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HeNRrY J. BLUMENTHAL

PLUTARCH’S EXPOSITION
OF THE DE ANIMA AND THE PSYCHOLOGY
OF PROCLUS

From the beginning of Neoplatonism the unity of the person
had been a problem. In Plotinus the soul broke in two in the
middle, at the level of phantasia which he doubled, and also
tended to fly apart at the ends, where the intellect remained in
the intelligible at the upper end, and the vegetative soul at the
lower belonged, at least sometimes, to the world soul rather
than the individual soul!. That such difficulties should arise
among Platonists is not surprising, since they necessarily had to
account for the way an immaterial soul could deal with both
intelligible and sensible forms of cognition and activity : the
more careful they were to do this accurately, the more liable
they were to run into problems of coherence and consistency.
As often in later Neoplatonism, some of the theories that were
put forward may be seen as new approaches to questions which
had been left unsolved, or made more acute, by Plotinus. The
purpose of this paper is to look at some of the views of Proclus,
and where they can be ascertained, his master Plutarch, about
the human soul, with special reference to the way in which they
dealt with matters affecting its central faculties.

1 On these problems, cf. my Plotinus’ Psychology (The Hague 1971), 27 . and 89 ff.
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Before going any further it might be as well to disclaim two
extreme views about Plutarch which are possibly attractive but
probably misleading.  One, that Proclus simply followed
Plutarch’s views about the soul, which he learned either directly
by reading the Phaedo and De anima with him as a young
student !, or indirectly through Syrianus. The other, which
has been put forward by R. Beutler in his Pauly-Wissowa article
on Plutarch, that Plutarch somehow stood aside from the wilder
tendencies of contemporary Neoplatonism and offered a straight-
forward interpretation of Aristotle in a commentary on the De
anima from which most of the cleatly identifiable information
about him is derived through the commentaries of Simplicius
and Stephanus (Ps.-Philoponus) 2. Though it has been asserted
that much material from Plutarch has been absorbed into subse-
quent commentaries on both Plato and Aristotle 3, it is not easy
to identify such material and I do not propose to make the
attempt now. I should merely like to say that Simplicius
disagrees with Plutarch sufficiently often — on neatly half the
occasions where he cites him — for it to be totally unsafe to
assume that anything in him is derived from Plutarch in the
absence of firm and specific proof that it is. Therefore nothing
that is not actually labelled as the opinion of Plutarch will be
taken to be such.

One further general point must be made about Plutarch.
This is that all the evidence on his thought — as opposed to

L Cf. Marinus, Procl. 12.

2 R. BeuTLER, Plutarchos von Athen, in RE XXI 1 (1951), 963 f., and, with some
reservations, Porphyrios, in RE XXII 1 (1953), 309. He is followed by E. EvRARD,
Le maitre de Plutarque d’Athénes et les origines du néoplatonisme athénien, in
Ant. Class. 29 (1960), 391-7; cf. also K. PRAECHTER, Syrianos, in RE IV A 2
(1932), 1737. For another view see H. D. SAFFREY — L. G. WESTERINK’S intro-
duction to the Budé edition of Proclus, 7 héologie platonicienne (Paris 1968), p. XLVII.
3 R. BeuTLER, Plutarchos von Athen, 963 ; pace Beutler, Plutarch’s suggestion to

Proclus about a Phaedo commentary (Marin. Proc/. 12) tells us nothing about his
influence on any other commentary.
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biographical and largely anecdotal material in Damascius’ L:zfe
of Isidore and Marinus’ Life of Proclus — is contained in commen-
taries. It is therefore arguable that most if not all of the state-
ments about his views which we have are about his views on
the interpretation of Plato or Aristotle rather than reports about
his own opinions, and that we cannot propetly assume that the
former represent the latter. I hope however we may agree that
they do. If it needs argument, I have argued the point else-
where !, and should merely like to say two things briefly now.
First, that on the controversy about the position of the intuitive
intellect, an area where we are relatively well informed, it can
be shown that commentators’ positions reflect their own opi-
nions : in fact views which are given as the opinion of commenta-
tors on Aristotle are sometimes views which were not originally
offered as such at all. Second, that Atistotle as well as Plato
and the Neoplatonists themselves were seen to be aiming at
expressions of a single truth, so that a commentary on Aristotle
was simply not a place for expressing anything other than what
one took to be the truth, an attitude best shown by the to us
shocking statement of Simplicius in the introduction to his
Commentary on the De anima that he would try to expound
Atristotle sticking as closely as possible to the views of Iamblichus
and the truth itself: ...mavrdyov 32 xota dbvapty T T@Y TeayRATOY
qvreyopéve ddndelae xatd thv lapBityov év tolg idloig adtol mepl
Juyfc suyyedupacy denynow (p. 1, 18-20 Hayduck). On the basis
of the situation outlined we may perhaps make the following
working assumption : if there is no substantial difference between
a thinket’s opinion about Aristotle and his own view—unless he
explicitly expresses disagreement with him—then if Plutarch
expresses a view on a passage in Aristotle which differs from
Proclus’ views on the same subject, Proclus and Plutarch them-
selves disagree about the point in question, and vice versa.

1 Cf. my « Neoplatonic elements in the de anima commentaries », in Phronesis 21

(1976).
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On these assumptions, let us return to Plutarch, and try to
assess the nature of his approach to psychology as manifested
in the festimonia to his comments on the De anima. Here the
picture presented by R. Beutler, and subsequently accepted, in
general, by E. Evrard, requires some adjustment. R. Beutler
sees Plutarch as being in most matters a faithful transmitter of
the outstanding achievement of Alexander, and in particular of
Alexander’s interpretation of specific texts . The exception
which R. Beutler notes is their disagreement about #ous. Plutarch
did not accept that the De anima referred to a nous other than
the human one 2. This, as R. Beutler recognised, is in itself a
matter of far-reaching importance. But the differences are by
no means confined to this one point. To begin with, there is
an important difference of principle : Philoponus (/# de an. p. 21,
20-23 Hayduck) tells us that Plutarch accused Alexander of
pretending to comment on Aristotle while in fact expounding
his own views, a strange accusation from a Neoplatonist which
we might take to mean that Alexander was too close to Aristotle
and not close enough to Plato. Be that as it may be, it does tell
us clearly enough that Plutarch did not see himself as a mete
transmitter of results achieved by Alexander, for the complaint
1s about Alexander’s treatment of the whole wpaypareia, and not
just a single text. And when we look at detailed reports of their
opinions, we find that on other occasions, including a classifica-
tion of various meanings of nous in Aristotle ®, Plutarch disagrees
with Alexander. These are usually matters of detailed explana-
tion of a text. That, according to R. Beutler, was Plutarch’s
style ¢, but the same might be said of Simplicius, Philoponus,
Ps.-Philoponus, that is Stephanus, or others. Even if it were
not so, one would expect that reports of a commentator’s

Y Plutarchos, 963 f.

2 Philop. In de an. p. 536, 2-5 Hayduck.
8 Ibid., p. 518, 9 L.

4 Plutarchos, 964.
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opinions should normally refer to matters of detail, for it is
after all on these that one goes to a commentary for help.

Even Proclus’ style of commentary does not ignore such
matters, though it allows for a great deal besides. And if one
were to be dependent on reports in the Aristotelian commen-
tators for knowledge of Proclus, and happened to have only
some and not others —it is after all only two of the commentaries
which furnish the bulk of our evidence about Plutarch — one
might form a similar impression of Proclus himself. Thus in
Philoponus’ Commentary on the Posterior Analytics three of the
tour passages in which we have reports of Proclus contain
detailed discussions of texts: the fourth is simply a reference
to Proclus” work on a geometrical subject *. On the other hand
if one looks at Simplicius’ Commentary on the De caelo one would
get a rather different view of Proclus’ procedures. There about
half the references give us Proclus’ specific views on the point
under discussion, as opposed to his opinion on a matter that
may be relevant to the issue in hand, but few of these contain
actual discussion of the meaning of the Greek. Part of the reason
for this may be that the material in question comes not from a
commentary by Proclus on the Aristotelian treatise, but from
remarks made by him in his own Z7maens commentary and else-
where. The other part may be the different way in which
Simplicius and Stephanus—from whose commentary on Book I1I
most of the references to Plutarch come — cite their Neoplatonic
predecessors. Most of the reports of Plutarch’s opinion on the
interpretation of Aristotle’s Greek happen to come from Ste-
phanus, and far fewer from Simplicius and Priscian, and in this
commentary Stephanus does not cite Proclus at all. Thus it is
better not to assume that Plutarch’s method of exposition was
necessarily different from what Proclus’ method in expounding
the same texts would have been. That is not to make any infe-
rence, yet, about the matter.

1 Pp. 111, 31 ff; 160, 13 ff.; 181, 19 ff. and 129, 16 Wallies.
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To return to the question of Plutarch and Alexander. It may
or may not be true that Plutarch often agreed with Alexander.
Given the state of our evidence about both we cannot say how
often. But we can perhaps say that in many cases all commen-
tators are likely to have agreed with Alexander because he was
simply restating what was clearly the meaning of Aristotle’s
text, and that in those cases where we have their opinions cited
side by side there are enough disagreements to suggest the need
for some caution in describing Plutarch as a faithful follower
of Alexander’s interpretation. It is true that on a number of
occasions they are quoted together as holding a certain opinion,
but one should at least consider the possibility that this is because
they alone had written extensive commentaries on some ot all
of the De anima*. The matters on which they are reported to
have disagreed are not only matters of principle of the kind
suggested by Plutarch’s accusation of dishonesty, or the diffe-
rence about the status of the soul or souls discussed in the
De anima, as reflected in their divergent views on the status
of nous in that work, but also on points of more limited scope,
the meaning of a passage or the interpretation of a particular
sentence. We have, it must be admitted, only a single clear case
of each, but there is no reason to think that there will not have
been others as well. What we have are these. In the first category
we have Simplicius expressing his preference for Plutarch over
Alexander on the interpretation of the words o 8¢ xwobv xal
xwvobuevoy 7o bpextixdy % Plutarch said that Aristotle meant that
the épextuny évépysix was a xbwnowg with Aristotle speaking
Platonically — perhaps we should say Neoplatonically —and that
the xtvnoig was mouyried and not mabyriey, another way of descri-
bing what a Neoplatonist meant by évépyeix. Alexander’s rejected
(by Simplicius), though cleatly correct interpretation, was that the

1 Cf. my « Did Iamblichus wtite a commentary on the de anima? », in Hermes 102
(1974), 540-546. ‘
2 Dean. 433 b 16 f.
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Bpekicis moved xata ovuPeBryxde (Simpl. [z dean. p. 302, 23-9 H.).
This passage is worth more than its numerical weight, for it
exhibits a characteristic which we might in any case expect to
find, namely that Alexander gave the simple Aristotelian expla-
nation of a text which Plutarch Neoplatonised. There may also
have been a difference about how we perceive that we perceive.
According to one of two conflicting reports which we must
discuss in more detail !, Plutarch and Alexander both said
that it was done by xow) aloOnois, according to the other,
Plutarch ascribed this function to the oyued Juy#, probably
to doxa?®. '

In the second category we have a discussion on a point in
Aristotle’s section about what has which faculties. Difficulties
arose over the meaning of ... ody oldév vz 3¢ cdua Eyxewv pév Yoyhy
xetl vobv xprtixdy, alolnowy 8¢ pih Exewy wi) povipov 8y, yewwrtov 3¢ —
MG piy 0038 ayévwwnrov: Sk Tt yap ody €el ; or, as some read it,
Sue wt yap €er; 3. The latter was Alexandet’s way and he took
Aristotle’s meaning to be dua: ©t yép €er alclnow, interpreting, as
Stephanus puts it, épomquarinde. Plutarch took the opposite
view — iy évavtiay Badioas — and took the question as dus 7t yap
ody, &Eer alolnow T odpdvia on the grounds that it was not better
tor a body not to be so endowed. Alexander had said it was
better neither for body or soul to have sense-perception (Philop.
In de an. p. 595, 36-596, 18 H.). As Stephanus says below they
read the text differently, and as he points out at some length,
the point rested on a difference between Platonists and Aristo-
telians (p. 596, 36 f1.). So here too we have a contrast between
Plutarch the Platonist interpreter and Alexander the Aristotelian,
a difference which also appeats, and was seen to appear, in
Plutarch’s opinion that Aristotle thought children have voic

! See below pp. 134 ff.
2 Philop. In de an. pp. 465, 24 f. and 464, 20-25 H.
3 De an. 434 b 3-5.
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xo0’ € . We may take it then that Plutarch’s approach was
not utterly at variance with contemporary Neoplatonic trends
and that he was not, as Themistius had been, an upholder of
true Aristotelianism in his interpretation of the De anima.

It does not of course follow from this conclusion either that
Plutarch’s views were simply the conventional views of his time,
or in particular that Proclus can be expected to agree with
Plutarch on all points of interpretation of Aristotle’s De anima
or on his view of the soul —as we have suggested before there
is not much difference between these. That there is unlikely
to be any difference between a Neoplatonist’s interpretation of
Plato and his own views hardly needs to be said. And in this
area we do find some points of disagreement, to be precise in
the interpretation of the Phaedo. ** Olympiodorus’” Commentary
on the Phaedo gives us the only two reports of Platonist views
I have been able to discover where Plutarch and Proclus appear
together as the holders of different opinions. One is on a general
philosophical point, the other on a piece of detailed interpreta-
tion. The first, which clearly need not be taken from expositions
of the text which “Olympiodorus” (in fact Damascius) is dis-
cussing, namely Phaedo 69 e-70a, gives a list of opinions about
how much of the soul is immortal ... of 8¢ péyer i droyiag,
MG TAY PEV Tohot®y Zevoxpatns xal XLTeUGLTTog, TMV 08 VEMTEQWY
TapPryoc xal [Thodtapyog: ol 3¢ pwéyor wévne the royixig, og Ilpo-
xhog ol Ilopgdplog (p. 124, 13-20 Norvin) 2. It is interesting
that on this point at least, and a point of some importance,
Plutarch lines up with Iamblichus while Proclus agrees with
Porphyry — or at least stands between them — not what one
would expect if Plutarch were in all matters a representative of

L Philop. In de an. pp. 518, 20 ff. and 519, 34 ff. A further difference of detailed
interpretation may lie behind Simpl. 7n de an. p. 160, 7-13 H., where Simplicius
does not report explicit disagreement, but Plutarch’s explanation of De an. 422 b
27-31 would not make sense if he accepted Alexandet’s teading of the passage.

2 The commentator may have over-simplified, cf. Proclus’ own account, In 77.,
IIT pp. 234-8 Diehl.
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a more sensible kind of Neoplatonism than that represented by
Iamblichus and Proclus. That may be true in other areas, like
metaphysics, where Plutarch probably did stand closer to
Porphyry than to his more immediate predecessors *. We might
also notice in passing that on this point at least Proclus’ view
is closer to what may have been Aristotle’s than is Plutarch’s,
how close depends on what oy was intended to cover here.
The second text from Olympiodorus is concerned with the
interpretation of Phaedo 66 b : who are the speakers? Plutarch
said if they were yviotol prAdsogor, how could they endure the
ndln tdv mo&v?  Proclus said that they wetre the yviouor
gurbsogo but that the wdy Plato was talking about were those
of men in general (p. 104, 18-23 Norvin). This is hardly a
significant or very informative difference. It serves only to
confirm that Proclus could disagree with Plutarch. Here he did
so even where we know they studied the dialogue together :
Plutarch, according to Marinus (Proc/. 12), told the young
Proclus that if he published their discussions of the Phaedo and
De anima he would have his own commentary on the Phaedo.
It might be as well to say at this point that there is no suggestion
in Marinus that these readings also led to a commentary on the
De anima by Proclus, and no other evidence that Proclus
produced such a commentary — or at least that he published one,
since it is likely enough that he did lecture on the De anima
as part of the usual introductory course on Aristotle. It is not
impossible however that he simply used Plutarch’s commentary,
either for the whole of the De anima, or for such parts as it
covered, and metely pointed out places where he himself held
a different view. One’s assessment of the likelihood that Proclus
did adopt some such procedure depends on how close Plutarch’s
interpretation of Aristotle’s psychology — and so his own — was
to that of Proclus. To this question we must now turn.

L Cf. E. EvRARD, art. cit., 398 f. and P. Havpor, Porphyre et Victorinus 1 (Paris
1968), 105.
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Let us start from the top. Here we can be brief. The contro-
versy between the Neoplatonists about the status of the human
intellect is well known. Plotinus, admittedly unorthodox, held
that the highest part of our soul does not descend?, while
Tamblichus, normally at least 2, and Proclus thought otherwise 2.
Though the second became the commonly accepted view, we
cannot simply assume that it was universal, for Damascius took
Plotinus’ position *. Plutarch’s adherence to the same view as
Proclus can however be deduced from Stephanus’ reports in
his section on De anima 111 5. There we are told that Plutarch
thought that the human intellect was single and that it thought
sometimes but not always: xal tolrov Tov dmholy od Aéyer del
vooUvta, GMA& mote voobvra (Philop. /n de an. p. 535, 13-15 H.).
Since we know that at least part of Proclus’ objection to the
Plotinian position was that it did not account for the fact that
intellection was intermittent but ought, according to him, to
entail permanent conscious intellection 5, we may take it that
Plutarch’s position was much the same, and that he meant by a
single intellect the same as Proclus intended by having intellect
and reason as parts of the same Aoyued) Juyh, as opposed to
putting nous and dianoia on different ontic levels. On this matter,
then, Plutarch and Proclus agree. Since their agreement lies in
holding a majority opinion, this would not be a matter of great
significance had not R. Beutler argued that Plutarch held the
Plotinian view ®. But, as E. Evrard suspected, the evidence
adduced by R. Beutler is probably not to the point ?. Stephanus’
remarks at Philop. /n de an. p. 553, 10-12 H., on which he

1Cf. esp. IV 8, 8, 1-3.

%2 But cf. Simpl. 7n Cat. p. 191, 9 f. K.

8 Elem. theol. 211 ; In Parm. p. 948, 18 ff. Cousin ; In Ti., II1 p. 333, 28 ff. Diehl.
4 Pr. 400, 11 p. 254, 3 . Ruelle.

5 Cf. Elem. theol. 211,

8 Plutarchos, 965 f.

T Art. ¢it., 393 n. 167.
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relied, need have nothing to do with the human nous : hence
the comment 6 Oelov yap xeympiorar.

More can be learnt about the relation between Proclus and
Plutarch from a study of their views of the soul’s faculties in
relation to each other, and in particular how the upper and
lower souls are linked. The difficulties involved in this issue
centre round the role of phantasia. In Plotinus the difficulties
had led to a duplication of this faculty. Plutarch and Proclus
seem to share a certain indecisiveness in this area. The next
section of this paper will discuss the apparently inconsistent
statements and reports of their views on the status and operation
of doxa and phantasia. That there are difficulties here in Proclus
has already been noted. In particular M. Trouillard has pointed
out that, in the Z7maens commentary, doxa seems to have the role
later played by phantasia in the Commentary on Euclid 1. Closer
examination of the relevant texts will, however, tend to show
that we are not dealing with a straightforward development of
Proclus’ opinions, but that the situation is more complex than
at first appears to be the case. Plutarch presents similar pro-
blems.

Given the fact that a Neoplatonic soul splits in a way roughly
corresponding to functions involving or independent of the
body, problems are liable to arise at the point of junction. That
is pethaps obvious. The solutions offered were, however,
different. Plotinus’ duplication of the central faculty was clearly
unsatisfactory. His reasons lay partly in the requirements of
his eschatology : he wished the upper soul to retain memoties
arising from the activities of the lower soul and at the same
time wanted to ensure that the upper soul had a power of
memory and imagination completely independent of the lower
to which this power properly belonged. This particular problem
should not have arisen for Proclus since he did not admit the
permanent survival of the irrational soul. Plutarch did, and

1 Proclos, Eléments de théologie (Patis 1965), 34 N. 3.
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thus exposed himself to the difficulties which Plotinus had
encountered. It was perhaps to avoid these that he apparently
tried to show that phantasia could be double and yet not double
at the same time. Ps.-Philoponus reports as follows : thv 3
pavtactey Sttty oletar IIhovTtapyog: xal 70 wev mépag adTig TO Emi
T dve, fyouy 7 apy adTig, TEpag €6t Tob StavornTixoel, TO 3 Ao
népag adtiig xopuen éott TV alcbicewy (12 de an. p. 515, 12-15 H.).
But for Plutarch this duality was not incompatible with unity :
a few lines below we are given the parallel Plutarch produced
to account for its situation. The duality, which at first sight
appears to be one of being, is rather one of function. The
parallel Plutarch gave is of two lines, one from above and one
from below, meeting at a point : the point is one in so far as
it is a single point, but two in so far as it may be taken either
with the upper or with the lower line. This would suggest
that phantasia might similarly be taken as double in so far as it
is linked with what is above and below, but Plutarch seems to
have thought that it was double in a different sense. Having set
out the parallel of the lines meeting at a point he went on to say
oltw xul 1) gavracta Shvoton xal ¢ Ev ol g dvo AxwBaveshor, Subtu
Tov pev alclntdv 0 Sippnuévov elg &v ocuvalbpoiler, Tdv 8¢ Oelwy
70 amholv xal ¢ &v Tig elmor évialov elg TOTOUE TLVAG Xl LLOPOAS
Suepbpovg dvaudrretar (Zbid., 26-29) : here the point seems to be
that the faculty is agent and focus of both convergence and
divergence at the same time. As reported by Stephanus the
parallel is intended to illustrate the position of the upper limit
of the faculty which is in contact with the reasoning faculty :
olTw TO Qv KEPOC THG PAVTAGLHG TO GUVATTTOUEVOV TG SLavonTixd
gotw (2bid., 22-23), rather than the connection of phantasia with
higher and lower faculties.

In any case it is clear that, according to this testimony,
Plutarch intended phantasia to be the centre of the soul. It
borders immediately on dianvia above and aisthesis below. Yet
in another passage of Stephanus it appears that a similar position
is occupied by doxa. There we are told that Plutarch said that
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it is the function of the oyud) uy7 to take cognisance of the
activities of the senses and that doxz is the means by which it
does so: gnot yap 87t xata TO &Tipov wépog TG Aoyueig YuyTg, Bmep
éotiv 1) 36E«, 7obto yiveraw. The reason, which appears to be
Plutarch’s, is that doxa links the rational and the irrational souls :
7 Yop 86&a, TO xowoTaToy pépos TG Yuyfe xal &TLLOV, GUVATTTEL THV
Aoyuey T dNéyw (In de an. p. 464, 23-7 H.). Since doxa must
come below dianoia and is here stated to be in contact with the
senses, it would seem to occupy the same position in the soul
which phantasia occupied in the other passage. Have we then a
similar uncertainty about doxa and phantasia to that which appears
in Proclus? There is unfortunately a further difficulty about
Plutarch. In the course of the next page of Stephanus, where
he is still discussing how we perceive that we perceive, we read
that certain vedrepor e€nynral, following neither Alexander nor
Plutarch, and rejecting Aristotle himself, said that such percep-
tion was the work of a ddvauig mposextins) which perceived not
only the activities of the senses, but also those of the higher
cognitive faculties.  These interpreters complained about
Plutarch saying that doxa was responsible, on the grounds that
it does not cognize the activities of #ous, whereas there should
be one thing registering the activities of all the soul’s faculties.
Though he accepts their mposextindy, our commentator dismisses
this complaint in the following words: talta 8¢ Ayovreg od
rarnyopobot IIhovtdpyov: oddapod yap wdtov ebpov Aéyovte 6TL 7
Suvapts 7 alclovopévn tév évepyerdv Tév atoclfcewy thg d6Eng Eotiy,
M cuppYEL xatd TobTo T& AXeEdvdpw, Thv xowiy alclnoy xed
adtog altiduevoc... (p. 465, 22-6 H.). How can one reconcile these
two reports? Even if in the first the word 36« was not used
by Plutarch himself, but the words 8rep éotiv # 36Ex were rather
the commentator’s gloss on 6 &ripov pépog g hoyuxiic Yy,
and the sentence about 36« joining the irrational to the rational
soul were to be explained in the same way, we should still have
to say that Stephanus on p. 464 understood Plutarch to have
held a view for which he was blamed by the vedtepor &&nynral
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and wrongly blamed in Stephanus’ opinion, because according
to Stephanus on p. 465, he did not hold it. One possible explana-
tion — and itis admittedly speculative — is that what we have on
p. 464 is a report taken from the text of one of the vedrepor
e&nynrat themselves !, while Stephanus’ statement on p. 465
relies on his own reading of a text of Plutarch other than the
one they used. That Plutarch changed his mind during the
course of his long career is, of course, quite possible.

Thus, given the lack of conclusive evidence, we cannot be
certain what Plutarch’s view was, or how the text of Stephanus
is to be explained. If, however, the view that the senses’ acti-
vities are perceived by doxa were one of two views that Plutarch
held, and one that he held towards the end of his career, having
perhaps substituted doxa for phantasia because of inherited diffi-
culties about the latter, and if, further, we are right in taking
the remark about doxa uniting the upper and lower souls as
his, then we might have here a connection between Plutarch’s
thought and the concept of doxa that appears in Proclus’ Z7macus
commentary. That, as we know, was an early work 2, and so one
where it would be reasonable to expect that Proclus still held
views learned from his teachers, which he may subsequently
have altered. But before we can go further than merely suggest-
ing this as a possibility, we must attempt to clear up the role
of phantasia and doxa not only in the Timaeus commentary, but in
Proclus’ thought as a whole. |

Here we are faced with two sets of problems, for neither
the status nor the role of these two powers is clearly or consist-
ently described. Thus it is not surprising that the discussion
to Mme A. Charles’ paper on imagination to the Royaumont
congress reflected a feeling that the status of phantasia was unre-

1 So too R. BEUTLER, Plutarchos, 966 ; Beutler, howevet, implies that Plutarch is
simply misreported.
2 Cf. Matrinus, Procl. 13.
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solved *. This is perhaps a feeling that adequately represents
the truth. The point is that any attempt to find a simple answer
to the question, “what did Proclus mean by gavractx, and what
role did he assign to it?” is unlikely to succeed.

Let us then consider what sort of answer might be correct.
What is immediately clear is that in the Zimaeus commentary
Proclus has much more to say about doxz and much less about
phantasia than in the other works 2. The import of his statements,
however, is not clear. At first sight the usual view in this work
seems to be that the immediate neighbour of aisthesis on the
higher side is doxa. In the first place we have a number of
passages which mention several faculties or activities, and do
not include phantasia between doxa and aisthesis, such as I p. 257,
18 fl. Diehl. Of course we cannot be sure that any of these are
intended to be complete, even for that part of the soul which
they cover. In addition some of these texts expressly locate
doxa next to the sensitive faculty. So at [z 77., 1 p. 248, 22-8
Diehl, we read : &yeron 3¢ e 36Ene % alolnoig, péam pev xal adt)
oboa Tob te alohntnplov xal tig S6Eng: ©o uev yap alchnrhprov pera
nwdbovg avtihapBavertar oY alolnTtdv ... 7) Ot 36Ex yvdow Eyxer xabapoy
nwabouvg, 7 8¢ aloOnowg peréyer pév mweg nal 100 mabovg, Exet 3¢ Tt ol
YvooTinoy, xabboov &vidputoar T6 SobusTing xel ENAGpTeTHL Tae' adTOD
ol yiverar Aoyoetdng ... Further, one passage implies that doxa
belongs to the lower soul rather than the upper where it is
clearly placed elsewhere 2. At II p. 247, 9-16 the joint of the
soul comes at the lowest part of the Sixvontixév and the summit
of the dofaotixdy — this seems to indicate that o dofaotixdy
belongs to the part of the soul in which aisthesis and the desires
are located, that is the part of which phantasia is normally the

Y L imagination, miroir de I’ dme selon Proclus, in Le Néoplatonisme, Colloques internat.
du G.N.R.S., Royaumont 9-13. 6. 1969 (Paris 1971), 249-51.

2Tt is evident that this is not merely a consequence of the subject matter of the
Timaens.

SCf. InTi, 1p. 223, 16 £.; In R, Il p. 91, 9 f. Kroll ; Oracles chaldaiques, fr. 2.



138 HENRY J. BLUMENTHAL

highest part in Neoplatonic psychology in general and Proclus’
other works in particular.

The passage from I p. 248 suggests that doxz performs the
function which we might expect to be that of phantasia, namely
the reception and transmission éralic of what aisthesis perceives
without such freedom from affection. That doxa has the same
objects as aisthesis is shown, if it needs to be, by a statement
two pages further on that there is a power superior to azsthesis,
namely doxa, pnréte 3 dpydvou ywdoxovoa, dhha S’ Eavtig Ta
alobnre xal Thy maydtyra tHe alobioewe émavopbovpévy (I p. 250,
5-8). Shortly before we find that doxa has the duty of passing
judgement on the data provided by sense perception, a function
which is perhaps more appropriate to the discursive reason
(I p. 249, 13 f.). The point of mentioning this here is that doxa
appears to behave as an ordinary faculty of the Neoplatonized
Aristotelian type soul, rather than merely being a blanket term
for all modes of cognition relating to the sensible world such
as we should find were Proclus merely using it after the manner
of Plato. At II p. 310, 8-10 we find that doxa is explicitly
described as an activity =%¢ Sofactuiric YuyTc, though this passage
may be Iamblichus rather than Proclus !, and in any case refets
specifically to the cosmic soul. We are also told that doxa is
the rational soul’s link with the irrational. Proclus even says
that this is generally accepted : m pev odv mépag €otl THe Aoyixdig
armdong Cwig xal 6T cuvdmrtetor TEOG TO dxpdTaTov TG &AGYOV,
modhaxeg Eatl teBpuinuévoy (I p. 248, 7-10) 2

Now if doxa is as cleatly connected with aisthesis as it appears
to be in the texts we have mentioned, one consequence would
be that there is relatively little scope for phantasia. And in a
number of passages we find that phantasia is in fact very closely

1 It is attributed to him by B. DALSGAARD LARSEN, Jambligue de Chalcis..., Appen-
dice : Testimonia et fragmenta exegetica (Aarhus 1972), fr. 257, and with some reser-
vations by J. M. DivvroN, lamblichi Chaleidensis In Platonis dialogos commentariorum
Jfragmenta (Leiden 1973), ft. 59 : cf. his commentary on this fragment, pp. 340-2.

2 Cf. also In Ti., 111 p. 286, 29 ff., quoted below p. 141.
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linked with aisthesis, if not actually identified with it*. In an
account of which gods cause what in this world Proclus says
that while Hermes is the cause of the xwiceig of phantasia, the
sun, which he has previously said is the maker of all the senses,
has made its odeia, d¢ wic obong atclicews xaul pavrastas (7 17.,
IIT p. 69, 18-20 Diehl). Elsewhere it is not clear whether or not
phantasia and aisthesis are to be taken as separate or as aspects
of one faculty : so at I p. 352, 28-32, discussing what we must
have for knowledge of the images of reality, he writes : dedp.ela
vop xal @avraciag xal alchfceweg xal dpydveyv &AAmY TEYV TOAAGY
P0G TV YVOGLY.

There are however a number of passages in the 77macus
commentary which apparently include phantasia as a full and
independent faculty. At I p. 255, 9-13 there is a list of what
appear to be powers which are moved by /gos when it judges
their appropriate objects ... t& 3¢ dokaote xptvev el xal Thy
36Eav, te 0¢ oavtaoTte THV Qavtactay, to 0¢ alchnra v alclnouy.
But a list of criteria ascribed to Plato on the previous page
reads : Toig pév vonTolg volv ... Tolg 3% SavomTixoic didvoiay, Tolg S8
SoEaotols 36Eav, Tolg 8¢ alaOnroic alslnow (p. 254, 25-7). FEarlier
povtacTind yvdoug is considered, but rejected, as a candidate for
vémolg in vofoel peta Aéyov mepthnmtov * (I p. 244, 19 f1.). It is
however a candidate put up wé twev, and so the occurrence of
pavtaocTiky Yvdows here may not tell us anything about Proclus
himself. But at I p. 343, 3 fl. phantasia comes in a series of
faculties each of which may refute that below : érel %ol alcOnouy
uev EAeyyet pavtacie, ot peta mwalovg ywdoxer xata cbyxpiowy 7
Sudxprory, dv adth xabapeder d6Ea 3¢ oauvrastay...

In addition there is a further group of passages, in which
phantasia is prominent, whose status is, or may be, different.

1 'This has been noticed by W. O’NEe1LL, Proclus, Alkibiades I (The Hague 1965),
107 n.323, who simply takes it as one of two senses of phantasia, the other being
that where phantasia is a faculty between reason and perception.

2Ti. 28 a.
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First we have a list of entities or faculties which deal with
various kinds of object in different ways : w6 yop adtd yvdoxel 6
Ocog pev Nvopéveg, volg 88 dlxds, Aoyog 8¢ xabolxds, pavracie O8
popewtixds, aichyoig 8¢ mablntivéde (I p. 352, 16-18). Now this
list immediately follows a reference to Porphyry and looks like
explanation of the view attributed to him that forms of know-
ledge are not characterised by the nature of their objects : rather
TOLG TAV YVWOROVTOV SLapopals aAAOLOG YLYVETHL TT)G YVOGEWS 6 TPOTog.
A. R. Sodano, who prints these words as a fragment?! of
Porphyry’s Timaeus commentary, stops the fragment there, but
the following words may well be Porphyry’s own explanation.
A similar question arises over a passage where Proclus reports
that Porphyry explains children’s good memory by saying that
their souls have less experience of human evil: é&re obv pire
TEPLOTIOOMEVELL W Te EvoyAobpevar Lo ThY Extdg edTimwTOY Uiy Eyouct
70 pavtasTixdy ... Proclus gives two further explanations involving
phantasia, and in all three it has the status of a faculty. The last
sentence of this discussion seems to sum up and take account
of the whole in a way which strongly suggests that it may all
be Porphyry, that is as far as ndoyovreg (I p. 194, 14-195, 8).
On this occasion again A. R. Sodano does not print the whole
text, but does express hesitation 2. In one further passage, at
I p. 395, 22 fl., we read of phantasia’s activities, xal piy xol 7
pavtocte ToMa Tepl T6 adpa tabnuata drepyaletar map’ adthy wovny
iy éowtiic &vépyeiav.  This point is developed at some length.
The remarks come in the course of a series of objections by
Porphyry against Atticus’ views on creation. Here it is quite
clear that the whole portion on phantasia is to be attributed to
Porphyry himself — this time A. R. Sodano prints the whole
section ® — and that strengthens the case for taking the other

1 A. R. Sopano, Porphyrii In Platonis Timacum commentariorum fragmenta (Napoli
1964), fr. 45.
2 Ft. 25, and note ad /loc.

3 Down to p. 396, 3 : fr. 51 = p. 38, 15-24.
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two texts as representing Porphyry’s views rather than Proclus’
ow1l.

There is nevertheless a residue of passages which have
phantasia as a faculty and which appear to give Proclus’ own
views. Some we have already cited, but the most important is
III p. 286, 29 fl. This passage, inconsistently with that which
puts the junction of the soul at the meeting-place of danoia and
doxa, has doxa and phantasia juxtaposed at the centre of the soul :
EotL yap Baoig pév Thg Aoyixig Lol 7 d6Ea. xopuot 3¢ H pavtacia THe
deutépag, xal cuVATTTOLGLY GAATAcng 7] Te 06w xal v Qavtaolo xul
TAneobTar Suvayuewy 7 deutépa Tapd ThE xpeittovos. Yet a few lines
before Proclus has distinguished between an aisOnoig peprot,
naleor ouppiy? mowovpévy Ty xpiow, #viog and another which is
&bhog, xabapd, yvéoig anabic, and has the same nature as phani-
asia : which it is depends on whether it operates internally or
externally. Does the existence of this set of texts mean that the
first group we have discussed merely omit phantasia but still -
leave room for it, in spite of indications to the contrary, or do
we have here some evidence of doubt preliminary to a change
of view?

That the latter may be the case is indicated by evidence from
Proclus’ other works, and I should like to suggest that we can
see some traces of the change : if so, the last passage we have
cited, with its distinction of two kinds of aiszbesis, one of which
is of the same nature as phantasia, may be a token of the way
the change took place.

For in the Alibiades commentary we find that aisthesis and
phantasia are clearly distinguished, while doxa and phantasia seem
to have come closer together. But again all is not clear. At
288, 5-8 (Creuzer) the reception of stimuli from aisthests, phantasia,
doxca, thumos and epithumia is given as a cause of internal discord.
Here doxa and phantasia are separate, though the presence of
thumos and epithumia makes one wonder whether Proclus is in
fact treating them all as faculties rather than as activities. But
at 140, 16 f. we are given a hierarchy of faculties : volg yap



I42 HENRY J. BLUMENTHAL

Tpoaéyme tnep Sidkvoray, Sidvora B¢ OmEp d6Eav xol pavrtastav. That
this list ends as it does, rather than with xal 865av (or 36Eav 8¢)
omep pavtaciay, at least suggests that these two are taken together.
Further at 199, 5-8 we have a distinction between azsthests
knowing things évbiwg which are divhérepov &v ©§ gavractx, 2
distinction which implies a substantial difference such as was
denied in the Zimaeus commentary.

Signs of a similar process may be seen in the Cratylus commen-
tary, with an interesting addition. For here we find two passages,
though in neither case part of a psychological discussion, which
refer to &hoyog 36Ex. In the first Proclus says that while Socrates
is analogous to nous, Hermogenes is analogous to &ioyog 86&x
dprepévy Tob &yabod, Callias to cwpartoetdig @avrtasta xal Evulog
(/n Cra. 67, p. 29, 1-3 Pasquali). Here one is reminded of
Plotinus’ distinction between a first phantasia which is doxa and
another wepl t6 xdtw dpudpd olov 86Ex . In the second, 2 propos
applying names according to different aspects of an entity he
exemplifies dorep el Tic Thv dhoyov d6Eav gavraciay mwpoouyopedor,
) Tov volv didvoray, Tpdg &ANo xal &Mho BAémwy (113, p. 65, 13-15).
A possible inference from these remarks is that he is now
thinkirg of doxa as something much closer to phantasia than to
the faculties of the rational soul with which he sometimes classes
it 2. If this is cotrect the statement that doxa and phantasia are
virtually brothers, gua neighbours, which follows the first of
these two texts, may well signify more than mere quasi-spatial
juxtaposition. Another passage, where Proclus says that the
things above the heavens would not be pvnuovevta xal Suk
pavraciag 3 86&ng %) Srawvolag yvwetd (113, p. 66, 9 f.), does not
show that doxa and phantasia should be taken together : on the
other hand the absence of aisthesis here could indicate that
phantasia was being taken with what comes above rather than

11T 6, 4, 19-21. It should, however, be noted, that both may belong to the
itrational soul, cf. Plotinus® Psychology, 92 f.

A CE a3 puisT
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below, that is, that it is being distinguished from aisthesis to a
greater extent than from doxa. Neither of these commentaries,
however, gives anything like a full treatment of the soul’s organi-
zation.

The Republic commentary contains the most comprehensive
scheme in Proclus of the soul’s faculties and activities. This
shows doxa and phantasia co-existing as two separate faculties,
one attached to the higher and one to the lower soul. As there
are 6pékerg and yvaoeig in the Yuyy hoyueh) (including two kinds
of &pefic and yvdowg, one concerned with what is above, the
other with what is below), so irrational powers exist as images
of these, % pév Qavractiey TiHg vomTudlg, N 8¢ alohnTuen THg
Sokactiniic (In R., I p. 235, 2 ff. Kroll). As far as cognitive
taculties go we have approximately the same position as in the
passage from the 7imaeus commentary which gave doxa and
phantasia as the bottom and top of the two levels of soul. Never-
theless the usual situation in this commentary is roughly the
reverse of that in the 77Zmaens commentary : there too there is an
explicit list which contains both, but doxa is generally present
on occasions where several faculties are mentioned, while phanta-
sia is most often absent, here phantasia is generally present while
doxa more often is not. Thus at II p. 277, 18 f. there is a list
of criteria : xpithpte wév Yo &mtaicTta Aoyog xal volg, émtatcuéva Ot
pavtacta xal alcOnoc. Here doxa is not listed as a critical faculty
as it had been in the ZZmaens commentary, nor is it even given
as a correlative of aisthesis as one might expect from the first
In R. passage. It must of course be admitted that such lists
tend to be incomplete : thus at I p. 111, 19-22 volg, Juy? voepd,
pavracte and alcOnowg participate in different ways in 0Ocdc
peteybuevog; doxa is absent, but then so is dianoia, and both could
be included in vy vospd. And there are texts which may refer
to both doxa and phantasia. So at1p. 105, 5-9 we read : émol’ &rra
yop &v 7 Ta The Log eidy), TowdTtny dvayrn xal Ty webebv yiveolOor
TGV %PelTTOVOV: ol ol Uey voepds TEV voepdv petéyouvcty, ol &

SokacTindg, ol 0t oavtacTindg, xol ol piv amaldg Tov mabov,
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ol 3¢ perpromaléie, of 8¢ umaldc. But in such a context we
cannot, of course, be sure that Sofactinédc and pavrastinde imply
the existence of faculties.

This commentary also discusses specifically whether ot not
T0 QuvtacTixéy is the same as 16 alsOnrinév. Proclus begins by
saying that it would seem that when it works externally it is
aloOnrindy, but when it retains what it has perceived then it is
pavtactixéy. Yet he concludes that they are different xat’ odotay
(I p. 233, 3-16). And this is the reverse of the situation in the
Timaeus commentary where we were told that the odstx of both
aisthesis and phantasia is the same.

That in spite of all these signs that its scope has diminished
doxa remained a faculty in its own right throughout may be
seen from De mal. subsist. 56, 7-9, if the Tria Opuscula are indeed
late *. And though at De prov. 27, 4-6 Proclus seems to acknow-
ledge that it was not one of Aristotle’s types of cognition — or
even Plato’s —and to call its existence into question, it re-appears
in the following chapter. That both doxa and phantasia were
kept throughout may possibly have had something to do with
Plotinus’ original difficulties with phantasia.

We have not yet considerted the Commentary on Euclid I
Here doxa is generally absent, while there are constant references
to phantasia. It does not, however, follow that this work repre-
sents the term of the suggested development in Proclus’ views.
There are special reasons for the prominence of phantasia in this
work which do not apply to Proclus’ other writings, namely
that he is concerned to explain how we can have representations
of the spatially extended concepts which are the objects of
geometry (cf. esp. p. 54, 22 ff. Friedlein) 2. ‘The point of the
references to doxa, which are not frequent, is generally that

1 Cf. H. Boesg, Procli Diadochi Tria Opuscula (Betlin 1960), p. IX f., and
W. Brierwartes, Philosophische Marginalien zu Proklos-Texten, in Philos.
Rdschar 10 (1962), 65.

2 The connection between phantasia and mathematics already appears at In 77i.,
IL.p. 25 T1-15.
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mathematical knowledge is superior to it : otherwise they merely
locate it below dianvia (p. 11, 26 f£.) 1, which is, #uter alia, the
faculty of mathematical reasoning (p. 18, 10-17). It is therefore
by no means clear that phantasia in this work simply replaces
doxa. We can only say with safety that doxa is generally irrelevant
to the questions at issue. It is classed with aisthesis as being
concerned with externals (p. 18, 14-17) and, unlike the objects
of mathematics, their objects are subject to change (p. 27, 7 f.).
What we can say is that there is here no suggestion that doxa
processes the products of aisthesis, but only that it too deals
with sensible objects. Phantasia, on the other hand, is directly
in contact with sense-perception. At p. 45, 5-10 Proclus says
that the Pythagoreans saw that learning is anamnesis, not some-
thing coming from outside domep T amd TV aiclnrdy pavrdopare
Tumoltat &v T pavtacty, o0d’ Emetoodimdrg obow, xabdmep 1) Sobaotinm
oo, Here Sofastiny yvéowg may be merely a form of activity
without Proclus necessarily thinking of it as that of a separate
faculty. Some support for the first alternative might be seen
in the reference at p. 52, 20 f. to phantasia <6 pécov xévrpov
xotéyouvca Tiv Yvooewy, for here phantasia is placed straightfor-
wardly at the centre of the soul’s cognitive faculties: if we
compare this with statements we have already noted that doxa
and phantasia are juxtaposed at the centre of the soul, then it
would seem that we have further evidence for the demotion of
doxa from the role it had in the 77maceus commentary, and possibly
to a greater extent than in the Republic commentary. Moreover
phantasia seems to be more clearly separated from aisthesis than
in the other works. But doxa still retains its independence : at
p. 95, 26 fl. Proclus says the unit and number, by which, he
explains, he means povadixdg dpube, have their existence in doxa,
and therefore have no shape or extension, whereas even the
point is extended quasi-spatially in phantasia. This relationship
again has doxa above phantasia.

! Following an exposition of the Divided Line.



I46 HENRY J. BLUMENTHAL

Nevertheless phantasia is perhaps more closely, or at least
more explicitly, linked with thought here than elsewhere. In a
passage which has already received some attention !, Proclus
compates phantasia to a mirror in which the soul sees reflections
of reality (p. 141, 2 ff.) : earlier he had described it as a mirror
in which the /ogos in dianoia are reflected externally (p. 121, 1-7)
— an old image that Plotinus had used to explain our conscious-
ness of noesis ®.. Put more directly, dianoia deploys its objects
and refers them to phantasia which is on its threshold : it cherishes
the separation from sensibles but finds iy gavractiv Ay a
suitable receptacle for its objects (p. 54, 27 fI.). What phantasia
“thinks” are impressions and forms of a thought : név, 8rep av
voj, Tmog Tl xal poped) vorpatos (p. 52, 25 £.). But the point is
still phantasia’s role in the representation of mathematical figures.
Nothing suggests that its nature is much different from that
indicated by the other works, though the emphasis here is very
much on its activity in relation to higher faculties ®. Proclus
makes the point that it receives not only /logoi from dianoia but
also tag Tdv vospdv xal Oetwv elddv éupdoes (p. 94, 22-4). So it
would probably be fair to say that the scope of doxa has been
restricted by the closing of the gap between phantasia and dianoia.
As in the Republic commentary, and perhaps to a greater extent,
phantasia is now in a position similar to that of doxz in the
Timaeus commentary.

We may conclude this discussion of Proclus’ treatment of
doxa and phantasia as follows. Both appear throughout his works,
but in the accounts of the soul’s operations it is doxa that is
more important at the stage represented by the 77maeus commen-
tary, while phantasia becomes increasingly important thereafter.

If this is correct, and if Plutarch’s view about the function
of doxa and its status at the centre of the soul was his later

1 Cf. A. CHARLES, Joc. ¢it. (n. 1 p. 137).

21V 3, 30, 7-11. Cf. also Potphyry, Gaur. VI, p. 42, 9 Kalbfleisch, whete phantasia
is not itself the mirror.

8 Cf. also In Euc. p. 56, 10-22 Friedlein.
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view, then Proclus has started from a position like Plutarch’s
and moved away from it during the course of his philosophical
career. The connection between phantasia and thought, though
it appears cleatly only in the Euclid commentary, could also have
been retained from Plutarch, who explained why thought does
not continue for ever by saying that #ous works pete gavrastag *.
In any case we know that both had the same view about the
status of nous. If we take these points together we may say that
in those areas where we do have evidence Proclus’ ideas on
psychology corresponded with, or developed from, those
expressed by Plutarch in the course of his exposition of Aristotle.
Whether or not Syrianus was an intermediary must remain an
open question, but the fact that Proclus is known to have studied
psychological works with Plutarch makes it unnecessary to
assume that he was. Apart from the specific comparisons we
have discussed, one further point may be made. This is that if
Plutarch’s interpretation of Aristotle’s psychology was, as we
have argued, less austere, and less like Alexander’s interpretation
than has sometimes been suggested, then it is in general more
likely that Proclus will have followed him in matters where
his influence can no longer be identified.

1 Philop. In de an. p. 541, 20-24 H.
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DISCUSSLION

M. Rist: I should like to raise some problems of translation.
I was not clear whether you wanted to translate aicOnoig regularly
by “sensation’ or by “perception”. I have been wondering whether
the developments of which you have been speaking may be explained
at least in part as not developments at all, but as variations due to
different meanings which Plutarch or Proclus attached to words like
atoOnoig. And some rather similar problems arise about 86Zw. I find
it hard to know what kind of statements Proclus could be thinking
of when he talks of 36&«. Is he thinking of propositions like “this
is a table”—when such a proposition is made without any kind of
judgment by the speaker as to whether what he is saying is true or
false? Or is he thinking of the kind of propositions which bothered
Aristotle, like “I know that I see” ?

M. Blumenthal : AicOnoig: I should normally translate by “sensa-
tion” though it sometimes means more. But I do not think any of
the problems arise from fluctuation here: of course aicOvnoig can
mean several things, but it is normally clear which is right and there
is no confusion with gavractia. As for 36w, I think it is virtually
untranslatable, which is why I used the Greek. I’m not sure that
“proposition” is an appropriate term to describe what it does, but
if it is, then certainly the type “this is a table”. I think its function
is simply to supply raw data and so to give the higher soul a means
of access to sensible material.

M. Rist: If T understand you rightly, you have argued that
Proclus’ position on gavrtactx gradually became more Aristotelian
in that he links gavracia more and more with “thought”. Does he
ever comment on the text from De anima that there is no thought
without pavracie?
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M. Beierwaltes : AbEw ist auch bei Proklos nicht zu verlisslichen
Sitzen oder Urteilen legitimiert, sie liefert lediglich das « Material »
fur die begriffliche Durchdringung (Sudvoia). Zumindest im Euklid-
kommentar scheint Proklos — wvon Aristoteles unterschieden —
oavtacia als aktive VVermittiung vom vobg oder der Sudvoix her zur
alcOnoig hin zu denken, im Deutschen daher tbersetzbar mit Ein-
bildungskraft in einem aktiven Sinne. Ansonsten ist die Bedeutung
des wvariablen Gebrauchs von ¢avracia nur aus dem Kontext zu
eruieren.

M. Blumenthal : 1 think the answer to M. Rist’s question is “no”,
but Plutarch seems to have accepted Aristotle’s notion of pavracic
as a concomitant of vénoug since, as I mentioned, he used it to explain
why vénoug cannot be uninterrupted (Philop. 7z de an. p. 541,
20-24 H.) : pavracta is responsible for the discontinuity. As for the
meaning of gavtacie I should certainly agree with M. Beierwaltes
that one must pay attention to the context. That shows that the
Eunclid commentary is a special case. Similarly there are texts where
365x means virtually nothing but is used by Proclus because Plato
used it : this too is usually clear from the context.

M. Rist: Does Plutarch ever allude to the Plotinian idea in
Ennead 1 4 that an activity is somehow “weakened” if we become
conscious of what we are doing? And if not, where does such
“consciousness” fit into his psychological schema?

M. Beierwaltes: Wie verhilt sich Plutarchs Begriff eines voig
yowpetotog oder télerog zu Plotins Konzeption eines stindig tdtigen
vobg in der Seele? Wie interpretiert er das aristotelische Obpalev?

M. Blumenthal : For Plutarch volg ywprstég simply stood above
the human soul which had its own integral vobc : he did not accept
Plotinus’ view at all. Apart from the evidence I mentioned that can
be seen from the fact that he re-adopted dvauvrnoig as an explanation
of udOnowg (Philop. 7n de an. p. 518, 23 H.), whereas Plotinus had
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merely given dvdpvnoig as one of the earlier ideas justified by his
notion of volg &ve (V 9, 5, 23). The meaning of volg 0dpabley was
clearly a school problem. Plutarch seems to have thought that it
meant something like 6 volg 6 €w &v: for him that is volg Téhetog
(cf. Philop., #bid., 30 £.). So for him consciousness could not be seen
in terms of the soul’s adjustment to its own suprajacent part. I am
not sure that we can discover very much about Plutarch’s views on
this subject : there are no surviving allusions to E#z. I 4, or anything
like it.

M. Dalsgaard Larsen : Vous avez trés clairement analysé les ren-
seignements disponibles sur la conception qu’avait Plutarque des
facultés cognitives de I’dme, et vous avez poursuivi votre analyse
dans les écrits de Proclus. Estimez-vous que la conception de Proclus
s’identifie a celle de Plutarque? Ou bien Proclus a-t-il eu sur 1’dme
elle-méme des vues qui dépassaient celles de Plutarque ?

M. Blumenthal : Elles les dépassaient certainement, comme je I’ai
signalé, mais nos sources sont trop lacuneuses pour que nous puis-
sions le prouver de fagon péremptoire.

M. Dalsgaard Larsen : 1l serait pourtant précieux de savoir comment
la conception de ’ame a évolué pendant la période qui va de Plutarque
a Proclus, et, plus particulié¢rement, pendant la période qui nous
occupe ici, a savoir celle qui va de Jamblique a Proclus. Car, abstrac-
tion faite des théories bien connues chez Plutarque aussi, au sujet
de I’ame hypercosmique, de 'dme du monde, de I’dme individuelle,
et de théories relatives aux rapports entre I'ame et le xdopog
vontog/volg ; abstraction faite aussi des classes des dmes et des
problemes de I'unité de I'dme, il y a, chez Jamblique, une théorie
selon laquelle ’dme a en elle-méme 16 eivan et t0 (v, selon laquelle
elle est adroxivntog mavteAds et apyd ThHG PUGEWG Xal TGOV GAwV
wwnoewy (ap. Stob. II 8, 43 (II p. 173, 5 ss. W.); cf. I 49, 32
(I p. 365, 27 ss. W.)), ainsi que I’étre, la vie, le mouvement, la
création etc. sont a la base de ses facultés, selon laquelle, enfin, les
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actes de ’Ame ressemblent a I’action par laquelle les plantes produisent
leurs fruits (@p. Stob. I 49, 37 (I p. 373, 10ss. W.)). Cette conception
de ’'dme comme principe de vie et d’action de 'organisme, comment
s’est-elle développée pendant la période qui nous occupe?

M. Blumenthal : Plutarch would certainly have had a wider concept
of the soul than our evidence might suggest. The difficulty lies with
the documentation. As you pointed out in your paper the question
of the oxomég of a work had become important, and for Plutarch
and those who expounded the De anima atter him, the oxomdg of that
treatise was the specifically human soul. That already excludes one
area from out sources, which are De anima commentaries. His views
on the lower area of the soul were probably not extensively reported
because this area was relatively uncontroversial. But he did talk
about &pefig in the Simplicius report I mentioned, he talked about
alcOnoig and there is a reference to his views on whether gutd have
8pekig (Philop. 7z de an. p. 575, 6-8). So there is no reason to think
he dismantled the traditional Aristotelian type structure of faculties :
We do have one report that he thought of soul as pix odolx
morudbvapog (Philop. I7 de an. p. 571, 35-7 H.). Unfortunately we
do not know what the duvdueig were. Proclus seems to have main-
tained the scheme, though I think one may say that he was much
less interested in the details. We should of course know more if we
had his Commentary on the second half of the 7imacus.
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