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ABSTRACT

This dissertation discusses how being and unity are
related in the metaphysical systems of Aristotle and Plotinus.
I suggest that Aristotle’s metaphysical position contrasts
with what I call the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy, a
general trend in Platonism to place being in a dependent
relationship to unity, and particular things in a dependent
relationship to being. Aristotle, by contrast, sees being and
unity as dependent on particulars. Understanding Aristotle
against the backdrop of the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy is
of some assistance in understanding his critique of Plato, and
his own position in the Metaphysics regarding substance,
cosmology and first principles. Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover 1is
substance par excellence, and stands as an exemplary cause for
the First Moved Mover, guaranteeing the motion necessary for
the generation of other particulars, but it does not provide
them with being and unity. This is because being and unity are
dependent on, and logically posterior to, particulars. I also
examine some of the difficulties in Aristotle’s system which
Plotinus takes up in the Enneads. Plotinus, in trying to
remain true to his understanding Platonism, rejects
Aristotelianism, and posits instead, a revised version of the
Platonic metaphysical hierarchy. In addition to examining
Plotinus’ critique of Aristotle, I examine some of Plotinus’
other influences. These include Parmenides, Plato, Albinus and
Numenius, in order to provide some grounding in understanding
Plotinus’ own philosophy. I conclude with an examination of
Plotinus’ metaphysics that shows 1its consistency with the
general direction of Platonism, if in a different, hypostatic
system. Plotinus’ first principle, the One, is a synergy of
negative and positive theology, grounded in the belief that
being and thinking are extensionally the same in his second
principle, ©Nous. That being and thinking are multiple
necessitates the positing of a principle of unity which is

“emKELVH TN ovolag, ” (beyond being) a phrase which Plotinus
takes over from Plato’s Republic in the service of his own
philosophy.
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PART I - ARISTOTLE



CHAPTER I - The Platonic Metaphysical Hierarchy

1. Introduction

In this first chapter, I want to look at some of
the comments Aristotle makes in his criticism of Plato,
primarily in Book A of the Metaphysics, but also in N. I
will attempt first to identify and explain what I call
the "Platonic metaphysical hierarchy" that conceptual
scheme which Aristotle seems to attribute to the
Platonists.' This "metaphysical hierarchy" places being
in a dependent relation to unity, and particulars in a
dependent relation to being. From there I identify three
main concerns: 1) first principles (the order of the

kosmos), 2) metaphysics (being and the wunity of

!Given the cumbersome nature of the investigation, it is
more efficient for my purposes to refer to the object of
Aristotle’s critique as "Platonism, " instead of distinguishing
between Plato and the Platonists. Aristotle does make
distinctions between the two; he talks about an "original
theory of forms," meaning presumably Plato, and he refers to
Speusippus and Xenocrates, and "the Platonists." Since I am
dealing with conceptual schemes, the distinctions are (for the
most part) less important than they might otherwise be. To my
mind, Aristotle’s conceptual scheme is incommensurate with all
of these people or positions, and all of these people or
positions are, to a greater or lesser degree thinking in terms
of the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy.
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particulars) and 3) physics (motion and change). These
concerns are significant for my project of identifying
Aristotle’s own metaphysical scheme, which I call loosely
"convertibility." In Aristotle’s scheme, being and unity
are on equal metaphysical footing (i.e. they do not stand
in a hierarchical relation to one another), and both
stand in a dependent relationship to particulars.

Of the three concerns which I identify, the first
deals directly with the implications of the Platonic

metaphysical hierarchy, and the second two deal with the

separation (xwplopog)' that the Platonic metaphysical

hierarchy involves, and the necessity of participation

(uebe€lg) as a way of “connecting" what has been

"separated". Participation raises ontological concerns
for concrete particulars, and further concerns with
regard to motion and change. The way Aristotle frames all
three of these concerns (first principles, metaphysics
and physics) points to his conception of substance as an

antidote. My contention is that the Platonic metaphysical

'Given the analysis of the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy which follows, by separation I mean the separation
of being and unity and the separation of Forms and
particulars.
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hierarchy appears to avoid the position that Parmenides
is thought to hold, namely that all things are one. This
metaphysical conception of ‘all things being one,’ I
refer to throughout the thesis as "Parmenideanism".’
Because Aristotle does not accept the Platonic
metaphysical hierarchy, and in fact thinks that it does
not fully escape Parmenideanism, the challenge of his
doctrine of substance will be to avoid both the Platonic
metaphysical hierarchy, and Parmenideanism. My primary
aim in this chapter is to see how the concerns over the
Platonic metaphysical hierarchy set, or at least conform

to the agenda that Aristotle must follow if he 1is to

'What I think Parmenides is actually saying in his poem
"On Nature" 1is a 1little more complicated. I think that
Parmenides is suggesting that in order to understand the unity
of the cosmos, we must not think of particular things, nor can
we give an inventory of particular things and account for the
totality of the cosmos. In other words, I think Parmenides is
asserting an epistemic claim about the unity of the cosmos,
while not denying that there are many things, or motion or
change. I believe that those who came after him (Plato,
Aristotle) thought that this was an impossible conceptual
scheme; what is unitary epistemically ought to be unitary in
reality. My understanding of Parmenides, is somewhat
peripheral to my concerns here. When I refer to Parmenideanism
in this thesis, I simply mean a conceptual scheme in which
"all things are one." This may be a gross misrepresentation or
misunderstanding of what the Eleatic was attempting to say,
but in so far as Aristotle treats him that way, it is a useful
way to refer to the conceptual scheme.



5
reject what he presents as a core belief of Platonism,*
namely a metaphysical hierarchy where unity is prior to

being and being is prior to particulars.

2. The Hierarchy

When we examine Aristotle's critique of Platonism,
it often seems cryptic or unusual. This may be due, in
part, to variant interpretations of Plato’s more obscure
later dialogues, or to the so-called Tunwritten
doctrines" of Plato. A common claim is that Aristotle
imposes his own notion of substance upon the Platonic
theory of Forms, and then shows why this is
inconsistent.? I do not attempt to address to any great
degree whether Aristotle is just to the Platonists in his
account, nor whether his criticisms of the Platonists are
just. As I see it, Aristotle saw the world a particular
way, a way that was moulded in part by his exposure to

Platonic philosophy, but which took on a life of its own

! This rejection of the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy
is, I believe, a constant that runs through Aristotle's
Metaphysics, and hence it is of great importance in deciding
upon Aristotle's understanding of forms, universals and
substances throughout the patchwork of arguments that make up
the Metaphysics.

‘i .e., one of Cherniss’ main themes.
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in terms of his own conceptual scheme. Aristotle had a
particular understanding of the Platonists that he cast
in terms of the way he saw the world, and tried to show
how certain Platonic positions were inconsistent with
his own perspective. Aristotle may appear unjust or
unfair in some of the execution of this task, but in so
far as we too unavoidably cast the positions of other
philosophers in our own terms to varying degrees, we all
follow this procedure. It is enough for my purposes that
Aristotle is willing to maintain that he is putting forth
an interpretation of Platonism. It is not merely for
eristic motives that Aristotle formulates Platonism
philosophy in the way that he does; I believe an
important aspect of his critique is that he chooses to
cast this school in a certain 1light regarding the
relation of being and unity. Further, it is significant
that when we examine the philosophy of Plotinus, he
appears to accept, and attempts to revise, the Platonic
metaphysical hierarchy that Aristotle rejects.
Many of Aristotle's complaints about Platonism

surround the issue of Platonic Forms, their separation'

'Within the metaphysics of Plato, there are many reasons
(continued...)



7
from sensible particulars, and the participation of
sensible particulars in Forms. My thinking is that many
of these complaints can best be understood in terms of
what I shall attempt to explain in this section. It is
something which finds expression in several places in the
Metaphysics: the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy. When
I refer to the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy I mean
specifically a particular characterisation which
Aristotle gives to Platonic metaphysics.? On Aristotle's
account, the Platonists make unity prior to being, and

being or Forms prior to particulars.?

(...continued)

to maintain separation: the flux of sensibles, the use of the
form as a paradigm, the non-spatial or non-temporal nature of
forms or anamnesis. cp Fine, pp 31-3. My supposition is that
Aristotle’s notion of the separation of being and unity in
Platonism appears to avoid Parmenideanism. It will be one of
Aristotle's important challenges in attempting to
"reintegrate" being and unity, not to fall into the trap of
Parmenideanism.

'I make no claim as to the accuracy of the specific
details of the Formulation; The Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy is Aristotle's formulation; however, it does seem to
make some sense in light of the Platonic xwpiouog, and in
terms of the difficulties of Heraclitean flux that Aristotle
posits as a reason for the reification of Socrates'
definitions (987a32ff). Moreover, the hierarchy makes a great
deal of sense 1in terms of what an attempt to avoid
Parmenideanism might look like, and it does seem to be adopted
by the Middle Platonists and Neoplatonists in various guises.

*Throughout the thesis, I identify "being" in Aristotle's
Plato with the collection or "world" of Forms, e.g. the set of
(continued. ..)
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This does not necessarily mean that the Platonic
"Good," or the "One" is "beyond being in the sense that
it is non-existent.' However this is suggested in the
Republic at 509b,? and is significant enough to arouse
the discomfort of Glaucon, whose response 1s very

evocative. When presented with the idea that the Good is

"EMEKELVOL 1T1¢ OVLOLOG, " Glaucon says: "ATOAAOV. . .OOUUOVLICG
vrepBoAng! " (509c) The first word, AmOAAOV, an exclamation
meaning perhaps "Good heavens," or "By Apollo!" makes

reference to the god by whose name the Pythagoreans are

reputed to have indicated an ineffable "One". ATOAAOV was

(...continued)
all forms taken as a collective representation of "what is".

'Hitchcock offers a valuable extended treatment of the
status of the Good in the Republic, and offers, independently
of the "unwritten doctrines" and later dialogues, an analysis
of the Good as the Form of Unity. (pg 73).

>The sun, I presume you will say, not only furnishes to
visibles the power [duvapiv] of visibility but it also provides
for their generation [yeveogiwv] and growth and nurture though

it is not itself generation...In like manner, then, you are to
say that the objects of knowledge not only receive from the

presence of the good [TouvayaBov] their being known, but their
very essence and existence [K@l TO €lvol TE KOl TNV ovolav] 1is
derived to them from it. The good itself is not essence
[ovk ovolag Touv  ayoBovu] but still transcends essence
[emikelva TG ovoleg] in dignity and surpassing power [Suvopel
UTEPEXOVTOG]. " Republic 509b
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used to indicate that the principle was 0~TOAAO¢ (not

multiple).l Some six hundred years later, and in a
context not intended to explicate this passage, Plotinus
calls upon this very fact to explain his apophasis.?
Plotinus certainly thinks that a "One beyond being" is

implicit in Plato’s philosophy and continually cites the

ll3

phrase "gRmEKELVO TNG OVOLOG from Republic 509b in support

plutarch, Isis and Osiris, 381ff.
‘Enneads, V.5.6, 27

*Hitchcock, (pg. 90, n.56) maintains that Plato’s
qualification of "emekewva NG ovolwog," at Republic 509b is
crucial: "Plato does not mean that the good is beyond being in
the sense that it is a principle which transcends the realm of
what exists, but only that it is a Form more dignified and
more powerful than being which he presumably thinks of here as
a Form." This does not explain why Glaucon is incredulous, or
why the Good is ineffable, or why Socrates is hesitant to try
and articulate the Good. A Form of unity does not seem to be
all that ineffable or odd; if one grants Forms of other
things, nor does the idea of a "superior" Form. The notion of
"being as a Form" 1is in part premised (by Hitchcock) on
Republic 478el; however, in that passage, we are looking for

that which partakes (uetexewv) of "to be" (10v€lvon) and "to not

be" (unewol). If being here is a Form, (presumably in virtue
of something’s participation in it) then not-being is equally
a form. But not being is that which ignorance is "set over"
whereas being is that which knowledge is set over. (478c) And
Plato suggests that "surely that which is not [un ov could not

be designated as some one thing [0VY€evTL] but most rightly as
nothing at all."(478c) Hitchcock himself maintains that Forms
are unities or ‘one things.’(pg 73) It seems to make more
sense in this context to treat "UeTeyelv" in a not technical

sense to refer to things in the realm of becoming, lest we
become entangled in the Form of "not-being." Whether or not
(continued. . .)
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1

of his own philosophy.” If the idea of a one beyond being

was implicit in Plato, it seems clear that his successor

at the Academy, Speusippus, explicitly posited a one

2

beyond intellect.® Since, for Plato, Forms are the proper

objects of intellective knowledge, that which the power

3

of knowing is "set over",’ the general drift of a "one

beyond nous" suggests the priority of unity to being. For
our purposes of evincing that Aristotle attributes The
hierarchy of "Unity-Being-particulars" to The Platonists,
it is useful to look at one passage where he deals with
Speusippus:

Nor is a certain thinker [Speusippus]®
right in his assumption when he likens the
principles of the universe to that of
animals an plants, on the ground that the
more perfect forms are always produced from
those which are indeterminate and
imperfect, and is led by this to assert
that this is true also of the ultimate

(...continued)

the Good is a "Form of unity", where Form indicates "being" is
peripheral to my discussion, however, since all that I want to
suggest is that there is a tendency in Platonic metaphysics to
give priority to unity as a ground.

ep. Enneads V.5.6,11; V.6.6,30; v.4.1,10; V.1.88.
‘cp. Dillon (1977), pg 18.
‘Republic, 478c

‘cp Tredennick, Metaphysics N, pg 290,n.a; Taran, pp. 33
ff.
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principles; so that not even unity itself

is a real thing [®OTEUNE OV TLEVL TO EV OVTO].
(1092a12-15)

Taran correctly points out' that Aristotle does not mean
that Speusippus’ One is "beyond being." According to him,
interpretations which say this are based on a
misunderstanding of the syntax, and consequently the
argument. Taran’s initial argument for this is extremely
useful for what I am about to argue, and so I will qguote
him at length:

Aristotle’s argument here [1092al12-15],

being a reductio ad absurdum, implies that

Speusippus probably would not have been

prepared to accept the necessary

consequence of his doctrine as Aristotle

sees it. For the latter contends that, if

the principles were indefinite and

imperfect, The One itself would not even be

an entity. But in every other passage about

Speusippus’ One Aristotle consistently

takes it to be just that.?
I agree with Taran’s analysis, but it must be pointed out
that the question of attributing a conceptual scheme
like the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy has more to do

with the implications of Platonism, and less to do with

the actual positions they hold. For my purposes, it 1is

Taran, pg 33.

ibid, pg 34
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enough to show that Aristotle conceptualises Platonism in
this manner. I think he sees, in the Platonism of the
early Academy, a predilection for a larger conceptual
scheme (Unity-Being-particulars). It is also a general
tendency 1in Plato’s philosophy to see the Forms as
belonging to the realm of "being", to which particulars
stand in a dependent relationship.! That the Good or the
One’ functions as a principle of unity for the Forms also
seems evident. It is not crucial to see the "One" or
"Good" as "beyond being"; it is crucial to see that its

role is somewhat different from that of the "other"

'At Republic 477a Plato says that "knowledge pertains to
that which is," ("em pev T ovil Vool Nv”)cp 477b. He also says
(478a) that emotnun 1is a power set over that which is

("€ T OVTL TO OV YVWHHKL WG €0TAl") And what we have knowledge of
are the forms, which truly are: "We predicate ‘to be’ of many
beautiful things and many good things saying of them severally
that they are [eivat], and so define them in our speech...And
again we speak of a self-beautiful [koAovkoiauto] and of a good
that 1s only and merely good, and so, in the case of all
things that we then posited as many, we turn about and posit
each as a single idea [10eav]...assuming it to be a unity
[wg meg ouvongl and call it that which really is

[0€oTiv] . " (Republic 507Db)

At times both Aristotle and Plotinus treat these
indifferently. cp. Metaphysics 9888al4-5, 988bl0-15; 1075a35-
8; Enneads VI.9, entitled by Porphyry On The Good or The One.
For the identification of the two in modern literature see
Hitchcock, Azor, Kramer, Findlay, Dodds.
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Forms, in so far as it is a principle of unity which
grounds them.

Aristotle seems to think that this whole
conceptual scheme is flawed. He represents the Platonic
metaphysical hierarchy at two specific places in
Metaphysics A, and I propose now to look at these two
texts. The first passage I am about to cite is the
conclusion of a discussion regarding the nature and
number of the causes of Aristotle's predecessors.
Platonism is found to have employed formal and material

causes, and to have perhaps intimated, but not explained

satisfactorily a "ov eveka" or final cause. At A7, he

says:

[The proponents of the Forms] adduce the
Forms as the essential nature [tO0Timvelval]

of all other things, and the One as that of

the Forms. (988b4-5)
That an "essence 1is prior to its '"participant" is a
commonplace in Platonism. Hence it follows that this
passage places the One as prior to Forms, and Forms as
prior to particulars. This formulation of what I want to
call the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy also draws on a

claim made by Aristotle in the previous chapter (A6).

Plato, 1t is said,
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employed only two causes [Ovoivaitiolv], that
of the essence [T1 €0T1], and the material

cause [tnV vAnv]; for the Forms [€Wdn] are
the cause of the essence in everything
else, and the One [10€ev] is the cause of it
in the Forms. [Plato] also tells us what
the material substrate [NUANMUTOKEIPEVN] is

of which the Forms are predicated [A€yetol]
in the case of sensible things, and the One
in that of the Forms - that this 1is

duality, The Great and The Small [TOpeEYOKOL
TO pikpov] . 988al10-14

There are two relations in this account and they are
parallel relations. There is the relation of the One to
the Forms, and there is the relation of the Forms to
sensible particulars. The relationship between the two
levels is the same, "the cause of an essence"; the One is
the cause of the essence of the Forms (being) and the
Forms are the <cause of the essence of sensible
particulars.' The Forms are said to be predicated of a
material principle (the Indefinite Dyad or The Great and
The Small) in the case of material things, and the One is
said to be predicated of the Dyad in the case of the

Forms.

'T leave out here ta pafnuotixka, and "parts of
particulars" which is no doubt what Aristotle means by
"everything else". For my purposes here it 1is enough to
realise The general conceptual scheme: Unity-Being(Forms)-
Particulars.
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It should be noted that Aristotle does not employ

what one might expect to be the proper "Platonic"
terminology. He does not say that the Forms "participate"
in the One, or that The sensible particulars
"participate" in the Forms. Instead, Aristotle says that
the One 1is predicated of the Dyad so as to produce Forms,
and that the Forms are predicated of the Dyad so as to
produce sensible particulars. This is important, as it
reflects a Dbelief of Aristotle's, that what the
Platonists account for by "participation" 1is better
understood in terms of predication.' The hierarchy
entails the separation of Forms from their instances, and

(given the participation of Forms in a prior Unity) of

being from wunity. As a compliment to this yxwpiopog,

participation of particulars in Forms, or Forms in a
prior Unity is required. At least it is required from the
Platonist's point of wview; from Aristotle's point of
view, predication is required.

Aristotle complains often that the notion of the

Forms causing "essences" of particulars, or the One

'cp. G.E.R. Lloyd, pg 44. I will return to The
substitution of predication for participation in a later
section.
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causing the essences of the Forms is worked out in terms
of participation; he claims that participation is a mere
metaphor which has no meaning or is left unexplained.’
Consequently he identifies what Plato sees as
"participation" with predication. He has already imposed
this revisionist language in the passage just cited
(988al10-14) . This notion of predication is applied to the
One and the Forms, just as much as the Forms are said by
Aristotle to be predicated of their sensible
counterparts. That is, the unity of the One is predicated
of the Form (once produced out of the Dyad) just as the
nature of the Form 1is predicated of the sensible
particular (once produced out of the Dyad).? This will
come to have important consequences for Aristotle's claim
that Plato's metaphysics may collapse into

Parmenideanism.’

1991a19-23; 987bl3-4

‘Owens points out that when Aristotle speaks of the
"Forms of being" at 1003b19-22, he is referring to those
primary kinds derived in the Parmenides and Sophist, and that
in general the One and plurality serve as a basis for all.
(pg. 160 & n 55.)

*See Chapter II, Section 3.
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An important thing to note about the hierarchy is

that the One stands in relation to the Form in the same
way as the Forms stand in relation to those sensible
things that imitate them. We see unity prior to being,
(which participates in it) and being as prior to
particulars (which participate in it). This 1is the
paradigm of Platonism, the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy which Aristotle wants to reject, and which
Plotinus (in a revised way) wants to resurrect. The
Aristotelian doctrine of substance yields a markedly
different picture. Being and unity are dependent upon
particulars and are convertible terms. Plotinus, as we
shall see, in opposing Aristotle's account of the
relation of being and unity, reasserts in a new way the
Platonic metaphysical hierarchy: "Unity-Being-

particulars.”

3. The Contrariety of First Principles

The Platonic metaphysical hierarchy has two
levels, the level of being in relation to unity, and the
level of particulars in relation to forms. Unity is prior

to being, and being is prior to particulars. By contrast,
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Aristotle’s conception of "convertibility" entails that
sensible things are capable of independent existence, and
are seen as combinations of matter and form. The
combination of matter and form is dependent upon, and
posterior to, substance. The two (material principle,
formal principle) must co-exist, and it is in virtue of
this co-existence that there is being and unity. At the
"higher" of the two levels of the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy, being and unity are, in Aristotle's own
system, predicated of a prior, particular substance.’
Substance does not participate in an ontologically prior,
substantial or particular being and unity - Plato has got
it backwards.

An examination of Aristotle's criticisms of
Platonism in Metaphysics N1° reveals a concern with the
"One" and the "Dyad" serving as first principles of the
Plato’s cosmology. This account of Platonism conceives of
the "One" as an immaterial principle of unity or limit
which interacts with a contrary, material, unlimited, or

indefinite "Dyad." The interaction between the One and

'cp 1087b33-1088a2

N1 appears to be another draft of the Introduction to
the Metaphysics.
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the Dyad yields both the multiple "formal" world and the
multiple "material" world.

In N1 Aristotle suggests that all of all of his
predecessors have seen the first principles of things as
a set of contraries.' After making this statement
Aristotle remarks that the first principle of things must
be prior to all else and have no contrary, since
contraries must be predicated of something which is
prior:

But since there cannot be anything prior to

the first principle of all things, the

principle cannot be the principle and vyet

an attribute of something else. (1087a31-3)

This opposition to the contrariety of two first
principles is consistent with Aristotle's assertion that
a single, "Unmoved Mover" is a first principle in his
system.? If a first principle is to be really first, it
cannot be posterior to anything; hence it cannot be

predicated of anything. If the One has a contrary, it is

not the first principle.

11087a30

*This of course involves many complicated issues which I
will take up in due course. In Chapter V (Theology or
Ontology) I address why I think that the first principle is
substance "par excellence".
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all things which are generated from their
contraries [evavTtieg] involve an underlying

subject [vmokelpevov TIvog] a subject then
must be present in the case of contraries,
if anywhere. All contraries, then, are
always predicable of a subject, and none

can exist apart [ywpiotov]l, but Jjust as
appearances suggest that there is nothing
contrary to substance, argument confirms
this. No contrary then, is the first

principle [xuvpwwgopyn] of all things in the

full sense; the first principle is

something different. (1087a37-b4)
Anything which is "predicated" must be predicated of some
substance. The Platonic system of the contrariety of One
and Dyad is incoherent, without something in which the
contraries inhere.

The "ultimate" contraries may be taken as One and
Dyad. Given the two levels of the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy, there is an "intermediate level" of
contrariety, between matter and Form. It is the relation
of matter and Form that accounts for particulars. If
matter and form are contraries, they certainly cannot be

first principles for the same reason that the One and

Dyad are unsatisfactory. A first principle cannot have a
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contrary because this would require a prior substratum in
which the contrary is to "inhere".!

To make the contraries "matter and Form," (at the
intermediate level) or "Dyad and One," (at the ultimate
level) is susceptible to many derivative difficulties. In
the first place, says Aristotle, what are thought to be
components of the Dyad are accidents of numbers or
magnitude (e.g. great and small), and not the substrata
of accidents or magnitudes.2 Second, "The Great and The
Small" must be relative to something. One gets a sense of
this in the following passage.

but what is relative is least of all things
a kind of entity [¢Juog] or substance
[ovola], and 1is posterior to quality and
gquantity; and the relative is an accident

of gquantity...not its matter, since
something with a distinct nature of its own

must serve as matter [uAn] both to the
relative in general and to its parts and
kinds. (1088a20-35)
The relative must be posterior to quality and quantity
which are dependent upon (Aristotle's conception of)

substance. Substance, at least in the case of a concrete

particular, implies the existence of matter already (or

lcp. Scaltsas, pg 217.

21088a17-20
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acts as a sort of matter, e.g. a UTOKEPEVOV). Since

relative terms like great and small are posterior to
substance, Plato's "great-and-small" cannot serve as a

1 » .
In this sense 1t seems

material principle of substance.
correct to Aristotle to deny the types of contrariety he
sees Platonism embracing.?

The third difficulty that contrariety engenders
involves act-potency relationships. I introduce it here
because it is useful to see how Aristotle's formulation
of the problem anticipates his concept of substance. The
matter of substance must be in potency to some actual
substance, but Aristotle says that the relative is

neither potential nor actual substance:

And the matter of each thing, and therefore
of substance, must be that which 1is

'Cherniss, pg. 123.

’Cherniss, (pp 85 ff) notes that it does become
difficult, once the assessment of matter and form as
contraries is accomplished, to see how matter and form "co-
operate" in so far as contraries ought to seek each other's
destruction. Later on pg. 95, Cherniss says, in a
characteristic remark, that Aristotle "insists upon the
essential unity of the Platonic matter in order to find in the
Platonic system form and matter used as contraries; but if he
had not been able to assume that the formal principle was a
unit, his reduction of matter to a single principle would not
have forwarded his purpose." Aristotle's solution is to see
the material principle as playing part of the role of
substrate and privation. cp. Physics 187-92ff.
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potentially of the nature in question; but

the relative is neither potentially nor

actually substance. 1088bl-4
The Great and The Small as relative cannot be the matter
of anything, but must be predicated of something. It
makes no sense to make that which is not substance an
element in, and prior to substance, since those things
which are predicated of substance are posterior to it.
What Aristotle will need to make his theory of substance
work 1s a distinction between actual and potential
substance. An actual substance cannot be a part of
another substance; a substance is not composed of other
actual substances but only of potential substances. That
is why Aristotle 1is careful to note that the relative
cannot be potential or actual substance, since it will be
part of Aristotle's reintegration of form and matter in
substance, to insist that the matter stands in potency to
a form; a similar relation exists between potential
substance(s) and actual substance. Hence the necessity of
denying both potential and actual substantiality to the
Dyad or relative.

This section deals with some of the difficulties

in Plato's system with regard to cosmological first
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principles. What 1is interesting is that the concerns
raised all point to substance as a type of solution. The
first principle must be one thing, one substance, and not
a set of contraries. This will only be possible 1if
Aristotle’s own conceptual scheme is different from the
Platonic metaphysical hierarchy. By making being and
unity convertible, Aristotle achieves successful
integration of the two 1levels of contrariety that
separation engenders. If particulars are grounded in
Forms, they must be separate, and being must work on
matter to cause the essence of the particular. If Forms
are grounded in unity, they must be separate, and the One
must work on the Dyad to cause the essence of the Forms.
If, however, being and unity are somehow posterior to
particulars, no such set o0f contrary principles 1is
needed. One thing, substance, grounds the other

relations.

4. Separation (Xwpiouog)
The notion of ywpiopo¢ in Aristotle's version of

Platonism can be seen as a function of the Platonic

metaphysical hierarchy. Unity is separate from being in
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the same way that Forms are separate from their
particular instances. Aristotle's explicit account of how
Plato came to posit separate Forms comes in a sort of
"historical account". The theory of Forms came about as
Plato sought to give ontological status to Socratic
definitions, a solution to epistemic and ontological
concerns raised by the Heraclitean doctrine of flux:

having in his youth become familiar with
Cratylus and with the Heraclitean doctrines

(that all sensible things are ever in a
state of flux and there is no knowledge

about them), these views he held even in
later years. Socrates, however was busying
himself about ethical matters and

neglecting the world of nature as a whole
but seeking the universal [kaBoAov] in
these ethical matters, and fixed thought
for the first time on definitions; Plato
accepted his teaching, but held that the
problem applied not to sensible things but
to entities of another kind - for this
reason, that the common definition could
not be a definition of any sensible thing,
as they were always changing. These of this
other sort, then, he called Ideas [10€w(]
and sensible things, he said were all named
after these, and in virtue of a relation to
these; for the many existed by
participation [peBefiv] in the Ideas that
have the same name as they. 987a32-bl0

Aristotle may very well be correct in maintaining the
Heraclitean influence on Plato's reification of Socratic

definitions. He does not, however, mention that the
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YWPLOpog of Forms and sensibles, or of being and unity,

stands in a very distinctive relation to another major
presocratic figure, Parmenides. Plato names a dialogue
after Parmenides and examines the relations of being and
unity there. His conclusions are beyond the scope of my
current project, which 1is primarily concerned with
Aristotle’s representations of the Platonists. However,
it is useful to see that the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy (whatever 1life it had outside of the
Metaphysics) solves, ostensibly at least, the problem of
Parmenideanism.

One way to read Parmenides' philosophy is to see
the Eleatic as suggesting that being and unity refer to
the same thing, with the rather unfortunate consequence
that all that exists (being) is somehow one. This is
interesting, for the very idea of participation, as
impractical as it may seem, does at least seem to solve
the difficulty of Parmenideanism. The separation of being
and unity into different realms allows Plato to escape
the problem while at the same time giving the
"Heraclitean flux" a source of stability and unity via

participation. By separating being and unity, by giving
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them "separate lives," so to speak, one avoids saying
that all being is one. One says instead (in this case)
that being depends on unity, and the very fact that there
is this dependent relation is incommensurate with the
identity of being and unity that some take to be
Parmenides’ problem.

I should point out that Aristotle accuses

Platonism of falling into the trap of Parmenideanism in

virtue of @participation and separation, or more
generally, in virtue of the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy that separation and its complement,

participation, entails. I shall have more to say on this
in the next chapter. I point it out here because it helps
us to see that there is a continuity of concern with
exactly what to do with being and unity in metaphysical
conceptual schemes that in very important ways begins
with Parmenides. Parmenides says that being and unity are
both identical and convertible, and the Platonists
separate them. Aristotle wants to reintegrate being and
unity, in light of the difficulties he sees with the
Platonic metaphysical hierarchy. In order to do so he has

to avoid the difficult problem of Parmenideanism, as well
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as the consequences of the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy. Something like this sense of continuity has
been suggested by Jeannot:

Whereas Plato negotiates Parmenides'

obstacle by retaining a univocal conception

of Unity but separating being from it,

Aristotle follows Parmenides in that he

regards being and unity as convertible, but

he undermines their univocity.?
In the next two sections of this chapter, I discuss the
vehicle of participation. The first of these sections
deals with metaphysical questions, and the second deals
with physical questions. I propose to examine what
Aristotle sees to be some of the key difficulties that
arise out of participation in the "separated"” Platonic
metaphysical hierarchy, and how these difficulties point
in the direction of his own concept of substance.? My
primary aim throughout this chapter is to point out the

types of pitfalls that Aristotle wants to avoid, and to

suggest that a number of these surround the relation of

'Jeannot, pg. 417. cp. Owens, pg 99: "The challenge of
Parmenides could be met only by finding wunity and
unchangeableness in some way within sensible things."

’0One might want to object that Aristotle is "loading the
dice" in favour of substance. This will not have any great
effect on the outcome of my discussion of being and unity. It
may actually indicate that I am understanding him correctly.
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being and unity in the Platonic system. This I think will
be seen more clearly when we come to examine the more
explicit discussions of being and unity that Aristotle
sees as deleterious to the Platonic metaphysical

hierarchy (Chapter 2).

5. Participation (MeOefig) and Metaphysics
Participation is entailed both by the Platonic

metaphysical hierarchy and by the jxwpiwopo¢ that it

engenders. As I have already suggested, Aristotle sees
this pebefic as a vacuous metaphor.'

all other things cannot come from the Forms
in any of the usual sense of "from'. And to

say that they are patterns [moapadelypota]
and the other things share [peTexelv] in
them is to use empty words and poetical
metaphors [pe‘rad)opocg)»e'yew‘n:on‘nlcocg]. For what
is it that works [epyoalopevov], looking
[anoBAenov] to the forms? (991al9-23)?

Aristotle maintains that the Pythagoreans have an equally

untenable theory of participation, and that all Plato did

was change the name from piunoig to pebefig, whereas "what

lep. 1075b20

‘cp. 1075b17-20
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the piunowg or pebefig of the Forms could be they left an

open question."’

At A9, Aristotle raises an odd objection to the
Forms, complaining that, "Forms are practically equal to
- or not fewer than - the things, in trying to explain
which these thinkers produced them from the Forms."
(990b4-6). The reason he gives is that for each thing
there is an entity of the same name which exists apart
from the substances (sensible particulars), and this is
true as well in the case of the one over many, whether
the many are eternal or in this world.? Plato might have
resisted such an interpretation, in so far as the whole
notion of the "one over many" ought to be seen as
limiting the number of Forms. For example if there are
one billion men, there ought to be only one Form of man,
and not one billion. What does Aristotle have in mind
here? In one sense, he could mean that each particular
ought to participate in a number of Forms:

there will be several patterns of the same
thing; e.g. "animal' and “biped' will be

l987b13-4.

’990b6-8
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patterns of "man' and so will the Idea of
man (avtoovBpomog). (991a28-9;1079b31-3)

This may speak to the difficulty of how "part" or
"attributes" of men are combined in one man, among other
things. In another sense, Aristotle's point could be that
given the doctrine of flux, where each particular needs
a form that stands apart from the particular, each
sensible thing requires its own Form to sustain it.' In
other words, if the Form is the essence of the thing in
question, and each thing needs an essence, the number of
Forms and the number of instantiations ought to be
equivalent. This interpretation 1is consistent with
Aristotle's suggestion that a concrete particular is
identical to its essence in Z6:

The absurdity of separation would appear
also if one were to assign a name to each
of the essences [twv TinVewvo]; for there
would be yet another essence besides the
original one, e.g. to the essence of horse

there will belong a second essence. Yet why
should not some things be their essences

from the start, since essence [TOTIMVELVAL]
is substance [ovowax]? (1031b28-33)

On either explanation, ("combination" or "essence") the

primary metaphysical issue surrounding participation for

'cp. Cherniss, pp. 188-9;
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Aristotle seems to be that the separate Forms fail to

account for the unity of the particular, either in terms

of its parts, or in terms of the ovowx and the ToTinvelval.

Participation involves the notion of a sensible
particular existing somehow apart from its essence. We
also get an inkling of how Aristotle’s conceptual scheme
contrasts with the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy. He
will identify, in some fashion, the particular with its
substance and essence.

The project of understanding what it 1is for
something to be, how a concrete particular and its parts
are unified, are questions of substance which must be
understood in virtue of Dbeing qua being, the
comprehension of which, is the project of metaphysics.
Again, when we come to examine the relation of being and
unity in the next chapter, it will be important to keep
in mind that Aristotle ‘s conceptual scheme is
incommensurate with both the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy (being and unity are separate), and

Parmenideanism (being and unity are identical).

6. Participation and Physics
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Another important (and oft repeated) criticism of
participation 1is that it does not offer a coherent
account of motion, change, generation or corruption.
Besides saying that the 'substance' and that of which it
is the substance should not exist apart from one
another,’ Aristotle also expresses a very interesting
concern with movement:
when the Forms exist, still the things that

share in them do not come into being,
unless there 1is something to originate

movement [TO Kivnoov]. (991b4-6)>

This is very important for Aristotle's agenda. There is
no necessity, or immediately evident ontological or
kinetic efficacy entailed by the purported existence of
Forms, even 1f we grant the existence of "separate
substances." Plato's separate substances do not in and of
themselves account for generation, corruption, or

movement.

In A7, a criticism regarding the final cause (0ov

eveke) of motion arises by way of a comment that none of

'991b1-3

‘cp. 1075b28-9.
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Aristotle's predecessors has expressed the notion of

essence (T0 Tl MV €wvol) or substantial reality (ovoia)

clearly.’ The Platonists hinted at something 1like
"essence" with their notion of Forms as principles; in
contradistinction to presocratic theories, the Platonic
"principles" are not the matter of existing things, nor

are they a source of movement. Instead, "[the Platonists]

furnish the Forms as the essence [t0Tl1nVewal] of every

other thing, and the One as the essence of the Forms."’

What is not explained in this theory of "essences," 1is

what Aristotle identifies as the final cause (oveveka) of

change and motion. Why do things change, and why do they
move? For the sake of what do things come to be, pass
away, and engage in any kind of activity whatever?

The One, says Aristotle, seems to be a final cause
of a sort, but only incidentally.’ There is nothing in
the nature of the One which makes it the final cause:

those who say that the One or the existent
is the good, say that it is the cause of

‘988a34ff
’988b5 (the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy)

*988b6-15
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substance [ovowng oitovl, but not that
substance either is [€elwval] or comes to be

[yiyvecOol] for the sake of [eveka] this.
(988b11-13)

This is important to keep in mind, because it speaks to
the larger issue of Plato's failure (in Aristotle's
eyes), to present a coherent account of motion and change
either in terms of an ultimate cause, or in terms of
motion and change in the individual.®

After levelling the charge outlined in the passage
above from A7, Aristotle goes on in A8 to take up the
difficulties of various presocratic positions, and those
of the Pythagoreans. In A9 he dispenses with the
Pythagoreans and takes up the Platonic position. When
Aristotle continues his critique of Forms in A9, he
offers this protest:

Above all one might discuss the question

what on earth the Forms contribute to

sensible things, either to those that are

eternal or to those that come into being
and cease to be. For they cause neither

movement [Klvnoew¢] nor change [petaBoAng]
in them...(991a8-12)

'Again I point out that the resolution of this problem
has to do with how I wultimately see the relation of
metaphysics and theology (Chapter IV).
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Again we see an attack on the lack of explanatory value
regarding motion or change in eternal or corruptible
things. Aristotle's account of Platonism suggests that
these alterations, generations or corruptions are
accounted for by participation, which is not an
acceptable explanation of physics.!

What Aristotle objects to is the absence any
adequate account of key physical questions, such as "what
causes motion?" or "what causes change?" He also finds
wanting any coherent account of key metaphysical
questions, "what accounts for being?", "what accounts for
the unity of a substance?" A further challenge to his own
theory of substance, beyond merely avoiding the Platonic
metaphysical hierarchy in general, will be to have a
theory that can answer these questions, as well as the
questions that the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy raises

regarding first principles.

'Suggests G.E.R. Lloyd, 'Plato himself would no doubt
have answered that what originated movement, in his
cosmological system, was the world-soul or Craftsman who is
described in the Timaeus as bringing the world out of disorder
into order and as creating things after the pattern of the
eternal Forms...Aristotle's objection has this much point that
the Forms themselves provide no answer to the question of the
origin of movement." (pg. 46)
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7. Conclusion

In Aristotle's eyes Plato leaves many fundamental
questions unanswered. How are being and unity related?
How are Forms and particulars related? How 1s motion
accounted for? How 1s the wunity of the concrete
particular accounted for? How are matter and form
related? I am suggesting that it is wuseful to frame
Plato's inability to answer these questions to
Aristotle's satisfaction in terms of the Platonic
metaphysical hierarchy. Many of these problems have to do
with the separation that the Platonic hierarchy involves.
The question of the ontological efficacy of Forms is
called into question; when Aristotle reintegrates matter
and for, being and unity, he at 1least solves this
difficulty.

I am also suggesting that Aristotle’s own
conceptual scheme of the convertibility of being and
unity stands in contrast to Platonism in a very
fundamental way. For Aristotle’s Platonist, Unity 1is
prior to being, and being is prior to particulars. For
Aristotle, particulars come first, and being and unity

are "convertible terms," which stand 1in a non-
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hierarchical relationship to one another, and are
dependent on particular substances. We shall see that
this has implications for the type of first principle(s)
that Aristotle believes must head his cosmology, and for
the types of things that his doctrine of substance
entails.

What I hope to show in later chapters is that
Plotinus’ critique of convertibility in Aristotle
suggests that he, Plotinus, sees the importance of
remaining true to, and revising the Platonic metaphysical

hierarchy.



CHAPTER II - Being And Unity

1. Introduction

In the first chapter, I suggested that Aristotle
had some primary concerns with the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy. In this chapter I attempt to look at some
specifics of being and unity in the Aristotelian system.
I am primarily concerned with casting Aristotle's
conceptual scheme of convertibility in contrast to the
Platonic metaphysical hierarchy. In keeping with the idea
that Aristotle's own conceptual scheme i1s in key ways
incommensurate with Platonism, what I hope to distil from
Aristotle's critique of it 1in this section 1is a
delimiting of the way in which we must understand
Aristotle. I have in mind particularly his conceptions of
substance, form, and universal in the central books of

the Metaphysics.' It cannot be stated too strongly that

'It is telling that Lewis (1991) suggests the following,

"The dichotomy between substances and universals 1is a
continuing feature of Aristotle's metaphysics. It also forms
one of his major criticisms of Plato's theory of ideas, that
(continued...)

39
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if Aristotle finds the Platonic relations of being and
unity (as he understands them) unacceptable, his own
concept of substance, and of first principles, must avoid
these relations. Hence this chapter and the last are
meant to lay the groundwork for understanding substance
and first principles in the Metaphysics.

In Section 2, I start by examining the texts where
Aristotle suggests that being and unity are convertible
terms. The Platonic metaphysical hierarchy, in
"separating" being and unity, 1is incommensurate with
Aristotle’s ontological and epistemic distinctions about
forms. Plato needed Forms to be both (epistemic)
universals and (ontological) particulars. Aristotle says
that the same thing cannot be both.

In section 3, the claim that no universal can be
a substance helps to show that if universals are
substances, then the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy
implies the Parmenideanism it might be thought to avoid.

Parmenideanism can be avoided by means of a substratum

(...continued)

Platonic forms combine the incompatible characteristics of
being both universals and substances. From the very start
there is work to be done to show why this criticism of Plato
cannot be turned against Aristotle's own metaphysical
theories." (pg. 309)
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for being and unity, which Aristotle takes to be
substance.

In section 4 I examine some further criticisms of

Plato's theory of Forms that suggest that Aristotle sees

substances as the "bearers" or vnokeiwpeve of being and

unity.

In section 5 I attempt to show that Aristotle’s
conception of being and unity as convertible helps us to
better understand what certain claims he makes about
forms, substances and universals mean. I do this by
offering a solution to a contradiction that some scholars
have attributed to Aristotle. The solution involves a
distinction (discussed in section 2 of this chapter)
regarding the ontological role played by forms as
distinguished from their epistemic role. Aristotle denies
that Plato's Forms should have an ontological role; by
contrast, he employs a different, "substantial" form to
effect the unity and being of a concrete particular.

In section 6 I maintain that the implication of my
solution is that concrete particulars are to be regarded

as unions of matter and substantial form where the
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substantial form, and not matter, is the individuating

principle of particulars.
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2. Convertibility
Aristotle wants to assert that being and unity are
convertible. To make them convertible suggests that
anything that "exists" or has being also has unity. It
also means that being and unity do not stand in a
hierarchical relationship to one another - this is the
Platonic metaphysical hierarchy Aristotle finds
unacceptable. To say that being and unity are convertible
places them on equal metaphysical footing. In saying that
"x is," you imply that "x is one," just as saying that "x
is one" implies that "x is". Both being and unity are
predicates of, and are logically posterior to, substance;
and substance is that which, we might say, corresponds to
the "x" which is or is one. A good example of Aristotle's
idea of convertibility in accordance with pros hen

equivocity comes at Metaphysics I'':

'This notion of pros hen equivocity is central to Joseph
Owens' thinking, and is reiterated by Gerson (1994) pg 92. The
idea of the pros hen plays an important part of Patzig's
thinking, but he casts the concept in terms of paronymy. In
his later work, Patzig suggests that G.E.L. Owen's idea of
"focal meaning" grasps Aristotle's intention better. Ideally,
what the pros hen equivocal aims at is an understanding of
many different senses of a word that have their significance
in relation to a primary sense. For example, a doctor, an
apple and a walk are all healthy, but their healthiness stands
in relation to health proper, which is not manifest in a
Platonic form, but rather is manifest in a healthy person, or

(continued...)
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Now if being and unity [T0 OV K0l TO €V] are
the same [toutov], i.e. a single nature in
the sense that they are associated as a
principle [oapyxn] and a cause [alTiOV] are,
and not as being denoted by the same
definition [eviAoyw] (although it makes no

difference but rather helps our argument if
we understand them in the same sense)...and

unity is nothing distinct [ouvleveTtepov] from

being; and further if the substance [ovoio]
is one 1in no accidental sense, and
similarly is of its very nature something
which 1is - then there are just as many
species of being as there are of unity.
(1003b24-35)

My thinking is that Aristotle wants to maintain this kind

of conceptual scheme avoids both Parmenideanism and the

1

Platonic metaphysical hierarchy.” If the ywpiopog¢ of being

and unity in the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy is
thought of as a way out Parmenideanism, then any attempt
to reintegrate being and unity must be careful not to

engender Parmenideanism. To say that being and unity are

(...continued)
arguably, in the mind of the 1atpo¢ in a manner similar to the

product of an art being present in the mind of a tektwv.I take
it that Owens and Gerson want to make the pros hen
relationship apply metaphysically as well as
epistemologically. In other words, they want to make the
Unmoved Mover an ontological primary that all things ought to
be metaphysically related to. I think that Aristotle has only
the epistemological sense in mind.

'cp. Gerson, (1994) pg 92.
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predicated of substances allows Aristotle to reunite a
thing with its unity, and with its being. By making being
and unity convertible predicates, he avoids placing them
in a hierarchy; by making them dependent upon something
prior (substance), he avoids Parmenideanism. Because they
are predicated of substance, convertibility does not

result in all things being one as it would in the absence

of a vrmokeipevov.'

In an interesting passage in H, Aristotle suggests
that the integration of matter and form is similar to the
integration of being and unity. These two integrations,
one may note, correspond to the two levels of the
Platonic metaphysical hierarchy:

Owing to the difficulty about unity some
speak about “participation,' and raise the
question what is the cause of participation
and what is it to participate...The reason
is that people look for a unifying formula
and a difference between potency and
complete reality. But, as has been said,
the proximate matter and the form are one
and the same thing, the one potentially and
the other actually. Therefore it is like
asking what in general is the cause of
unity and of a thing's being one; for each
thing is a unity, and the potential and the
actual are somehow one. Therefore there is
no other cause here unless there is

'ep Physics, I,1, 185a3ff; I,3 186a23ff
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something which caused the movement

[xivnoav] from potency into actuality. And

all the things which have no matter are

without qualification essentially unities.

(1045b7-25)
There are a number of things to note in this passage.
Aristotle 1is saying that certain material items are by
their very nature commensurate with certain formal items.
There i1is nothing over and above the bare fact of this
union; substance simply works this way.' The other thing
to note in this passage is that there is a suggestion of
an agency that will cause the move from potency to
actuality. This refers to an external physical cause
that brings, say, the menstrual fluid and the seed in
contact, 1.e. the father. This should tell us something
about the nature of the cause of unity in general.
Ultimately, he unity of concrete particulars requires
motion in order to effect the union of form and matter,

and motion 1is guaranteed (via the Physics) by the

continuity of motion in the system that is guaranteed (in

lcp. Scaltsas, pg. 215. Kosman (1984) (pg 144) remarks,
"Aristotle compares asking for an explanation of why
potentiality and actuality are one with asking for an
explanation of why anything is one. No answer 1is
needed. . .because the explanation of the thing is at the same
time an explanation of its being one." This is the conseqguence
of making being and unity convertible terms.
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the final analysis) by the Unmoved Mover. Hence there is
a causal relationship, albeit a remote one, between the
Unmoved Mover and the unity and being of the concrete
particular.

Aristotle goes on to suggest that things which

have no matter are without qualification, being essential

unities: “oco 8 UM EYEL VANV WOVTO OMAMG ONEP €V TL."' This

suggests something about the nature of substance itself,
namely that the "formal" side of substance is a source or
cause of unity in particular beings. If you think about
a sensible particular abstractly, the form or essence is
doing the work of unification, and the matter is that
which is potentially unified by the form. The fact that
the potency is what the matter is, just as the actuality
is what the substantial form is, and these are a union,
does not detract from the fact that if you could "remove"
the matter (ontologically, not epistemically), you would
have an essential unity. In other words substance, in

various ways and at various levels, including the level

11045b25
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of the Unmoved Mover or ultimate final cause,' conveys
unity; given the convertibility of being and unity, one
may say that it conveys being as well.

Another expression of convertibility in the
Metaphysics comes in a certain passage in I2, where it
is said that there is no real distinction between "man"
and "a man," only a distinction in thought:?

That in a sense unity means the same as
being [TOULTO ONMELVEL WG TO €V KOl TO OV] 1is
clear from the fact that its meanings
correspond to the categories one to one,
and it 1s not comprised within any
category. . . but is related to them
exactly as being is, that in “one man'
nothing more is predicated than in “man'
(just as being 1is nothing apart from
substance [t0 Tl1] or quality or quantity);
and that to be one 1is just to be a

particular thing [TwW TO €Vl €LVHL TO EKOOTW
ewvot] . (1054a13-19)°

It is not ontologically possible to separate "man" from
"a man". It is possible to separate "man" from "a man" in

abstraction, e.g. a separation of a universal concept of

'cp Frede, pg. 175: "It is obvious that a final answer to
the question what is it to be a substance will have to be one
which also fits immaterial substances."

This passage is important, since Plotinus appears to be
responding specifically to this text in the Enneads. See
Chapter VII.

*cp. IV, 2, 1003b23ff.
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man from a particular man, but this is an epistemic, and
not an ontological separation. In Platonism, clearly, the
ontological separation of "Man" (Form) and "a man"
(instance) is a central tenet.

However, the Platonic doctrine of separate Forms
implies that for (Aristotle's) Platonist, unity and being
have to play the role of both substances (an ontological
role) and universals (an epistemic role). They have to
play the ontological role of substances because they have
separate independent existence and ground particulars
(unity grounds particular forms, forms ground concrete
particulars in flux); they have to play the epistemic
role of universals because the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy, unity makes forms conceivable, and forms make
particulars conceivable.

In Aristotle, the convertible nature of being and
unity has important consequences for how forms,
substances and universals are understood. Aristotle needs
some kind distinction between ontological forms and
epistemic ones - Dbetween ‘"substantial" forms and
universals. I will take up this question in Section 5.

Before I do this however, I want to show why Aristotle
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thinks that the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy leads to

Parmenideanism.

3. Plato and Parmenideanism

For Aristotle, being and unity are posterior to,
and predicated of, substances. The fact that Aristotle
casts "participation" as predication means neither Forms
(being), nor unity (the One), are themselves substances -
on the contrary, they are universals which are predicated

of all substances.’

This is clear enough when we reflect
that if Unity is prior to Forms, and Forms are prior to
particulars, then particulars participate in Being and
Unity. From Aristotle’s perspective of predication, unity
and being are predicated of particulars. In the
Aristotelian conceptual scheme, unity and being are
convertible, and both are logically dependant upon

2

substance.” He uses this perspective to undermine Plato's

position,?® and to suggest that Forms cannot be individual

! e.g. at De Interpretatione 17a39-40, "by universal I

mean that which by its nature is predicated of many things."
’Jeannot, pg. 413.

'As I suggested in the first chapter, this may be
slightly circular, but the circularity is not vicious.



51
substances and universals at the same time. In order to
see how we should first see why no universal term can be
a substance. At Metaphysics Z, Aristotle says:

it seems impossible that any universal term
[kaOolov Aeyopevwv] should be a substance
[ovolav] . For firstly the substance of each
thing is that which is peculiar to it,
which does not belong to anything else; but
the wuniversal is common, since that 1is
called universal which is such as to belong
to more than one thing. Of which individual
then will this [i.e. the k0BoAov] be the
substance? Either of all or none; but it
cannot be the substance of all; while if it
is to be the substance of one, the rest
will also be that one; because things whose

substance i1s one have also one essence [TO

Tt nv €ewval] and are themselves one. Again,
substance means that which is not
predicated of [Aeyetol] a subject, whereas
the universal is always predicated of some

subject. (1038b8-17)*
Unlike a universal, a substance i1s never predicated of
anything else. Since unity and being are predicated of
everything, unity cannot be a substance nor can being.

But if they are not substantial, then they cannot be

separate in the way that the Platonic metaphysical

'In its context, this passage sets up the topic we shall
examine directly, namely that the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy implies Parmenideanism.
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hierarchy requires. The question of substantiality is
addressed at I2:

If then no universal can be a substance
[ovowVv], as has been said in our

discussion of substance and being [ovTog],
and i1f being itself cannot be a substance
in the sense of a one apart from the many

[ev TL Tapa To TOAAR] (for it is common to the

many), but is only a predicate, clearly
unity also cannot be a substance; for being

[to ovl] and wunity [t0 €v] are the most
universal of all predicates. (1053b 16-20)

Aristotle thinks that Plato makes being and unity

independently existing apxat.' In virtue of their

independent existence, they are considered substances.
But, says Aristotle, being and unity are not substances;
they are the most universal of predicates.

In 216, this time from his own notion that unity
and being are convertible, Aristotle concludes that
neither unity nor being can be the primary reality of
things.? In this case, it is suggested that the Platonic
metaphysical hierarchy, when understood in terms of

predication results in Parmenideanism:

lcp. 1038b9; 988a8ff; 992a25ff

‘cp Cherniss pp 318 ff.
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since the term ‘unity’ ([t0e€v] is used like

the term ‘being,’ [too0oVv] and the substance
[ouoiLa] of that which is one is one, and
things whose substance 1s numerically one

[peaplfuw] are numerically one [evapiOpw],
evidently neither unity nor being [ovieToE€v

ouTeE 70 0v] can be the substance [ovowxv] of
things. (1040bl6-18)

If Forms (being) participate in the One, (e.g. if the One
is, a la Aristotle, predicated of being)anything that is
or is numerically distinct will have unity as its
substance. To have the same substance as everything else
is to be numerically indistinct from everything else, and
hence the logical outcome of the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy is that there is only one thing. The same goes
for being. This is the Parmenideanism that the Platonic
hierarchy seemed to avoid. This becomes a little clearer
when we take up Aristotle’s deliberations on the same
topic at Metaphysics B.

In B3,' Aristotle asks whether being and unity are
the substances of things. Plato and the Pythagoreans,
says Aristotle, understood being and unity as independent
essences that did not require a substratum. He goes on to

say that i1f neither being nor unity is a substance, then

'1001a4ff
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no other universal is a substance; the assumption, oddly
enough, 1is that these are the most universal and thus
ought to be the most qualified candidates for substance
on the account in question.1 However, the most
interesting difficulty, the one that resonates with the
passage above from Z16 (1040bl6-18), is the consideration
that 1f being and unity are substances, it will be
impossible to make ontological distinctions, which places
one back in the Parmenidean dilemma of concluding that
all things are one:’

If there is a unity itself and a being
itself [Tt avto €v kol ov], their substance

[ovolav] must be unity and being; for no
other term is predicated universally of
unity and being, but only these terms
themselves [aAAo TovTe €uT]. Again if there
is to be a being itself and a unity itself,
it is hard to see how there can be anything
else besides these; I mean how things can
be more than one. For that which is other
than what is, is not, and so by Parmenides’
argument it must follow that all things are
one, 1.e. being. (1001a27-1001bl)

11001a19-25

’1001a33-5. Gerson (1994) suggests, "being cannot be a
genus because the differentiae within a genus must have being
and so must become species of being as well as differentiae.™

(pg 92)
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Again, this contention makes it incumbent upon Aristotle,
who wants to reintegrate being and unity, to show how
they can be convertible, but not identical. He must show
how being and unity are always predicated of substance
without making all substance "one being". In effect,
Aristotle must say that being and unity are always
predicated of substance, and that the substance must be
prior. This conception of being and unity as dependent
upon substance is implicit in yet another critique of
Plato's theory of Forms. It is to this critique that I

turn in the next section.

4. The Bearers of Unity

Aristotle's approach to the Platonists suggests
that the yxwpiopog is impossible, that participation is
merely predication. We should also remember that in the
Physics, Aristotle suggests that what Parmenides needed
was a UTOKElpevov.' The fact that there are beings and

unities, that things are and are one, suggests that a

rejection of "separation" ( i.e. in Platonism) and the

'Physics, 186a25-33.



56
assertion of the need for a substratum (i.e. pace

Parmenideanism) points in the direction of Aristotle’s

substance as an antidote. In other words, in putting
being and wunity '"back together" (contra Platonism)
without identifying them (contra Parmenideanism),

Aristotle employs substance as a substratum.' This I
think, is borne out by the way he treats Plato's Forms in
certain passages of Metaphysics A.

In one such criticism, Aristotle suggests that
Forms must be what he understands as substances:

if Forms can be shared in there must be
Ideas of substances only. For they are not
shared in incidentally, but a thing must
share in its Form as in something not
predicated of a subject...Therefore the
Forms will be substance; but the same terms
indicate substance in this and the ideal
world (or what will be the meaning of
saying that there is something apart from
the particulars, the one over the many?)
(990b29-991a2)?

If Forms can be "shared in" there must be Ideas of
substances only. This 1is because the hallmark of

substance for Aristotle is that it is not predicated of

'This is interesting, since it places Parmenides in the
thick of Greek metaphysical debate, a place that has been
denied to him by many, e.g. Burnet, Owens and Zeller, to name
just a few.

cp 7,16, 1040b26ff
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anything. Tredennick sums up the explicit sense of the
passage nicely:

Ideas are substances. The common name which

an Idea shares with its particulars must

mean the same of both; otherwise

"participation" is merely homonymy. But as

applied to the Ideas it denotes substance;

therefore particulars must be substances.®
Forms taken (wrongly by Plato in Aristotle’s eyes) as
substances, and particulars taken (rightly by Aristotle
in his own eyes) as substances meet in this passage as
Aristotle expresses out his understanding of the one over
the many. The interesting thing in the passage just
cited, however, is not explicit. What is interesting is
the reference to the "one over many," and what we need to
focus on is not the "one," but the "many." We should not
forget that the "one" in the "one over the many" refers
to the universal, but we should also not forget that the
one 1is distinct from the many, and that Aristotle is
treating the universal as a substance. This has very

important implications and warrants a little further

consideration, and some terminological distinctions.

'Tredennick, vol 1, pg. 66 n. d
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If we assume (neutrally, apart from Aristotle)

that what sets a thing apart from all others, including
those things that belong to the same group is 1its
individuality,' we may ask whether the "one" which is
"over the many" differs specifically, generically or
individually. To differ generically is to differ
essentially from something else, and the same applies to
specific difference.? But Aristotle regards the "one"
and the "many" to be similar in essence, in so far as he
thinks that the "essential predicate" of the "one" and
the "many" are the same. This is clear from the fact that
he denies the separation of form and particular that
Platonism represents. If then, there 1is no essential
difference between the one and the many, we cannot say
that the one differs from the many (in Aristotle’s eyes)
specifically or generically. Rather, we ought to say that
it differs individually, that there is something about
the "one", and each member of the "many" that individuate

them.?’ We must conclude that Aristotle conceives of the

'ep. Gracia, pg 3
*ibid.

3We must here keep in mind that Aristotle thinks the
(continued...)
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"one" as a substance among other similar substances,
differentiated or individuated by substantiality.

If there is a thing (the Form) which is apart from
its many instantiations, it must itself be
distinguishable from the many. Since a Form 1is
immaterial, it cannot be that its matter distinguishes it
from the many. But something distinguishes it; one might
suggest that the matter of the "many" distinguishes the
(material) many from the (immaterial) "one", does not
address the further question of how it is that Platonic
Forms, as Aristotle conceives of and represents them, are
distinguished from one another.

The ability to distinguish must also apply to each
member of the "many". For each member of the set of
instantiations of the Form must be individual within the

! If we understand the

set (e.g. 1f there is a many).
difference between a Form and its instantiation in the

same way as we understand the distinction of an

(...continued)

account of the one and many doesn‘t work, since on his
critique of Forms suggests there is no good reason to separate
Form and instantiation.

'T deal with the question of matter as a principle of
individuation later in the chapter.
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instantiation from another instantiation, matter cannot
be the principle of individuation. This 1is the
consequence of treating both the Forms and the concrete
particular as substances. The "many" indicates many
distinct particulars, which suggests that a thing 1is
particular or a unity because it has substance, or is a
substance. What this means 1is that for Aristotle,
individuation is dependant upon substance. But to be
individual is to be one being. Since unity and being are
convertible, a thing has being and unity because it has
substance.’

The reason why a substance cannot be composed of
substances also sheds light on the unitary nature of
substance. Says Aristotle:

A substance cannot consist of substances present

in it in complete reality; for things that are
thus in complete reality two are never in complete

'Note here that I say a thing has being or unity because
it has substance. This is true in the case of things, i.e.
concrete particulars. But (in accordance with pros hen
equivocity) accidents may be said to be because of a
substance, and in reference to the being of a substance, both
in terms of dependency and meaning. Hence at I', "...being is
used 1in various senses but always with reference to one
principle [mpo¢ piav apyxnv]. For some things are said to be
because they are substances, others because they are
modifications of substance; others because they are a process
towards substance, or destructions or privations or qualities
of substance..." (1003b5-8)
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reality one, though if they are potentially two,
they can be one... (1039%9a3-6)

The point here is that given any substance, if we are to
identify it as a substance, it must be delimited as one
thing. If the parts of the substance were themselves
distinct unities, then we would not be dealing with one
substance but many. Hence substantiality implies unity
and existence, since (given convertibility) to be a

! Aristotle

substance 1is both "to be," and "to be one".
suggests as much at Z 16. Here it is remarked that many
things which are thought to be unities are merely
potencies, including the parts of animals and the
elements:?’

for none of them is a unity, but as it were

a mere heap, till they are worked up and
some unity is made out of them. (1040b8-10)

This notion of "working up" might sound as vacuous as the

Platonic peBeflg, but Aristotle is describing is one of

actuality and potency, which is also his way of reuniting

form and matter in the particular. In this case the

'ep. Cherniss, pp. 255 ff.

%2j .e., the traditional elements; earth fire and water are
mentioned, but air is not. I do not attach any significance to
its absence.
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"unity" into which the components are "worked up" is an
actuality to which the components stand in potency. The
components or potencies are posterior to the actuality
and dependent on it. What this suggests is that Aristotle
needs a form which has the ontological efficacy or
actuality. But this does not mean that the "working up"
is external to the substance. Concrete particulars are
act-potency unions which come to be when substantial form
conveys unity and being on commensurate matter. This must
be understood as internal and not external in its
efficacy. Says Aristotle at Z9:

For as the brazen sphere comes to be, but

not the sphere or the brass, and so too in

the case of brass itself, if it comes to

be, it is its concrete unity that comes to

be (for the matter and the form must always

exist before), so it is both in the case of

substance and in that of quality and

gquantity and the other categories likewise;

for the quality does not come to be, but

the wood of that quality, and the quantity

does not come to be but the wood or the

animal of that size. 1034bl0-15
What we see here is that what comes to be is the concrete
particular, and with it the inherence of qualities. This

"coming to be" is a process of unification of sorts, the

working up into a unity of what was a "mere heap".
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5. A Contradiction
Being and unity are "said of" substances; they are
not themselves substances. Being and unity are also

ontologically inextricable from substances. The idea of

predication, or “"Aeyecboi" implies an exclusively

epistemic assertion. To "say something" of a substance is
to make epistemic distinctions about something that is
ontologically unitary. The act of distinguishing the
unity or being of a concrete particular from the concrete

particular is an epistemic act, not an ontological one.

The Platonic yxwplopog effected an ontological wedge

between particular, being, and unity, connected by
participation where what was really necessary was a wedge
between the epistemic and the ontological, connected by
predication. The upshot of saying this is that Aristotle
thinks that (Plato's) Forms are epistemic abstractions,
not ontological particulars.

The unity and being of the concrete particular
must be dependent upon another type of form, one which is
not ontologically separable from the particular. This
"substantial form" unifies the concrete particular, but

the substantial form i1is not the same as the Platonic
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form, the Platonic One, or the Aristotelian universal.
The substantial form 1is unique to 1its concrete
particular. Further, the ontological efficacy of the
substantial form 1is only manifest in the concrete

particular. The Platonic Form, which Aristotle thinks is

a xobolov and an abstraction,' has no ontological

'Hence I think it is misleading to maintain that
Aristotle is a realist with regard to universals. Those who
hold to such a view seem, for the most part, to rely on the
Categories, and not as much on the Metaphysics. On my account,
it is wrong, for example to maintain as Zeller (1962), pg.
329-31, does that Aristotle wants to put the Platonic form
back in the universal. Others who hold to realism, Brakas
(1988), pg 15, or Lesher, discussed in this chapter do not
adequately explain what it means to call universals "genuine
ovia". Sellars (1957), pg. 691, on the other hand is more
correct to say, 'if anything is clear about an Aristotelian
form it is that its primary mode of being is to be a this.
Certainly the form of a materiate substance [concrete
particular] is not a universal, for as Aristotle reiterates,
the form is ‘the substance of'’ the composite, the substance of
a this must be of the nature of a this and never of a
universal." Interestingly, Brakas, pg. 15, who claims that
Sellars is contradicted by texts in the Organon, nonetheless
concedes that, "Although Aristotle may have modified his view
of the nature of the universal more than once over the course
of his career, he never at any point gave up his belief in
their existence. Nevertheless it 1is true that there are
powerful currents in his thought moving in that direction." My
own thinking, that if universals exist, they exist in thought,
is similar to the view of Cresswell, and Fuller. Fuller
suggests: "In short the universal has no concrete existence of
its own. It is not a subject but a predicate, not a thing but
an attribute of or truth about a thing. It is not then a
power, and it 1is not suited for the role of a first
principle." (pg. 39).

It is also instructive that one of Plotinus' revisions of
Plato is to place Forms in a Noug, and to identify that Nouc
with Aristotle's Unmoved Mover, who presumably is at one with
thoughts of universals and not of particulars. On this point,

(continued...)
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efficacy, no causality, cannot account for motion or
change, has no substantiality. To suggest that universal
abstractions 1like being and wunity are substances
engenders Parmenideanism, or commits one to separate
forms which are "looking" to be united with some matter,
and matter "seeking" union with form as an external
relation that effects the cohesion of parts of a
substance.

Once we have the Aristotelian relation of being
and unity to particulars in place, and we are cognisant
of the epistemic/ontological distinction, we are able to
make some headway in understanding what Aristotle's
conception of substance should look like. I think a lot
of the confusion over this issue arises because of a
conflation of Platonic Forms (Aristotelian universals)
and Aristotelian substantial forms. We have to remember

that a universal cannot be a substance, and a substantial

(...continued)

Brakas maintains that the Unmoved Mover does not think
universals, on the grounds that universals are not actual (pg.
16); only perceptible forms are actual says Brakas. However,
the Unmoved Mover must be completely actual, and to suggest
that Aristotle thought the Unmoved Mover could have potential
thoughts 1s incoherent. Hence I see no difficulty with
asserting that the Unmoved Mover thinks universals actually.
Again, Plotinus will assert, contra Aristotle, that

thinking implies potency, which may speak to Brakas' concern,
but not to Aristotle's intention.
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form only belongs to one concrete particular, giving that
particular being and unity. It is important to keep this
clear, since some thinkers maintain that Aristotle is
guilty of a contradiction by making the three following
claims:*

(1) No universal can be a substance.?

(2) The form is a universal.’

(3) The form is that which is most truly substance.’

My own thinking is that if we remain clear on the

way being and unity function in the Aristotelian system,

'T use Lesher's formulation, pg. 169. cp. Skyes, pp. 326-
8. Lewis (1991), pg. 310. ff. wants to rectify the difficulty,
as do I; the difference is that Lewis takes a "realist™
approach to universals, (i.e. that they have some kind of (to
my mind nebulous) independent ontological status) whereas I
think it makes more sense to take a realist approach to
substantial forms (since these clearly do have independent
ontological status).

21038b8-9

‘Lesher claims (pg. 169,n.2)that Aristotle does not
explicitly say this, but that he is committed to it. Socrates
and Callias are different individuals, "but the same in form;
for their form is indivisible." (1034a5-8) and Aristotle
refers to both individuals in the same species. (De Gen An
730bb35) Socrates and Callias possess a common specific form
(De Part An 644a25), and that that which is common to many
things is a universal (1038bll-12) and man is a universal (Cat
17a40bl). I do not deny that Aristotle has universals, nor
that universals are forms. I suggest, in what follows in this
chapter, that there are "universal forms" and "substantial
forms" in Aristotle’s system, and that the form which is
universal 1is different from the form that is most truly
substance.

41032bl1-2; 1033b7; 1037a27ff; 1041b6; 1050b2
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no contradiction arises. What follows in this section is
an attempt to explain why.

The context in which (1) (no universal can be a
substance) is raised, is that of Platonism,' and the
force of (1) is that the Platonic Form cannot both have
separate existence (substantiality) and be predicated of
many things (universality), Jjust as being and unity
cannot. This rejection of universal-as-substance
necessitates maintaining in its stead the dependence of
being and unity on substance,? and denies the independent
existence of Forms.

Aristotle never actually says (2) (the form is a
universal) directly, although it has been maintained that
it is a consequence of his notion of universals, in so
far as Forms as universals are predicated of many
particulars.3 But Aristotle certainly cannot mean by (2),

in whatever sense it can be said of the Metaphysics, that

!Both in the passage cited above, and at 1038b8-9.

It so necessitates because in the absence of
transcendent one and a transcendent Dbeing, on which
particulars depend, being and unity become predicates of
particulars and predicates stand in a dependent relation to
particulars.

*Lesher, pg. 169 n2.
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the form, as a particular substantial form combined with
matter in a concrete particular is common to many things.
Hence the "form" in (2), and the universal "form" implied
by (1) (no universal can be a substance) must be
different. Universals (Forms/forms)' as abstractions of
particular substantial forms may be epistemic
generalisations, but it is substantial forms that have
independent ontological status and causal efficacy.?

If the foregoing is correct, then the
contradictory sense of (3) (the form is that which is
most truly substance) is lost, since the form which is
most truly substance is a substantial form in a concrete
particular, and not a separate Form as both universal and
substance, that understanding of Plato which motivates
Aristotle to posit (1) . No independently existing form is
a universal, that is no substantial form is a universal,
and it 1is the substantial form that is most truly
substance. This deflates the notion of "form as

universal-substance" in (2) necessary to make (3)

'Forms=Plato; forms=Aristotle

Matthen, pg. 156.
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contradictory.' The contradiction is resolved by getting
clear on the senses of "form" open to Aristotle once we
see that he rejects the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy.
Let's look at our original three statements again:

(1) No universal can be a substance

(2) The form is a universal

(3) The form is that which is most truly substance.
Once we are clear on the senses of "form" in each, we may
reformulate thus:

(1) No universal can be a substance, because universals
are predicated of many things, and substances are never

predicated of anything.?

(2) The Platonic Form (or abstract form) is a universal,
it is predicated of many things.

(3) The substantial form is that which is most truly
substance.

!This, or something like this is what I think Lacey (pp
54-69) would maintain in the face of this problem. To maintain
(as Lesher would, pp. 177) that it 1is not Aristotle's
intention to reject a universal as a kind of substance is
unreasonable, because this would allow the Platonist to say
that the Forms are just a different kind of substance.
Aristotle has other types of substance as separately existing
things, i.e. concrete particulars and movers, but he does not
count universals among them.

Lewis (1991) reformulates: "(1') If an entity is
universal to many things then it is not the substance of any
of them." (pg. 311). He does so on the grounds that Aristotle
proves (1') and not(l) in Z13. However Lewis' solution to the
puzzle seems to entall a universalia in rebus or realist
approach to universals, in so far as he wants to assert that
things can be both primary substances and universal. (pp. 311-
2)
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If we cash this out, it means that while you and

I may have the same universal form, the substantial forms

which we possess as concrete particulars are different.

Each substantial form always exists in one and only one

concrete particular. Aristotle suggests as much in the
following passage:

The causes and elements of things in the

same species [€ld€l] are different, not in
species but because the cause of
particulars is different - your matter

[UAn] and form [ewdo¢] and moving cause
[Kivnoav] and mine - but they are the same
in universal account [koBoiov be Aoyw
tovta}. (1071a27-9)°

We each have our own (substantial) "form" but we

may refer to "avBpwmo¢" in the abstract, understanding

that form considered in "universal account," or in terms

of that which is predicated of many avBpwnor. And

predication is epistemic. At the same time, however, we

'3ill (1994) notes that this passage is often cited as
proof of particular forms; I hold in part to this view, but I
hold it because I believe that the particularity of a
substantial form is accounted for by the fact that it always
exists in a concrete particular. Hence Gill's view coincides
with my own perspective; "this passage appears to support a
notion of proprietary matter and form - matter and form
individuated with reference to the objects whose matter and
form they are. Here physical objects are treated as basic
particulars." (pg. 69)


http:Ka8oA.ou
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must not confuse my (substantial) form with anyone
else's; the substantial form is ontologically
inextricable from the concrete particular. We do not
predicate my substantial form of both you and me. The
form which is "most truly substance" 1is substantial
form,"” whereas the form which is a universal is an
epistemic abstraction. And we have noted already that
this is a way of suggesting that Platonic Forms are not

particular substances but universals.

6. Implications of the Solution

I have been suggesting that substance, and more
specifically substantial form, is the bearer of being,
unity and distinctness, both in the discussion of "the
one over the many" and 1in the resolution of the
"contradiction". The implications of this suggestion can
perhaps be made clearer by examining the following
consideration from A.C. Lloyd. If we had different forms,
says Lloyd,

We should have to have known what it was
for your form to be numerically different

'The substantial form, because it is ontologically
inextricable from the concrete particular, is the concrete
particular.
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from mine in order to have used the fact,
if it had been one, to explain what it is
for you to be numerically different from
me.’
Lloyd's point about numerical difference does not square
with a sense of the dependence of being and unity on
substance, or substantial form. The implication of what
Lloyd is saying denies numerical difference in the
presence of substantial form. Given that being and unity
are dependent upon, and in fact ontologically
inextricable from substance, we have grounds for
asserting the numerical difference of my form from
yours.’ Lloyd's point is that a form is not a principle
of differentiation in individuals of a kind, but only of
kinds. Lloyd asserts the common view that matter is the

principle of individuation within a kind; matter imposes

specificity on a particular of a kind as its potency.’

'Lloyd, pg. 523 This approach is representative of those
who would maintain a realist approach to universals, e.g.
Brakas, Lewis, Zeller, etc, all of whom are susceptible to the
idea of a universale in rebus, which, I am arguing, engenders
the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy Aristotle rejects.

’The case is different, however, when we come to non-
material particulars, since while matter is not the primary

oLt of individuation, it is nonetheless an oiTic.

3Gill (1994) raises two problems with individuation:
"either the account of particularity is explanatory but
applies to all particulars indifferently without illuminating
{continued. . .)
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However, this imposes a false dichotomy on matter and
form, for the two only exist in conjunction with one
another in discussions of concrete particular substances

such as (in Lloyd's example) "you and me".' For

(...continued)

the difference, or the account differentiates the particulars
but is not explanatory, because it presupposes the very thing
it is meant to explain." (pg. 59.) One might suggest a
solution such as weak individuation, whereby one particular is
individuated by another, but this ultimately requires an
indexed notion of time which Aristotle does not have. (pg. 66)
Time is a measure of change, and hence any time could be
established as "enclosing" the destruction and regeneration of
the same entity (e.g. melting down and remoulding a statue).
Such a difficulty discounts temporal continuity as adeguate to
account for individuation. Traditional accounts of matter as
a principle of individuation (i.e. Lloyd op cit) fall prey to
related difficulties. At Metaphysics 1034a5-8, given two
individuals, Aristotle says that the matter is different but
the form is the same. (I suggest that here Aristotle conceives
of e1d0¢ as a universal form, conceived "as if" it were placed
in matter, but only "as if". If this appeals to a qualitative
difference in the matter, one is left with the difficulty of
two identical objects that have only a spatial difference. If
the appeal to the matter is based on continuity, we can
distinguish but not explain the particularity, even if we
reduce the individual to particular elemental components or
prime matter (Gill, pg. 60-1) To appeal to spatio-temporal
distinction begs the question of how these differences are
distinguishable without an appeal to space or time (pg. 62),
given that Aristotle differentiates place with reference to
bodies, and likewise time. (Physics, 212a5-6)In the end I side
with Gill's analysis that existing physical objects, or
concrete particulars are ontologically basic. What this means
for me, although I am not sure Gill would take the point so
far, is that the concrete particular, as a unity of matter and
form, is in virtue of that unity individuated from other such
particulars.

'In ©, the compound is used to illuminate the act-potency
union. About © (pp. 93-4) Charles says, "The relevant
potentiality in a unified [concrete particular] is one which

(continued...)



74
Aristotle, "matter is potential because it would proceed

to the form; and once it 1s actual, then it is included

lll

in the form. The potency of matter to a (substantial)

form implies that it relies on the form; in an act-
potency (matter-form) union, such as you or I, the two
are ontologically inextricable, although they may be
epistemically distinguishable. In one passage in Z,
Aristotle says something that may appear to support
Lloyd’s claim:

the 1living thing which generates is
sufficient to produce, and to be the cause

of the form in the matter [Tou €lboug aiTIOV
ewvol €v tn VAn] .The completed whole, such-

and-such a form [To Tolvde €1do¢] induced in
this flesh and these bones, is Callias and
Socrates. And it is different from that
which generated it, because the mater is
different; but identical in form
[tavto Oe Tw €10€l], because the form is
indivisible. (1034a4-9)

(...continued)

stands to its actuality as matter stands to its
composite...The notion of a unified composite substance is
taken as basic. Matter is conceived as the potential to be (or
become) a unified composite. Form (if present at all) must
also be an abstraction derived from the unified composite. No
account of either matter or form is offered except in terms of
their role in a unified substance."

'1050al15-6
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We must be careful here. The first thing suggested is

that the concrete particular (implying not a mapadelypo,

but a father), passes on a form, i.e. the form of "man".
The ‘completed whole’ is a distinct concrete particular
and is thought of as different from the father, because
they are different as concrete particulars, i.e.
different unions of matter and form. The form, "man" is
the same, e.g. the universal in abstraction from the
concrete particular is indivisible, but this epistemic
notion is posterior to and abstracted from the father of
Socrates, Socrates, Callias, his father, and so on. I
think Aristotle is perhaps speaking loosely here about
universals, which are seen as "induced" in matter, or
particular is "instantiations" of man, which are concrete
particulars. That he would speak this way in the process
of denying and Platonic nopode . yuo seems reasonable,
since it would be untenable to say that both Socrates and
Callias ©possess the same substantial form. It is
acceptable to say that the same universal form, "man" is
predicated of both Socrates, and Callias and their

fathers.
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Lloyd is correct to maintain that there is a
numerical difference between (universal) forms only
universally {(i.e. definitionally), or across kinds.
Socrates the man is different from Cerberus the dog (to
use Lloyd's example),’ or the (universal) form of a man

is different from the (universal) form of a dog, and

these are individuated by a Aoyog. However, denying a real

numerical difference between "my (substantial) form and
your (substantial) form" suggests that my (substantial)

form and your (substantial) form are 1like separate

instances of the abstract autoavBpwrnog. This places unity

or distinctness in the hands of the (universal) form, not
the (substantial) form. In doing so, one fails to
distinguish between (substantial) form and universal
((universal) form) in the sense that leads to the
previously discussed contradiction, and this throws you
back into the Platonism which Aristotle is trying to
reject.? A (substantial) form exists in a subject, a

universal ( (universal) form) in abstraction, and

T.loyd, pg. 521-2

’i.e., it makes the unity of the particular dependent on
a prior substantial unity.
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Aristotle's objection to Plato 1is that he called
(universal) forms substances. A man is not an ontological
instance of the (universal) form of man for Aristotle.
One might be tempted to say that the (substantial) form
of a man is a definitional instance of the universal, but
to assert a similar ontological relation is to put the
cart before the horse: we only arrive at the universal
based on abstraction from the particular. Lloyd himself
says,

to avoid the return to Platonism involved

in distinguishing forms from their

instances in particulars instead of

universals from forms, Aristotle insists in

his logic that although white 1is in

Socrates, man is not in them at all; man is

what each is.’'
This goes to the heart of Aristotle's position on unity,
namely that in a very important ontological sense
substantial form is a concrete particular, as much as

matter is; the combination of matter and form in an act-

potency union is that on which unity and being depend.?

.loyd, pg 522.

T should point out that, since Aristotle’s concept of
individuation is developed in terms of a material concrete
particular, it relies on both substantial form and its
commensurate matter together. This will cause problems when
Aristotle has to distinguish between multiple immaterial

(continued. . .)
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When you approach something from the point of view

of language, or definition, you speak primarily not of
the substance, but of the universal. The universal
epistemically abstracts an idea of the substantial form,
but not the substantial form itself, because the
substantial form cannot be ontologically abstracted from
the concrete particular. A universal such as "man" can be
said of many things, for example "that is a man," and
"that too 1is a man," and "Socrates is a man," and
"Callicles is a man." This act of predication requires a
concrete particular man to exist before the act of
predicating can be true or useful, or rational.’ If a
form and not the universal was predicated of matter, one
would have to ask "of what matter is form predicated?"
and the answer would have to be "the matter of that man,"
for in the case of concrete particulars, matter never
exists without form, and form never exists without

matter.? There cannot be a "that matter" on its own,

(...continued)
substances.

'cp Owens, pg. 174
*nThe universal which is predicated of the singular thing

is ...not immediately the form as such, but the composite
(continued...)
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because matter on its own is indeterminate - it is pure
potency. To say that the form "man" 1is predicated of
"that matter," or "the matter of that man," presupposes
the existence of "that man" - the concrete particular
which 1s inseparable from the matter-form union. But
"that man" is his substance or substantial form, and
hence predication (the saying) is not the manipulation of
the substantial form "man", but of the universal "man".
Aristotle suggests this at Z 11, in discussing the
relation of soul (the form of the body) and the body (its
matter) :

It 1s clear also that the soul is the

primary substance [ovolx m mpwtn], and the
body matter; and "man" or "animal" is the

combination of both taken universally [0g
kaBoAov] . (1037a6-7) .1

The unavoidable conclusion of Aristotle's
rejection of separation (and of his identifying Plato's

participation with predication) 1is that you do not

(...continued)
taken universally." Owens, pg. 204.

"The form is Entity [substance]. It is the primary
instance of Entity [substance] within the sensible thing. The
universal, which is not Entity [substance] is predicated of
the singular composite [concrete particular]." Owens, pg 204.
Square brackets [] indicate that Owens calls "Entity" what I
call "substance".
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predicate a substantial form of a concrete particular,
since a substantial form is its particular. The sense of
this can also be seen in Aristotle's denial of being and
unity as substances (as discussed 1in the previous
chapter), for they are predicated of everything, and
hence are universals. In the <case of <concrete
particulars, there is never a particular "being" that is
not (busy) being "something" nor is there a "one" which
is not a "one something." Hence you can say a concrete
particular "is" or that it "is one," but to do so is
already presumed by the fact that it 1s a concrete
particular. That is why I have called being and unity
convertible, and predicates of substance, for they are
inseparable from substance as much as matter and form
are.

It may be correct to say that a concrete
particular substance is epistemologically dependant upon
the universal, and the claim that the substantial form is
similarly dependent, but this is epistemological
dependence, not ontological dependence. That the
universal exists only in abstraction suggests that there

would be no universals at all if there was not a concrete
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particular with a substantial form which gave rise to the
abstract idea (universal) in the first place.

The substantial form is the substance of the
concrete particular, conveying unity and being by its
presence. I say that it conveys unity and being because
in a concrete particular the existence of potency or
matter is recalcitrant to absolute unity and being. The
relationship, however 1is reciprocal, for to the extent
that a substance is amenable to a potency, it lacks of
itself that much unity and being.' The upshot of this
section is that for Aristotle, form is the proprietor of
(a particular's) unity and being, as it was for Plato,
but now the proprietor and the appropriated are the same

thing, natura naturata and natura naturans.

7. Conclusion (I & II)
In Chapters I & II I have been examining some of

Aristotle's criticisms of Plato. I have structured his

'There may be seem to be a tension here between the fact
that I say that matter and form are integrated and that matter
is recalcitrant to form. However, the fact that matter resists
the absolute unity that form without restriction conveys 1in
immaterial substances does not rule out the fact that matter
and form are co-extensive; it simply means that the impose
limits on one another as a result of that integration or
commensurability.
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critique in terms of what I call the Platonic
metaphysical hierarchy, that Aristotelian account of
Plato's metaphysics that places unity prior to being and
being prior to particulars. The Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy 1itself seems to contrast with another
conceptual scheme, Parmenideanism. The separation and
prioritisation of being and unity in Plato may seem to
avoid the problem which Parmenides has, but Aristotle
seems to think it does not. Aristotle must avoid both
the Platonic hierarchy and Parmenideanism. I have tried
to show how understanding the relations of being and
unity that Aristotle is rejecting help us to understand
what he must say about formal reality himself if he is to
avoid the difficulties he sees in Plato and Parmenides.

As Aristotle understands Plato, unity and being
are separate. Unity is prior to being, and being is
dependant on unity. A physical thing '"exists" by
participating in a Form which exists by participating in
the One. As Aristotle understands substance, it 1is
capable of separate existence and is not predicable of
anything. But for (Aristotle's) Plato, Being and Unity

are capable of separate existence and are predicated of
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evervthing. Aristotle argues that substances cannot be

universals, and hence Plato's project of ywpiopog fails.

Again Aristotle's complaint is that Unity is separate
from Being (Forms) and Forms are separate from their
instances (concrete particulars).

Aristotle's solution is to reintegrate form and
matter, without succumbing to Parmenideanism. The "double
role" played by Plato's Forms as universals and
substances is unacceptable. Two different conceptions of
"form" are needed - one is epistemic and universal, the
other is ontological and particular. In a concrete
particular, unity and being are functions of substantial
form and actuality. Again, substantial form, is
responsible for being and unity in a concrete particular.
That is to say that a thing both is, is what it is and is
one, because of the substantial form. Further, a concrete
particular is ontologically inseparable from and co-
extensive with its substantial form. By "co-extensive" I
mean that you never find a concrete particular without
its substantial form and vice versa. It does not rule out
the co-extensivity of matter with the sensible concrete

particular, or the co-extensivity of matter and form in
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the sensible concrete particular. Ontologically, a
concrete particular is its substance, whereas
epistemologically, one may draw distinctions between the
form, the matter and the concrete particular. In order to
understand how this 1s true, we must understand the
nature of substance, or the nature of being qua being,
which is the project of the Metaphysics.®
What I am suggesting is that Aristotle sees in the
Platonic metaphysical hierarchy two parallel relations or
levels, one of unity and being, and the other of matter
and form. Unity and being are separate and matter and
form are =separate. Aristotle wants to effect a
reintegration of these levels: 1) Matter (potency) and
form (actuality) are reintegrated. A concrete particular

and its substantial form are the same thing. 2) Unity and

Tt is useful to note that Frede points out quite rightly
that, "Aristotle thinks that there is no such thing as being,
one general feature shared by all things which are, and that
hence there is also no single answer to the question what is
it to be a being." (pg. 174) Of course there are basic beings,
or concrete particulars, and the fact that other things count
as beings only in so far as they are related to these primary
beings in some way or other, is the notion of the pros hen
equivocity of being in Aristotle. cp. Kosman (1994), Owens,
Gerson (1990), Hadot.
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Being are reintegrated in the concrete particular, in so
far as substantial form conveys being and unity.!

These reintegrations are the result of the concept
of substance that emerges in relation to the difficulties
engendered by the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy. A
substance in the primary sense is the substantial form of
a thing, and that substantial form is its actuality. In
a concrete particular, which is a union of matter and
form, the matter represents the potency, and the
substantial form the actuality. The substantial form or
actuality and the matter or potency of a concrete

particular are two interdependent components of the same

'RKosman (1994), maintains that " An instance of a
substance is...both a this and a what and its being a what is
a condition of its being a this." (pg. 197) We must be careful
how we understand this, however. For if we mean to say that a
thing’s unity ("thisness") is the condition of its being
("whatness"), we ignore the convertibility of being and unity
and their reliance on substance. This is to fall back into
Platonism, where Dbeing depends on unity. Hence such
dichotomies as the following by Kosman (1994) <can be
oversimplified: "the matter of a cloak is that which is the
cloak, the form that by virtue of which that which is the
cloak is the cloak." (pg. 197) Not any matter can be a cloak,
but only the matter of the particular cloak. Surely not any
form can be the form of a cloak -this is restricted to the
substantial form of the particular cloak. Both the matter and
form are inextricable ontological components of the cloak, and
the being and unity of the cloak depends on the ability of the
form to convey being and unity.
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thing.' The result of the reintegration is that what were
for Plato two things, a form and its material
instantiation, are no longer separated.

Aristotle thinks that the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy has a number of difficulties; I have dealt
with some of the metaphysical or substantial questions in
this Chapter II. What emerge from Aristotle's discussion
of substance are answers to other physical problems
raised in our discussion in Chapter I. Given that
Aristotle's answer to the question of motion and change
is ultimately resolved in terms of notions like act and
potency, and questions of movers, in the next chapter, I
take up some questions surrounding motion and actuality
in the realm of first movers. The discussion of the
Movers of the system, culminating in the Unmoved Mover,
represents Aristotle's attempt to assert, in response to
the reaction of a duality of first principles, that there

is one and only one cosmological first principle.

!cp Frede, pg. 175. Note further that they are not merely
related components. Says Scaltsas (1994), "the unity of a
substance is not achieved by relating its components to one
another; rather unity is achieved by dissolving the
distinctness of each of the substances components." (pg. 107)
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I think that examining Aristotle's criticisms of

Plato is extremely valuable in understanding what he has
to say about substance for at least four reasons: 1)
Seeing the Platonic and Parmenidean relations of being
and unity that Aristotle criticises helps us to see what
he can and cannot assert - it delimits what we can take
him to be saying about substance, forms, universals,
principles, and the task of metaphysics, among other
things. 2) If the Metaphysics 1s to be consistent, it
must at the very least be consistent in its rejection of
the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy. This allows us to
establish a thematic continuity in the Metaphysics
itself, one which transcends questions of dating various
parts of the Metaphysics, or of establishing relations
within the patchwork of arguments of which it 1is
composed. 3) Seeing Aristotle cast the Platonic
metaphysical hierarchy in terms of Parmenides suggests a
continuity of metaphysical concern that extends at least
from the Eleatic to (as we shall see in Part 1II)
Plotinus. Finally, 4) understanding Plotinus 1s easier
when we see that his response to Aristotle is motivated

in part by an allegiance to the Platonic metaphysical
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hierarchy, and 1in part Dby a recognition of the
incoherence of Middle Platonist attempts to

"Aristotelianise" Plato.



Chapter III - Movers

1. Introduction

This chapter deals with some of the other issues
related to Aristotle's critique of the Platonic
metaphysical hierarchy, specifically the physical and the
cosmological. There are two different types of
cosmological questions raised by substance, one physical,
or having to do with motion and change, and the other
metaphysical, or having to do with the unity of
substance.

The chapter proceeds as follows: In Section 2 I

discuss an important sense of the ‘"priority of the

actual" in Metaphysics ®, namely that the eternal is

prior to the perishable in substantiality. This leads to
a discussion of a necessary first principle of motion as

a guarantor of motion, a First Moved Mover or first

1

heaven.” The continuity of motion required to guarantee

I say here that the First Moved Mover is a guarantor of
motion because the eternity of its motion ensures the
{(continued...)

89
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motion in the cosmos, necessitates the positing of

something that is always in motion, and this is the role
played by the First Moved Mover. This mover itself needs
a guarantor, the Unmoved Mover.

In Section 3, I discuss further the need to assert
cosmologically the priority of the actual, given the
nature of potency as ambivalent. Since the motion of the
spheres 1is itself a material motion, and matter 1is
potency, the First Moved Mover, as a first physical
mover, requires something completely actual as its
guarantor. This complete actuality is the Unmoved Mover.
I also suggest that the ‘"kinetic" actuality and

"substantial" actuality of the First Moved Mover are

extensionally the same; its evepyeiwo is kivnoig. This helps

to explain how the Unmoved Mover causes the First Moved

Mover to move - I suggest that it acts as an exemplary

(...continued)

continuity and eternity of motion of within the physical
continuity that is the cosmos. Georgiadis (pg 11) describes
the circular movement of the First Mover succinctly: "It is
the movement of the First Heaven, i.e. of the sphere of the
fixed stars. This is a movement which as circular has no
absolute end point but can go on eternally and in an identical
manner."
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cause which is imitated (in a mundane, non-Platonic
sense) by the First Moved Mover.

The fact that the Unmoved Mover is an exemplary
cause coincides with my contention that substances are
the bearers of being and unity, in so far as their being
and unity is not caused (a la Plato) by an imitation of,
or participation in, the unity or being of the Unmoved
Mover. Rather their being and unity is caused by their
substantiality, which is guaranteed by the motion of the
First Moved Mover, whose motion is in turn guaranteed by
the exemplary actuality of the Unmoved Mover.

Section 4 attempts to show how the considerations

of the previous sections speak against interpreting a

certain passage 1in Metaphysics O as indicating that

Aristotle once held a notion of the "gradable univocity"

of being.

2. Matter, Motion, and Potency

Towards the end of his discussion of act and

potency in Book®, Aristotle suggests that the notion of

the priority of the actual has a deeper sense:
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But actuality is prior in a higher sense
also [AAAa pnv kol KuplwTeEpwS]; for eternal

things are prior in substance
[To pev yop 210l TPOTEPX TN OVOLK] to perishable
things, and no eternal thing exists

potentially [ouBev duvaper oidiov] . 1050b6-8*
This notion of "substantial priority" moves us closer to
Aristotle's discussion of the Unmoved Mover as the
guarantor of the motion of the First Moved Mover. For
Aristotle, every potential is at the same time potential
for its opposite. Anything and everything which is

potential may, by the very nature of its potency, fail to

be actualised. Hence that which is "capable" (duvapig) of

being may either be or not be.? Aristotle's truncated

‘Trans Barnes.

’This is also the notion of a contingent being implying
the existence of a necessary being that finds its way into
Aquinas' proofs for God's existence at the beginning of the
Summa. cp. Ross, pg. 179 who calls it a type of "cosmological
argument." Additionally, it should be noted that unity is also
manifest in the case of the non-material particular, with the
difference that its unity is devoid of potency; for matter is
the cause or source of potency. As a result of this lack of
potency, non-material entities are not contingent, for what is
contingent is the combination of matter and form, but form is
not corruptible (nor is matter). Again, "form" on its own 1is
an essential unity. In a concrete particular, form is the
principle of unity, and knowing as we do that unity and being
are convertible terms, we can say that non-material instances
of substantial being are non-contingent.
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formulation of the argument from contingency in the
Metaphysics reads:

Nor can anything which is of necessity be
potential, and yet (xoutol) these things
[necessary beings] are primary, for if they
did not exist, nothing would exist.
1050b18-20
Aristotle locates his notion of contingent beings in the
context of contingent motion, and goes on to suggest that
because there is something eternally in motion, motion is
guaranteed. This is consistent with the idea that eternal
things (i.e. in this case the Unmoved Mover) are never

contingent or potential.’

When Aristotle opens his discussion of a first

principle in Book A, he indicates that there are three

kinds of substance: 1) physical and perishable, (a
physical <concrete ©particular), 2) physical and
imperishable, (the heavenly spheres), 3)non-physical (the
"unmoved movers"). The first two kinds belong to the
study of physics and the third kind belongs to some other
science, presumably metaphysics.? I will first deal

briefly with kinds 1 and 2.

1050b20ff
1069b2ff
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Aristotle says that it is impossible to generalise
in any all-encompassing way about the principles of

physical substances (i.e. 1), but that at the most

general level, they are analogous (avakoyov) in so far as,

a) everything has matter, form, privation
[otepnoic] and a moving cause [Tokivouv], (b)

the causes of substances [T0TWVOLOLWV XLTLE]
may be regarded as the causes of all
things, since if substances are destroyed,
everything is destroyed; and further (c)
that which is first in complete reality

[evteAexelx] 1is the cause of all things.
1071a34-7

The last point (c¢) harkens back to the Physics where it
is shown that a necessary being 1is required to ensure
continuous motion, and intimates the need for a guarantor
of the First Moved Mover's motion.'

The primary reality which guarantees motion in the
sense of a continuously circular locomotion is a physical
being yet not the kind that is subject to generation and
corruption (i.e. it is a substance of type 2). Such a
substance is required because motion is eternal:

substances are the first of existing

things, and if they are all destructive,

all things are destructible. But it is
impossible that movement should either come

'Physics 266a6-9
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into being or cease to be; for it must
always have existed. Nor can time come into
being and cease to be; for there could not
be a before and an after if time did not
exist. Movement also is continuous, then,
in the sense in which time is; for time is
either the same as movement or an attribute
of movement. And there is no continuous
movement except movement in place, and of
this only that which 1is circular 1is
continuous. (1071b5-11)

Circular movement is thought to be continuous because it
has no beginning and no end point, such as movement in a
straight line does.' The comparison of continuous motion
to continuous time suggests that, just as there would
have to have been a "time before" the first time, there
would have to be a "motion before" the first motion (to
get motion started). Since this is incoherent, we are
seeking a continuous motion.

Aristotle goes on to show that anything which is
capable of motion is, by virtue of that very capacity,
capable of non-motion, and hence it is also in need of an
explanation, and a guarantor:

even if we are to suppose that there is

something which is kinetic and productive

although it does not actually move or
produce, there will not necessarily be

'Physics 262al2ff
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motion; for that which has potentiality may
not actualize it. (1071bl3-14)

What is equally worth our attention 1is the
conceptual association of matter with potency.' This is
suggested by the fact that Aristotle says that the

ultimate guarantor of motion, "must be immaterial

[avev vANc]; for they must be eternal if anything is."?

Immaterial things are the most likely candidates for
eternity because material things are divisible and
therefore corruptible. An immaterial thing is subject to
neither division or corruption. Matter is the source of
potency, and anything with potency requires a prior
actuality to cause it to be actual.

Motion 1is physical, and as such motion requires
spaciality and consequently matter. While it is clear
that the material but eternal heavens are moveable but
incapable of destruction, the fact that these are

composed of some kind of matter perhaps suggests to

.cp Georgiadis, pg 13

°1071b20-3 Using the plural perhaps implies the "multiple"
unmoved movers which he postulates as the explanation of
variant celestial motion (see Chapter IV, Section 4). The same
condition of immateriality applies to the Unmoved Mover.



97
Aristotle that they possess potency, and as such it 1is

possible that they not move.

3. Actuality and Final Cause
Aristotle has said that the Platonists did not
adequately account for motion and change:!
Thus it will not help matters if we posit eternal
substances, as do the exponents of Forms, unless
there is in them some principle which can cause
change.1071b14-16°
There is, as I have previously suggested, nothing in the
nature of the Platonic principle(s) to indicate a
propensity to cause change. In what follows, I want to
suggest two things. 1) I want to suggest that there is
something in the nature of the First Moved Mover that
makes it cause motion and change, allowing, by a

principle of the continuity of motion, for each

individual substance to grow and change. Motion 1is

Tn an instructive passage, Ross (pg 180) summarises: "To
produce eternal motion there must be (1) eternal substance. So
far the Platonic Forms would suffice. But (2) this eternal
substance must be capable of causing motion, which forms are
not. (3) It must not only have this power but exercise it. (4)
Its essence must be not power but activity, for otherwise it
would be possible not to exercise this power, and change would
not be eternal, i.e. necessarily everlasting. (5) Such
substance must be immaterial, since it must be eternal."

1ep 1071b33ff, 1072alff
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required for the coming to be of the concrete particular,
in so far as some prior actuality must "move" in order to
create or procreate. Aristotle employs his notion of the
priority of the actual to argue for an actual cause of
motion and change, on the basis of the ambivalence of the
potential. 2)I also want to suggest that, given the
claim that non-material substances are essential
unities,’ in the Unmoved Mover, unity, being and
actuality converge as the guarantor of motion, which is
really to say that being/unity/actuality is the guarantor
of the existence of the xooupog¢. In order to understand
how claims 1 and 2 are so, we need to understand the
relationship of the guarantor of motion to the guarantor
of being.

The introduction of the importance of the priority
of the actual emerges when Aristotle puts forth what at

first seems to be an innocuous problem regarding potency.

'‘Given the essential unity of non-material entities, we
ought to expect that the guarantor of motion is actual and
unitary. This leads one to wonder if we aren't back in the
realm of participation in some higher formal unity again, in
so far as all non-absolute wunities might appear to
"participate" in some absolute unity. What one sees instead is
an attempt to render all formal or essential substance as a
unifying principle of its particular; the concrete particular
manifests that unification in terms of the matter-form union
and in terms of a potency seeking the actualization of an end.
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One might think, he says, that potency is prior to
actuality, on the assumption that actuality is logically
dependant on it. If this is the case, however, "none of
the existing things will exist."! The implication is
that, in the absence of a prior actual, there is no
guarantee of anything existing, since anything which
possesses ©potency also possesses potency for its
opposite. To claim the priority of the potential is to
disregard the need for an actual cause, or in other
words, to fail to recognize the most basic application of
the principle of sufficient reason.? If we accept, as
Aristotle says we must, his arguments for motion
requiring a circular and continuous locomotion, we must
also accept the need for a cause of that motion:
And since that which is moved while it
moves 1is intermediate, there is something
which moves without being moved, something
eternal which 1is both substance and
actuality.1072a24-6

Keeping in mind the associations of matter with potency,

and the immaterial with actuality, as well as the idea of

11071b25

’Aristotle's criticism of Plato regarding motion suggests
that the Platonists cannot account for motion and change at
this most primary level, and suggests that they, 1like
Parmenides, are left with a stagnant principle of being.



100
an immaterial substance being an essential unity, we
should expect that this Unmoved Mover is a primary unity,
the primary being, the primary substance. The question
remains how it causes motion.

It is my suggestion that in moving, the First

Moved Mover expresses its own actuality, its own

substance or totimvelwval. It is a substance whose motion

is an end in itself, an expression of its being, and for
an end: the imitation of the Unmoved Mover that results
from desire. Aristotle wants to say that in so far as the
First Moved Mover acts as an agent of motion,
guaranteeing motion for the whole continuous system, the
Unmoved Mover acts as a final cause, a "that for the sake

of which," for the First Moved Mover.:

'Gerson (1994) pp 86-7 maintains, "once Aristotle
establishes that being is a pros hen equivocal, he is obliged
to show that all beings are causally related to the primary
being or beings. If he does not, then the unity of the science
he is seeking, that is, the possibility of the science is not
established.” c¢p pp 136ff. There 1is, however a causal
relation, one that is physical, in so far as a continuum of
motion connects all substances, and the Unmoved Mover stands
as a final cause and guarantor of the continuum. Further, we
do not need the causality Gerson seeks if we take pros hen
equivocity to have epistemological, as opposed to ontological
force. I think that it is epistemological, since it has to do
primarily with the way in which we use terms, and less to do
with ontology.
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This of course raises the question regarding what

it 1is that can move without being moved, and 1leads
Aristotle to posit the object of desire/thought as that
which can do so. He does so on the ground that desire
results from an opinion regarding some good, and thought
about an object is what initiates desire. Thought is
moved by the intelligible, and substance is the primary
instance of what is intelligible, and the most simple and
the most actual instance of substance is primary. Hence
the Unmoved Mover is the guarantor of the subsequent
circular locomotion, since it is always actual, always
unitary and unmoved. The perfect example of being is that
for the sake of which the First Moved Mover moves and as

a consequence sets everything else in motion.!

YRandall (pg 141) says, "Aristotle argues that the
perfected functioning of the highest activity in the world is
the only justification, the only ‘reason why’ for the world’s
existence." I do not agree, however, with his idea (pg 143)
that "God is immanent in the world as its intelligible order,
and transcends the world as its ideal end: God is both formal
and final cause." The idea of the Unmoved Mover as a final
cause seems to work well enough in what follows without making
it a formal cause. The usual place to find succour for the
claim of immanence is in the analogy of the Unmoved Mover as
a general to the universe as an army (1075allff). Aristotle
suggests that the good of the universe is both something
separate and the orderly arrangement of its parts. Just as an
army finds its good both in the order the general imposes and
the general himself. The general is said to be independent of
the order, whereas the order depends on him. However, this is

(continued. . .)
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Aristotle’s explanation of all this is hardly

satisfactory. Here is what he actually says:

that for the sake of which [ov evekua] is
both that for which and that towards which,
and of these one is unmoveable and the
other 1is not. Thus it produces motion by
being loved, and it moves the other moving

things [8e T'aAAa kivel] (1072b3-5)°
Note here that in the case of immovable things, e.g. an
Unmoved Mover, final causality implies a good which is
the end of some action® (e.g. that of a First Moved
Mover), whereas by default, a final cause as a good for

something applies to moving things. The Unmoved Mover

(...continued)

an inaccurate analogy, since a general would not be a general
without an army to lead, whereas the Unmoved Mover would be
the Unmoved Mover whether the cosmos exists or not. Georgiadis
(pg 15) suggests, "We are supposed, I presume, to retain only
the relevant similarities in the metaphor, and not the
dissimilarities. It is to be noted that only the order of the
world is at issue, and there is no suggestion that the world
owes its origin to God. Rather, the suggestion is that God and
the world exist independently of each

other." Fuller (pg. 142) suggests, rightly, I think, that "the
passage is more than counterbalanced by a tendency to regard
God as essentially being outside the natural order."

!Trans Barnes. Tredennick translates, "the final cause is
not only “the good for something, ' but also "the good which is
the end of some action.' In the latter sense it applies to
immovable things, although in the former it does not; and it
causes motion as being an object of love, whereas all other
things cause motion because they themselves are in motion.”

’ie in the sense of end, not beneficiary. cp Broadie, pg
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then, is an object of love and causes motion in this way,
whereas everything else causes motion by being in motion
(i.e. in a cosmological continuity of motion).

Other things are in motion primarily because of a
continuity of motion. Further, their being and unity do

not result from a desire to "imitate" or understand the

Unmoved Mover.' Physical or natural (¢uvoikal) substances

which are changeable concrete particulars require motion
for their coming to be; they are nonetheless capable of
manifesting their own unity and being in virtue of

substantial form. If the Unmoved Mover 1s an immaterial

and immutable (axivnto¢), it manifests being and unity all

the more perfectly. In short, all substances bear being
and unity because that is what they do. Since Aristotle
critiques Plato about the lack of causal efficacy in the
theory of Forms, it would be odd to suggest that the
Unmoved Mover has an equally mysterious causal connexity
which is similarly metaphysical, i.e. pertaining to being
and unity. Substances do not convey being and unity to

other substances because substances themselves have their

! Except of course in the case of other rational souls,

and perhaps the secondary unmoved movers.
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own being and unity. We can maintain that corruptible
substances require motion for their generation, but not
that the Unmoved Mover conveys being and unity to them.

The function of the Unmoved Mover is to guarantee
motion,' as a perfectly actual entity that functions as
a final cause for the motion of the First Moved Mover.
This is not explained other than this, and we are left to
speculate what Aristotle might mean. The standard view,
surmised by Broadie, is the following:

The [First Moved Mover] as an expression of
love gives rise to a physical image of

eternal contemplation -- which physical
image 1is the eternal movement of the
sphere.’

The immediate difficulty seems to be that the actuality

of the potency for motion of the First Moved Mover ought

!The fact that the function of the Unmoved Mover, as
such, 1s to guarantee motion is clear from the way in which
Aristotle approaches a demonstration of its non-material
nature, based on certain principles from Chapter VIII of the
Physics. The existence of an eternal, immoveable and separate
substance has no magnitude because it causes motion for an
infinite time. Nothing finite has an infinite potency, but
there is no actual infinite. Consequently that which causes
infinite motion, or motion over an infinite tract of time can
have no magnitude at all. Of course the fact that it has no
magnitude suggests that it is non-material and non-physical.

'Broadie, pg. 2
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to be in something other than it,! but I have suggested

that xivnolgis the evepyela in the case of this being - it’s

actuality is motion. In a sense, the First Moved Mover
"imitates" in its own (material/physical) way the
perfection of the Unmoved Mover.?

The Platonic conception of imitation is a problem
because the separation of matter and form leaves the

material instance with no mechanism with which to

’i.e. in so far as Aristotle’s analysis of the continuity
of motion concludes that the actuality the motion of an agent
is in a patient.

’Ross (pg 181) suggests that "God is the efficient cause
by being the final cause, but in no other way. Yet he is the
final cause not in the sense of being something that never is
but always is to be. He is an ever 1living being whose
influence radiates through the universe in such wise that
everything that happens...depends on Him. He moves directly
the "first heaven'; i.e., He causes the daily rotation of the
stars round the earth. Since he moves by inspiring love and
desire, it seems to be implied that the ‘first heaven' has
soul." What I am suggesting is that the idea of efficient
cause, in this case where there is no physical contact with
the thing physically moving, and where such a cause of motion
is not co-extensive with the energeia of the mover, it makes
sense to speak of efficient and final cause as the same thing,
i.e. as performing the same function since the energeia and
kinesis of the First Moved Mover are collapsed. I would
resist, I think, (on common sense grounds or for want of the
mechanics for Aristotle to explain), the idea that the Unmoved
Mover's influence "radiates" through the universe. Aristotle
does have a perfectly good set of mechanics without needing
metaphors such as "radiation"; If being and unity are borne by
each substance, this explains their act-potency union and
their processes of actualisation, and the physical continuum
explains motion.
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imitate. Aristotle asks "what is it that works, looking
to the forms?" In Aristotle's metaphysic, however,
imitation is not the same kind of problem, since it 1is
not "participatory" imitation, but an attempt to "be
like" an object of desire. What I am suggesting is that
in this extraordinary doctrine of first principles,
Aristotle has an extraordinary sense of end, namely an
exemplary final cause.

Because the Unmoved Mover is an object of desire,
the First Moved Mover which desires it, expresses that
desire in the form of imitation. It imitates the perfect
actuality in the most perfect way that it can, namely
perfect physical actuality or circular motion. That is
what its desire of an exemplary end results in. Knowledge
of the object leads to desire to be like the object as
much as possible, within the confines of the physical
limitations of the imitator. Hence if the First Moved
Mover loves the Unmoved Mover, and wants to be like it,
it actuates its own version of perfection, namely

circular motion.



107

The obvious objection, the one that Broadie makes,’

is that an actually existing exemplary cause 1is not
needed for such a process of actualisation to occur in
the imitator. Why is the existence of such a final cause
needed? We could simply hypothesise 1its existence.
Indeed, part of Aristotle's solution to the problem of
separate forms was to reintegrate form and matter so that
the would-be "imitator" already has all that it needs
(ontologically) to actualise and procreate. There are
several important considerations here. 1) In the first
place, the reason Aristotle posits a perfectly actual
Unmoved Mover 1is that anything in motion has by
definition a potency, and that potency may never be
actualised. But given the contention that, Jjust as a
first instance of motion makes no sense, an external
actuality is a necessity of the system of continuous
motion he has constructed. 2) Secondly, if "illusion" is
possible for the First Moved Mover (i.e. if its actual
motion 1s guaranteed on the delusion that an Unmoved
Mover does exist) then the dispelling of illusion 1is

equally possible; at such time as a disillusionment takes

'Broadie, pg. 3., Also, Gerson (1994), pg 139.
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place, the motion of the cosmos 1is threatened or
extinguished. Moreover, if the Unmoved Mover does exist,
and the First Moved Mover is deluded into thinking it
doesn’t, then motion is extinguished. Hence the very
possibility of illusion appears to be an unacceptable
thesis. 3) Finally, the difference between imitation in
Plato and imitation of an exemplar in Aristotle makes all
the difference. In Plato's case, "imitators" of
"universal-substances" do not have what is necessary to
be like their exemplars - they lack a "full set of
equipment”" so to speak - they lack form or substance. In
Aristotle's case, both the imitator and the imitated have
a "full set of equipment." If Plato's physical objects
had a "full set of equipment," they wouldn't need to
imitate forms to acquire the full set.’

Particular instantiated paradigms or exemplars,
like a phronimos, or Unmoved Mover, can be imitated, and

can be objects of desire; the concepts of habit and

This is not to imply, however, that the First Moved
Mover is identical with the Unmoved Mover when the former is
actualised.One may ask what differentiates the thought of a
fully actualised First Mover from that of the Unmoved Mover.
The answer has to do with what each is, and not actuality qgua
actuality. The First Moved Mover'’'s thinking is that of a fully
actualised sensible substance, whereas the Unmoved Mover'’s
thinking is that of a fully actualised immaterial substance.
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virtue in the Nichomachean Ethics demands it. Plato's
forms fail to account for motion because there is nothing
substantial in the physical thing that could do the work
of imitating the paradigm. Aristotle, through a
reintegration of matter and form is allowed imitation
because of the reintegration. To say, however, that the
being and unity of the imitator is metaphysically derived
from the being and unity of the first principle is to
present a metaphysical scheme that Aristotle associates
with the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy, and he would
reject this. This is why I think it is incorrect to say,
as some scholars have, that Aristotle once proposed the
idea of a ‘gradable univocity’ of being. I take up this

issue in the next section.

4. Gradable Univocity

Some scholars®' have suggested that a particular
passage in Metaphysics II indicates that Aristotle once
believed in a metaphysical causal link between the being
of the Unmoved Mover and that of particular things. On

such an account, (gradable univocity) there is one notion

'Gerson (1994), pg 333; 339ff.
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of being, and a perfect example of it. Other things have
the same kind of being in degrees that are "graded" in
accordance to their conceptual "distance" from the truest
example of being. This 1is interpretation 1s hardly
warranted, and, I think, inconsistent with some key aims
of the Metaphysics. The passage in question reads:

Now we do not know a truth without its
cause; also, of things to which the same
predicate belongs, the one to which it
belongs in the highest degree is that in
virtue of which it belongs also to the
others. For example, fire is the hottest,
for fire 1is the cause of hotness 1in the
others. Likewise, therefore, that is most
true which 1is the cause of truth in
whatever is posterior to it. Accordingly,
the principles of eternal things are of
necessity always the most true; for they
are not merely true sometimes, nor is there
anything which is the cause of their being,
but they are the cause of the being of the
other things; accordingly as each thing is
related to its being, so is it related to
truth. 993b23-31

The suggestion that the principles of eternal things are
the cause of the being (oiti0v TOL €1voil) of other things
makes sense I think in terms of actuality guaranteeing

motion, and one need not make this a causal link of the

type implied by a gradable univocity.' Note that what is

*"Gerson, (1994) pp 333ff.
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caused by the oaitiov touv el1vort could simply refer to the

cause of the generation of substances as it does in the
Nichomachean Ethics.' All that is needed to render the
passage just cited consistent with our account is to
suggest that there is in the above passage a suppressed
premise, namely that the principles of eternal things
cause the being of other (non-eternal) things by ensuring
motion, a premise which is consistent with both the
Physics and the Metaphysics. Not only does this solve
worries over the relative dating of Metaphysics II, but
it avoids the difficult problem of imposing on Aristotle

a type of almost "participatory," causality, a gradable

'Eth Nic., 116lalé, 1162a7,1165a23. Gerson (1994) rejects
this possibility because 1) the principles of eternals, unlike
fathers, (the example in the Nichomachean Ethics) do not have
a cause of being and 2) because cause of being is obviously
not equivalent in this passage to "cause of coming to be". But
Aristotle doesn't say that the principles have a cause of
being, nor is it implied by my interpretation, and no reason
is given for why 2 is obvious. While Gerson is right to point
out that the eternals participate with the father in coming to
be, and not their principles, if the eternal principle is
sought in relations governing the Unmoved Mover and the First
Moved Mover, these are ultimately causes of the genesis of
other things, in so far as motion 1is required for that
genesis, and motion is what is guaranteed by such a relation.
In the end Gerson concedes that something like efficient
causality is intended, but he imposes on this the notion of
univocal graded causality, while failing to realise the role
that final causality plays in guaranteeing efficient causality
or motion as a whole in the system.
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univocity, which runs counter to the dependence of being
and unity on substance.

One may well ask about the relation of accidents
to concrete particulars, in so far as their being seems
to depend on the being of concrete particulars. The fact
that accidents are dependent upon substance does not mean
that their being is derivative - it only means that the
meaning of accidental being is derives from the meaning
substantial being. In this regard, something Hussain
suggests about pros hen equivocity is helpful:

Items in all categories are genuine onta,

accidental being is a mode of being. Real

dependence does not, as it does in Plato,
signify a loss of being and reality.!
Not only accidents, but other senses of substance,
generated, inanimate, and eternal, exist in their own
right - the differences have to do with whether they
exist dependently or independently, eternally or
contingently. The Unmoved Mover is not (like fire in

Metaphysics II) the "emanative" cause of material

substances.? It is only their final cause, in that

'Hussain, pg. 218.

Nor is it an efficient cause. Something Georgiadis (pg
14) says in this regard is instructive:"Aristotle makes the
{continued. . .)
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special sense that Aristotle has laid out for it and
arguably, of the contemplation that is the highest
actuality of the human soul. Once the process of motion
is engaged for the continuum of the material world, the
motion necessary for generation is guaranteed; once
generation has taken place, the substance has its own

being and unity.

5. Conclusion

I find it useful to summarise my thinking in this
section against the backdrop of the Platonic/Parmenidean
questions raised. The Unmoved Mover acts as a guarantor
of motion for the first eternal, circular motion spoken
about in the Physics. The Unmoved Mover is desired by the
First Moving Mover, but not by all things, except
perhaps, in the case of the Unmoved Mover being an
exemplary cause for man's contemplation. Man may well

have an elevated status in so far as man finds actuality

(...continued)

parenthetical point that we desire something because it is
good; it is not good because we desire it. Thought is the
principle. Thus objective value and its rational recognition
are the basis for Aristotle’s argument regarding the First
Mover. It is also to be noted that only final causality, and
not efficient causality, seems to be the causal modality of
the First Unmoved Mover."
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in contemplation of the Unmoved Mover. To suggest that
the unity or being of other things is conveyed by the
Unmoved Mover, or that they seek a being and unity that
transcends them is to place one back in the realm of
Platonic forms and imitation. Hence it makes more sense
to say that substances manifest being and unity because
they are substances and that is what substances do.

In re-integrating form and matter Aristotle stands
in contrast to the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy. To
suggest that other things get their unity by imitating
something else is in fact quite superfluous, once we
understand substances as the '"bearers" of being and
unity. In other words, just as Aristotle can say to Plato
that his forms are superfluous, he can say that the
Unmoved mover is not necessary to convey being and unity
to things - that is a function of their substance.

Corruptible substances manifest unity and being,
just as incorruptible substances do. O0Of course they
manifest unity and being in different ways, in so far as
they are different types of substance, but in so far as
they are substances, that is what they do. However the

Unmoved Mover is needed to guarantee motion. Motion in
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turn guarantees the being of other things, since motion
is required for technical production and natural
procreation. The existence of motion allows the primary
movements to occur which filter down to the exercise of
act-potency relations, which without generation could not
occur. We would do well to keep in mind what Aristotle
says at 1036b27-30:

it is impossible to define [a 1living

creature] without reference to movement and

consequently without reference to parts in

a certain condition.

What Aristotle has effectively done, is provide us with
a kinetic system whereby there is a guarantor of motion
because there is something whose actuality is motion. He
has further provided a mechanism for imitation that gives
the imitator something to "imitate with" - Aristotle
allows the participant to participate.

Hence the key physical and cosmological issues are
answered in terms of substance, its relation to the First
Moved Mover in terms of motion, and the kinetic actuality
of the First Moved Mover in relation to the Unmoved Mover
in terms of exemplary mimesis. Again, what the Platonic

metaphysical hierarchy lacked was something which could

cause motion by its very nature. Aristotle's commitment
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to the continuity of motion means that a guarantor of
motion must be in motion itself. His commitment to the
primacy of actuality means that a guarantor of motion
needs a completely actual guarantor that is immoveable.
His commitment to the primacy of substance means that
each substance conveys being and unity in virtue of its
own substantiality, but that this substantiality requires
a physical and a metaphysical guarantor. One guarantees
the coming to be of the concrete particular, and the
other guarantees the motion necessary for that genesis.
It is no small point that both of these cosmological
guarantors of actuality and of motion are causes or
explanations that are particular, unitary entities.
Ultimately, Plotinus will reject such an approach to

cosmology.



CHAPTER IV - Theology or Ontology?

1. Introduction

This chapter examines certain details of
Aristotle's cosmological first principles, and the
Unmoved Mover. In each of the three sections that follow,
I first offer an interpretation of an aspect of
Aristotle’s cosmology; I then attempt to say briefly what
I think Plotinus identifies as the primary difficulty
with that aspect of the principle. This prepares us for
Part II, in which (among other things) I attempt to give
an account of how Plotinus critiques Aristotle’s
metaphysics and asserts a revised Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy.

In Section 2, I attempt to say what it means to
characterise the Unmoved Mover as "thought thinking
itself."™ I suggest that the Unmoved Mover, as substance
par excellence, manifests unity and being most perfectly.

However, both the fact that the primary being "is" and

117
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the fact that it "thinks itself" allows Plotinus to say
that it admits of duality.

In Section 3 I suggest that by taking the Unmoved
Mover as the primary example of substance, we mediate the
confusion regarding whether the proper subject of
metaphysics is theology or ontology. In so far as all
other substances depend on the primary exemplar of being
and unity (which guarantees motion and hence their
generation), the Unmoved Mover is their principle and
cause. This is a key point for Plotinus, who thinks that
the principle of being and unity should not itself be a
being or a unity.

In Section 4, I suggest that Aristotle’s theory of
multiple unmoved movers, intended to deal with questions
of planetary variance, is 1nconsistent with the
conception of individuation that Aristotle builds on
assumptions about sensible substances. I maintain that
Aristotle falls prey, at this cosmological level, to
something like Parmenideanism himself, since, without
matter, or a prior principle of unity, his movers are
indistinguishable. In the Enneads, Plotinus takes him to

task on this very issue.
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2. Thought Thinking Itself

It is well known that Aristotle's Unmoved Mover is
said to be engaged in self-thinking. The Unmoved Mover is
a perfect Mind which thinks itself. As we have seen,
Aristotle has suggested that those things that have no
matter are essential unities, and the Unmoved Mover is
such a unity. I have already intimated the relationship
between matter and potency in Chapter III. A lack of
matter indicates the absence of potency for change or
movement, and therefore the Unmoved Mover cannot change
from one thought to another. The Unmoved Mover is a pure,
unitary, actuality. It is unchanged throughout eternity,
and it manifests the best activity - it thinks itself.
One might say that its being, its unity, and its thought
are the same.

Aristotle says that the life of the Unmoved Mover
is like the best that we temporarily enjoy, and that it
must be in that state always since its very actuality is
pleasure.’ As Aristotle regards that which we most enjoy
to be contemplation, the implication is that the Unmoved

Mover thinks:

11072b14ff
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Now thinking in itself is concerned with
that which is in itself best, and thinking
in the highest sense with that which is in
the highest sense best. 1072bl6-20

It is thinking that is the highest form of life, and is
pure actuality.®' Aristotle goes on to say that the
Unmoved Mover thinks itself eternally, and suggests that
the Unmoved Mover’s thinking and thought are identical:

thought thinks itself because it shares the
nature of the object of thought

[cuTOV O€ VOEL 0 VOUG KOTK METAANYLV TOL vontov] ;
for it becomes an object of thought in
coming into contact [yiyvetalOivyyavov] with

and thinking its objects, so that thought
and the object of thought are the same

[TavTtOov Voug Kol vontov]. For that which is
capable of receiving the object of thought,

i.e. the substance, 1is thought [t0 Yyap
OEKTIKOV TOU VONTOU KAl TNG OLOLE VOUG] . And it is

active [evepyel] when it possesses this
object. 1072b20-4?

Aristotle himself questions whether the identity
of vou¢ and vontov is a valid conception of thought, since
for the most part thought and its object are two

different things. This 1is the very objection that

Plotinus raises against Aristotle's conception of the

'cp Tredennick, (X-XIV) pg. 149

’Trans Barnes
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Unmoved Mover. Plotinus answers the question negatively,
and as such makes the Unmoved Mover the second principle
in his hypostatic system. I will have more to say about
this in Part II. What Aristotle maintains is that in
"some cases" the knowledge "is" the object:

As, then, thought and the object of thought
are not different in the case of things

that have not matter [punuAneyxeil], they will
be the same [T0 quto €0Tt], i.e. thinking
will be one [pw¢] with the object of
thought [T0 vooupevw]. 1075a3-5"

The question becomes what the thought of this
self-thinking would be like. Often I think we conceive of
Aristotle’s first principle as narcissistic, e.g. that it
loves itself and thinks only itself because nothing else
is worthy of its thought. Norman argues that the idea of
a "narcissistic" self-thinker is incorrect and comes from
a misunderstanding of what is meant by a mind thinking
itself.? According to him, the idea of a mind thinking
itself is best grasped by an examination of De Anima

ITI,4.° There we see two types of thinking, and the

!Trans Barnes
’cp Norman, pg 93

*ibid, 93-4
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criterion of difference is whether the mind is in potency
to something external or something internal. These two
types of thinking are: 1) mind in potency to external
forms, and 2) mind in potency to itself when it knows all

of the forms:'

Once the mind has become each set of its
possible objects, as a man of science
has...its condition is still one of
potentiality, but in a different sense from
the potentiality which ©preceded the
acquisition of knowledge by learning or
discovery: the mind 1is able to think
itself. (De Anima 429b5-9)

The first type of thinking suggests that the intellect is
potential because it does not "possess" its object. The
second suggests that it is actual, in so far as it does
"possess" its object.2 Says Norman,
in [potential intellect] intellect becomes
identical with the objects of thought,
whereas in [actual intellect] it is already

identical with them before it thinks
itgelf.?

'De An,429b5 Note that in both cases the mind is in
potency to something, either an external form, or to itself,
both of which suggest that there is a bifurcation or duality
in thinking, that it has two components, thinker and object of
thought. This duality forms the core of Plotinus' critique of
Aristotle which I examine in Part II.

’ibid pp 94-5

*ibid pg 95
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I take it here that the word '"before" should be
understood in terms of logical priority and not in terms
of temporal priority. For we must grant that 1f the
Unmoved Mover "thinks itself™" eternally, temporal
distinctions are out of place. It 1is clear enough,

though, that if a mind stands in potency to an external

object, some kind of kivnoig is required for it to

"possess" that object.' It would, however, be wrong to
suggest that the Unmoved Mover stands in any kind of
potency to any thought since, unlike material substances,
it contains no potency, but is always actual.

From the distinction drawn from De Anima, Norman
also suggests the following about Aristotle's approach in
A9,

The question ([what the Unmoved Mover
thinks] is posed in the form which of the
two kinds of thinking does it engage in? Is
it 1intellect (i.e. the capacity for
thought) or thinking, potentially or
actually, 1is the object of its thought
something external, or the mental concepts
that constitute its own mind? If the former
- i.e. if its essence is not thinking but
potentiality - then its state will be
determined by something other than itself,

11074b28
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viz. its external object of thought, and so
it will not be the highest reality.’'

The usual interpretation of the Unmoved Mover's
self-thinking is that the Unmoved Mover is the best thing
there is, and consequently nothing else is worthy of its
thought. This interpretation is imposed upon Aristotle by
requiring that the idea of the Unmoved Mover thinking
itself excludes other things. Here is what Aristotle
says:

It must think either itself or something

else; and if something else, then it must

think the same thing always, or different

things at different times. Then does it

make any difference, or not, whether it
thinks that which is good or thinks at

random? Surely it would be absurd [«ToTTOV]
for it to think about some subjects.

Clearly then, it thinks that which is most

divine and estimable, and does not change;

for the change would be for the worse...

(1074b3-8)

All that we observe here is that it would be "out
of place" for the Unmoved Mover to think of some things.
Self-thinking need not be represented as entirely

exclusive however. Any actualised mind that thinks

theoretically, and not about external objects, is engaged

'Norman, pg 98
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in self-thinking.' There is nothing to prevent it from
being engaged in continuous abstract thought; all of its
thinking is theoretical, and its theoretical thought 1is
distinguished from human thought by its eternity.? If the
Unmoved Mover thinks the thoughts that it has without the
help of external objects, then it is engaged in self-
thinking, but this does not mean that it has only to
think itself. It is not possible for it to think about
particular contingent things, presumably, since they come
into being and pass away; knowledge of a thing existing
at time T1 and not existing at time T2 would entail a
change in what it thinks. Further, since the Unmoved
Mover is completely actual, it may not change what it
thinks in any way, since thinking about ‘x’ while being
able to think about ‘y’ places the mind in a potency to
vy

The Unmoved Mover thinks itself, since this

Unmoved Mover 1s the highest being, or the most unified

!, This is certainly what Plotinus thinks about
Aristotle's Unmoved Mover, and it is why he nonetheless
"demotes" him.

2 n"when it is said that the Prime Mover ‘thinks itself,'
what 1s meant is not “self-contemplation,' but simply that
identity of intellect and object of thought that characterises
all abstract thought." Norman, pg. 97
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unity, the primary substance. Since the Unmoved Mover
thinks about itself and it is the primary example of
being and unity, it seems to follow that it thinks about
being or wunity 1in the most unqualified sense. The
thinking on thinking is a thinking of being and unity. In
the next section, I want to suggest that this exemplar of
substance so understood establishes a continuity between
theology and ontology in Aristotle’s philosophy.’

Plotinus sees in Aristotle, (as Plato perhaps saw
in Parmenides®), that to assert that the primary unity
"is," 1is to assert multiplicity of the first principle.
To suggest that it "thinks itself" also implies
multiplicity. What I will suggest in Part II is that, in
his metaphysical hierarchy, Plotinus will "demote"
Aristotle's Unmoved Mover to the second level of his

hypostatic ladder, that which thinks the Forms, Nous.’

'This is not to say that ontology is "reducible" to
theology, or even that it "culminates" in theology; rather it
indicates that an important aspect of ontology has to do with
its highest principle, the divine Unmoved Mover, which is an
exemplar of substance par excellence.

’At, esp Parmenides 1424, and throughout.

*Plotinus’ identification of the Unmoved Mover with Nous
may in part in part derive from a passage in the De Anima,
where Aristotle says, "It was a good idea to call the soul
‘the place of the forms’ though (1) this description holds

(continued...)
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3. Theology and Ontology

Some scholars have maintained that Aristotle 1is

inconsistent in his different statements regarding the

proper subject matter of metaphysics. In Book I' of the

Metaphysics, the claim is made that metaphysics is about

being gua being; In Book E, we find the claim that it is

theology. Here is what Aristotle says in I':

Clearly, then the study of things which are
qua being, also belongs to one science. Now
in every case knowledge 1is principally

concerned with that which is primary [Tou
npwTtov], 1i.e. that upon which all other
things depend, and from which they get
their names. If then, substance [ovolx] 1is

this primary thing, it is of substances
that the philosopher must grasp the first

principles [tag apyo¢] and causes [T0g
oTieg].1003b15-19

In E, he says the following:

the primary science treats of things which
are both separable [ywpliota] and immutable

[exkivnTta] . Now all causes must be eternal,
but these especially; since they are the

*(...continued)
only of the intellective soul, and (2) even this is the forms
only potentially, not actually." (De An. 429a27-8. Plotinus

will maintain that any thinker is always composed of two
parts, the voug and the vontov, and that there is potency and
multiplicity in such a being.
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causes of what is visible of things divine
[Twov Bewwv]. Hence there will be three

speculative philosophies [prAocodrar
BewpnTikai]: mathematics, physics, and
theology [0eoAoyikn] - since it is obvious

that if the divine is present anywhere, it
is present in this kind of entity; and also
the most honourable science must deal with
the most honourable class of subject.

The speculative sciences then, are to be

preferred to the other sciences, and
theology to the other speculative sciences.
1026a

It is interesting to note, however, that E opens with the

statement that, "It is the principles and causes of the

ll1

things which are that we are seeking. In the passage I

have just cited from I', Aristotle seems to be saying the

same thing: "it is of substances that the philosopher
must grasp the first principles [tagapyec]". This perhaps

suggests that the "two conceptions" of metaphysics are
not as far apart as one might think. It is quite
plausible that we will learn something very important
about the "principles"and "causes" of beings in looking

at the most excellent substance, the Unmoved Mover.?

11025b1

The fact that plural principles and causes are mentioned
(continued...)
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Further, while the principles and causes of things

undoubtedly refer to Aristotle’s famous four, the Unmoved
Mover is also a cause of beings (plural).

Some attempts to rectify the apparent discrepancy

in E and T" take up issues of dating the text. Natorp for

example, says that attempts to identify theology and

first philosophy are interpolations of a "later hand."’

However, since Book K (Chapters 1-8) summarises books B,

I' and E, it means that Book K is also a later

interpolation,' and the question of why the "later hand"
saw no inconsistency between E and I' remains unanswered.
Jaeger, on the other hand, suggests Jjust the

opposite, that theological references are to an "earlier,

Platonising stage." According to Jaeger, first philosophy

*(...continued)

perhaps leaves room for Aristotle's First Moved Mover as well
as the theory of multiple movers (which I take up in the next
section). I think it significant that Aristotle at one point
summarises his reflections on the Unmoved Mover in the
following manner: "Such then is the first principle [opXng]
upon which depend the sensible universe and the world of
nature." (1072bl3) cp. 1073a23.

'e.g. as Patzig argues, pg. 35
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as theological and Platonic stands in sharp contrast with

the later vision of first philosophy.’

Both the inclusion of I' and E in the summary in
Book K, and the consistency of I' with the opening remarks

of E, indicate that Aristotle may not have seen

"metaphysics as theology" "and metaphysics as ontology"
as inconsistent. If the Unmoved Mover functions as the
first principle and primary example of being and unity,
and, via the First Moved Mover, is the ultimate cause of
substances,” then in order to grasp the causes of
substances, we have to understand that substance which is
most excellent.? All that is required is that the Unmoved

Mover be the primary exemplar of substance, and I have

been maintaining this at any rate. Patzig says, about E,

that

'Jaeger, pg. 218.

e.g in so far as all sensible substances require motion
for their generation, which motion is guaranteed by the First
Moved Mover whose motion is in turn guaranteed by the Unmoved
Mover.

It would be odd that Aristotle's theology spent all of
its time talking merely about a self-thinking unity; this
would place us back into the science of Parmenides, and even
he talks about more than just this.
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it is clear from these remarks that the
embarrassing contradiction between a ‘first
philosophy’ which is universal ontology and
a ‘first philosophy’ which, as theology,
investigates only the subject of God did
not exist for Aristotle. First
philosophy...is theology of so special a
kind that it is as such at the same time
ontology. Aristotle is envisaging here a
philosophical discipline that is both a
first and a general philosophy, and a
substance that is so superior to all other
substances that it can be called in a
certain sense substance in general.’

The suggestion is that the Unmoved Mover is the primary
example of substance, upon which all other substances
depend. Again, this is consistent with the idea that
substances are (in ontological abstraction)? essential

unities. It is also consistent with the claim, made both

at I' and E, that we are looking for the principles and

causes of substance.

'Patzig, pg 38.I fully recognise that it would be absurd
to say that the Metaphysics is primarily about God. This does
not mean, however, that understanding the role of the Unmoved
Mover 1s not essential to grasping the nature of being qua
being, since the primary example of being is also the
principle of all beings.

’I say "ontological abstraction" to distinguish from
epistemic abstraction, or the recognition of separate
components in a concrete particular. This notion I take from
Aristotle’s musing at H 6, where Aristotle says that things
that have no matter at all are essential unities (1045b23-4).
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Patzig holds that, for Aristotle, metaphysics is

a "doubly-paronymous science," or that there are two
levels of pros hen equivocity going on in the
Metaphysics. What this means is that, in Patzig’s view,
all sensible substances stand in a pros hen equivocal
relation to the Unmoved Mover, just as attributes stand
in a pros hen equivocal relationship to sensible
substances. However, we need not assume that pros hen
equivocity is anything but intra-categorial; there is no
good reason to assume that it does apply to different
types of substance (sensible, eternal material, non-
material); given the fact that all substances bear being
and unity, we ought to think that all of these substances
qua substances are meant as such bearers. The
predication of being and unity in the case of the Unmoved
Mover is more precise, whereas in the case of sensible
particulars, being and unity is spliced with material
recalcitrance. This introduces potency into the prior
actuality of sensible substance, causing impediments to
the actuality and resulting in differentiation. This does
not mean that "substance" in the case of concrete

particulars is used "equivocally, " however.



133

One difficulty with the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy is that it denies substantiality to concrete
particulars. Aristotle grants substantiality to the
paradigm and the sensible particulars. As a paradigm, the
Unmoved Mover does better what it is that all substances
do - it manifests being and unity; given the absence of
matter, and the claim that all formal substances are
essential unities, it is most fully being and unity.

I should perhaps note that Patzig does not seem to
think that the account of substances in the central books
of the Metaphysics is consistent with what he envisions
as the "doubly-paronymous" structure. He suggests,

the three so-called books on substance of

the Metaphysics...cannot be fitted into the

account of the doubly-paronymous ontology

that I have outlined. It is true that in

these books beings in the other categories

are still related to substance as the

‘first being’; but there is no trace of an

essential reference in the analysis of

natural substance to the doctrine of the

‘prime mover. ‘'

However, if we say that the "job" of substance is
to stand as the primary, ontologically efficacious bearer

of being and unity, and this happens at both the level of

the Unmoved Mover and sensible substance, the difficulty

. Patzig, pg 46.
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seems to vanish. The sense of substance as bearer of
being and unity in the Unmoved Mover and in sensible
substances is the same; the Unmoved Mover "bears" being
and unity most perfectly; sensible substances manifest
being and unity, only less perfectly.

Moreover, once one realises the necessity of the
Unmoved Mover as a guarantor of the motion of the First
Moved Mover, which in turn is necessary to guarantee the
motion of the system that is necessary for sensible
substances to come to be in the first place, it makes no
odds that Aristotle does not refer to the Unmoved Mover
in the central books. Indeed one may take the central
books as a focused discussion of sensible substances that
is premised on the entire metaphysical structure of
movers that Aristotle erects, or thinks is implied by
sensible substances.®

The larger difficulty, implicit in Plotinus, is
that Aristotle has a particular thing as the primary
cause and principle of his system. The Unmoved Mover, the

principle and cause of substances, is itself a substance.

'i.e., it is implied because sensible substances are
corruptible and come to be. Their genesis and corruption
requires motion and that is what the system of cosmological
movers guarantees.
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One of the driving forces of Plotinus' rejection of
Aristotle is that the cause of substantiality should not
itself be a substance; the principle of unity should not
be a unity, and the principle of being should not be a
being. Plotinus, in seeking a principle of being and

unity, looks in fact to his understanding of Plato's

Good, which is said to be "eTmekelva tng ovoleg. "

4. Unmoved Movers

It seems clear that Aristotle posits an Unmoved
Mover as the guarantor of motion. A separate, but not
entirely unrelated, difficulty occurs when Aristotle
tries to account not only for the movements of the
celestial spheres, but for the regular variations of
planetary movement which one observes. The introduction
of a multiple number of Unmoved Movers in A8 is directed
to this problem of planetary variance. Such was, in part,
the project of Plato's Timeaus, and of much of the
important work of Academics like Eudoxus and Callipus,

whom Aristotle discusses in A8.°

'1073bff; cp G. Lloyd 148.
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For Aristotle, the fact that the Unmoved Mover has
no matter, and is completely actual, ought to indicate
that there is only one such being. This is suggested by
the fact that all things which are many in number have
matter, or as we have seen, material substance plays an
important role, although it is not the primary cause of,
individuation. In cases of sensible substances, "man®
applies to many men, but Socrates is one, distinct from
the universal "man" and other men because the substantial
form in him is individuated by matter/form.'

The primary essence has no matter because it is a

complete energeia in the highest sense and is therefore

one, in both formula and number (Aoyw kol apiBpw).? What

becomes more difficult for Aristotle to explain, in the
absence of matter/potency, 1s the existence of many
"Unmoved Movers."

In the main, it seems that Aristotle in the
Physics and the Metaphysics would prefer to simplify

matters by having a system with one ultimate mover as a

'1074a34-5

21074a35ff
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unitary teleological/exemplary cause. At Physics 259a he
says,

Nevertheless there is something that
comprehends [all the movers of non-eternal
beings], and that as something apart from
each one of them; and this is the cause of
the fact that some things are and others
are not and of the continuous process of
change; and this causes the motion of the
other movers, while they are the causes of
the motion of other things. Motion, then,
being eternal, the first mover, if there is
but one, will be eternal also; if there are
more than one, there will be a plurality of
such eternal movers. We ought, however, to
suppose that there is one rather than many,
and a finite number rather than an infinite
number. Physics 259a3ff.

Here Aristotle mentions the possibility of more than one
Unmoved Mover, which Jaeger suggests is a later addition

to the text by Aristotle, in order to accommodate the

considerations of Metaphysics A8.%' However, Aristotle

seems hesitant posit more than one unmoved mover, citing
his preference for only one. It 1is unclear why such
hesitation would present itself if this passage was meant

to accommodate his (late) considered position. A better

'Jaeger, pg. 346ff. But see Owens, pg. 282. Indeed Jaeger
suggests that this chapter is a late and hardly finalised
interpolation. Aristotle's own hesitance regarding the final
number of Unmoved Movers suggests as much, although the fact
that in both the Physics and Metaphysics he is willing to
entertain the idea of many Unmoved Movers shows that he was
not unaware of the difficulty of celestial motion.
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suggestion might be that Aristotle was unclear on the
issue. We shall see Plotinus takes him to task for this.

Aristotle begins the discussion of multiple

Unmoved Movers by saying that the first principle and

primary reality (op)m K&l TO TPWTOV TWV OVIWV) 1is unmoveable

both essentially (kaf'aquto) and accidentally (ouvuBebnkog),

and that it excites the primary form of motion which is
eternal.' We also observe other eternal spatial movements
which must be accounted for:

there are other spatial motions - those of
the planets - which are eternal (because a
body which moves in a circle is never at
rest - this has been proved by our physical
treatises): then each of these spatial
movements must also be excited by a
substance (ovowr) which 1is essentially
immoveable and eternal. For the nature of
heavenly bodies is eternal, being a kind of
substance, and that which moves is eternal
and prior to the moved; and that which is
prior to substance must also be a
substance. It is therefore clear that there
must be an equal number of substances in
nature eternal [tmqv  te  ¢uvov  odoug]
essentially unmoveable [akivnTouvg kaB'ovtac]

and without magnitude [avev peyeBoug].
1073a26-1073bl

*1073a23-6
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The position that Aristotle reached in his
investigations (in the form it has come down to us at
least) is wanting; part of what is wanting, I think, is
that Aristotle's notion of "individuation", such as it
is, is built up from his examination of concrete material
particulars. Form 1is the primary principle of
individuation, as I have argued, but in material
particulars, form stands in relation to some commensurate
matter, and in virtue of its commensurability, it 1is
distinguishable from other forms. In the case of multiple
unmoved movers, where each one is entirely actual (and
hence not commensurate with any potency), it is not clear
how Aristotle will distinguish them.

Aristotle goes on to argue that there is only one
heaven, which appears to be inconsistent with the
argument about a multiple number of movers,® and more
importantly, since the argument used appeals to the need
for matter to individuate a number of heavens, one 1is
left wondering how the multiple movers are individuated.

Evidently there is but one heaven. For if

there are many heavens as there are many
men, the moving principles, of which each

'proof perhaps that A8 is a late interpolation. cp.
Tredennick, XII, 8, pg 160, note b.
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heaven will have one, will be one in form
but in number many. But all things that are
many in number have matter. (1074a32-4)

Presumably, Aristotle would distinguish them on the

basis of the ‘order’ (tafiv) in which they stand, an order

which corresponds to the spatial motions of the heavenly
bodies:

it is clear that the movers are substances

[ovolr] and that one of them is first and

another second and so on in the same order

[ta€lv] the spatial motions of the heavenly

bodies. (1073bl-3)
The difficulty, however is that these ‘substances’ ought
to be prior to the order in which one finds evidence for
their existence (e.g. planetary movement) since it is the
movers that explain that order, and not the other way
around. Hence the order cannot be appealed to as an
explanation of the individuation of the movers. Given our
examination of sensible substances, one might suggest
that the unmoved movers, since they are substances, are
self-individuating. But unlike sensible substances, these
eternal substances are completely actual - they have no

commensurability with potency whereby they differ from

one another. Hence it remains unclear how Aristotle can
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explain their individuality. The consequence seems to be
that Aristotle falls prey to the difficulty of
distinguishing immaterial particulars. Jaeger says,

If matter is the principle of

individuation...either the movers of the

spheres cannot be immaterial, since they

form a plurality of exemplars of a genus,

or Aristotle refutes himself by retaining

his doctrine of immateriality, since this

excludes individual multiplicity. In either

event he falls into contradictions with the

presuppositions of his own philosophy.’'
Jaeger treats of matter as the principle of
individuation, whereas my own interpretation treats of
the substantial form in the concrete particular as the
principle of individuation. My thinking is that Aristotle
in fact builds up a notion of individuation based on the
material concrete ©particular. This conception of
individuation is incapable of dealing with immaterial
concrete particulars. Again, one might think that if the
substantial form was the individuating feature, then this
ought to pose no problem for Aristotle. However, his
notion of substantial form is based on an analysis of the

concrete material particular, wherein the

commensurability of substantial form with matter in a

'‘Jaeger, pg. 352.
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matter/form union is what individuates. Hence one comes
to the same conclusion as Jaeger, namely that the Unmoved
Movers are indistinguishable on Aristotle's own
principles.

Plotinus, as I have suggested, takes Aristotle to
task on this very question of the individuation of many
"Unmoved Movers." This also points to the larger question
of being and unity, because we cannot forget that
Aristotle is asserting, on the one hand, that separate
immaterial substances exist, and on the other, the
incoherence of Platonic XxwplLopog. One key reason for
denying separation is, as we have seen, that Aristotle
thinks it leads to Parmenideanism. Aristotle's move is to
make being and unity convertible, universal, posterior
to, and predicated of, particulars.

When Aristotle has to individuate non-material
particulars, he can appeal to neither unity nor being,
since these being and unity are posterior to their
substantiality. If unity were prior to immaterial
substances, then they could be individuated, since unity
would "bear" or provide this particularity for them. A

prior principle of unity could be appealed to as an
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explanation of why immaterial things are nonetheless
unities. But since for Aristotle, substances must "bear"
being and unity, there is no coherent appeal to unity as
a cause of individuation. Aristotle’s ‘immaterial
substances’ fall into the trap of Parmenideanism.

Plotinus points out that Aristotle’s multiple
movers are indistinguishable, and one wonders if, in
light of this difficulty, he is motivated to reassert the
priority of unity, to use the idea of a prior principle
of unity to ground the multiplicity of Forms in his
second principle, Nous. Cast in this light, it makes
sense for Plotinus to affirm what Aristotle had denied,
namely that Forms are dependent upon a prior principle of

unity for their existence.

4. Conclusion

The three key points I have raised in this chapter
indicate the types of things that Plotinus will want to
say 1in response to Aristotle's metaphysics. Plotinus
wants to say 1) that a self-intellecting thing is by its
very nature multiple, and that an existing thing is by

that very nature multiple, 2) that a principle of unity



144
ought not to be a specific thing, a unity or being
itself, and 3) that the idea of a number of immaterial
principles won't work unless there is a prior principle
of unity to ground their individuality.

What follows in the second part of the thesis is
an attempt first to examine some later interpretations of
Plato and Aristotle that seem to have influenced
Plotinus. This, coupled with an investigation of the
influence of Plato and Parmenides on Plotinus, lays the
groundwork for a more detailed examination of Plotinus’
rejection of Aristotle's conceptual scheme of
convertibility, and the reconstruction, in a new key, of

a Platonic metaphysical hierarchy in the Enneads.



PART II - PLOTINUS



INTRODUCTION TO PART II

1. Thematic Introduction

One useful way of understanding the history of
Greek metaphysics 1s in terms of a series of shifts in
the perceived role of being and unity in various
metaphysical systems. Parmenides attempted to show that
an "abstract" notion of unity was the ground of the
cosmos, and that it was identical with the cosmos at the
same time. Plato postulated the existence of transcendent
unitary grounds or Forms, all of which are grounded by an
ultimate grounding unity, the One or the Good. The
"abstract" notion of unity is separated from the Forms
which it grounds, and Forms are separated from the
particulars which they ground. Aristotle suggests that
particular things in the cosmos ground their own being
and unity, and that a particular substance, the Unmoved
Mover grounds the continuum of motion, and consequently

the substances in the cosmos.

146
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In the first half of this thesis I have tried to
indicate the direction of Aristotle's metaphysics against
the backdrop of his critique of the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy. I have also identified three main difficulties
within Aristotle's metaphysical position that Plotinus
seems to react against: 1) The Unmoved Mover, conceived
of as thought thinking itself engenders multiplicity and
cannot function as a wunitary first principle. 2)
Aristotle's theory of multiple movers lacks a coherent
mechanism for their individuation. 3) The first principle
is itself a unity and a being, which, as I shall attempt
to show, requires (in Plotinus' eyes) a principle and a
source.

In this half of the thesis, I intend to examine
Plotinus' metaphysical system and some of its influences.
My primary concern with his system is with the relations
of the first two "hypostases" of that structure, the One
and Nous. In looking at Aristotle I spent a considerable
amount of time dealing with the relations of being and
unity in particular substances, since that 1is where
Aristotle sees the importance of the relations of unity

and being. For Plotinus, what is of primary import is the
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meeting of being and unity in Nous, as they emerge from
a transcendent unity. Hence the focus of my discussion of
Plotinus will be on that set of relations. It is no small
point that Plotinus, in trying to establish a revised
sort of Platonic metaphysical hierarchy, should care less
about the being and unity of particular substances and
more about their relations to each other as formal
principles. Another concern is to shed some light on why
he postulates a principle which is beyond being or the
Nous, which he identifies (conceptually) with Aristotle's
Unmoved Mover.

My suggestion in what follows will be that we
find in Plotinus the recognition that a “"thinker
thinking"” himself cannot function as the primary unity of
a coherent metaphysical system, that there must be
something which grounds the unity of anything which has
two components, for even a self-intellecting Unmoved
mover has two components, thinker and object of thought.
This led him to reassert the transcendence of a first
unity, and this transcendence is a transcendence not only

of thinking, but of being as well. What this in effect
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gives rise to in the thought of Plotinus is an attempt to

explain not only the order, but the source of being.’

'Rist, "The One of Plotinus and the God of Aristotle,"
pg. 83.
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2. Plotinus' Hypostatic System
In my exposition of Plotinus’ metaphysical system,
I shall concentrate on two primary issues: 1) the reasons
for projecting a unitary ground, the One, that is beyond
being, and 2) what it means to say that the One is beyond
being. I will, at present, give a brief overview of
Plotinus' view of the cosmos, and then turn to an
examination of some of the views which influenced his
position.
Plotinus believes that the cosmos is grounded by
a principle of unity, the One, which is beyond both being
and thought. This perfect and complete principle gives

1

rise to a second primary principle or hypostasis,  Nous,

'Much argument has been passed about the nature of
"hypostasis, " in Plotinus. Gerson (1994), pg. 2 notes that the
term is applied to "wisdom," "matter," "love," "numbers,"
"relation," "time," "motion," and so on. The reason people
want to say that Plotinus has "Three Primary Hypostases" is
because Porphyry in editing called Ennead V.1 by this title.
While some have suggested that this is no good reason to
assert that Plotinus in fact has them, I think that Porphyry
probably knew what he was talking about; however it should be
noted that the title Porphyry chose was the Three Primary
Hypostases, which should suggest that Plotinus depends on the
functional notion in more than these primary ways. Common
sense dictates that anyone who engages in a discussion about
Plotinus knows very well that for the most part discussion of
Hypostases refers to the One, Nous and Soul, and hence we seem
to be able to communicate Jjust fine with a bracketed
understanding. The debate between Deck and Anton as to whether
the One is "properly" hypostasis is interesting, in so far as

(continued...)
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by a process of emanation,' wherein it first produces
unlimited being, which is then limited by intellection.
The combination of an unlimited outflow of being, and the
limiting nature of thought, is Nous, the second

hypostasis, which Kenney calls a monadology of self-

(...continued)
it engages the question of whether a hypostasis entails being
or not. Both articles are reproduced in Harris, ed., The

Structure of Being. (For more on 0T00l{, cp Bussanich, "Inner
Life," pg. 164 ff.) I use the term "hypostasis" to refer to
the three primary ones, and I believe that the One is a
hypostasis which is beyond being.

'Armstrong (1937) pg. 62 suggests that "emanation" 1is
taken over from a Stoic notion of material emanation, and
meant to do non-material work. He notes, however that an
account of the capacity of the individual to receive unity
which Plotinus gives in VI.4-5 is substituted for emanation,
wherein each thing participates in the One according to its
capacity. (Architecture, pg. 60) Lee suggests that this
"receptiveness" ought to be seen as an aspect of integral
omnipresence. ("The Doctrine of Reception," pg. 96). What is
positively fascinating, is that where Armstrong (1937) and
(1960) sees a particular account of Emanation (VI.4.7) as
Plotinus all but deconstructing the emanation theory, Sells
(1994) takes the same passage as an example of apophatic
reasoning. For my discussion of Plotinus' philosophy, nothing
stands or falls on this, but I think that Sells may be right
in so suggesting. Gerson (1994) pg. 27, in calling "emanation
a category mistake" suggests, "I suspect the attraction of
emanationism as an interpretation of Plotinus' metaphysics
derives in part from supposing that this is the best way to
explain the derivation of multiplicity from wunity or
complexity from simplicity. In order to remove this

attraction, we need only to consider that this apyn of all is

known only by its effects, which are all cases of complexity.
Accordingly, there could be no derivation of multiplicity from
unity in the sense of a strict demonstration.”
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intellecting forms. This is, I think, a very useful
notion. Says Kenney:

Plotinus’ realist theology is. . . at base
a monadology, for the world of being
exhibits upon examination a collective
unity of monadic intellects. . .Just as
nous as a whole thinks itself, and ‘this
thinking is idea,’ so also the intelligible
character of each form is a function of its
own exercise of intellection.?

The idea of calling Nous a "monadology " is to suggest
that each of the forms in Nous is a unity unto itself
that is in harmony with all of the other forms, and that
in its self-intellection, it reflects all of the other
forms as related to itself, much as each monad 1in
Leibniz’s system refers to every other monad in terms of
an infinite number of true predicates. That each form is
a monad, and the collection of forms in ©Nous a
monadology, also stresses the interconnectedness and
harmony of the expressions of unity that each form
represents, as well as the individuality of each form.
One gets a sense of this in the following lines from

Enneads V.9.8:

If, then, the thought [of Nous] is of what
is within it, that which is within it is

'Kenney, pp 148-9
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its immanent form [Ttoe€ldo¢toevov], and this
is the Idea [n wWea)l. What then is this?
Intellect [vou¢] and intelligent substance

[n voepa ovole] ; each individual Idea is not

other than Intellect, but each is
Intellect. And Intellect as a whole is all
the Forms, and each individual Form is an
individual intellect, as the whole body of
knowledge is all its theorems, but each
theorem 1is a part of the whole, not as
being spatially distinct, but as having its
particular power 1in the whole. This
Intellect therefore is in itself and since

it possesses itself [eywv eavtov] in peace
is everlasting fullness [€V novyle KoOpog
aet] . (vV.9.8, 1-8)

Nous is a unity of multiplicity, which perceives
directly and immediately all of the forms, which also
perceive themselves directly and immediately. This One-
Many, Nous, gives rise to a third Hypostasis, Soul, which
thinks discursively, and can be seen to have an upper
soul which apprehends and conveys order to the material
realm below it, by creating "place holders" of a sort for
bodies. Soul also has a lower component which gives life
and sense perception to the places marked out by upper
soul. Human souls have a part of them that resides with
Nous, while the rest of them is engaged in the bodily.

The aim of life in this hypostatic system is to disengage
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the soul from material concerns, or weak expressions of
unity, and to recollect the true unity of the self that
always resides with Nous. If the soul is able to turn
inward and actualise itself, it ascends to the level of
Nous, from which it may attempt a mystical union with the
One which is beyond being.

We have seen that some of the key objections which
Aristotle raises against separate Forms are as follows:'
1) Forms fail to account for motion and change.

2) Forms don't help the existence of particulars, since
they are not in particulars.

3) Forms cannot both be particulars and have separate
existence, if they are predicated of other things.

Plotinus’ hypostatic, emanative metaphysics seems
to be able to offer an answer to these questions while
retaining (if not amplifying) the essence of the Platonic
metaphysical hierarchy: Unity - Being - particulars. The
concept of emanation in part deals with the question of
motion and change, for the 1living continuity of the

cosmos speaks to the continuity of motion that Aristotle

suggests 1is required; further the evepyeio that emerges

lcp 1079b15-18
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from the One shows the One to be source and guarantor of
the cosmos. The question of the existence of concrete
particulars is solved by making them emanative
projections of particular forms at the hypostatic level
of Soul. The division into genera and species is the
result of a corresponding increase in the intrusion of a
material principle on an emanating prior Unity, or
viewed conversely, the result of the weakening of the
emanative force of the One. The general problem of the
XxwpLopo¢ is also mediated by the theory of emanation,
whereby the being and unity are emanated from a first
principle in a kosmos which is a 1living "unity of
multiplicity, a living being."

When we examine Plotinus’ critique of Aristotle,
we see that he uses Aristotle's own understanding of the
relation of being and unity and, his conception of
thinking, to undermine the first principle of the
Aristotelian system. What Plotinus ultimately concludes,
I think, is that the ultimate principle of being and
unity 1is not an exemplar of being and unity, or a
paradigm per se; rather the One is, in the spirit of

Platonism and contra Aristotle, beyond being and knowing.
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Aristotle's unitary principle is a unitary being, and in
Plotinus' eyes, the unity of this being requires a

principle and a source.

3. Structural Introduction

Part II of the thesis has the following chapters:

In Chapter V, I want to connect Plotinus more
explicitly with Plato and Parmenides, in the hope of
establishing conceptual 1links that help explain what
Plotinus is doing with his metaphysics, and why he
rejects Aristotle's position on being and unity

In Chapter VI, I will examine some key themes and
interpretations of Plato by the Middle Platonists, with
an eye to locating Plotinus conceptually within the
Platonic/Pythagorean tradition. The developments in
Platonism, also shed light on why Plotinus understands
Plato and Aristotle in the way that he does.

In Chapter VII, I focus on some implicit and
explicit criticisms Plotinus makes of Aristotle, as well
as remarking briefly on the kinds of innovations Plotinus
takes over from Aristotle in order to make his own theory

work.
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Chapters VIII and IX discuss the metaphysics of
Plotinus proper. Chapter VIII discusses the relationship
of being and unity in the hypostatic system in terms of
some of some of the ‘axiomatic’ assumptions Plotinus
makes. The emphasis is on the relation of the One to
Nous. Chapter IX explains why the One has to be beyond
both thinking and being.

The second half of the thesis, then, has several
goals, including: 1) understanding how Plotinus locates
himself conceptually within the Greek
metaphysical/philosophical tradition. I think that
grasping is position on being and unity provides valuable
insights into this. 2) Examining the general drift of
some of Plotinus’ Middle Platonic predecessors, so as to
render more accessible his interpretation of Plato and
his critique of Aristotle. 3) Seeing how Plotinus
reinstates the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy, and what
this means for the transcendency of his first principle,

the One.



Chapter V- Parmenides and Plato

1. Introduction

In this chapter, I propose to look at some of the
specific comments Plotinus makes about Plato and
Parmenides. What emerges from this investigation is the
sense that Plotinus views himself as the heir to
Platonism, and that he is giving a true account of Plato.
That his account varies from Plato’s considerably is in
part accounted for by the revisions and innovations of
later Platonists from whom Plotinus inherited his
understanding of Plato.!

In Section 2 of this chapter, I look briefly at
some of the comments Plotinus makes about his presocratic
predecessors. From these remarks it is clear that he
places himself in a "Pythagorean" lineage, and that he
regards unity as the key problem to which all of his

predecessors were seeking a solution.

'T discuss some of these in Chapter VI.

158
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In Section 3, I examine the remarks made in the
Enneads about Parmenides of Elea. Plotinus appears to
follow Plato in assessing the "One Being" of Parmenides
as a multiple, and not a unitary entity. This way of
assessing being has important consequences for Plotinus’
charge that Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover is multiple.
Section 4 discusses several ways 1in which
Plotinus’ key doctrines were influenced by his
interpretation of Plato’s texts. The result of the
discussion is that we move closer to explaining Plotinus’
metaphysics of hypostases wvia Plato. Again, 1t 1is
important to keep in mind that some of these Platonic
notions have undergone revision (or have been made
explicit by Middle Platonist interpreters) by the time
they have reached Plotinus.
Finally, in Section 5, I assess briefly the thesis
of E.R. Dodds, that Plotinus’ philosophy takes a great

deal of its conceptual framework from Plato’s Parmenides.

2. A Pythagorean Lineage
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It is important to point out some general
considerations regarding how Plotinus "divides" the
thinkers whom he discusses. In Enneads V.1, he ends his
discussion of previous thinkers by remarking on the
incoherence of Aristotle’s system of multiple movers. He
goes on to say the following:

For this reason [the problems with

Aristotle’s system of movers] those of the

ancient philosophers who took up positions

closest to those of Pythagoras and his

successors and Pherecydes held closely to

this nature [of a singular first principle

of unityl]. (v.1.9, 28-30)
This passage comes on the heels of a critique of
difficulties surrounding Aristotle’s multiple Unmoved
Movers. The dificulties that one finds in Aristotle’s
first principle are said to be the reason (without any
real explanation) that the "Pythagorean" notion of unity
was adopted by most thinkers. The tone of the passage
suggests that Pythagoras was on the right path, and that
Aristotle strayed from that path.

This tendency to attribute authority and validity
to thinkers or their thoughts in accordance with their

supposed concomitance with Pythagoras arguably goes back

to the 0ld Academy itself, and the tradition survived
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until Plotinus’ time. Plotinus sees a Pythagorean
lineage' in Parmenides and Plato, and having dealt with
the "true views" of these thinkers, he goes on to mention
Anaxagoras, who "neglects to give an accurate account
because of his antiquity, "? Heraclitus, who in a passing
reference 1is said to have maintained that "the One 1is

3

eternal and intelligible,"” and "Empedocles for whom

" The references to these thinkers are

"Love is the One.
courteous albeit cursory, and they suggest only that
Plotinus sees in them a recognition of the need to say
something about a principle of unity.

It is Aristotle, on the other hand, who strays

from the "positions closest to Pythagoras," and who, in

Plotinus' eyes, makes unity multiform without

'Dillon (pg 51) suggests, "The view that Plato is
essentially a pupil, creative or otherwise, of Pythagoras
grows 1in strength and elaboration among all classes of
Platonist, attaining its extreme form among those who
unequivocally declared themselves to be Pythagoreans.
Nevertheless, despite all the variations in doctrine that
emerge, we can observe in this period the growth of a
consistent body of thought, constituting a Platonic heritage
that could be handed on...to Plotinus and his followers..." cp
ibid. pg 38; on Plotinus’ attitude towards Plato, cp Armstrong
(1980), pg 206, pp 213ff.

v.1.9, 1-3
*ibid, 4

*ibid, 5
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establishing an acceptable principle of unity. In other
words, Plotinus includes himself in the
Pythagorean/Platonic lineage, and identifies Aristotle's
non-Pythagoreanism as the absence from his system of a
true principle of unity. Part of the forthcoming
discussion of Aristotle (Chapter VII) attempts to explain

why this is the case.

3. Parmenides of Elea

The idea of a soul which has forgotten the source
of its unity, being, and goodness (which is the One)
provides the impetus for Plotinus' examination of his
hypostatic system in Enneads V.1l.4. The treatise begins
by asking why it is that souls forget their father and
maker, and goes on to investigate the wuniversal
principles which govern the sense world. The second
highest of such principles 1s Nous, the intelligible
realm which contains the forms that ground the sensible

COsmos:

if someone admires this koopog aicbnrov,
observing its size and beauty and the order
of its everlasting course, and the gods in
it, some of whom are seen and some of whom
are invisible, and the spirits, and all
animals and plants, let him ascend to its
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apxetvnov and truer reality and there see
them all intelligible and eternal in it, in
its own understanding and life, and let him

see pure Intellect (Nouv) presiding over
them . . . (v.1.4, 1-9)

In Plotinus’ subsequent descriptions of Nous, he regards
it as the identification of being and thought. Every idea

in Nous is Intellect and Being, and Nous itself 1is

universal VOu¢ KOlL OV, "to O0e ov Tw voewoOo

Tw v 5180V 1O voelv kol To €lval"t This identification of Being

and Thought is reminiscent of Parmenides' famous fragment

"TO YO CLUTO VOELV €0TLY TE KA1 €1VAL, " and Plotinus says as much

in a subsequent chapter (V.1.7). It is interesting to
note the similarities of expression between that fragment
and the manner in which the identification of being and
intellect is expressed by Plotinus. One wonders if he is
anticipating his subsequent reference to Parmenides by

explaining what the identification of being and thought

'"Intellect making being exist in thinking it, and Being
giving Intellect thinking and existence by being thought."
(v.1.4, 28-9).

(DK 3)"To think and to be are one and the same," or
(better) "To think and to think being are one and the same."
Note that Ennead V.1.7 1is one of the sources for this
fragment, but it is also cited by Clement and Proclus. cp
Coxon, pg 54.
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mean for the Eleatic.! Plotinus goes on to say that
Parmenides also touched on a view like his own, in that
he identified Being and Intellect and saw that
Being/Intellect was not among the things perceived by the

senses,

when he said "ToYyop 0UTO VOELV EGTLV TE KKl ELVOL. "
And he says that being is unmoved, though
he does attach thinking (10 voelv) to it -
taking all bodily movement (CWHOTIKNV TOOKV
Kivnowv) from it that it may remain always
in the same state, and likening it to the

mass of a sphere (oykw odaipag) because it
holds all things in its circumference and
because its thinking is not external but in
itself. (V.1.8.16-22)

We see again, when Plotinus articulates his monadological
conception of Nous in V.9, that he calls upon Parmenides:

Intellect therefore really thinks the real
beings, not as 1if they were somewhere

else...So [the statement is correct] that
"thinking and being are the same thing
[TOYOP AUTO VOELVEOTIVTEKKLELVOL]. . . (V.9.5, 26-
9)

It is also clear that Plato’s Sophist and Parmenides are
in Plotinus’ mind hee, since he goes on to derive, in his
description of Nous, the five ©primary (genera. Says
Plotinus, "but this one [Nous] is two things - Intellect as
thinking and being as thought: For there could not be thinking
without otherness, and also sameness. These then are primary:
Intellect, Being, Otherness, Sameness; but one must also
include motion and rest." (V.l1.4, 32-7) cp Enneads V.8.3-4,
VI.7,13; cp Sophist 254dff, Parmenides 145eff.
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are further similarities between Plotinus'

conception of being in Nous to the being of Parmenides.

At VI.4.2,

The whole totality [of being] cannot be
lacking of itself, but is filled in itself
and equal to itself. And where the totality
is, there it 1s 1itself, for it 1is the
totality... It does not leave itself, for
Being cannot be in non-being...It cannot be
cut off from itself, and the reason its
being is said to be omnipresent is clearly
this, that it is in being, thus in itself.
(VI.4.2, 15-25)*

Plotinus says the following about Nous:

This language reminds us of Parmenides comparison of
being to a sphere in Fragment 8:

A few lines earlier,

But since there is a furthest limit, it is
bounded on every side, like the bulk of a
well-rounded sphere, from the centre
equally balanced in every direction; for it
needs must not be somewhat more here or
somewhat less there. For neither is there
that which is not, which might stop it from
meeting its like, nor can what is be more
here and less there than what is, since it
is all inviolate; for being equal to itself
on every side, it rests uniformly within
its limits. (DK 8:42-9)

Parmenides too indicates that he

does not think it possible for that being to be "cut off"

from itself:

'0f course much of this type of language also occurs in

the Parmenides of Plato; cp. O'Meara,

Jackson

(1967), pg. 317, Strange (1992) pg. 483.

"Omnipresence, " pp 66-7,
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Nor is it divisible, since it is all alike;

nor 1is there more here and less there,

which would prevent it from cleaving

together, but it is all full of what is. So

it is all continuous; for what is clings

close to what is. (DK 8:22-6)

It 1is also Plotinus' <contention that when
Parmenides said being was one, he was open to criticism,
since in fact his being was multiple.' What Plotinus has
in mind here, is that if being and intellect are in the
same entity, there is multiplicity - all of the other
"primary kinds" (sameness, difference, motion, rest) may
be derived from it; this is quite similar to the tack
that Plato takes in the Sophist and Parmenides.

It 1is significant that there is a radical
difference between Plotinus' and Aristotle's
understanding of unity and being in Parmenides’
philosophy. Aristotle maintains that the 1logical
consequence of Parmenides' philosophy was that all being
was one. Plotinus sees instead, following Plato, that the

consequence of Parmenides' philosophy is that being is

multiple. The difference 1in interpretation reveals

Vev de AeEYWV €V TOLE EQUTOV TUYYPUUROTLY OLTLOV ELXEV WE TOU EVOG
TOUTOU TTOAA O EVPLOKOMEVOL. " (V.1.8.23-4)
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something of the fundamental difference about between
Plotinus and Aristotle regarding being and unity.
Aristotle sees "one being" as stagnantly one; Plotinus
sees "one being" as pregnant with all. Aristotle sees
"one being" as "one predicated of being," and therefore
one; Plotinus sees "one being" as a "being participant in
unity" and therefore multiple. What is interesting from
the standpoint of Plotinus' philosophy is that both the
Unmoved Mover and Parmenides' being are subject to the
charge of multiplicity.

Plotinus rejects the idea that Parmenides' being
is a perfect wunity, and suggests that it is a
multiplicity. He says the same thing about his own
‘being,’ Nous, that it is a "one-many";' he also says the
same thing about Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover. Plotinus
maintains, almost tongue in cheek, that the Parmenides of
Plato ‘"speaks more accurately," distinguishing the
threefold levels of 1) One (the One), 2) One-Many (Nous),

and 3) One and Many (Soul), "and in this way he too

This phrase, "¢v moAla" is itself taken over from
Plato’s Parmenides.
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[Plato's character Parmenides] agrees with the doctrine

of the three natures [hypostases]."'

4. Plato

The influence of Plato on Plotinus is of course
far reaching and profound.? I have already dealt (in
Chapter I) with the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy that
I think Plotinus 1is trying to revise. Plotinus'
identification of his hypostatic system with Plato's
philosophy reminds us that he is not merely extracting a
concept from another thinker, but 1is attempting to
produce a metaphysics that is consistent with Plato’s key
metaphysical postulates. It is significant that Plotinus,
in handling passages of Plato which seem to conflict with

his own doctrines, treats them as interpretive problems,

.1.8, 24-30. This is obviously what lends a great deal
of support to Dodds' thesis about the Parmenides, but Gurtler
responds rightly, I think that "Plotinus is giving a brief
parallel between his three Hypostases and characteristics of
unity found at specific junctures in the argument of Plato's
great dialogue. He is not however, making the claim that Plato
was actually talking about his metaphysical hierarchy."
Gurtler (1992) pg. 444.

‘Armstrong (1980) pp 213-4, remarks that Plotinus takes
little or no interest in Plato’'s political thought. Very
little is taken from the Socratic dialogues. In the main, the
key passages are from Republic VI & VII, Phaedo, Symposium,
Timeaus, Sophist, Parmenides and Epistle II.
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and not as flaws in Plato's argument.' Plotinus believes
that his three hypostases represent Plato's doctrine, and
speaks of his hypostatic system with reference to Plato,

as in the passage below:?

Plato knew that Nou¢ comes from the Good,

and Soul from Nouv¢. And [it follows] that
these statements of ours are not new; they
do not belong to the present time, but were
made long ago, not explicitly, and what we
have said in this discussion has been an
interpretation of them, relying on Plato's
own writings for evidence that these views
are ancient. (v.1.8, 9-14)°

It would be another task altogether to embark on
an exhaustive account of Plato's influence on Plotinus.
For the purposes of our enquiry into unity, I propose to
discuss Plotinus' employment and/or revised

interpretation of five main Platonic concepts: 1) It is

'Ratz, pg. 2, (pg. 4): "while Plato's dixit is subject to
interpretation only, Plotinus feels free to criticise the
other philosophers." cp. Armstrong, (1980) pg. 206, 213, ff.

’For support he refers to Epistle II, 312el-4 in Enneads
V.I.7, cited also in Enneads I.8.2 & VI.7.42 and alluded to in
III.5.8 He also refers to Epistle VI 323d2-5 and Timaeus 34bff
& 41d4-5, at V.I.7.

’Again it is interesting to note the appeal to authority
and antiquity that colours this kind of remark. I do not,
however, agree with Armstrong’s idea (1980, pg 171) that
Plotinus calls upon the ideas of the ancients as a minister
might call upon Scripture. In Plotinus case, the appeal to
authority has reverence, but it is not unreflective or
dogmatic.
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extremely useful to see Plotinus as firmly grounded in a
Platonic motif of degrees of reality. 2) Plotinus uses
the logic of degrees of unity to postulate a transcendant
theory of the One which grounds Formal existence as well
as the material world. 3) Plotinus interprets the Timaeus
along middle Platonist lines, arguing that "ideas are not
outside the intellect." 4) The ideas in the intellect are
given sustenance and unity by a monadology of sorts which

"! of the Parmenides and

calls upon the "primary genera
Sophist. 5) Finally, it is wuseful to understand the
projection of the One beyond being (so as to ground the
multiplicity of forms 1in Nous) in relation to the
consequences drawn in the Parmenides regarding a "one

2

which has being, "’ and the claim in the Republic,’ so

often «cited by Plotinus, about the Good being

"ETEKELV TT)G OLOLAG. "

'‘Rist (1967), pg. 32.
’0'Meara states, (pg. 52), "The ultimate cause as
identified by Plotinus matches the “one' which Plato discusses
in the second part of the Parmenides(137c-142a)."

*509b
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4.1 Degrees of Reality

Plato's own intuition regarding the Forms was that
they enjoyed a higher ontological status and a logical
priority to the realm of becoming because they were more
real, and not subject to change or corruption. The Forms,
then, can be seen to exist to a greater degree than their
imitative instantiations in the realm of becoming.! The
same holds true for Plotinus; indeed he extends the scope
of this tenet by applying it to his triadic system of
hypostases. The general rule that he observes in
accounting for hypostatic declension or hypostatic ascent
is that the closer one gets to the One on the hypostatic
ladder, the more reality, and the more being something
has.

Plotinus regards the One as the principle of all
reality, and the Nous which is grounded in this principle
expresses the One in a way that is more real and less
"diminished" than Soul, that which takes its reality
ultimately from the One, but mediately through Nous. When

we arrive at the level of particular material things,

ibid
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they all seem to share the same amount of being,1 but
their prior formal instantiations increase in reality at
the level of Soul, and are more real yet again at the
level of Nous. Implicit in this is a position that traces
all the way back to Plato’s divided line, where images
are less real than beliefs, beliefs are less real than
mathematical objects, mathematical objects are less real
than Forms, and all of them are grounded in an ultimate

principle, the Good.?

4.2 Eidetic Inversion

Another key point of connection between Plato and
Plotinus is that, what are intuitively predicates or
types become true substances, while their instantiations

are demoted to dependent beings, relying on an

'i.e., at VI.2.11, 14-21. cp, however, the general claim
at V.3.15, 17ff.

npAssume these four affectations occurring in the soul:
intellection or reason [vonoiwv] for the highest, understanding
[dixvorev] for the second; assign belief [moTiv] to the third,
and to the last, picture-thinking or conjecture [e€ikaaiav], and

arrange them in proportion, considering that they participate
in clearness and precision in the same degree as their objects

partake of truth and reality [wonep ed oig eativ aAnBelag peteyery,
OLTW TOLTA COPNVELLG NYTOUUEVOG LETEYELV. " Republic 5114
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ontologically prior and "more real," formal unity for
their derived existence.' For example, in the Republic,

Plato says the following:

we predicate [papev] ‘to be’ [ewvai] of many
beautiful things and many good things,
saying of them severally that they are and
so define them in our speech...And again we

speak of a self-beautiful [avuto KaAov] and
of a good that is only and merely good
[avto ayabBov], and so, in the case of all

things that we then posited as many, we
turn about and posit each as a single idea

[10eav plav] or aspect, assuming it to be a
unity [pleg]l and call it that which really
is [oe€otwv]. (Republic 507b)

This kind of "eidetic inversion," of making the Ideas
more real than their instances, is of special import for
Plotinus, since it helps explain the acceptability of the
logic employed to justify the One as the ultimate source
of unity. Plotinus takes the Forms, in that monadology’
which 1is Nous as unities whose unity comes from
something prior, just as in Plato’s Republic, Forms get

their unity from something prior; further, sensible

'Findlay, J.N. "The Logical Peculiarities of
Neoplatonism," In Harris, R.B., ed., The Structure of Being,
SUNY Press, Albany, 1982, pg. 1. cp Strange (1992), pg 486.

’See Part II Introduction, Section 2.
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particulars get their natures from something prior, i.e..
the Forms. This suggests an "eidetic inversion," where
any group of things stands in a dependent relation to a
prior "eidetic" principle. It is eidetic because for the
most part the "prior" is formal. It is "inverted" because
it is counter intuitive (and contra Aristotle) in so far
as the more familiar sensible objects play less of a role
in the explanation of our experience than our experience
leads us to believe.

Plotinus’ One, precisely because of its
ontological primacy in this eidetically inverted
conception of reality, is implied by the being and
intelligibility of every Form, and in the participant
existence and discursive perceptibility of every
instantiation of a Form in the Plotinian universe.® 1In
other words, you invert the logic of predication, making
"predicates" prior ontological principles, and those
things which Aristotle takes as substantive (concrete
material particulars) are understood as instantiations of
what are truly substantive (Forms). In Plotinus, the

conceptual approach to the One, as the "source" of all

'Findlay, pg. 7.
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reality, 1s an extrapolation of this principle - Forms
are grounded in a supra-ontological, supra-noetic prior
principle. The unity which emanates from the One is
manifest in any existent thing; in order to be, a thing
must be one.

The problem that Aristotle introduced regarding
participation as a source of motion and change 1is in
Plotinus answered by appeal to the causal efficacy of the
One's superabundance. Its power "overflows," so to speak,
and produces the next hypostasis, as a result of the kind
of principle that it is.' Things participate in unity
because a principle of unity is their ontological source.
Indeed in a unified, vitalist conception of the cosmos
such as Plotinus', the causal connexity is guaranteed by
the unity of the system, just as Aristotle's account of
motion in Physics requires a spatial contiguity. Hence,
in a new key, the unity of all things, both Formal, and
material, 1is participant, not predicative.

This is not to suggest, however, that the One is

2

a sort of "Form of Unity."" Nothing can participate

'This is the subject of chapters VIII and IX.

0n this cp Gerson's (1994) insightful comments, pg 36
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directly in the One, and the unity and being which it
conveys has to be mediated by the circumscribing unity
and being of the Forms and Nous. No participant in the
One is properly an '"instance" of it, because the One,
such as it 1s, cannot give its nature to anything. This
would be the trap of Parmenideanism that Aristotle
accuses Plato of falling into.' When the logic of eidetic
inversion is projected by analogy to a higher level, the
One, unity is seen as derived from the One; the One is
not predicated of anything. Plotinus accounts for this

derivation in terms of emanation.

4.3 Ideas not Outside the Intellect

In the treatise entitled, by Plotinus’ editor
Porphyry, "That the Intelligibles Are Not Outside the
Intellect, and On the Good," (V.5) Plotinus writes:

One must not . . . look for the
Intelligibles [ta vonta] outside, or say
that there are impressions of the real
beings in Nous, or by depriving it of truth
make the Intelligibles unknowable and non-

!See Chapter II, Section 3.
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existent and finally abolish Intellect
itself. (V.5.2, 1-5)

We have seen that Aristotle had attempted to render the
"Intelligibles"” (ontologically) non-existent, by denying
independent ontological status to the Forms. One way in
which Plotinus attempts to get them back is to place them
in a "mind." In the next chapter, I will discuss certain
Middle Platonist interpretations of the Timaeus'’ account
of the Demiurgos’ relation to the Forms. These
interpretations provide succour for Plotinus’ position
that the Ideas exist in the mind of the Demiurgos,
despite the fact that the Timaeus 1itself does not
explicitly say that they should be so placed. Plato in
fact says the following:

Now if so be that this Cosmos is beautiful

and the constructor [dnpiovpyog] good, it is
plain that he fixed his gaze on the eternal

[Tpog To adiov efAenev] . (Timaeus 29a)
Plato does say that "[the cosmos] has been constructed
after the pattern of that which is apprehensible by

reason and thought and is self-identical, "' which could

refer to the mind of the Onuiovpyog, but the fact that he

'Timaeus 29a



178
"gazes" upon this pattern suggests that it is outside his
mind. So too, in Philebus, the mind which orders is
simply that, a cause of order; no mention is made of him
being the sole immediate conceiver of the paradigm used

! Whether or not Plato’s considered position is

to order.
that Ideas belong in the mind of the Demiurgos 1is
somewhat peripheral, however, since, as we shall see in
the next chapter, the Middle Platonists interpreted Plato
as suggesting that Ideas are demiurgic thoughts. I am of
the opinion that the notion of "ideas in the Intellect"
is implicit in Plato, an professed doctrine in Middle
Platonism, and an adamant position in Plotinus.?

At V.I.8, and elsewhere, Plato's Demiurgos 1is
regarded as Nous, that which "thinks the Forms," in

Plotinus' system. This 1is clear in Plotinus claim that

for Plato, things are threefold, meaning the Good (One),

the craftsman (Nous), and the World-Soul (WYuyn). Says

Plotinus "Nous is his craftsman," who makes Soul in his

'Philebus 23dff, 22c, 284, 30c

’I take this up in some detail in the next chapter.
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mixing-bowl. "And the father of Nouv¢ he calls the Good

and that which is beyond intellect and beyond Being."'

In part, Plotinus wants to grant eternity to forms
in order to deny arbitrariness to the selection of forms
as grounds for the material world, and as such he cannot
leave them open to the arbitrary selection of the
Demiurgos, (Nous) nor does he want them to be merely
"thoughts of god."He seems to fear that allowing the
Demiurgos to do the choosing allows too much contingency
to enter what he takes to be an eternal and necessary
result of emanation from an unchanging principle. At the
immaterial level of Nous, there ought to be fixed
natures.’ Nous supplies the vehicle for forms to be
apprehended in an unmediated, eternal and unitary way by
some mind.’ If no mind grasps ideas immediately, then
truth, an immediate grasping of Form, will be threatened
by the fact that all knowledge is mediated knowledge:

If one grants that the objects of thought

are as completely as possible outside the
Intellect, and that Intellect contemplates

.1.8, 1-8
.9.7,13ff

*cp Alfino, pg. 278.
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them as absolutely outside it, then it

cannot possess the truth of them and must

be deceived in everything it contemplates.

For they would be the true realities; and

on this supposition it will contemplate

them without possessing them, but will only

get images of them in a knowledge of this

sort...So if there is not truth in

Intellect, then an Intellect of this sort

will not be truth, or truly Intellect, or

Intellect at all. But then truth will not

be anywhere else either. (V.5.1, 51-69)
One can see in this the driving force behind Plotinus’
treatise that the ideas are not outside the intellect.

The need to have the Forms apprehended immediately
and unitarily, however, gives rise to a distinct
difficulty, (or perhaps a difficulty of distinction). How
will the Forms be individuated, if they are all
apprehended at once, and by one mind? Plotinus gets
around this difficulty because he has within the second
hypostasis, Nous, a monadology of sorts, wherein Ideas
think themselves, and Nous thinks the ideas 1in one
unified, undifferentiated glance. In self-thinking, a
limiting of being by thought, each Form is distinct, and
derives 1its wunity and distinctness from the prior

principle of unity, the One. This preserves both the

ontological primacy and identity of each Form. At the
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same time, Forms compose, the self-thinking mind that is
Nous, a macrocosm of this limiting of Being by Thought.
The unity of Forms, their ontological primacy, and the
guarantee of truth wvia unmediated apprehension are
Plotinus’ ingenious interpretation of Plato's story of

the Demiurgos.

4.4 The Genera of Being

That each Form is self-intellecting has certain
logical corollaries for Plotinus, and the thesis, itself
an innovative revision of Plato's doctrine, relies on
another key Platonic notion for those corollaries, that
of the primary genera or kinds. As we saw in the section
on Parmenides, Plotinus employs Plato's derivation of the
"primary kinds," from a one which has being, 1in several
places in the Enneads, in order to explain how Nous
emanates from the One. In Nous, Intellect and Being are

' but this unity is two things, "Intellect as

a unity,
thinking and Being as thought."? From this notion,

Plotinus the derives "primary kinds" of Plato's Sophist

Lvpio pev ovv $uoig To Te€ ov 0 T€ voug" (V.9.8, 17-8)

2. v.1.4
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(254); one finds there a derivation similar in style to
that made in the Parmenides. Says Plotinus,

there could not be thinking without

otherness, and also sameness. These then

are primary, Intellect, Being, Otherness

and Sameness; but one must also 1include

Motion and Rest. (V.1.4, 34-7 )?!
Not only can each Form be seen to partake of these
primary "kinds," in their self-intellection, but Nous can
be seen as a macrocosm of this generic derivation, in so
far as the emanation of Nous from the One is explained as
a higher order case of this kind of Platonic derivation.
Nous has motion (emanation from the One) rest (limitation
of being), sameness (it expresses the One) otherness (it

is different from the One) and being (it is the primary

instance of limited being).

'Plotinus discusses this at greater length in what
appears to be a close reading of the Sophist at Enneads
VI.2,6ff.
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4.5 Unity Beyond Unity
The question which remains is of course the
ultimate source of unity for the monadological One-Many
that is Nous. It is a general Plotinian axiom that any
multiplicity stands in need of an explanation of its
components. Plotinus' emanative principles require that
the source of emanation is more simple and more real than
the product of emanation. A glimpse of this kind of
thinking is afforded us at V.3.16, where Plotinus says
that things which are generated move further towards
multiplicity, and the source of each product of emanation
is simpler and more real than the product. By this
reasoning, says Plotinus,
that which makes the world of sense could
not be a world of sense itself, but must be
an intellect and an intelligible world; and
that which is before this and generates it
could not be an intellect or an
intelligible world, but simpler than
intellect and simpler than an intelligible
world. (V,3,16)
The Forms and Nous, are in need of an explanation,
and it is to Plato that Plotinus looks for an answer. He

finds the ground of multiple Forms and of Nous’ unity in

Plato's notion of the Good, that which is (ostensibly)
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beyond being.' It is significant, I think, that Plotinus
often refers to this passage in tandem with the
derivation of genera from the Sophist. There is a One
which is beyond being, the principle and source of Nous.
Nous exemplifies or possesses the primary kinds.

From these notions, Plotinus develops and
projects, on the basis of the logic eidetic inversion, an
apophatic characterisation of a One beyond being which
would account for the unity and existence of both formal
reality and material instantiation of that reality. With
sensible particulars, one denies all of the aspects of
physicality in order to approach an understanding of the
Forms. What is left is then posited as the ground of
particulars. With Formal particulars (Forms) one denies
all aspects of formal being in order to approach an
understanding of the One. What is left is then posited as
the ground of the Forms.

This also speaks to a very important question that
leads to Plotinus' main conceptual disagreement with
Aristotle. Why is it that the principle of being is also

a being? Why is the cause of unity itself a unity?

'See Chapter I, Section 2.
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Aristotle himself suggests that one of Plato's key
failings was to make the principle of unity universally
predicable. Aristotle's own unitary principle, the
Unmoved Mover, is not universally predicable. Rather, it
is a unitary substance. Plotinus wants to say that the
unity and being of Aristotle's Unmoved Mover, and his
unmoved movers must be accounted for. In short the
principle and source of being and unity must transcend

being and unity.!

5. E.R. Dodds' Thesis

E.R. Dodds' 1928 article about the Parmenides is
of course justifiably famous.? On Dodds' interpretation,
Plotinus' One corresponds to the "one" of the First
Hypothesis of Plato's Parmenides, which is most properly
one, and is said not to be many (137c-142a). The "one" of
Hypothesis II is a case of unity spread over being and

therefore it is many as well as one (142b-155e), matching

'TI suspect, although I reserve judgement here, that one
would draw a similar conclusion regarding Plato’s Good upon
reflection of Plato’s presentation of it in the Republic. cp.
Findlay, pp 368-70; but cp. Hitchcock.

’Dodds, pp 129ff. Dodds in fact notes that the
"Neoplatonic" interpretation of the Parmenides may perhaps be
traced to Moderatus of Gades, or perhaps even Speusippus.
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the co-extension and circumscribed unity of Plotinus’
Nous.! Findlay seems to support this thesis® but Cornford’
and Gurtler have reacted strongly to the validity of such
an interpretation, either of the Parmenides, or of
Plotinus.? Jackson, while maintaining a dependence of
Plotinus on the Parmenides, wants to point out that there
are significant differences.’

Jackson maintains that Plotinus goes beyond
Plato’s explicit statements Good or the One in a number
of ways. In the first instance, the One of Hypothesis I
is finite, whereas the Plotinian One is not.® I think
that the Good of the Republic ought to be understood as
finite also. As I shall argue, however, Plotinus has a

positive notion of the infinite that Plato does not

'For an impressive list of all of the instances of the
cor-respondence of Plotinus’ language about hypostases and the
Hypothesis of the Parmenides, see Jackson, (1967) pp 318-9.

’Findlay, pg. 370

‘Cornford, pp. 131, ff.

‘Gurtler, pg. 444 ff.

*Jackson (1967) pg 322.

®i .e. the fact that something is suggests that it has
been formally delimited; if Plotinus' one is beyond being,

then it is not so delimited. I have more to say on this in
what follows.
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employ. The second of Jackson's distinctions, I am not
entirely convinced of. Jackson says that Plotinus posits
a One beyond the top of Plato's divided 1line that is
beyond thinking. Since Plato does suggest that the Good
may be beyond being, and being is the proper object of
thought for Plato, Plotinus may certainly be said to be
entitled to make the reference without revising the
spirit Plato. It should be noted, however, that the Good

is also thought to be the "greatest thing to be learned,"

(ueyrotov pabnupe),' Plato does say that we have no

knowledge of it.Finally, in identifying the One as the
Good, Jackson says that Plotinus goes beyond Plato, in so
far as the notion of unity explicitly "becomes for
[Plotinus] a means of judging the relative level of the
types of being."? The identity of the One of the
Parmenides with the Good of the Republic may in fact be
the general direction of Platonism, however, and it
remains an open question how far one wishes to make this

identification go. If the Good does provide the Forms

'Republic 505a

I am indebted to the account of Jackson (1967) pg 322
for these "trancendencies." cp. Cornford, pp 131ff.
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with their unity, that which makes them functional as
Forms, and if the Good is "higher than" Forms, 1t is
hardly out of place to suggest that the Good is a kind of
"ontological" standard to which other things stand in
dependent relation. At any rate, for Plotinus,
understanding the Good as the principle of unity allows
unity to be a standard or measure of the goodness of
things.

I might suggest that a more fundamental difference
between Plotinus and Plato is that while the Form of the
Good can account perhaps for the being of the Forms,
Plato does not seem to want to suggest that it is the
ultimate source of all being or matter; this efficacy in
Plato is left to the charge of demiurgic "mixing" in the
Timaeus,' which Plotinus identifies with Nous.

A second key difference is that if we want to say
that Plotinus’ One "exists," we must say that the One is
infinite being® whereas, the Forms are finite beings.® But

anything finite is analysable into the limit and what 1is

'cp Rist (1967), pg26.

°1.3.1; I.7.2; II.9.1; I1II.8.11; Vv.4.1; V.5.9; V.6.5;
v.9.2; VvI.2.11; VvI.5.1

’Rist (1967), pp 35 ff.
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limited.’ Classical Greek philosophy regards "being" as
a principle of limit, finitude and good, and "infinity"
as a principle of privation and unlimitedness. Plato
cannot for this reason postulate an "infinite being."

Plotinus, however does posit a One which is infinite in

power (a OULVAPLE TWV Tavtwy) and intrinsically infinite,?’

but it still retains a positive content, because he 1is
able to employ both a positive and negative notion of

infinity. In short, Plotinus holds to a positive ameLpov,

the One, and a negative oTELPOV, matter.

With Plotinus, privation is and can "be" positive
precisely because it is a privation of multiplicity. When
he describes the "production/emanation/creation" of Nous
from the One, he describes it as a (logical) two step
process whereby "unlimited being" flows forth from the
One (which remains unaffected), and only attains limit
when this unlimited being is thought:

thinking does not come first either in
reality or in value, but is second and is

'Gerson, (1994) pg. 18.

’I do not here address the debate between Frs. Sweeny and
Clarke. On this see Rist (1967) ch 3, esp. pg 25, n 14, and
Heiser, "Plotinus and the Apeiron of Plato's Parmenides, " pp.
56 ff.
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what has come into being to itself, and it
was moved and saw. And this 1is what
thinking is, a movement towards the Good in
its desire of that Good; for the desire
generates thought and establishes it in
being along with itself. (V.6.5, 5-10)

In thinking, Nous "turns" and causes a circumscribing
unity, actualising what is potential in the One.' That
towards which thinking moves is itself unlimited, as we
see in the following passage from VI.7:

if there is anything prior to actuality
[evepyerng]l [i.e. the primary actuality of
Nous or Being] it transcends actuality

[emekelva evepyeragl. . .If then there 1is
life in this Intellect the giver gave life,
but is nobler and worth more

[kaAliwv Kol TIplwTeEPo¢] than life...So when
[Nous’] life was looking [BAemovon] towards
[the One] it was unlimited [aopiotog], but
after it looked there [PAayaoca], it was

limited [wpileto], though that Good had no

limit. For immediately by 1looking to
something which is one the life is limited

[opiletal] by it, and has in itself limit
[opov] and bound [mepag] and form [€100¢];
and the form was that in which it was
shaped [popdwOevti], but the  shaper
[popdooav] was shapeless [apopdov] .
(VvI.7.17, 10-18)

'The description of this that I cite seems to have shades
or undertones of Aristotle’s discussion of the desire that the
first heaven has for the Unmoved Mover
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My point in citing these passage here is to show that, in
Plotinus, being only reaches the classical conception of
finitude in thought; this is the reason why Plotinus
advocates a monadology of self-intellecting forms in a
self-intellecting Nous. This self-intellecting is
circumscribed by unity and dependant upon an ultimate

"indefinite" principle of unity, which must is prior.

6. Conclusion

The upshot of this chapter is that Plotinus sees
himself in a Pythagorean lineage in which he places both
Parmenides and Plato, and that Plotinus’ own philosophy
may sometimes depend on direct interpretation of Plato’s
dialogues. It is odd that Plotinus does not mention with
any regularity those figures we will discuss in Chapter
VI. Part of this may in fact have to do with what
Dillon' calls "Pythagorism," the attribution of current
ideas to Pythagoras. Plotinus’ contention that his ideas
come from Plato and Pythagoras suggests that he thought
that those who came after them were merely preserving and

refining their doctrines. Minor figures were of less

'Dillon, pp 37-8.
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interest to Plotinus’ aims,! since the core of his
beliefs were to be found in Plato’s dialogues.

It also should be remembered that the
interpretations of Plato are coloured by the developments
in Platonism which immediately preceded Plotinus’ period,
and that he was engaged in readily accepted
interpretations of the time. This does not detract from
the fact that Plotinus does have a 1legitimate and
interesting interpretation of Plato. He is intimately
familiar with Plato’s texts and the texts of his
predecessors; indeed he is to a great degree right in his
assessment of the history of Greek metaphysics as a
search for a principle of unity, and a way to articulate
it coherently. This 1is interesting, since Aristotle,
albeit in more detail and somewhat more systematically,
does not see the history of Greek philosophy so much as
a search for unity as he sees in it a search for causes.
The Platonists whom we will examine in the next chapter

seem to concur with Plotinus; at any rate, the question

'This is not to say that Plotinus was disengaged or did
not take seriously contemporary philosophical movements; for
example, he was familiar with and reacted against the
Gnostics, and some proponents of Gnosticism are suspected to
have been part of Plotinus’ circle.
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of the status of the unitary first principle never leaves
the Platonic discussion that spans the 600 or so years

between Plato’s death and Plotinus’ flourit.



CHAPTER VI - Developments in Later Platonism

1. Introduction

Approaching the philosophy of Plotinus after that
of Aristotle 1is a different task than approaching
Aristotle after Plato, or Plato after Parmenides. There
is a considerable temporal gap between Aristotle and
Plotinus which does not exist between Parmenides and
Plato, or Plato and Aristotle. There are a number of
different ways to approach this problem.! One may take
the approach of Armstrong, who in both his Architecture
of the Intelligible Universe, and (to a lesser extent)
the Cambridge History, sees Plotinus' metaphysics arising
out of Neopythagorean and Middle Platonist sources. As
Gerson points out, while "source finding" of this sort is
useful (and undoubtedly of great interest to the

philosopher and historian alike), source finding will not

'Some scholars have accepted and extended Dodds' view of
the Importance of Plato's Parmenides, others maintain the
importance of Philo, or Albinus, or Alcinous or Numenius, or
the Stoics, or the Gnostics. A list of these positions is
compiled in Jackson, (1967) pg. 315.

194
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ultimately replace an examination of Plotinus' arguments.
Gerson, on the other hand, in God and Greek Philosophy,
sees Plotinus' main positions emerging in polemic with
Aristotle and the Stoics, and downplays the Platonic
element in Plotinus' thought. The difficulty with this
approach is that on the central question of understanding
Plotinus' Nous, we are left with wondering why Plotinus
retains the type of system he does once he shows the
difficulties with Aristotle's position on the Unmoved
Mover. This retention can only be properly understood
against the backdrop of the development of Neo-
Pythagorean and Middle Platonic developments. I do not,
however, think it necessary to embark on a detailed
examination of these thinkers; in many ways it is enough
(and, in the light of often scanty evidence, responsible)
to be cognizant of certain movements within Platonism.
Kenney's extremely valuable approach in Mystical
Monotheism, is to show such a development, but he does so
at the cost of underestimating the importance of
Plotinus' arguments against Aristotle.

My own approach is to suggest that there is a core

of Platonism with which Plotinus is consistent, and that
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this "core" is the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy. In
order to grasp how Plotinus’ metaphysics 1s consistent
with Platonism, and how it contrasts with
Aristotelianism, it becomes useful to examine (albeit
briefly) certain philosophical developments in the period
between Aristotle and Plotinus.

It is not my aim here to write a history of unity
in Greek philosophy, but rather to see how the principle
of unity in Plotinus' system transcends Aristotle's first
principle. Consequently, I will not offer, since they
have less bearing on the subject, a discussion of Gnostic
or Stoic views, except to remark in passing that Plotinus
does in places adopt a Stoic approach to a hierarchy of
unity, and strongly opposes Stoic materialism. For my
purposes, these elements of Plotinus' thought can be
understood in their own right, without muddying the
waters by considering their relation to the Stoics and
Gnostics. Since I am not doing a history of unity, but a
comparative study, I think this is excusable. A further
remark, that Plotinus seems to express the nature of
multiplicity in a manner similar to that of Philo

Judaeus, 1s worth mentioning in so far as Plotinus may
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have been influenced by him, but again this is beyond the
scope of the current project.

In this chapter, I discuss some general trends in
Platonism, Neoplatonism and Neopythagoreanism that seem
to have a common approach to being and unity, and a
common Pythagorean lineage. Sections 2 and 3 highlight
some important developments in, or one might even say new
interpretations of, "Platonic" doctrines.

In section 2, I discuss the emergence of belief
in a single first principle, as opposed to the
Pythagorean or Platonic "dualistic conception, " where the
cosmos is referred to two principles, the Limit and the
Unlimited, or the Monad and the Dyad. In later
interpretations of Speusippus we see a tendency to
interpret his "One" as beyond being. This way of
interpreting Speusippus suggests a movement towards a
cosmology that has a single primary cosmological
principle. Plotinus will maintain with full force that
such a principle transcends being absolutely. Another
important Middle Platonic interpretation of Plato is the
conceiving of the Platonic Ideas as the thoughts of a

divine mind. This notion may be implicit in Plato, and it
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is possible that an explicit interpretation of Plato’s
Demiurgos as thinking the Ideas began with Xenocrates; in
any case, it is an established doctrine by the time we
get to the Didaskalikos of Albinus. Understanding this
doctrine is important for grasping (in part) Plotinus’
statement that the Demiurgos corresponds to Nous in his
system.

Section 3.1 embarks on a detailed discussion of
one of the few complete Middle Platonic texts that
survives intact, the Didaskalikos. I want to suggest
that, by this time, the notion of Ideas in the mind of
god is a fixed doctrine. There is also a distinction
between a first god and a second "demiurgic" one. Further
the Didaskalikos engages in the type of apophatic
reasoning about god that we see in Plotinus. Section 3.2
suggests that Numenius gives us a sharper distinction
between the first god and the demiurge, as well as a
triadic system of hypostases. Thinking and being, which
reside with the Demiurgos, are secondary to a more
unitary first principle. These developments help us see

why, in the Enneads, Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover, which is
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an existent thinker, is placed at the level of Plotinus’

second hypostasis, Nous.
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2. From Dualism to Monotheism and Ideas in the Mind of
the Demiurgos
It is instructive that Plotinus sees as his main
influences Plato and Aristotle, and that he does not
mention the Neopythagoreans or Middle Platonists with any
regularity, although it is clear that his thought has
been greatly influenced by them. It has been remarked by
Kenney that Plotinus produces the definitive statement of
Hellenic philosophy on philosophical monotheism,' and it
is thus wuseful to 1look briefly at some aspects of
Platonism and Pythagoreanism after Plato, in order to see
how Plotinus does in fact employ certain later
interpretations of Plato's thought. I want to begin with
two of these: the first is a shift from a "dualistic"
Pythagoreanism to a "monotheistic" Pythagoreanism, and
the second is the understanding of Plato's Forms as ideas
in the mind of the Demiurgos.
Later Pythagoreanism and some Platonism can be
seen to observe two different theories regarding the
nature of the ultimate unity. The position which for all

intents and ©purposes was held by fifth century

'Kenney, pp 91-2.
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Pythagoreanism entailed the application of two
principles, the Limited and the Unlimited.! Also Plato,

in the Philebus, regards the Limited and the Unlimited as

the first two classes (yevn) 1in his account of the

Ccosmos:

The first, then, I call infinite [ameipov],

the second limit or finite [mepag¢], and the
third something generated by a mixture of
these two [eEK TOLTWV TPLTOV  WUIKTIMV

KOl YEYEVNHEVNV OLOLKV] . And should I be
making any mistake if I called the cause of
this mixture and creation the fourth?
Certainly not. (Philebus 27b-c)

Xenocrates, and similarly Speusippus (both of whom come
under fire in Aristotle's attack on Platonic first
principles), held to a notion of dualistic forces as the
ultimate source of the cosmos, with the difference that
Xenocrates employs the notion of a Demiurgos who thinks
Plato's forms, and Speusippus was thought by later

Platonists to posit a One beyond the Demiurgos from which

an infinite Dyad emerges.? Indeed we have several

lcp Aristotle, Metaphysics 985b23 ff. Kenney, pg. 33
notes that this type of opposition was also a concern of both
Plato and the 01ld Academy.

’Renney, pg. 34, Armstrong, (1960) pg. 395.
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fragments from Speusippus where the One is said to be
superior to being, a position to which Plotinus adheres.

A cautionary note is extremely important here. I
say that Speusippus 1is thought by later sources to
espouse a doctrine of a transcendent One. I have already
remarked in Chapter I that he did not hold this position,
in agreement with Taran. It is significant that the two
passages we are about to examine, both of which purport
to be quotations, are at odds with one another. What is
most important, however, is that the people who "cite”
Speusippus believed that Speusippus thought the One was
superior to being. They may even have believed this
because of Aristotle’s comments about Speusippus.! I am
here interested in what later philosophers thought
Speusippus was doing, because it bears on Plotinus’
thinking. I propose to look at two of these fragments.
The first of these is a "citation”" in Proclus' Commentary
on the Parmenides:’

Holding the One to be superior to Being and

the source from which Being springs, they

freed it even from the status of a
principle. And so, considering that if one

'See Chapter I

’Klibanski, pp 38, 31-41,10.
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took the One in itself, thought of as
separate and alone, adding no other element
to it, nothing else at all would come into
being, they introduced the Indefinite Dyad
as the first principle of beings.®
The "status of a principle" is not granted to the One,
apparently on the grounds that it had no ontological
efficacy, that it could not cause being. It is higher
than being. Indeed if this is what a principle must do,
then Aristotle's Unmoved Mover lacks the nature of a
principle in the same way, (with the exception that the
Unmoved Mover is a being). It may cause the coming into
being of beings, but it does not itself cause being.
Plotinus, as we shall see, suggests that a One, not
entirely dissimilar to that of (Proclus’) Speusippus,
causes being by a process of emanation.

The second ‘"fragment" of Speusippus, from
Iamblichus, differs from what we read in Proclus,

Of mathematical numbers one must postulate

two primary and highest principles, the One

(which one should not even call Being, by

reason of its simplicity and its position

as principle of everything else, a

principle being properly not yet that which

those are of which it is the principle);

and another principle, that of
Multiplicity, which 1is able itself to

!cited in Dillon, pg 12.
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initiate division, and which, if we are
able to describe its nature most suitably,
we would liken to a completely fluid and
pliable Matter.®
In this account the One, while it is "not yet that of
which it is the principle" is nonetheless a principle,
since it is somehow considered to impose limit on the
unlimited. In the passage from Proclus, only the Dyad a
principle of things. Proclus’ Speusippus seems to
represent the shift from a dualistic conception to a
monotheistic one, whereas Iamblichus’ Speusippus is
interpreted in terms of the older dualistic conception.
In both passages, however, there is the implication that
Speusippus is reaching for something; Plotinus
articulates fully what he was (thought to be) reaching
for, namely that the One is beyond being. This is not to
say that Speusippus expressly said that the One was
beyond being; it merely indicates a general tendency in
later sources to represent Speusippus as asserting the

dependence of formal being on some higher more unitary

source.

Tamblichus, pg 15, 5-18. cp, Dillon, pg 14.
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Dillon maintains that Plotinus was the next
Platonist after Speusippus to adhere to the idea of a One
beyond being.! This of course would be refuted by Taran,
who says that Speusippus did not hold this view ;
however, I think that Dillon puts his finger on a general
trend in Platonism in saying this about Speusippus. Many
Platonists may in fact have been reaching for such a
"One," and this comes out in their interpretations of
their predecessors and their own thought. Speusippus is
just one example. It seems that Eudorus also posits a One
which is superior to the opposing principles Monad and
Dyad.? Moderatus of Gades, Simplicius tells us,
establishes a unitary principle beyond being and
multiplicity, which gives rise to something akin to
hypostases of unity in succession. Further, Moderatus’

materialistic principle is neither positively derived

'"Not until Plotinus is [the idea of a One beyond being]
again clearly claimed for the supreme principle..." Dillon,

pg. 18

*Simplicius, In Phys, 181.10 ff.
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from, nor co-existent with, the first principle, but is
seen as a sort of privation.!®

Regardless of who was the "first" to maintain it
clearly, it is evident that the notion of a primary One
beyond and not directly engaged in ontological efficacy,
emerges sometime between the 1lst Centuries B.C. and A.D.,
against the backdrop of the older Pythagorean dualistic
conception of cosmic derivation.? However, justifications
for these positions may (at least implicitly) be traced
back in some way to Plato, who himself speaks of the Good
as beyond Being in the Republic. One wonders whether all
of this may have come out of Aristotle’s
misrepresentation of Speusippus, which would speak
volumes about the sensitivity of Platonists to the
importance of the relationship of being and unity. If
nothing else, there is a general trend in Platonism
towards the explicit contention in Plotinus, that there
is a One beyond being.

A second important notion for Plotinus'

predecessors 1is the explicit placing of the Platonic

'Kenney, pp. 38-9.

’ibid, pg. 35.
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Ideas into the Mind of the Demiurgos. I have already

suggested that it is probably right to say that Plato

never explicitly says this, although there is at least
one passage in which he seems to imply it.?

In the period between Plato and Plotinus, perhaps

?> or through Xenocrates,® or

through Philo of Alexandria,
through Antiochus or other Stoicising Middle Platonists,
Plato's Ideas get put into the mind of the Demiurgos.*
What is clear is that by the time we get to Albinus, the
Nous which thinks itself and all ideas subsumed under
that unity, is identified with the Demiurgos of Plato. In

the next section I will look in detail at Albinus’ second

century A.D. "school handbook", which treats the thesis

!see Chapter VI, Section 4.3

‘Although it is clearly a concept which Philo uses, Kenny
doubts that it originated with him.

cp Dillon, pp 24ff. Dillon thinks that whereas
Speusippus would maintain that the One is superior to God and
Intellect, Xenocrates declares that this "One," the Monad, is
a Noucg. Furthermore, in the words of Dillon, "It seems
inevitable that what Xenocrates' monad contemplates is the sum
total of the Idea-Numbers, which form the contents of his
mind." (Pg 29) Dillon goes on to say that the doctrine that
the ideas exist in the mind of God can with great probability
be attributed to Xenocrates, but at any rate, it was a
doctrine of the 0ld Academy that was established by the time
of Antiochus.

‘Kenney, pg. 32.
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of divine thoughts as an established doctrine. By the
time we get to Plotinus, we find him writing a treatise
entitled (by Porphyry) "That Ideas are Not Outside the
Intellect" in response to Porphyry’s contention that they
are.'

The two notions, 1) of a transcendent unitary
principle, and 2) of the Platonic Ideas as thoughts of
the Demiurgos, take on a revised and polished form in the
thought of Plotinus. This is not to say that Plotinus
necessarily takes these views as they were understood by
the Neopythagoreans or Middle Platonists, but rather that
the modifications of Neopythagoreans and Middle
Platonists may have paved the way for his interpretation
of Plato, on a sort of sliding scale of acceptable
interpretations.?

It is interesting in this regard that Plotinus

reportedly remarked about Longinus' commentary on the

Timaeus that "Longinus is a scholar, but certainly not a

vita, Chapter 18.

‘Gurtler (1992) notes the ambivalence of Plotinus
regarding the Platonic demiurge (pg. 447)as does Schroeder
(1980), (pp 38-42). There 1is a sense 1in which demiurgic
functioning plays a lesser role in the Enneads, given the more
powerful generative vehicle of emanation.
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"I Armstrong has suggested® that Longinus was

philosopher.
presenting a close, textual consideration of the
"authentic" doctrine of the Timaeus, which was certainly
not Plotinus' project.’ My own thinking regarding
Plotinus is along the same line, as I take it that while
he may (appear to) claim that he is simply interpreting
Plato, he in fact applies Platonic ideas and expressions
to concepts of his own, that he is using Platonism as a
starting point. In a sense, as Dodds remarks, Plotinus
found what he was looking for in the Good of the Republic

or the One of the Parmenides, because he had his One

already.

3. Albinus and Numenius
In Albinus and Numenius, we have a clear
indication that the Mind which thinks the Platonic Ideas

is secondary to a more primal god. This seems clear

'vita, XIV
‘Armstrong, (1960), pg. 394.

‘We glean from Porphyry's "Life" that the notion that
ideas are not outside the intellect was one of Plotinus' chief
disagreements with Longinus, and that Porphyry himself once
held to Longinus' position, and that Plotinus wrote the
treatise as a corrective for Porphyry. Vita, Ch's 18-20, cp.
Armstrong (1960) pg. 394.
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enough in the Didaskalikos, and the distinction is even
sharper in the philosophy of Numenius, who also has a
triadic system of hypostases similar to that of Plotinus.
In both of these systems, Albinus’ and Numenius’. The
fact that the demiurgic god in Albinus is secondary 1is
especially interesting, in so far as we see a blending of
the first principles of Aristotle and Plato in his
thought. For Albinus the first god, the "Unmoved Mover"
is also the "Platonic Good." By contrast, Plotinus
identifies the Unmoved Mover, and the god that thinks
Plato’s ideas, with Nous in his own system. He demotes
the demiurge and the Unmoved Mover to "second rank," and
he identifies the Platonic Good with his first god, the

One.

3.1 The Didaskalikos

Albinus, (b. circa 100 A.D.) taught at Smyrna in
the second century, and Galen the physician tells us that
he went there to study with him and the physician

1

Pelops. Proclus lists him second, after Numenius, among

the "superstars" of the Platonists who commented on Book

'Wallis, pg 30; Reedy, pg 9; Dillon, pg 267, notes that
Galen would have studied with him between 149-157.
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X of the Republic. We have two intact works from him, the

brief Eisagoge, an introduction to Plato’s dialogues, and
the Didaskalikos, or "Handbook of Platonism."'

In looking at the Didaskalikos, I do not want to

maintain that Plotinus was directly influenced by the

work. Witt maintains that, "that he had much importance

> He says so on the grounds

for Plotinus is unlikely."
that Albinus does not anticipate Plotinus in producing an
original system, that he displays a lack of the personal
mysticism of Plotinus, and that he is not connected with
the Alexandrian school of thought.’ Witt is right in
denying a close association between Albinus and Ammonius

Saccas, Plotinus’ reputed teacher. However, (without

reading too much into Witt’s comment) it is another thing

'There has been some controversy over the true authorship
of the Didaskalikos. It has come down to us under the name
Alkinoos, but in the 19th Century a German scholar, J.
Freudenthal discovered that Alkinoos was really a manuscript
corruption of Albinoos. The matter of the authorship of the
Didaskalikos seems to have rested there for some time. Dillon,
writing in 1977 still cites Freudenthal as authoritative, as
does Reedy in 1991.This view has been challenged however, by
John Whittaker in 1974, and John Kenney in 1991, both of whom
argue in favour of the manuscript’s identification of Alkinoos
as the author. The issue is for us somewhat peripheral, and I
shall refer to the author as Albinus.

‘Witt, pg 144.

‘Witt, pp 142-4
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altogether to say that Albinus had little importance for
Plotinus. I suggest that if the Middle Platonists had
much importance for Plotinus, which I think 1is
undeniable, then a proponent of a significant wvariant
interpretation of Plato’s doctrine, such as we find in
the Didaskalikos must be of profound importance.
Moreover, the Didaskalikos, apart from Plutarch’s
writings, 1is the only fully intact work of Middle
Platonism we have until Plotinus.' When we look at the
history and preservation of ancient texts, one gets the
sense that those texts which were considered most
important survived, either because of wider distribution,
or because they were held in high esteem, or both. The
fact that the Didaskalikos has survived points to its
importance at some level, as does the reputation of its
author among the ancients. He is thought to be one of the
more useful commentators on Plato in the Canones,? and as
I have mentioned, he was held in high regard by Proclus.

Albinus’ importance for someone like Plotinus

extends at least as far as the assumption that Plotinus

'Reedy. pg 11.

2ibid pg 9
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would have inherited certain developments in the
interpretation of Plato from the influence of the
Didaskalikos, especially if the work was a "school
handbook," as many think it is.'! If the work was an
introduction to Platonism, which many Platonists read,
then it stands to reason that the way in which Plato was
understood was coloured by one’s introduction to Plato’s
philosophy. If one wants to maintain that Plotinus was
more "original," this merely speaks to the fact that, as
a superior philosopher, he grew and developed from his
influences and could see some of the flaws in his own
tradition. Since the excising of flaws 1in later
Platonism, and the rejection of Aristoteliansm seem to be
important for Plotinus’ account of the first principle in
his system, the fact that the Didaskalikos gives us a
well-preserved example of "Aristotelianising" Platonism
helps us understand not only the flaws Plotinus saw in
his own tradition, but also the critique of Aristotle
that Plotinus offers in the development of his own

system.

'e.g. Dillon, pg 268; Reedy, pg 9.
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The structure of Albinus’ work 1s (roughly) as
follows:' Introduction (Chapters 1-3), Dialectic (4-6),
Mathematics (7), Theology, (8-11), Physics (12-26),
Ethics (27-39).% What I am primarily interested in for
are Chapters 8-11, where we see several things of
significance: 1) a clear intact text that states that
ideas are in the "mind of God"; 2) the incorporation of
a Aristotle’s theology into Platonism, in so far as a
self-contemplating Unmoved Mover (First God) stands above
a Second God that thinks the Platonic ideas; 3) an
apophatic description of the first God. As we look at the
relevant texts, I want to suggest that these ideas
influenced Plotinus, but not necessarily the text under
scrutiny. For my larger project, what I am attempting
examine are trends 1in Platonism which shed light on
Plotinus’ particular understanding of Plato and

Aristotle.

'cp Reedy, pp. 10-11

0n the divisions of philosophy and its possible sources,
see Armstrong (1967), pp 64-5.
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3.1.1 Ideas as Thoughts of God
Chapter VIII of the Didaskalikos opens a

discussion of "the principles and precepts" of theology, "

(Twv apxwv T€ Kot Beoloyikwy Bewpnuotwy)' with a treatment of

matter (vAn). In IX, we are told that there are other

principles. He mentions: 1) the paradigmatic first
principle, that is the ideas, and 2) God the father and
cause of all things. Albinus refers to "the Idea"
(singular) as "the thought of this god," which I take to
refer to the "Father". A second passage a few lines down
refers to the "Ideas," (plural) which are grounded in the
first intelligible, as "thoughts of God," which take to
refer to the paradigmatic principle. Here is the first
passage:

There is also God, the father and Cause of

all things. The Idea is, in relation to

God, his thought; in relation to us, it is

the first intelligible; 1in relation to

matter, it is measure, in relation to the

sensible world, it is a model; in relation
to itself, it is reality. (IX)

'witt (pg. 68) suggests that this "...is an indication
that the subject to be discussed is rather metaphysics...than
‘theology’ in the narrower sense, which is, however given its
due place (Chapter X)."
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In the second passage, the notion that the Ideas are the
thoughts of god 1is offered as a proof (the first of
several) for the existence of Ideas:

For Ideas are the thoughts of God which are

eternal and perfect in themselves.

Platonists justify their belief that ideas

exist in the following way: whether God is

mind or being endowed with mind, He will

have thoughts, and they will be eternal and

immutable. But if this is so, the Ideas

exist. (IX)
I suggest that the "thoughts of god" here are the
thoughts of a "being endowed with mind" who 1is the
demiurge. The thoughts of god who is simply "Mind"“ would
then refer to the first god.' In the first passage, where
the Idea is the thought of God, the first god, we are
talking about a ‘"perfectly wunitary" Platonic Good.
Albinus maintains that the Ideas are thoughts of god with

certainty, and presents the thesis as a conception held

by Platonists in general. This suggests that the notion

'Por a slightly different interpretation see Kenney, pg
75. Treating Idea and Ideas separately makes more sense than
Witt’s (pp. 69-76) apparent conflation of the two. The primal

god cannot have Ideas (plural), given his simplicity;
something else must have Ideas. Witt seems to assume that Idea
(formal cause) is the same as "Ideas", and that the formal

cause is different from whatever the first god thinks. But the
distinction Albinus makes between whether God is a mind or a
being with a mind makes more sense if we take Ideas (plural)
to belong to the being with a mind, and Idea (singular) to
belong to a mind.
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was already a fixed doctrine by the time he wrote the
Didaskalikos.®

The god that thinks the Ideas also seems to refer
to the World-soul. In Chapter X, Albinus says that the
primal God is the Father because:

He is the author of all things, and he

guides the celestial intelligence and the

world soul to Himself and His thoughts. In

accordance with his will he has filled all

things with himself, quickening the world

soul and turning it towards Himself, since

he is the source of its intelligence. It is

this Intelligence which, after being set in

order by the father, orders the whole

nature in this world. (X)

The distinction is between the primal god and the world
soul. The latter has as its source the first or primal
god. We should not be worried by the fact that here
Albinus refers to the thoughts (plural) of the primal
God. All this suggests is that when they are conveyed to
the world soul, they are plural. The account which
precedes this passage speaks of the primal god as a
complete unity, described apophatically as:

eternal, self-sufficient, that is without

need, eternally perfect, that is perfect

for all times, and all perfect, that is
perfect in every respect. He is Divinity,

'cp Armstrong, (1967) pg 66.
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Substantiality, Truth, Symmetry, The Good.

I do not mean that these are to be taken

separately but that they are conceived to

form a complete unity. (X)

I will have more to say about this passage later. Right
now I want to point out that if Albinus speaks of the
thoughts (plural) of the first god, it means that things
"below" him would see them as plural, but that in him
they are Idea.

What is most interesting for our study of Plotinus
is that he himself wrote a treatise (Enneads V.5) which
Porphyry titles "That the Intelligibles are Not Outside
the Intellect, and On the Good." What is, by the time of
Albinus a fixed doctrine, that Ideas are the thoughts of
God, is in in Plotinus the subject of an adamant treatise
- for Plotinus it has become a key doctrine of the
Platonic tradition.

Again, we should keep is in mind that the
parallels need not imply the direct influence of Albinus,
for it seems likely that this way of conceiving the Ideas
was a commonplace among Platonists of the time of Albinus
and as late as Plotinus. However it 1s useful to see a

complete text 1like this is 1in the context of second
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century Platonism, since it is less odd to find Plotinus
maintaining this with vigour later. What we will come to
see 1s that the Platonic Ideas immediately apprehended by
the mind of God is the way is in which Plotinus conceives
of Nous, the second God is in his system. As I have
suggested, the god that thinks the Ideas is in Albinus,
is a second God. However, Albinus’ first god 1looks
nothing like Plotinus’ One; instead we see Aristotle’s

Unmoved Mover.

3.1.2 An Unmoved Mover

Is in Book X of the Didaskalikos, the description
of the first god is a blending of Plato and Aristotle; it
is as if Albinus takes Plato’s Good is in Republic VI
and characterises it as the Unmoved Mover of Metaphysics
At It is  useful, before we look at this
characterisation, to see why Albinus thinks that there is
something (metaphysically) prior to the mind that thinks
the ideas. He argues 1is in a previous chapter (IV) that
there are "first sensibles, " and based on this, he argues

that there must also be first intelligibles:

'cp Kenney, pg 77; Witt, pg 10.
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If intelligibles exist and they are neither
sensible nor do they participate is in the
sensible world but 1is in certain first

intelligibles, then there exist first
intelligibles is in an absolute sense just
as there are also first sensibles. (X)

The notion of participation here is interesting. Albinus
uses it to suggest that the intelligibles are not
grounded is in the sense-world, but rather is in "first
intelligibles," bringing to mind, perhaps, the idea of
the forms participating is in the Form of the Good. This
makes sense, given that the discussion opens with the
claim that Plato thought this first god was "almost
ineffable". Whereas humans do not know the intelligibles
perfectly, but often are hindered by materialistic
conceptions of them (Albinus says "they often add, for
example, size and shape and colour"), the gods know the
intelligibles immediately and without sense perception.
But there must be a cause of this knowing:

Since mind is superior to soul, and mind is

in act knowing all things simultaneously

and eternally is superior to mind is in

potentiality, and since the cause of this

and whatever else might exist above these

is still more noble, this would be the

primal God, the cause of everlasting

activity of the mind of the whole
heaven. (X)
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Here we have merged into Aristotelianism. The notions of
act and potency are employed, and the first god 1is
described as causing the eternal activity of the whole
heaven. The fact that the knowing of all things
simultaneously 1is seen as caused by the primal god
suggests that the thoughts of the second god are caused
by the first; but this second god seems also to be the
mind of the whole heaven. The mind that knows all things
simultaneousgsly cannot be the first god, because it is
itself caused by the first god. Nor can it be different
from the first heaven, since then it would be a third
god, and there is no mention of this. Hence it seems that
the second god and the mind of the heaven are two parts
of the same thing.® This is also suggested by what

Albinus says next:

'This I think is ©better than Armstrong'’s
suggestion(1967), pg 66: "The actual intelligence [Albinus]
identifies sometimes with the supreme god, but sometimes he
distinguishes a god who is the cause of intelligence and,
instead, or along with the triad god-ideas-matter establishes
another: first god-intelligence-soul." When we come to examine
Numenius, we see that the second god actually splits into two,
one of which is a formal intelligence, the other being
involved more intimately with matter and perhaps demiurgic
functioning. It seems like something of this nature is going
on in Albinus - there are not two triads, but some ambiguity
about the roles of the second god in Albinus. Kenney'’s (pg 77)
interpretation is closer to my own.
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Although without motion himself, the primal

God acts upon the cosmos as the sun does on

the sight of one looking at it or as the

object of desire arouses desire while

remaining motionless itself. Thus also will

this mind set is in motion the mind of the

whole heaven. (X)
The primal god is an "unmoved mover" that sets the heaven
is in motion as an object of its desire. This conception
merges with Plato’s analogy of the sun, wherein the Form
of the good grants intelligibility to its objects. A
plausible interpretation of the passage is that the Ideas

is in the second god come from the Idea of the first god.

This primal god thinks itself, and the argument reflects

that of Metaphysics A:

Since the primal intelligence is extremely
beautiful, the object of its knowledge must
also be extremely beautiful, but nothing is
more beautiful than God. God must,
therefore, contemplate Himself and his own
thoughts, and this activity is Idea. (X)
Again we see that the "thoughts" of the first god are
spoken of is in the plural but, given the apophatic
expression of this god’s unity, it again makes sense to

interpret this as "plural" from our perspective but

unified from his.
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When we come to examine the philosophy of

Plotinus, we shall see that what is actually "plural" is

in Nous is a potency, a OuVOMLETWV TAVTWV, is in the One.

Further, for Plotinus, the first God is not a being which
thinks itself at all, although it does stand is in a
similar relation to Nous as Albinus’ primal god stands is
in relation to the world soul. As I have suggested,
Albinus maintains that we must understand his first god
apophatically, or by means of a sort of via negativa, so

as to grasp its unitary nature.’®

3.1.3 Negative Theology

I now want to revisit the via negativa of the
Didaskalikos, and to plant the suggestion that Plotinus
retains this kind of negative theology. Is in fact he
demotes Albinus’ primal god, and Aristotle’s Unmoved
Mover to the "second rank," is in consonance with the
kind of negative theology we see is in the Didaskalikos.

Of course what happens is that the "world-soul," which

It is clear that Aristotle thinks his God will be a
unity, in so far as it is completely actual. Albinus seems to
think that this type of unity can be asserted of a self-
intellecting first principle, whereas Plotinus does not. We
will see why in our examination of Plotinus’ critique of
Aristotle. (Chapter VII)
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bears the similarity of demiurgic functioning and
thinking of its prior takes on the "third rank," the Soul
of Plotinus’ system. As we have seen, Albinus describes
the primal god as follows:

The primal God is eternal, ineffable, self-

sufficient, that is without need, eternally

perfect, that is perfect for all times, and

all perfect, that is perfect is in every

respect. He is Divinity, Substantiality,

Truth, Symmetry, the Good. I do not mean

that these are to be taken separately but

that they are conceived to form a complete

unity. (X)
There are similarities to Plotinus’ One here, and there
are differences. For Plotinus, the epithets "Truth" and
"Substantiality" belong to Nous, for Nous is the primary
instance of Being and Thought. Plotinus sees his own
first principle as conceptually aligned with "the Good"
and he would accept a characterisation of the One as
ineffable, eternal, self-sufficient and perfect. The
question for Plotinus is whether or not Thought and Being
can properly be said of the One, even as a "complete
unity." What I will attempt to show is in my analysis of

Plotinus that Being and Thought are for him, inconsistent

with "complete unity." The method he often uses 1is
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similar to that of Albinus, that of apophasis. Here is
another example of Albinus’ approach:

God is ineffable and apprehensible by mind

alone, as has been said, because he 1is

neither genus nor species nor specific

difference. We cannot predicate of him

evil...or good...Nor does he experience

anything indifferent...We cannot predicate

of God qualities since His perfection is

not the result of having received

qualities, nor can we say he lacks

qualities since he has not been deprived of

any quality that befits Him. God is neither

a part of something else nor having

parts...Our first notion of God will be

that which results from abstracting the

above mentioned attributes. (X)
What we will see is in Plotinus’ philosophy is a tendency
to preserve and refine this kind of apophatic approach to
the first principle. Taken to its logical extreme,
apophasis dictates his rejection of the identification of
the One with being or thinking. We shall see is in
Chapter VII that he explicitly rejects Aristotle’s first
principle because it is a thinking being. Is in his
rejection of Aristotle, Plotinus also rejects the kind of
Aristotelianising Platonism that has crept into the
"school handbook," of Albinus. We may keep is in mind

then, that Plotinus 1is trying to keep his Platonism

"pure", to rid it of elements that are incommensurate
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with it. If this is so, it lends support to my thesis
that Plotinus remains true to the Platonic metaphysical
hierarchy. For his rejection of the Unmoved Mover as a
first principle is grounded is in Plotinus’ Platonic
understanding of the relation of being and unity, and
this 1is the metaphysical core with which Aristotle’s
metaphysic 1s inconsistent. Before we get to this,
however, we must look at some further development is in

Platonic/Pythagorean thinking, 1s in Numenius.

3.2 Numenius of Apamea

That there is some significant similarity between
Plotinus and Numenius 1is attested to by Porphyry's
account of how Plotinus was accused of plagiarising him.*'
It is Numenius who presents us with a triadic system of
hypostases of a sort, standing in successive dependent

relations to one another.? In addition, we see in

‘We also know from Porphyry that in Longinus' opinion,
Numenius was expounding a doctrine similar to that of
Plotinus, but he lacked Plotinus' philosophical accuracy.
Amelius wrote a book on the difference between the two, which
he dedicated to Porphyry. Vita XVII.

’It appears that both Numenius and Plotinus use Plato’s
Second Letter (312e) as a justification for this (Armstrong,
1967, pg 98). Kenney (pg 59)notes that the tendency towards a

(continued...)
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Numenius a conception of ethics striking in its
similarity to Plotinus. The chief aim of the soul is to
free itself from its descent into body and seek a
likeness to God.' The notion of an "ascent to the Good"
is also part of this ethical picture.?
Numenius’ system has three divinities: a "First
God, " which is simple, indivisible’® and self-directed, a
"Second God" of which the first is the Idea, and which is
initially unified but divides as a result of 1its
involvement with matter, and a "Third God," which is

roughly equivalent to a World-Soul.! The basic scheme is

represented failirly succinctly, (albeit incorrectly) by
Proclus:
2(...continued)

triadic system of this sort was already present in Moderatus
of Gades. cp Dillon, pg 46.

'cp Enneads I,2; cp. Dillon, pg 366
Frag 2; Dillon, pg 372

I take it that Kenney’s claim (pg. 60) that it is
"divisible," is a typographical error.

‘With regard to my interpretation of Albinus, Armstrong’s
(1967, pg 100) interpretation of Numenius 1is perhaps
instructive in that, to my mind, it characterises both
Numenius and Albinus equally well: "The first god is the
Idea...of the second god who can also be referred to as a
second intelligence or as artificer...Instead of speaking of
a third god we should rather say that he is a double one."
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Numenius proclaims three gods, calling the
first ‘Father’, the second ‘Creator’ and
the third ‘Creation’; for the cosmos
according to him, is the third god. So
according to him, the Demiurge is double,
being both the first god and the second,
and the third god is the object of his
demiurgic activity - it is better to use
this terminology than to use the sort of
dramatic bombast that he employs, naming
them res?ectively Grandfather, Son and
Grandson.

Dillon suggests rightly, that Proclus has made the
division of the Demiurgos incorrectly, that the Demiurgos
is divided between the second and the third gods, and not
the first and the second. This seems to be clear from
Fragment 11:

The First God, existing in his own place,
is simple and, consorting as he does with
himself alone can never be divisible. The
second and third God, however are in fact
one; but in the process of coming into
contact with Matter [tnuAn]l, which is the
Dyad, [the second God] gives unity to it,
but is Himself divided by it, since matter
has a character prone to desire and is in
flux. So in virtue of not being in contact
with the Intelligible(which would mean
being turned in upon himself), by reason of
looking towards Matter and taking thought
for it, He becomes unregarding of Himself.?

'Tn Tim I, 303, 27ff=Fr 21.

Tw oLV PN ELVAL TPOG TW VONTW...010 TO0 TNV VANV PAemelv, Tautng
(continued...)
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And he seizes upon the sense realm and
ministers to it and yet draws it up to His

own character [nfog], as a result of this
yearning [emopefapevog] towards Matter.'

It should perhaps be noted that many Pythagoreans
(and Albinus also) draw a distinction between the supreme
God and the Demiurgos,? but with Numenius, the
distinction is somewhat sharper. This sharp distinction
between an active second principle and an ultimate source
of unity,’ was perhaps fuelled by Gnostic concerns about
the ultimate source of evil. Part and parcel of this
"sharp distinction," is what Kenney calls the "demotion
of the demiurge." The First God is entirely self-directed
and self-intellecting, whereas the Second God now
performs extrinsically directed intellective and

demiurgic functions. The Second God has thought which is

2(...continued)
ETIPLEAOVEVOS QTEPLOTTOG €OVLTOV YLYVeETal." Des-Places (pg 52):
"N’etant pas attache a 1l'Intelligible,...parce qu’il regarde

la materiale, il s’en preoccupe et s’oublie lui-meme."
'Frag 11, Trans Dillon
pDillon, pg 367

’Kenney (pg 60), suggests, "There is no question that the
systematic intent of this theology is to distinguish quite
sharply between the principle that actively exercises the
function of cosmic production and the ultimate first principle
of the system."
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related both to what is above it and to what is below it
in the hypostatic chain. Many scholars claim that
Plotinus held to a theory similar to Numenius 1in an
earlier treatise (V.5.2), wherein Numenius’ First God is
like the ©One, in that it retains some kind of
intellection.! In later treatises, as we shall see,
Plotinus explicitly denies that the One is intellective.?
Further, Plotinus’ Nous never becomes "unregarding of
itself" in the way that parts of his third hypostasis,
Soul do. The notion of "self-forgetting" is key to
Plotinus’ account of embodied souls.? Plotinus’ second
god, Nous, is (usually) a distinct hypostasis from Soul.
They are not, as they are in Numenius, one. However the
distinction in Numenius between the second and third gods
may suggest a desire to maintain a purely formal realm,
one that does not suffer the encroachment of matter, or

bear the responsibility for creating matter.

'Rist, Road, pp 42-4; Dodds, "Numenius and Ammonius," pp
19-20; Armstrong, LCL, vol 5, pg. 146 n.l. (For a different
view see Bussanich, "Inner Life," pp. 165 ff)

Tt is useful to note that Armstrong (1967), pg 101.
suggests that, "when Numenius describes his first god as
thinking, Plotinus must have considered it the same error
which Aristotle had committed."

‘cp Armstrong (1967), pg 101.
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Numenius makes great steps towards the "demotion
of the demiurge," to a secondary principle enhances the
tendency (already present 1in Moderatus of Gades) to
impose a hypostatic understanding on Platonic
metaphysics.! In an interesting passage, one which
appears to have influenced Plotinus’ interpretation of
Plato, Numenius speaks of Plato’s Demiurge as the second
god, which is lower than an "aloof" first god:

Since Plato knew that among men the

Demiurge 1is the only divinity known,

whereas the Primal Intellect, which is

called Being-in-Itself, is completely

unknown to them, for this reason he spoke

to them, as it were, as follows: 'O men,

that Intellect which you imagine to be

supreme 1s not so, but there is another

intellect prior to this one which is older

and more divine.?

What we will see when we come to Plotinus 1is the
identification of the Demiurgos with the Unmoved Mover,

and the reserving of a non-intellective and non-proactive

position for Plotinus’ One.

4. Conclusion

1Tn fact Numenius declares his triadic distinction to be
the teaching of Socrates. cp. Dillon, pg 367.

‘0On the Good, VI (Frag 17)
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In both Numenius' philosophy and the Didaskalikos

the ultimate source of being and unity is still engaged
in thought, and, in some sense, being. For Plotinus the
source of being is beyond thinking and existing. While
the "activity," of the Numenian First God or the active
teleological first principle of the Didaskalikos would no
doubt be of some consternation for the metaphysics of
Plotinus, there are significant similarities. In the
Didaskalikos we see a tendency towards apophatic
description of the complete simplicity of a first
principle which transcends the Ideas that exist in the
Mind of the demiurgic second principle. We see 1in
Numenius a triadic hypostatisation and in his attempt to
seek a transcendent non-generative, non-demiurgic first
unity. Further, there is his tendency to bifurcate the
demiurgic and purely formal functions of the second
principle. The movement in later Platonic and Pythagorean
thought was towards a "demotion" of mind as an ultimate
principle, which laid the groundwork for a less
anthropomorphic understanding of "god" than that of Plato

or Aristotle.' This should perhaps not be stated too

'0on the anthropomorphism, see Rist, pg 75.
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strongly, for it is clear that thinking holds a place of
primary importance in Plotinus' Enneads, and why that
should be the <case 1is arguably as much of an
anthropomorphic principle as anything 1in Plato or
Aristotle.! The key, however, is that Plotinus puts his
primary principle beyond this, wherein the noetic plays
more of an instrumental, rather than a direct causal
role.? It is through thinking that the Forms "become
being, " so to speak, and through participation in Forms
that the rest of the cosmos derives its existence.

This brief overview of some general movements in
those who considered themselves followers of Plato and
Pythagoras is helpful, I think, for understanding several
of the moves that Plotinus makes in his own metaphysical
thinking. It helps explain, to some extent, the kind of
Platonism that had developed by the time he began
philosophising, and it also helps explain why he thinks
that he is offering an acceptable interpretation of Plato

in the Enneads.

'Gerson (1994) pg. 21.

‘ibid, pp 29 ff.
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When one sees that the general philosophical
movements of the tradition in which Plotinus found
himself pointed to a principle which transcended thinking
and being, it becomes easier to understand why he finds
Aristotle’s First principle unacceptable. Ultimately, I
think that both the "first god" of Plotinus’ Middle
Platonic predecessors, and Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover are
unacceptable because they cannot be rendered commensurate
with the Platonic metaphysical hierarchy, where unity is
prior to being, and being is prior to particulars. The
identity of thinking and being in the Pythagorean
tradition, in Parmenides, in Plato, and in Aristotle’s
Unmoved Mover, mean that whatever is understood as
thinking 1is, for Plotinus, posterior to a unitary

principle which grounds it.



CHAPTER VII - Aristotle

1. Introduction

Some scholars such as Kenney' see Plotinus as
reacting not specifically to Aristotle, but to Middle
Platonists or Neopythagoreans holding a first principle
which admits of duality. These are not mutually exclusive
options, however. In some cases Plotinus is reacting
specifically to Aristotle,? and in others to the
integration of Aristotle into Platonism, and in others
both. Plotinus frames a significant portion of the
approach to his first principle 1in reference to
Aristotle, and our examination of later Middle Platonism
and Neopythagoreanism reveals a tendency in those schools

to combine a Platonic cosmos with an "Aristotelian" god.

'Renney, pg xxx, and Chapter 3.

‘Gerson (1994a) pg 8, suggests that Plotinus argues for
the tenets of his system by arguing against Aristotelian
principles. He goes on to say, "The Enneads is the first and
even up to the present day one of the very few attempts to
appreciate Aristotle’s arguments and to defeat them on their
own ground."

235
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In the end, the result of Plotinus' attack is the same -
a first principle cannot admit of any multiplicity, and
as far as Plotinus is concerned, Aristotle's Unmoved
Mover is as multiple as Parmenides’ being.

It should be stated at the outset that Plotinus,
though "demoting" the Aristotelian first principle, does
so while retaining much of wvalue 1in Aristotelian
thinking, or at 1least 1its incorporation into Middle
Platonism and Neopythagoreanism.' A wide range of
Aristotelian (and Stoic) terminology 1is employed by
Plotinus, especially the concepts of actuality and
potentiality.2 One also gets the sense that Plotinus
retains the notion of pros hen equivocity,’® in so far as
the meaning of being in Soul and material particulars is
derived from the meaning of the being of Nous. However,
contra Aristotle, there is an ontologically efficacious
continuity of the "being" that emerges from the One,

finds its primary sense in Nous and equivocal senses in

Tt seems clear that Plotinus does not distinguish
between the Active Intellect and the Unmoved Mover; but
neither did Alexander of Aphrodisias.

‘e.g. II.5.1-3

3v1.1.25, 17-18. Cp Gerson, pp 8-9; Hadot, pg 129.
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all other beings.*' It is also important that the

identity of vonoiwg and vonte in Aristotle’s De Anima III, 4

is central to Plotinus' epistemology and theory of Nous.?
Interestingly enough, as some scholars have observed,
because Plotinus incorporates this epistemology, he is
able to undermine Aristotelianism on its own terms.’

In the next three sections of this chapter, I will
attempt to evaluate some key aspects of Plotinus’
critique of Aristotle, taking my cue from the
difficulties I outlined in Chapter V.

In Sections 2 and 3 I examine some of the explicit
statement Plotinus makes regarding Aristotle in Enneads
V.1.9. This is an interesting and useful place to start
because we find Plotinus placing his critique of
Aristotle’s first principle(s) in the context of a

"historical" survey of Greek principles of unity. In

Tt is my contention that, in Aristotle, pros hen
equivocity is not intercategorial, whereas in Plotinus it is
hypostatic, or applies to the three primary hypostases.

Armstrong notes that a direct application of the
Aristotelian notion is perhaps not possible, but clearly some
version of it is employed. ("Background," pg. 401) It is clear
that Aristotle warns against a strict identity of vouc and
vonta at Phys 220a20-b22. cp. Alfino, pg 276.

’Katz, pg. 4; O'Meara, pp. 49-50; Gerson (1994), pp 192ff
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Section 2, I discuss Plotinus’ attack on the Unmoved
Mover as a first principle, on the ground that it 1is
multiple and not properly unitary, as it should be.
Section 3 discusses Plotinus’ critique of Aristotle’s
"multiple movers." I suggest that Plotinus’ claim that
the Unmoved Movers are indistinguishable shows the flaw
of rendering being and unity convertible when dealing
with immaterial substance.

Finally, in Section 4, I examine Plotinus’
response to the general thesis of the convertibility of
being and unity that Aristotle wants to put forth, and
suggest that his rejection of Aristotle’s convertibility
thesis also implies a conceptual allegiance to the

Platonic metaphysical hierarchy.

2. The Unmoved Mover

Plotinus follows Plato in attempting to show that
attributing being to Parmenides' first principle results
in that principle being multiform.' Hence when Aristotle
places at the head of his metaphysical system a thinking,

"unitary" being, there is plenty of room for Plotinus to

.1.8, 23-4
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assert that it is already multiform, in virtue of its
being and its thinking. Much of what Plotinus has to say
about the Unmoved Mover focuses on thinking, so I propose
to start there:

Later Aristotle makes the first principle

[to TPWTOV] separate [xwprotov] and
intelligible, but when he says that it
knows itself (voewv... oauto) he goes back

again and does not make it the first
principle [T0 mpwtov}; (V.1.9, 8-9)°

Plotinus' ontological perspective requires that
the first being be absolutely simple, and he maintains
that an entity which 1is self-intellecting is not
absolutely simple, but in a way manifold.? He agrees with
Aristotle that the first principle must be without
potency, but in so far as thinking always ought to imply
the potency of the thinker to the object of thought, he
maintains that there is potency within the Unmoved
Mover.®’ By Aristotle's own lights then, an actuality is

required that is prior to thinking, in order to guarantee

'lep, V.1.9; Vv.3.11-4; V.6; VI.7.35-7
’cp O'Meara, pg. 50.

*Indeed this is the case in De Anima III,4, which we
discussed in Chapter IV.
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the act of thinking that in turn guarantees motion.’
Consequently, Plotinus would maintain that those who say
that the divine intellect 1is simple, and that this
Unmoved Mover is the primary unity which generates
multiplicity do not realise that the principle of being
and unity must itself be beyond being and unity.?

As I have suggested, the general movement in
Platonism to identify Nous in his system with Aristotle’s
Unmoved Mover is something which Plotinus inherits. Since
we know that what he thinks about Nous is what he thinks
about the Unmoved Mover (at a general level), we may
elucidate the terse statement made about the Unmoved
Mover in V.1.9 by examining Plotinus’ reflections on
Nous. At V.3, he says:

If then Nous 1s Nous because 1t 1is
multiple, thinking itself [VO€lwvoOVLTO], even

'Gerson, (1992) pg 22.

‘Gerson (1994a), pg 9, suggests that Plotinus’ refutation
of Aristotle has 2 parts; "First, Plotinus aims to show that
what Aristotle regards as the arche of all, the unmoved mover
or ‘thinking thinking about thinking,’ cannot be the
absolutely first principle. It cannot be absolutely first
because it is not self explaining. That it, it must have a
principle or cause outside of itself. The second stage of the
strategy is to demonstrate the existence of the true first
principle, and to deduce its properties, none of which can be
possessed by Aristotle’s god.*
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if it derives from Nous, 1is a kind of
internal occurrence which makes it many.
That which is absolutely simple and first

of all things must be beyond [erekeiva]
Nous; but if it is Nous, it will be

multiplicity. [mAn6ogeocton]. (v.3.11,26-31)
Any self-thinking thing then, is multiple, and any
multiplicity requires a unity which explains it.! This is
further suggested by the following:

But that which is before [intellection and
being] is their principle, not as immanent
in them; for it is not that from which
something comes which is immanent, but the
parts of which it is constituted; but that
from which each individual thing comes is
not an individual thing, but other than all
of them. It is not then, one of all things,
but before all things, so that it is before
Nous...It must not be one of the things
before which it is, and you are not to call
it intellect; not even the Good then: no,
not even this if "the Good" means that
which is not before all things; but if it
means that which is before all things, let
the name stand. (v.3.11, 16-25)

The two previous passages are from the relatively
the late treatise (49th in Porphyry's chronology) "On the

Knowing Hypostases and That Which is Beyond" (v, 3).? I

'cp III1.8.9, 6-7; VI.9.2; V.1.5, 1-19. Cp Gerson (1994a),
pg. 10.

’Says Armstrong, (1980) vol V, pg 69, "The treatise shows,
perhaps more clearly than any other in the Enneads, the
stimulation of the thought of Plotinus by critical reflection

(continued...)
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propose now to look a little further into this treatise
to see how Plotinus treats Nous there; this affords us
further insight into his critique of the Unmoved Mover.
The treatise begins by enquiring into what can properly
be said to think itself. Plotinus argues that the human
soul does not properly "think itself," but rather takes
its intellection from Nous and sense-perception, the

former by way of an "imprint" on its reasoning faculty

and through the comparison of external oucOntoawith these

imprints - what Plotinus says we should call the avouvnoig

of the soul.' The human soul stands in a kind of "middle
realm, " halfway between Nous and the material world, and
it bridges the gap between the two:?

The activities of Nous are from above in
the same way that those of sense-perception
are below; we are this, the principal part
of the soul, in the middle (peocov) between
two powers, a worse and a better, the worse

that of sense-perception, the better that
of Nous. (V.3.3, 36-40)

(...continued)
on what Plotinus says about Intellect and exposition of
Aristotelian doctrine by...Alexander of Aphrodisias."

v.3.2, 1-14.

*This is not to deny, however, that a part of the soul is
always in contact with Nous.
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In a more poetic rendering, Plotinus says, "aioOnoigdenuiv

oyyerog, Baoldeug 8e Tpog NG EKELVOS [voug] . "t

Whereas the soul is not engaged in what might be
called self-intellection proper, one might suggest that
in so far as soul "ascends" to the level of Nous it
understands itself non-discursively.? However, only Nous

(and the Forms) can properly be said to be properly self-

intellecting, in so far as there i1s an identity of ovowx

and evepyelo,;, Nous, vontov and vOnol are one:

If then [Nous] is actuality and its
substance is actuality, it 1is one and the
same with its actuality; but being and the
intelligible are also one with the
actuality. Altogether are one, Intellect,

intellection, the intelligible [VOLg, vONolg,

70 vomtov] . If therefore, 1Intellect’s
intellection is the intelligible, and the
intelligible is itself, it will think
itself: for it will think with the
intellection which it is itself and will
think the intelligible, which it is itself.
In both ways then, it will think itself, in
that intellection is itself and in that the
intelligible is itself which thinks in its

'v.3.3, 45-6

At v.3.4, 13-4, Plotinus says that the better part of

the soul is “mtepovoBon mpog vonolg, " recalling Phaedrus 246 ff.
cp. Armstrong (1988), pg 83 nl. Re discursive thinking, cp.
Armstrong (19921), pg 120.
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intellection and which is itself. (V.3.5,
41-50)

In the end, Plotinus concludes from his analysis of the

thinking of Nous that it is "being" in the primary sense:

"1

"0 pev 81 Aoyog omedelZEV €1Vor TL TO (LUTO EXVTO KUPLWG VOELV. "~ Again

Plotinus’ assessment of being is such that any sense of
being entails multiplicity.

The being of Nous is an activity (evepyewr) which

is directed onto itself because Nous does not will the
existence what is below it, but rather remains in its own
self-contemplating satisfaction:

The thinking is different when it is in
soul but is more properly thinking in Nous.
For the soul [we observed] thought itself
as belonging to another, but Nous did so as
itself, and as what and who it is, and [it
started its thinking] from its own nature
and thought by turning back to itself. For
in seeing the real beings [ovia] it saw
itself, and in seeing it was 1n act
[evepyeia] , and its actuality was itself:
for Nous and intellection are one; and it
thinks with the whole of itself, not one
part of itself with another. (V.3.3, 2-8)

Given the characterisation of Nous as that whose

actuality is thinking, whose thinking and object of

v.3.6, 1-2
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thought are one, it 1s no surprise that Plotinus
identifies this principle with the Unmoved Mover of
Aristotle. But this kind of being, which is capable of
self-intellection, must be multiform, having two
capacities, 1its thinking and its existence as thing

thought. To say that the "seeing" (=thinking) of Nous is

its substance (KalTnvouolayavtovopeoivelval)’ indicates two

terms, the being and the thought:

we ought to repeat that this Nous needs to
see itself, or rather to possess the seeing
of itself, first because it is multiple,
and then because it belongs to another, and
must necessarily be a seer, and a seer of
that other, and its seeing 1is its
substance; for the existence of something
else is a necessary condition of seeing,
and if there is nothing else seeing 1is
useless. There must be, then, more than
one, that seeing may exist, and the seeing
and the seen must coincide, and what 1is
seen by itself must be a universal
multiplicity. (Vv.3.10, 9-18)

Once the distinction can be articulated about the being
and thought, Plotinus indicates the possibility of

deriving, (as he does in Enneads V.1l), the Platon