductive inference from effect
to cause where the cause is a paradigm. The logical relation between x and y is in
principle one-many. Hence, cognition is always a unifying process. The identity and
unicity of the first principle of all reality and the endpoint of cognition is a consequence
of this. And just as the first principle of all as a principle stands outside of —I mean is
really distinct from—that of which it is a principle, so the endpoint of cognition stands
outside of any real object of cognition. The One is "in a way" (010V) all of that which it
virtually is and is "in a way" knowable. Every x that is virtually every y is "in a way" y,
but not of course in the same "way" that the One is virtually all things. The last point is
easy to see on the basis of the immediate inference from "the One is virtually all things"
to "the One is virtually y." But since the One is not identical with x, that is, an
intelligible paradigm, then the way in which the One is virtually y is not identical with
the way in which x is virtually y. The two virtualities—that of the One and that of every
x that is virtually every y—are accounted for by the instrumentality of y (or the ordered
series of ys) in the One's activity. Thus in the simplest case, the One and Intellect are
virtually Soul. Intellect is virtually Soul because its intelligible contents or obcia for
short are in Soul though not as they are in Intellect, and the One is virtually Soul because
its oneness is in Soul not in the way oneness is either in Intellect or in the One; oneness is
in Soul through the intermediation of Intellect.” Incidentally, it is also owing to the two
virtualities—the One and its instruments—that the qualification "insofar as it is possible
for it" is added to any y participating in any x that is virtually it.® Obviously, the mere
fact of y participating in x does not require the qualification; the fact that y has being
owing to the One means that its participation in x is "insofar as it is possible for it," that
is, insofar as it is possible for that sort of being. The causality of the One is thus clearly
prior to and a condition for the causality exercised by Intellect.

If y is the AOY0G of x, and z is the AOYOG of y, does it follow that z is the
AOY0¢ of x? No, virtuality is not a transitive relation like "greater than." The relation of
virtually is a one-many relation. If one among that many is virtually something else, then
that is owing to its own identity. That something can have an identity over and above
being the AOYOC of that which is virtually it, is owing ultimately to the One. The
canonical Platonic problem of deriving a many from a one does not even begin to be
solved unless the many can have an identity other than as merely the A&yo01 of the one.

If x is virtually y, then x and y are “the same" (OpLO10V), not “identical”
(tabTOV). Because they are the same, the being and hence the oneness of this sameness
is distinct from or non-identical with the being of x or the being of y. In particular, and
recurring to our simplest case, if the obola of Intellect is in Soul, then the being of this
obo1 is not identical with the being of Intellect. If it were identical, then Intellect
would not have the complexity that distinguishes it from the first principle of all.
Because the being of the obcia in Intellect is not identical with the being of Intellect
itself, the presence of this obG 10 without the presence of Intellect is possible even if the
former is present via the instrumentality of Soul.

"I am not here forgetting that "one" is not the name of the One's 0boia. Let "one" stand for whatever it is
that the One is uniquely.
® Cf. 6.4.11.6-8; 6.5.3.14-16; 6.5.11.28-30; 6.9.7.5-6.



I shall now consider a series of passages illustrative of the above thesis, moving
from the clearer to the more obscure.

I. 51.6.45-6. (Cf. 5.13.8-10; 5.1.7.42; 6.4.11.16): olov kai 1| Yoy Adyoc
VoL Kai Evépyeld Tig, Momep abTOg EKeivov. ("For example, Soul is a AOYOG
of Intellect, and a kind of activity [of Intellect], just as [Intellect is a AOY0G and a kind of
activity of the One]").

As | have defined AOYOG, there is no ground for denying that Intellect is the
LOYOoc of the One.? For the One is virtually all things and Intellect is the first product of
the One. The passage gives us the crucial piece of information that a AOy0g is a kind of
activity.’® Specifically, it is the "external activity" of that which is virtually it (5.1.3-8-9;
cf. 5.4.2.27-30; 6.2.22.26-8). Because the 1ogoj is a kind of activity, its own virtuality
in addition to its eminence is secured. This ontological dynamism reveals the limitation
of my analogy of a function and its domain and range. It also suggests that the proof that
y is the L&yOC of x is just the proof of x having an external activity." | take it that
"external activity" is equivalent minimally to "an actualization of x that is really distinct
from x" where the real distinction may be either minor or major.

I do not take the words at 6.7.17.41-2: E1 8" fjv Ekelvog [the
One] €180g, 6 voug MV Gv AOYog (“If [the One] were form, Intellect would be
AOYOG ™) as constituting a denial of the above. For Intellect is a AOy0G of the One in
the sense of being the external activity of it. What these two texts imply is that "x is
virtually y" does not mean necessarily that x is a form of which y is an instance.™? Yet,
the inseparability of virtuality and eminence is evident in this text.

The above passage associates LOYOG with activity (EvEpyetla), the activity
“from" (Ek 11| oboiag), not the activity "of" (tf)g obolag).” Specifically, the
AOYOG seems to be the intelligible content of or in the "external™ activity. Intelligible

® See John Rist, Plotinus: The Road to Reality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967), 84-5, for

this objection. Also, see Agnés Pigler, "De la possibilité ou non d'un logos hénologique,” in Logos et

langage chez Plotin et avant Plotin. Edited by Michel Fattal (Paris: L'Harmattan, 2003), 189-209, for a

nuanced defense of Rist's position. Cf. 5.3.16.16ff where Plotinus in arguing for the necessity of a

perfectly simple first principle of all, maintains that part of what this principle must explain is why A0Y0g

comes from that which is beyond Adyog. Cf. 3.3.5.16-17 (quoted infra n. 24) and 6.8.14.28 on the One as

TaTNp AGyov.

19 think the kai here should be understood as epexegetic, but even if it is not, the connection between

AOYOG and Evépyeta. is amply developed elsewhere. See, e.g., 5.1.3.8-9.

" See 5.1.6.44-5; 5.4.2.27-30; 6.2.22.26-8.

2Cf. 32.2.36-7:"0 pév yap vontog povov A0yog, kai obk av yévolto GArog povov
AOY0G ("For the intelligible [world] is only Togoj, and there could not be another which is only
logoj").

3 Cf. 4.8.6.8-12; 5.1.6.30-48; 5.3.7.23-4; 5.4.2.27-33; 6.7.18.5-6; 6.7.21.4-6; 6.7.40.21-4.



content is always associated with form (€160¢ or LLop@™)) as opposed to matter.*
Intelligible content uncompromised by matter is what Intellect is eternally cognitively
identical with and what the One is virtually. Intelligible content progressively
compromised or occluded by matter is what we find in the sensible world. The modes of
cognition in relation to such content are themselves images of the primary mode of
cognition found in Intellect. Still, to cognize sensible sameness in difference and the
underlying necessary identity of things that are the same, or, in other words, the AOY0O¢
of what we encounter with our senses, is to have an intimation of the One.*® Neither acts
of cognition nor the existence of things cognizable are possible without the causality of
the One.

II. 51.5.13-14: "O odv &xel Aeyduevog apOpoc kol f dvag royor kol
vou¢ ("What is, then, called number and the Dyad there [viz., the intelligible world] are
AOyot and Intellect™).

"Number" here of course refers to that which is numbered, not to that which
numbers or measures, that is, to "substantial” number, not "quantitative" number.®
Insofar as we may assume that Plotinus is here trying to follow Plato, especially in
locating numbers cosmologically, we may suppose that the numbers that Aristotle says
Plato identified with Forms are not integers but rather ideal ratios, or, more exactly,
constitutive formulae of ratios of the elements that go to make up all the things in the
world.*” To know a Form is then to see not an infinite array of ratios or even an infinite
array of ratios of ratios, but to see discrete ideal ratios of ratios. As Plato says in
Philebus (65A), "symmetry" (GupupLeTpia), along with truth and beauty are the forms in
which we "catch” the Good, where "catch™ is obviously a metaphor for cognitive
achievement.*® Just focusing on symmetry, the understanding or knowledge of it is
nothing but cognition of one manifestation of Good, where "manifestation™ refers to the
converse of virtuality. The symmetry that is, for example, virtue, and consists in the right
combination of the elements going to make up the affections of the soul, is not knowable
(that is, available for cognition as a distinct 0bG10) unless its distinctness or unity is

1 Cf. 1.6.2.14-17; 1.6.3.17; 3.2.12.1; 3.8.2.25; 4.7.2.24; 5.9.6.17-18. Also, see Venanz Schubert, Pronoia
und Logos (Miinchen/Salzburg: Verlag Anton Pustet, 1968), 54, "'...innerhalb der Abstiegsbewegung stellt
er [AOyoc] in der Tat ziinachst den Inhalt dar, der beim Formakt Gbermittelt wird."

Cf. 6.815.33-6: "Pila yap royov mop’ abtfig kol €l TOLTO ANyel Td mAvTa, MOTEP
QLTOV pEYioTOoL Katd AOYov (DVTOC Gpyn Kol BAolg, HEVOLGe Yap abTY €@ EALTNG,
d180vca 8¢ Katd Adyov T® @utd, Ov Erhafev, elvat ("For [the One] is the root of Ldyog
from itself, and all things end up in this; it is like principle and foundation of the greatest tree living
according to AO0y0¢, which remains itself by itself, giving to the tree its being according to A&yo¢ which
it received").

16 Cf. Aristotle, Physics 4.11.219b5-6 for the distinction and 6.4.16 and 6.6.9 for Plotinus' parallel
distinction between substantial and quantitative number.

17 Cf. Timaeus 53B5 where the Demiurge is said to have implanted intelligibility in the preexistence chaos
of pseudo-elements by giving it "shapes and numbers." The "shapes" are the continuous quantities of the
five regular solids and the "numbers" are the discrete quantities that are ratios or formulae for creating the
actual elements and the things made out of these. For Aristotle's testimony see Metaphysics 1.6.987b18-21;
cf. 1.9.991b10; 12.8.1073a18-19.

'8 Cf. Phaedo 66A3; Theaetetus 199E4, etc.



provided to it. And the name of the first principle of all, "the Good" or "the One"
indicates that this is exactly what that principle does. If we did not posit such a first
principle, there would be no way of knowing which among the infinite array of ratios the
ideal ones were. There would in that case be no ideal ones.

So, Intellect contains the intelligible structures which are virtually the quasi-
intelligible structures in the sensible world which participate in these.

1. 2.3.17.1-7: TI6tepa 8¢ ol AOYOL 0DTOL Ol £V Yoyl vonuato;  AAAG
TOG Katd tavornuate mowoey; O yap Adyog &v AN motel, koi TO
TOLOLV QLGLK®MG 0L VONGLS 003 Opacls, UAAG SOVOULS TPETTIKT THG
OANG, obk €idvia GAra dpdoa pdvov, olov tHmov kol oyfua Ev HATL
[bomep KOKAOG], GAAOL EVEOVTOG €1 TOVTO TNG QLTIKTG dLVAUEMG
Kol yevvnuikhg Aeyouévng 10 motelv. [ ("Are these Adyotl which are in Soul
thoughts? But then how will it make things in accord with thoughts? For AOYO¢
produces in matter, and this natural producing is neither thinking nor vision, but a
modifying power in matter, which does not know but only acts, like an impression or
reflection in water, there being something else different from what is called the power of
growth and generation which gives it this power").

As this passage goes on to explain, Soul receives from Intellect the AOyot that it
transmits to the soul of the universe and to this soul's "sibling” (see below passage VII).
The former will alone produce nature; the latter refers to the succession of individual
souls. All soul mediates the intelligible principles which are virtually what Soul
contains.*® Thoughts are indeed images or representation of intelligible reality, but they
are not AOyo1. Unlike thoughts, AOyOt are productive in matter, imitating the Demiurge
or Intellect.”® Thus, their productivity is an imitation of the paradigmatic Evépyetia.®

Since Plotinus elsewhere calls embodied thoughts TOTO1, the TOTTO1 which are AOyO1
are evidently different from embodied thoughts. In Intellect, there are of course no
Tomot of vonta. The principal difference between the two types of TOUTTOL is that the
subject of the latter can also be self-consciously aware of the presence of the content of
the thought.?? Thus, nature is the non-thinking expression of Soul, brought into being via
the soul of the universe. The paradigms of the parts of nature, of course, are eternally
present in Intellect. The soul of the universe, therefore, did not have the option of
producing, say, bears or rose bushes that think. We, that is, embodied human beings,
know of these apparently necessary constraints, however, only empirically. It is important

19 See Michel Fattal, Logos et image chez Plotin (Paris: L'Harmattan, 1998), 23-7.

2 plotinus is here drawing the opposite conclusion to the hypothetical claim and its unacceptable
conclusion in the previous chapter (16.19ff) , namely, that Soul’s A0yot are acts of knowing.

2L Cf. 59.6.10-13: Kal ol t@V omepudtmv 3¢ SLUVAUELS EIKOVA PEPOVLGL TOVL
Leyopévou [0 vodg] v yap T® OA® adldkplta mAvTa, Kol ol A0yol domep EV EVL
KEVTP®: (“The powers of seeds realize an image of what has just been said [that Intellect is all things
together and also not together]; for all the parts of [the powers, or the AdyoO1 (cf. 15-16)] are
undistinguished in the whole, and the A&yot are as if in one center").

22 On embodied thoughts as TOTOL, see 5.3.2.12; 5.3.12.19, etc. On the absence of TOTOL in Intellect, see
55.2.2.



to emphasize in this regard that for Plotinus there must be necessary constraints as part of
the intelligible architecture of reality, and that our inability to access these directly and
hence to be certain of them does not in the slightest undermine their necessity. That is,
the argument for there being such constraints is ontological resting on the paradigm-
image structure of reality, whereas epistemological limitations are determined
independently.

Iv.4358-10: Ot toivov kol yuyol Epetfic kab €KaoTOV VOLV
gEnpTNUévVal, Adyol v@v oboat Kol EEstltyuéval paiiov 1 Ekelvol
("So it is, too, with souls which depend in order on a particular intellect, and are A0y01
of intellects more unfolded than they").

Just as Soul is a AOY0C of Intellect, so certain particular souls are AOyo01 of
particular intellects.”® Obviously, these are souls which possess intellects. Leaving aside
the vexed question of Forms of particulars, these souls differ "in their characters™
(Ev Tolg NPeat), in the "operations of their acts of discursive reasoning"

(Ev 1olg Thc dlavoldg £pyolc), and even owing to the results of their past live
(4.3.8.7-9). In what way are we to suppose that the peculiarities of a particular soul
constitute a AOyO¢ of a particular intellect? Perhaps there is some light to be thrown on
this problem by the claim that "in general while Intellect is all the Forms, each intellect is
each Form."%* For example, if the particular intellect of Socrates is identical with all the
Forms in its eternal knowing of them, then the peculiarities of Socrates' particular soul
(apart from those that are owing strictly to embodiment) certainly constitute a AOyog of
the intellect of Socrates.?® | would be inclined to minimize peculiarities which are not
owing to embodiment, thereby leaving the disembodied intellect as a locus of intellection
indistinguishable from every other except numerically.?® Nevertheless, Plotinus does at
least entertain the possibility that the peculiarities owing to embodiment are themselves

2 see 43.58-10° OVt Toivuv Kol youyol EeEne kad Exkactov vobv EEnpTnuévart,
Ldyol vy odoal kal Eethtypéval parrov | Ekelvot ("So it is, too, with souls which
depend in order on a particular intellect, and are 1ogoi of intellects").

#59.83-4: Kai 6Aog pev 6 vobvg ta mdvto €idn, Exaotov 8¢ €160¢ volg £k00TOC.
This line is translated by Armstrong thus: “And Intellect as a whole is all the Forms, and each individual
Form is an individual intellect.” This translation seems to me to be incorrect, making Plotinus say
something that is both absurd and in direct conflict with Plotinus’ apparent limitation of Forms of
individuals to individual human intellects.

% See the interesting discussion of this problem by Dmitri Nikulin, “Unity and Individuation of the Soul in
Plotinus™ in Studi sull anima in Plotino. Edited by Riccardo Chiaradonna (Napoli, 2005), 275-304.

%Cf. 435.6-8 Emel kbkel ol voegg obk amorobvtal, OTL PN €161 COUATIKDG
HEUEPIOUEVOL, €1C €V, AALA PEVEL EKAGTOV EV ETEPOTNTL €YoV TO abTO O E6TLV
elvar ("since intellects in the intelligible world are not dissolved into a unity because they are corporally
divided, but each remains one it is otherness, having self-identical being"). If, as some suppose, this
passage is an illusion to the division of the péyiota yEvn of Plato's Sophist, then the point is not that all
the intellects have the same intellectual essence, which is of course true, but that each of them is a distinct
being.



expressions of differences in disembodied intellect.?” 1 do not see him as being entirely
clear himself on this point.

“V. 44.133-5 (Cf. 3.82.20-3): ivdarpo yap @povnoemS N eUOLS KOl
yoyfic éoyatov Ov Eoyatov Kol Tov &v abth EAlapnduevov AOYoV
Eyel ("For nature is an image of intelligence, and since it is the limit of soul has the limit
of AOY0G which shines in it").

Nature (as the lowest part of the soul of the universe) is a A&y0g of Soul,
meaning, on my interpretation, that Soul is virtually nature.”® Nature is also said to be
the product of the hypostases Soul and Intellect, implying that Intellect and Soul are
virtually nature each in a different way (cf. 3.2.16.13-17). Since the One is virtually all
things, its causal contribution, too, must be taken into account in the analysis of nature.
Soul is the instrument of Intellect, and Soul and Intellect together are the instruments of
the One.” The AOYOC that nature is or has produces "non-randomized movement"
(Klvnolg t1g obk €1KT) (3.2.16.20). Nature itself is unmoved (3.8.2.12-18). The
motion produced by nature is bodily as distinct from the Kivnoic vob ("motion of
intellect") belonging to Intellect and the higher part of the embodied soul (cf. 5.2.2.9-11).
The variety of non-randomized bodily motions are expressions of Soul-Intellect-One
analogous to the way that a solid geometrical shape is an expression of a plane
geometrical figure, which in turn is a "projection” of an algebraic formula, which in turn
is an expression of the principle of number. This analogy, however, is defective in that it
does not consider the property of conscious desire in Soul. The digestive system in an
animal, say, or a tropism in a plant are non-conscious expressions of the desire for the
only true object of desire, namely, the Good.*

%" See 5.7.2.18ff where the possibility of differing LOyo1 for different individual human beings (including
identical twins) would appear to require differences among the eternal undescended intellects of these
human beings.

% On nature as the last and lowest part of the soul of the universe, see 4.4.13.3-5. | take it that A.H.
Armstrong's argument in The Architecture of the Intelligible Universe in the Philosophy of Plotinus
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1940), 86, that nature is in fact a fourth hypostasis has little or no
explanatory force and so may be set aside.

2 Cf.6.74221-4: C Avnptnuéving 8¢ yuytg €l vobv kai vob gig Tyabov, odTm
navto €ig gxelvov d1d pécmv, TOV PeEV mAnciov, T@vV 8¢ 10lg mANGiov
YELTOVOOVTMV, EGYXATNV & GTOGTUGLY TOV 0ichNTOV EYOVIOV €1g Yuynv
avnpTnuéVmV ("Since Soul depends on Intellect and Intellect on the Good, in this way all things depend
on [the One] through intermediaries, some of these being close and some of these beings neighbors of those
thing which are close, and sensibles at the farthest distance being dependent on Soul"); 4.3.12.30-2:

Nobvg 8¢ mag del dvo kol ob un mote EEm T@V abtod YEVOLTo, AAL’ 18pLUéVog Tag
dveo méumel €lg ta tHoe St youyNg ("But Intellect as a whole is entirely above, and could never
be outside of its own being, but seated entirely above, it sends down to things here through Soul™). Cf.
3.2.2.15-18 where it is AOYOG that proceeds from Intellect, implicitly through Soul, to matter.

% Cf. 3.2.3.33-7; 3.3.2.5-6 and Plotinus' dependence on Aristotle, Metaphysics 12.7.1072b13-14 and
10.1075a18-22.



Instrumental causality is an integral feature of the AOYOc- hierarchy.®! Plato
employs instrumentality causality in explaining how the sensible world acquires
intelligibility: beautiful things are beautiful by means of beauty; large things are large
and small things are small by means of largeness and smallness.*® Since Forms do not in
themselves operate as efficient causes, some instrumentality must come into this picture.
The correct way to represent the precise configuration of instrumentality, including the
soul of the universe, the Demiurge, and, ultimately, the Idea of the Good or the One, is of
course the principal interpretative battleground amongst Platonists. To ignore the
instrumental causal hierarchy, as does Aristotle when he says that Plato uses only formal
and material causality, is to miss what is most distinctive about Platonic metaphysics, at
least as Plotinus understood that.*

V1.4.3.9.48-51: Kal tocavtn £6tiv 1) ok1d, 060 0 Adyog O map’ abTic.
‘O 8¢ MdyocTolovtog My, Mg péEyebog tocovTov  Epydoacal, OGOV
10 €180¢ abToLEBOOAETO pnEYEOg Epydoacat. ("The shadow is as large as the
AOY0G which comes from [soul]. And the AOYOC is of such kind as to make a

magnitude as large as the magnitude from which it comes wanted to make™).

The context of this passage makes it clear that the "shadow" and AOY0G is body
in relation to the lower part of soul, namely, nature. (cf. 3.8.4.10; 4.3.10.38-41; 4.4.20.24-
5). The magnitudes made are presumably those of individual bodies, not magnitudes in
general.

VI1.3.8230-35: O pgv obv LOyoc O katd THV HOPENV THV Opmuévny
£€oaTog NOMN Kal vekpog Kal OLKETL mMOLElV dvvatol dAAoV, O 6
Lonv €y@V OTOL TOLNCUVTOS TNV HOPONV UdEAQOC @V Kal abTog TV
abtnVv dvvopLy Exmv Tolel &v T@ YeEVOUEV® (cf. 2.4.5.18; 3.3.6.4-8; 3.4.1.7).
("The AOY0G, then, which is in the visible shape, is the last one, and as such is dead and
no longer able to produce another, whereas that which has life is the brother of the one
which produces the shape, and it produces in that which comes to be the identical power
that it has").

Taking passages VI and V11 together, we have in addition to the AGY0g which is
nature, the AOYOG which is the visible shape produced by nature and the A&y0g which
is the brother of that (sister, 4.3.6.14) which produces the visible shape, the brother of the

®! |t is perhaps worth pointing out that Numenius, from whom Plotinus was accused of plagiarizing,
explicitly deploys a hierarchy that operates instrumentally. See fr. 15 Des Places and Des Place’s note,
p.110, n.3. It should be added, however, that for Numenius the instrumentality is occasioned by the fact
that the Good or One is pyO¢ and avevEpyntov (fr. 12 Des Places), whereas for Plotinus the first
principle of all is infinitely active.

% See Phaedo 100D-E. | take T® KOAQ, peyébet, and GULKPOTNTL as instrumental datives. Cf.
6.6.14.28-30 where Plotinus appeals to this passage in his explanation of the causality of number.

% See Aristotle, Metaphysics 1.6.988a7-17. Avristotle of course does not himself avoid employing
instrumental causality ubiquitously in his explanations of natural and superlunary phenomena.



soul of the universe. It certainly appears as if the "brother soul" refers to the individual
soul of the living being. The sibling souls are what the hypostasis Soul is virtually.*

This AOy0G and nature itself are evidently co-causes; the former accounting for
the soul and the latter for the body's shape or form. The "identical power" must indicate
specific identity.*> Thus, we are faced with the puzzle of the connection between a
"visible shape" and a type of soul. Evidently, we cannot say that the visible shape
follows from the transmitted power of the progenitor nor can we say that the transmitted
power follows from the visible shape. It is tempting to classify this position as a type of
functionalism, thereby logically severing psychic functioning from any particular type of
body. Certainly, the more seriously we take Plotinus' commitment to the doctrine of
transmigration, the easier this is to do.*®

One line of thought is developed in 6.7. There it is argued that the AOYOg which
is identical with a man is other than the AOyO¢ which is the soul in the living soul-body
composite (6.7.5.1-2). The latter "makes shapes in body according to itself and makes
another image of man as far as body allows"

(EV oOUOTL 08 HOpPOGoce KAt abtiv Kai dAlo eldmiov davopomov O
ooV E3&YETO TO oMUA TOINo0oW) (6.7.5.13-15).% Later in the treatise, we learn
that, for example, animal horns are in the intelligible world because they serve the
sufficiency and completeness of this living being (6.7.10.1-4). These compensate for the
particular sort of deficiency that pertains to the particular type of complexity that is this
eternal intelligible nature.

If god wanted to make a horse, then the horse must "already” exist eternally
(6.7.8). | take it that this "wanting to make" is to be analyzed according to the hierarchy
of wanting in the One, Intellect, and Soul. Ultimately, it is because of what the One
“wants” that the soul of the universe wants to provide the horse or the ox with a suitable
body. Intellect alone cannot explain why an animal that looks the way it does exists;
Intellect can only explain what is unequivocally intelligible. Soul alone cannot explain
why the animal looks the way it does because the way it looks follows from the
exigencies of its eternal nature. Soul, then, becomes the necessary instrument of
Intellect, which in turn is the necessary instrument of the One.

This line of thought suggests that the right scientific question is to ask for the role
of the subordinate functionality of an animal’s anatomy and physiology in relation to the

% S0 I understand the words at 4.9.5.5-7: dvvatat [Soul]

yap €i¢ mdvta Gupo xoi Exdotov obk GmotéTunTal TAvTN TO0 abto 0OV EV TOALOIC
("For Soul is virtually in all at the same time and it is altogether not cut off from each thing; therefore, it is
the identical thing in all"). Cf. 16-17 where the virtuality is glossed as 0lov g&vepyelq Gpo mavTa.
On the distinction between the hypostasis Soul and the soul of the universe or world soul, see 4.9.4.15-20;
4.9.1.10-13; 4.3.2.50-9.

$Cf.6.7.5.5-6° Obtow yap kai ol v 10ig omépuact AOyor ovte yap dvev yuyfg ovte
yoyoal anidg ("For this is the way the Adyot are in seeds; for they are neither without soul nor are
they souls"). 1 take it that the omEpLaTa or seeds are the precise vehicle for the transmission of its
powers. See also 4.4.39.7; 4.9.3.17; 5.3.8.4, 7. These oméppota are transmitted from individual to
individual.

% On Plotinus' commitment to the transmigration of souls, see 3.2.13.15; 3.4.2.2-4; 4.3.8; 4.7.4.8-14. On
the soul of a man, identified with a AO7y0g, entering the body of an animal, see 6.7.6.21ff.

%" See the claim that the visible shape is an “image" (€1k®¥ and an “imitation” (Uipnpo) of the AGyog
that is the soul (6.3.15.24-37).
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overall life functioning of the kind of soul that it has. Such questions can be iterated
(e.g., why is this organic function located in this type of body) until we reach matter.

Another line of thought in the text may be supposed to contradict this. For at
6.3.8.20, Plotinus argues that a sensible substance is a "conglomeration” (GLLEOPNCLS)
of qualities and matter.*® If this is so, then the intelligible ordering of body to type of
soul seems to be undercut. We may recall that the above claim about the nature of
sensible substance is made within the context of a critique of Aristotelian essentialism, a
position that Plotinus interprets as maintaining, among other things, that the essences of
sensible substances provide them with their identities. This is a notoriously difficult
position to maintain unless one were to opt for that which Aristotle himself rejects,
namely, individual essences. The essence of man could not be identical with Socrates if
that means that it is identifies him. Hence, for Plotinus, this fact justifies him in taking
the Platonic position that the essence of Socrates is separate from Socrates (6.3.15.27-31).
The "conglomeration” of particular qualities and matter (at a particular time and place)
that comprise the visible Socrates are in fact constantly changing. It seem that what
Plotinus should be saying here is that the soul of Socrates—itself an image of the real
Socrates—is virtually all the succession of conglomerates that together comprise
Socrates' incarnate life. Indeed, if transmigration is possible, then the soul of Socrates is
virtually all the conglomerates that that soul inhabits, including those of other individuals,
whether belonging to Socrates' species or to another.

VII1.3.4.9-13: kol A0Y0g O HEV mMONTIKOG, O 08 CLUVATT®V TO, KPEITTM
T01¢ yevouévolg, kakelva mpdvola 1) dvwbdev, ) 8¢ amo Thg dvo, O
£TEPOG AOYOC GLVNUUEVOS EKEIV®, Kal yivetol €€ apeolv mav
TAEYHO Kol Tpdvola 1) maco ("and there is one AOY0G which is productive, and
one which connects the greater things to the things which have come into being, and
those greater things are providence which is above, and the other is [providence] derived
from that which is above, that other AOYOC connected to that [one from above], and the
entire nexus of things and the sum of providence arises from both™).

The context of this difficult passage is the effort to account for human moral
responsibility within the universal ambit of providence, particularly the moral
responsibility of those who do wrong. The general contribution that our passage is
supposed to make to the solution of this problem is clear enough. There are two sorts of
providence operating on humans here below. If only one of these were operating, there
could be no possibility of moral responsibility; with the second type, moral responsibility
is possible (cf. 3.3.4.1-5). An incautious reading of the text would make “productive
AOY0G” correspond to “"providence from above" and so “connective AOY0G" to
"providence derived from that which is above.” Yet in the passage considered above and
elsewhere Plotinus describes the activity of the soul of the universe as productive (cf.
4.3.11.8-12). If this is the case, then since this activity or nature is clearly that which if

% Cf. 6.3.10.15-16; 6.3.15.24-7 where the view expressed dialectically at 6.3.8.20 is asserted. At 2.7.3.11-
12 for a clear statement that body is matter plus A0 yOc, where the latter is form comprised of all the
qualities in the body.
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operating alone on humans would eliminate moral responsibility, the "connective
LOYOC" must be that which is intended to solve the proposed problem.*

Two questions then arise: (1) what is connective AOYO¢ and (2) what are the two
types of providence? The second question is easier to answer. Later in this treatise,
Plotinus says that what comes from intelligible reality is providence, and this includes
what is in the hypostasis Intellect and also all that comes from Intellect to the hypostasis
Soul and to living things.*® Presumably, the latter includes the "siblings," the soul of the
universe, with its lowest part, nature, and the souls of individual living things (cf.
3.2.16.12-17). It appears, then, that "the providence derived from that which is above™
refers generally to providence in Soul and in all living things.

If this is right, then the connective AOY0OG here associates nature with individual
human souls. As the rest of 3.3.4 explains, what this perhaps means for the possibility of
moral responsibility is that human beings, possessing specific physical or bodily
properties endowed by nature, thereby have access directly to Intellect and thereby have
the equipment necessary for the attribution of moral responsibility. In other words, it is
providential that we have the sorts of bodies that enable us to think. The connective
AOY0G represents this particularly working of providence.

IX. 3.83.1-3: [I®¢ obv mol®V koi oOT® ToldV Oswpiag TIvOg GV
gpantolrto; "H, elpévov molel kol &v abt®d pévov xai €61t Adyogs, &l
n av adtog Bewpia (cf. 6; 3.8.1.22-4) ("How, then, when [nature] produces, and
produces in this way, could it acquire some sort of contemplation? If it remains, it
produces, and if it remains in itself and is AOY0G, then it would be contemplation™).*

Since nature is AOY0g, it is contemplation and contemplated. As AOYOG, nature
is an image of Intellect, which is itself paradigmatically contemplation and object of
contemplation (3.8.8). So, nature is itself an image of contemplation and object of
contemplation. As a result of its contemplation, it produces the dead end of
intelligibility, shapes imprinted in matter.

The connection between A0Y0g, activity (EvEpyela), and contemplation
becomes evident in 6.8.15 where Plotinus calls the One "the root of AOY0C"

(P1la. AOyov, 33) and says, most remarkably, that the One is "loved and love and self-
love" (Kol gpdopelov kol Epmg 0 abTOg Kol abTov, 1). So, the paradigmatic

% See Chiara Russi, "Providenza, logos connettivo e logos produttivo. Le tre funzioni dell * anima in Enn.
111 3 [48], 4.6-13," in Studi sull' anima in Plotino. (ed.) Riccardo Chiaradonna (Napoli, 2005), 61-78, for a
clear and persuasive demonstration of this.

“See 3.3.5.16-20- Ta pev yap &v 1@ xOcp® @ vontd mdvta AOYog Kai bmep Adyov:
VOUG YOp Kol yoyn xabapd: 0 8¢ Eviebbev 1dn Ocov pEv Epyetal Ekelfev, mpdvol
a, kai 6oov Ev Yoyl kabapd koi Ocov Evtedbev gig T {Mag (“For the things in the
intelligible world are all LG yoc or beyond AOy0¢; for all are Intellect and pure Soul. What is here
therefore comes from there [Intellect], is providence, both such things as are in pure Soul and such things
that come from [Soul] into living things").

1 Cf. 3.8.3.18-19:"EoTl 8¢ Oswpia xoi Osmdpnua, A0yog yap ("It [nature] is contemplation and
contemplated because it is AOY0G").
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activity of contemplation is the secondary activity of the One. The One's primary activity
is self-loving. And the spontaneous production of nature as a result of its contemplation
is an image of this self-loving. The One's production of everything ends with matter.

The instrumentality of Intellect and Soul, and finally, nature, the lowest part of Soul,
consists in bringing intelligibility up to matter.

Virtuality is an ontological concept or category. The claim that the One is
virtually all things entails that the One is implicated in the being of all things. In the
semantical (as opposed to the ontological) sense of the term LOY0G, to give a LOYOG of
something, say, a kind of animal or a kind of virtue, is, broadly speaking, to provide a
representation of the object's derivation from the One (with the instrumentality of
Intellect and Soul, including nature). Most crucially, the possibility of there being a
LOY0¢ of something depends upon that thing being intelligible. Plotinus derives from
Plato and from Aristotle the principle that the fundamental structure of that which is
intelligible is that it is a complex expression of a unity. So, for example, the
intelligibility of any equation of the form A = B depends upon there being some "C" of
which "A" and "B" are expressions, not just any expressions of course, but related such
that they are co-extensive or mutually implicating. What intelligibility is is cognition of
"C" in relation to "A" and "B," not "C" or "A" or "B" alone. Where Plotinus differs from
Avristotle, at any rate, is in his view that cognition has paradigmatically the former
structure, not the latter. It is obvious, therefore, why the absolutely simple One, the
ultimate explanation for anything, must be in itself non-intelligible or super-intelligible. |
suspect that the mystical experiences Plotinus claims to have had are of the reductive
unity of all that is intelligible.

The principal implication of Plotinus” metaphysics for his philosophy of nature is
a claim that is deeply shared by both Plato and Aristotle. It is that nature’s intelligibility
is qualified. If understanding, as Aristotle says, is to know causes, the intrinsic
heteroexplicability of nature necessitates its limited intelligibility. So much I think is
fairly evident. What Plotinus adds to this is a systematic presentation of the instrumental
and hierarchical causal structure. Hence, no AOy0g of anything in nature could be
explanatorily adequate since nature itself is the last in a line of AOY01 leading to the One.
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