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1. Introduction

The seventh-century CE Syriac translation of Porphyry’s third-century text, titled On Principles and
Matter,? discusses the principles responsible for the structure of the physical world in the form of
both a self-standing argument and doxographical quotations from Atticus, Severus, and Boethus. As
Yury Arzhanov and others have persuasively shown, we can ascribe Porphyry as the author of the
text with certainty, thanks to a number of features in the text, such as the text’s citation of Longinus
as the author’s teacher® and certain, very notable parallels between parts of the text with Calcidius’
commentary on the Timaeus.* This background should both interest and concern us when putting this
text together with the other extant texts discussing the primary cause, or causes, of the natural world.
In the Syriac text’s first half, the author, Porphyry (to whom I will now refer from here onward),
argues that there must be three first principles: (1) the active cause, distinguished between God and
(2) the Forms, and (3) the passive cause, i.e. Matter, which Porphyry shortens to the (1) active and
(2) passive principles, as co-equal and relatively opposed to each other.

Yet if we consider the witness of Porphyry’s critique against Atticus from Proclus’ Timaeus
Commentary, we see the opposite thesis argued: there cannot, in fact, be two co-equal principles of
God and matter, but rather one principle above the opposites. Furthermore, the Syriac text goes on to
quote and discuss Atticus’ similar views of the co-equality of God and matter, but only critiques
Atticus on his ascription of evil to matter and passes over any problem of the co-equality of the
principles. Finally, where Porphyry would posit the One as the ultimate first cause in other texts, as
in Proclus’ fragment, the Syriac text is silent on the One; instead the active cause, which would be
the closest parallel to the One, is presented as intellect (vodg) by nature, possessing the Forms as its
thoughts (and hence why the Forms (2) are collapsed with God (1)). Thus, while the text may indeed
be Porphyry’s, one may be mystified by the way in which the “Porphyry” of this Syriac text speaks

!'T would like to thank Yury Arzhanov and George Karamanolis for inviting me to present an early version of this paper
for a workshop on the newly-discovered On Principles and Matter text on April 8, 2022, and with special thanks to the
other participants of the workshop for their feedback. I also wish to thank Yury, together with Alexandra Michalewski,
Michael Chase, Jeff Johns, George Karamanolis, Harold Tarrant, Gretchen Reydams-Schils, Jan Opsomer, Carlos Steel,
and Istvan Perczel for their help in discussing various points from my April 2022 presentation and the drafts that led to
this paper. Finally, I wish to thank the Fonds Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek (FWO), within the framework of the project,
“Substance and the Sensible World between Pagan Platonism and Early Byzantine Christians” (grant ref. 3H210442), for
their generous support in the preparation of this article. Translations from Greek and Latin sources my own unless
otherwise noted.

2 At least provisionally titled this, although the manuscript itself contains no title; on the titling, as well as dating of the
manuscript and original Syriac text, see Arzhanov (2021), 3—-10 and (esp.) 26-37.

3 Porphyry, PM §95.

4 On the evidence of Porphyry’s authorship behind the PM, see Arzhanov (2021), 66-78. On the parallels of the PM to
Calcidius’ Timaeus Commentary, in regards to Porphyry’s authorship, see Arzhanov’s chapter in this volume (pp. [[xxx]])
and Michalewski (2022); see Reydams-Schills (forthcoming) (esp. [[12 and 27-28]]), who, in light of the PM, maintains
the skepticism from her initial study in seeing Porphyry’s presence in Calcidius (cf. Reydams-Schils (2020), 184189,
and esp. 217: “[the] hypothesis that Porphyry is one of the main source-authors behind Calcidius’ work is not tenable”™);
and in support of the PM as evidence of Porphyry’s presence in Calcidius (contra Reydams-Schils), see Michael Chase’s
contribution in this vol. (pp. [[xxx]]). For the purpose of this chapter I take no strong position, except only with regard to
the textual parallels to this text, where Calcidius’ commentary illuminates aspects of the PM (following Arzhanov’s
chapter in this volume).



in a Middle Platonist way—and in this sense, very close to Atticus—in contrast to the “Porphyry” of
the extant Greek texts who speaks in a Neoplatonist and (moreover) anti-dualist way.

Various questions arise here. In the part of the text where it seems to be the author’s voice, such
as in §§17-28, do we have Porphyry’s own view? Or is this perhaps a dialectical argument adapted
from Atticus’ and Severus’ positions (among other possible candidates), which is not, in fact,
Porphyry’s own view? Or something between these two?

In this paper, I wish to look more closely at the parallels and contrasts between these two sets
of texts on the first principle(s) of the natural world. Though more research will certainly be needed,
my initial suggestion is that the Syriac text preserves part of a longer treatise that presents a tentative
hypothesis for the two, co-equal principles of God and matter, before, however, it is contextualized
within Porphyry’s predominant view of one principle (i.e. the One) above the active and passive
principles. What we then have is part of a text developing a dualist framework of principles, which
is necessary, and—in the specific scope of the sublunar, enmattered world—sufficient. The other part
of this theoretical text (whether it may have been in the same work or in another), which we only see
in Proclus’ Timaeus Commentary, refines the framework within the ultimate scope of metaphysical
principles: it shows that a dualist framework, at this level, cannot be sustained without a principle
(i.e. the One) bringing together the subordinate active and passive principles. Although the Syriac
text itself explicitly signposts little of this broader context, there are indications in the text, as we will
see, that hint at what we ultimately find elaborated in Proclus’ fragment and elsewhere.

2. The Syriac Text on the Active and Passive Causes (§§17-39)

Porphyry’s argument for the active cause in On Principles and Matter builds on his initial
employment of two kinds of demonstration or “demonstrative proof” (corresponding to dmodeikTikdg
in the Syriac):> one (a) “demonstrates what is posterior on the ground of what is prior”, which is
conducted in syllogisms and characterized as “synthesis”;® and the other (b) “by means of posterior
things [which demonstrate] the prior”, which is characterized as “analysis”.” Porphyry uses the latter
method (b) in §§18-24 to establish Matter as the passive principle for natural things, and the former
(a) in §§25-28 to establish Intellect and its thoughts (i.e. the Forms) as the active principle responsible
for the rational order and structure imposed on matter. The idea in the text seems to be that
establishing the two principles of Matter and Intellect depends on these two, connected methods: first,
by grasping sensible composites, and then working backward to the underlying substrate as the first
“part” or element in the sensible composite (corresponding to (a)—as it were, from conclusion to
premise); then second, reversing direction and proceeding from that element (i.e. matter) to the
conclusion, i.e. Intellect, which brings together the different qualities, forms, and properties with
matter.’

At the outset, one can see the first proof, as well as the second, as an application of Aristotle’s
principle in Physics 1.1 of demonstrating from what is more known and clear to us to what is more
known and clear by nature (€K T@®V YVOPIUOTEPOV NUTV KO COPECTEPMOV ML TA GOPESTEPA TT) PVOEL

5 Porphyry, PM §17. See also Arzhanov’s ch. in this vol., p. [[4]]. Here and throughout, I rely on the English translation
for On Principles and Matter from Arzhanov (2021) and the revised translations of certain passages in Arzhanov’s chapter
in this volume (see pp. [[xxx—xxx]]).

® Porphyry, PM §§25, 28. See also Arzhanov’s. ch., pp. [[7-8]]. In Calcidius scholarship there is an open question whether
“synthesis” for Calcidius means syllogism or another, third kind of argument besides syllogism and analysis—namely,
as Hoenig (2021) 186 puts it, “a chain of reasoning that, just as resolutio itself, aims at facilitating our comprehension of
a metaphysical principle”. On this see Hoenig (2021) and Reydams-Schils (2020), 135-137. The same question a fortiori
may also apply here with the PM.

" Porphyry, PM §§25, 28.

8 On the method of analysis and synthesis between the PM and Calcidius, see Arzhanov’s chapter in pp. [[4-8]].
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Kol yvopyudtepa).” At the same time, as Michael Chase has argued, Porphyry’s two-fold method is
not simply derived from an Aristotelian principle, but rather goes back to mathematical texts that
develop the method of analysis and synthesis, seen initially in a scholium to Book XIII of Euclid’s
Elements (likely from Heron of Alexandria),!” and then becoming adapted in Middle Platonist
authors, from Galen into Celsus, Origen, and Alcinous, and ultimately into Alexander of Aphrodisias
and Porphyry himself.!! In Calcidius’ Timaeus Commentary, we find the distinction between
resolutio (corresponding to dvéAvoig, i.e. “analysis”)'? and compositio (corresponding to cOvOeoic,
i.e. “synthesis™),!? both of which are used respectively to establish the existence of matter (through
the former, “analysis”) and Intellect, or God (through the latter, “synthesis™), as principles in almost
precisely the same way as in On Principles and Matter—once more, one of the main pieces of
evidence showing the Porphyrian source in the background.!'*

We should look more in detail at PM’s argument from “synthesis” for the active principle,
inasmuch as it gives us clues for Porphyry’s own, settled view on the first cause in the background.
We see the first mention of the active cause after Porphyry concludes that matter cannot explain the
appearance of order and harmony of sensible properties as the author resumes in On Principles and
Matter §25. This leads to his conclusion that intellect, apart from matter, is responsible for that order
and harmony in §§26-27:

But pleasant order and beauty do not exist without harmony. And also harmony does
not exist without proportion. And proportion does not exist without reason. And such
reason does not exist without foresight and foreknowledge, while the latter two do
not exist without intellect. Thus, when intellect sets in motion through its activity, !>
it imprints, adjusts, arranges, and sets in order forms, qualities, and shapes.!®

One can recognize the cosmological scaffolding of Plato’s Timaeus 30a—c in the background, where
Timaeus asserts that the Demiurge, in wishing all things to be good as itself, imposed order on the
disorderly motion initially characterizing the visible world and, furthermore, put intelligence (vodg)
in the visible world by placing it in soul which, in turn, the Demiurge placed in body.!” Though Plato
does not explicitly refer to matter, Porphyry interprets the “discordant and disorderly motion”
(TAnpuedde kai dtaxtmg) characterizing the visible world!'® as connected to matter, before the
Demiurge brings about the ordered shapes and forms in matter.!” The Demiurge’s ordering becomes
interpreted in light of intellect’s activity of thinking, which, as Porphyry specifies, is constituted by

® Aristotle, Physics 1.1, 184a10-21.

10 Chase (2015), 111-116 (esp. 111-113).

! Chase (2015), 117-131.

12 Cf. Calcidius, In Tim. 302.

13 Cf. Calcidius, In Tim. 304.

14 On this, see again Arzhanov’s ch., pp. [[4-8]].

15 In light of Arzhanov’s translation adjustment to PM §27 (see n. 20, below), I substitute the original translation for
“actions” with “activity”.

16 Porphyry, PM §26.

17 See esp. Plato, Tim. 30a2-b5. Reydams-Schils (forthcoming), esp. pp. [[18-19]], [[22-26]], points out the curious
omission of any mention of “Demiurge” or “craftsman” in the PM, in contrast to Calcidius who explicitly references it
together with the “mind (mens) of God”, as it were bypassing where or how the Timaeus’ Demiurge fits in. On the other
hand, neither does Plotinus in Enn. IV.1-2 explicitly mention the Demiurge, though he almost certainly has it in mind in
his exegesis of Timaeus 30a—c with the four-fold distinction of principles: on this see below, pp. [[12—-13]].

18 Cf. Plato, Tim. 30a4-5.

19 Cf. Porphyry, PM §25: “But since the method of analysis is followed by the one of synthesis, [...] we ought to know
that, while we exclude particular things from Matter in our intellect, we then further attach them—i.e. forms, shapes, and
qualities—to it and include them into it. And further, while we attach them, we say that they exist not in a discordant and
disorderly state in Matter, but with some beauty and pleasant order.” Cf. Arzhanov’s ch., p. [[7]].
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the “prior definitions of things”, or the Forms.?° We can see here the language of previous Platonists,
from Alcinous to (especially) Plotinus, who identify the paradigmatic Forms with the thoughts of the
principle of intellect (voig), whether as the first cause (as for Middle Platonists like Alcinous)?! or as
the subordinate principle below the One (as for Numenius and, ultimately, Plotinus and Porphyry).??

With the latter in mind, we should look more closely at the last few lines of §§26-27, where the
text argues for intellect on the basis of “foresight” and “foreknowledge”, or also “forethought”
(mpdyvmoig and mpovoia, respectively, in the correlate Greek). This might give us pause from what
we know of Porphyry, given that he normally characterizes Intellect in terms of vofioig (i.e. thinking)
rather than mpovoio.?® If one has later Neoplatonist texts in mind, such as Proclus (for instance),
npovoia would strictly refer to the henads, or gods, above the level of Intellect.?* The link from
npovoia and mpoyvwoic to vodg, in this respect, is striking: if one strongly equates the activity of
thinking (vofioig) to vodg itself, as Neoplatonists like Porphyry and Plotinus would, it would be
puzzling why one would attribute fore-thinking.

However, from the text’s implicit focus on 7imaeus 30a—c, one can see that Porphyry is
following the attribution that Plato himself gives to the Demiurge, which he also qualifies as “the
god” (0€0¢): “In this way, then, in keeping with our likely account, we should say that the providence
(mpdvorav) of the god brought the world into being as a living thing by truth, endowed with soul and
intelligence (Euyvyov &vvouv)”.?> What seems clear in this passage is that Plato posits tpovoia as the
result of vodg (intelligence) which is found in the world, while mpovotia, in turn, is implicitly identified
with the Demiurge. In the On Principles and Matter passage, Porphyry seems to be attuned to this
line of argument from Plato, while additionally inserting in the argument the necessity that the
Demiurge itself is, in fact, vodg itself—and indeed the cause of the intelligence (vodg) also found in
the visible world. In this respect, we see a kind of exegesis of Timaeus 30b—c in this part of the
argument by Porphyry.

Porphyry’s linking of mpovoia with Intellect (vodg) begins to make more sense when we look
at Plotinus’ interpretation of mpovoio and its connection to Intellect as the Demiurge in Ennead
VIL.7.1—part of a larger treatise on the Forms and the Good, which the Syriac text may have in mind
in the dialectical argument for the active and passive principles in §§17-28. At the beginning of Enn.

20 Porphyry, PM §27: “Thus, by means of the method of synthesis, (i.e.) adding and attaching, we have also found the
active principle, which is Intellect. And since it is Intellect that arranges, orders, and sets these things through its activity,
its activity is thoughts. These thoughts we call Forms, Ideas, and prior definitions of things, for through them, i.e. through
their image and likeness, things are formed and set in order.” Cf. Arzhanov’s ch., p. [[8]].

2L See e.g. Alcinous, Didaskalikos 9, §§2-3, esp. §3, 1-7: “They justify the existence of forms in the following way also.
Whether God is an intellect or is possessed of intellect, he has thoughts, and these are eternal and unchanging; and if this
is the case, forms exist. For if matter is unmeasured in its own right, it needs to receive measures from something else
superior to it and immaterial. But the former is true; therefore so is the latter; and if this is the case, then forms exist as a
type of immaterial measure” (transl. Dillon). ('Ot 6¢ gicw ai idéa, kol obtm mapapvbodviar: gite yap vodg 6 Be0g vdpyet
gite vogpov, Eotv adT@® voruata, kol Tadta aimvid Te Kol dtpemta: &l 6& ToUT0, elolv al idéar Kol yap &l dpeTpog vmdpyet
1 OAn KoTd TOV E0Tiic Adyov, map’ ETEPOV TIVOG KPEITTOVOG, Kol ATA0L, TOV UETPOV OPEIAEL TUYXAVELY: TO € TYODUEVOV,
70 dpa Afjyov: &l 8¢ TolT0, gicilv ai 6ot pétpa Tva dbia drdpyovoat.) See Boys-Stones (2018), 135-136, 150-152, for
general discussion and background on Alcinous and other Platonists equating Forms with the thoughts of God.

22 See Boys-Stones (2018), 156-157, 166-167. See also next footnote.

2 See e.g. Porphyry, Sentences 25, where Intellect (vodg) is defined in juxtaposition to that which is beyond Intellect
(émékewva tod vob), i.e. the One, in terms of intellection (vonoig), while anything beyond intellection, by implication,
belongs to the One’s domain.

24 See e.g. Proclus, Elements of Theology, Prop. 120.10-12 (106.5-7 [Dodds]): “Providence then is primarily in the gods.
For indeed, where can an activity which is before intellect be found, except in principles which are above being?
Providence, as its very name reveals (scil. mpd-vow), is an activity before Intellect (scil. mpd vod)”. (8v Ooic ovv 1) TpdvoLa
TPOTOS. Kol od yap 1 Tpo vod Evépyeta §i &v Tolg Hrepovaiolg; 1 8¢ Tpdvola, MG TOVVONN ERPAIVEL, EVEPYELL £0TL TTPO
vod.) See also E7, Prop. 124.

25 Cf. Plato, Tim. 30b6—c1: oBtog odv 81| katd Adyov OV gikdta Sei Adyety TOVEE TOV OGOV {DOV ELyvyov EVvouy Te Ti|
aAnOsiq S v Tod Be0d yevésHor Tpdvolay.



VI.7.1, Plotinus addresses the problem of how “God, or some god” (6 0g0g 1| 8e6¢ T15), 1.e. implicitly
the Demiurge and the young gods of Timaeus 42d—e, can be said to have “reasons and [providential]
plans” (te aitiag kai mpovoiag)?® or “calculations” (Aoyiouoi).?” Plotinus’ question arises in the
context of Timaeus’ exposition of the young gods who fit eyes to the face and head of animals, as
well as the other sensible organs to other parts of the body?®>—and, more broadly, the Demiurge’s
general formation of the parts of the universe. As we find out from line 23 onward in VI.7.1, Plotinus’
concern is that these “calculations” and (more relevant for us) “plans” or “foreknowledge” cannot be
taken literally in the context of the intelligible world: for one thing, they imply an end to the planning,
leading to a distinct principle (épy1}) behind the plan; and for another, forethought normally implies
knowing something before its actual existence, for instance, as a sense-perceptible object (e.g. one
could have foreknowledge that an eclipse will take place, while there is yet to be an eclipse).?” Yet as
Plotinus shows, at the level of Intellect the “plans™ and principle of the plans are one and the same,
and already exist all at once:

Therefore neither forethought for a living thing nor forethought for this universe in
general derived from a plan; since there is no planning there [scil. in the intelligible
world] at all, but it is called planning to show that all things there are as they would
be as a result of planning at a later stage, and foresight because it is as a wise man
would foresee it.*°

Plotinus then refines the Timaeus’ attribution of mpovoia to the Demiurge, considered as divine
Intellect: one can ascribe a kind of “forethought” from our perspective in time, but the term, in the
strict sense, does not apply to Intellect since its “plans” exist already in actuality, while they are
developed in time at the sensible level.’!

Already we can see here the connection to Porphyry’s more abbreviated version of this in On
Principles and Matter §27, when the argument from “synthesis” concludes with Intellect as the active
principle:

And since it is Intellect that arranges, orders, and sets these things through its activity,
its activity is thoughts. These thoughts we call Forms, Ideas, and prior definitions of

26 Plato, Tim. 44c7; for the whole context, see 44c4—d2.

27 Plato, Tim. 34a8-b1.

28 Plotinus, Enn. VI.7.1, 1-8.

2 Plotinus, Enn. VI.7.1, 23-28: “But what are the principles of plans [or ‘calculations’]? For even if they derive from
other plans, they must be directed to an end or ends prior to planning. What then are the principles? They are either sense-
perception or intellect. But if the premises are intellect the conclusion is knowledge: not, then, about any sense-object.
For how can that of which the beginning is from the intelligible, being a disposition of this kind, come to the understanding
of a sense-object?” (transl. Armstrong). (Tivec obv apyai; "H yép aicnoig fi vodc. AAAL aicOnoig pév odrm- vodg dpa.
A &l vodg ol mpotdosls, 1O cuumépacua EmeTiun: mepl aicttod 0ddevog dpa. OV yap dpyn uév &k tod vontod,
TELELTN B8 €ig VONTOV AQIKVETTAL, TTAG Vi TodTNV TNV EEIV TPOC 0licBnTod dravono agikveicbar;)

30 Plotinus, Enn. VI.7.1, 28-32 (transl. Armstrong): OBt> odv {dov mpdvora 0B’ Shag todde o movtdg &k Aoyiouod
gyéveto: émel o0dE OAmG AOYIGHOC €keT, AAAL AéyeTan Aoyiopog €ig Evdeléy 10D mhvto oVTmg, MG K AOYIGHOD &V TOIg
Dotepov, Kol Tpodpacic, 61t obTmg, M Gv TIg 6oPog mpoidotto. Plotinus’ clarification that the “forethought” and “plans”
in the Demiurge are simply metaphorical—and rather that they are present altogether—might hint towards Porphyry’s
position that matter comes about simultaneously with the formation of bodies and bodily (or the world’s) order, and not
at separate stages. On this, see Karamanolis’ contribution in this volume (pp. [xxx]), and n. 53 below.

31 See also the end of Plotinus’ Enn. VI.7.1, lines 51-58, esp.: “If then the future is already present, it must necessarily be
present as if it had been thought out beforehand with a view to what comes later; but this means so that there will be no
need of anything then, and this means that there will be no deficiency. All things, then, existed already and existed for
ever [...]” (transl. Armstrong). (Ei odv fidn népeott 10 péAdov, dvéykn obtem mopsival, (g Tpovevonuévov i¢ To Botepov:
10d10 8¢ doTIv, (¢ PNSEV SeicBon Pndevog Tote, TodTo 88 ot undav éddeiyovroc. TIdvto &pa §on fv kai del fv koi oBTog
v ....) That said, cf. Proclus’ claim on mpovoia in n. 24, above, arguing that the notion obtains in a literal sense above
the intelligible level, not just below the intelligible, as for Plotinus.
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things, for through them, i.e. through their image and likeness, things are formed and
set in order.*?

Though the explanation for why this “activity” should be thoughts is not mentioned, the implication
from the Plotinian background is clear: Intellect pre-contains the “plans” or, rather, principles (&pyoi)
which are elaborated in their enmattered instantiations, each of which is an “image and likeness”. The
text’s use of “prior definitions of things” should make this idea seen in Plotinus even clearer: though
definitions imply distinct terms and parts, they are held altogether, and thus “prior”, in Intellect.
Ultimately, the link in §26’s argument from mpovoia to vodc—the latter standing in place for the
Demiurge—should be fairly intuitive now.

We should also note how Porphyry, above, identifies the activity of Intellect with the Forms
and Ideas—what he will go on to qualify as the “third principle” in §28, in addition to Intellect itself
as the second principle.*® In this respect, Porphyry distinguishes the Forms as the paradigmatic cause
of enmattered beings, while Intellect is the efficient cause behind the generation of order and structure
in beings.** One can see the former as a nod to the Timaeus’ Living Being (t0 {®ov) as the model by
which the Demiurge—standing in for Intellect, in the latter case—produces order in the sensible
world.*> At the same time, by identifying the model as an activity of Intellect, Porphyry implicitly
refutes the idea that the Forms can be numerically distinct from Intellect: from the argument in §27,
Intellect’s ““activity” of ordering the sensible world originate in itself, which suggests the
identification of its “thoughts” with the Forms—an argument, as we saw above, elucidated and
elaborated in Plotinus.*® Though we do not see an explicit critique in this text, the fact that Porphyry
discusses Atticus later in §§73-86 (and critiques an aspect of his exegesis of Timaeus 30a—c)’” may
suggest the critique he makes elsewhere against Atticus and other Platonists who separate the Forms
from Intellect.>® Be that as it may, the fact that we do not have this critique in the text suggests that

32 Porphyry, PM §27. Cf. Arzhanov’s ch. in this vol., p. [[8]].

33 Porphyry, PM §28: “So, we have further found also the third principle, in whose image things come to be. Hence, by
means of the analytical method, we have found Matter, and by means of the synthetic one, the active cause, and from the
activity of the latter we have found Idea and Form, according to whose image natures are formed.” Cf. Arzhanov’s ch.,
p. [[8]]-

34 See also Porphyry, PM §39: “God [scil. as Intellect, or the Demiurge] is the principle by which originally something
was enacted [scil. produced]. The First Idea is the principle after the likeness of which something which was enacted was
enacted. And Matter is the principle out of which originally some activity [was] enacted” (transl. slightly adjusted).

35 Cf. Plato, Tim. 30c2—31al.

36 In turn, Plotinus’ own view to equate the Forms with Intellect’s thoughts—such that the thinker and the object(s) of
thought is(/are) one and the same (see e.g. Enn. V.5.1-3; V.3.1 and 3-5)—partially results from his anti-skeptical
motivations, where a separation of the Forms from Intellect would imply the possibility of uncertainty in Intellect’s
knowledge. On this see Emilsson (2007), 124—175 (esp. 138, 169—173). It would appear that this is in the background for
the alternative exegetical interpretation upheld by Porphyry.

37 About which, see below, p. [[10]].

38 See e.g. Porphyry apud Proclus, In Tim. 11, 274.16-275.4 Van Riel (I 393.31-394.8 Diehl): “Thirdly, a person of this
sort thus goes on to deny that any of principles they assume is in Plato: for the Forms do not exist on their own in
separation from Intellect, but Intellect sees all the Forms when it is turned towards itself. It is for this reason that the
Athenian Stranger [cf. Laws 898b2] likened the activity of Intellect to the revolution of a ‘sphere turned on the lathe’. But
they [scil. Atticus and his followers] represent the Forms as inert, like waxworks, existing on their own and situated
outside Intellect” (transl. adapted from Runia-Share, using Van Riel’s ed. instead of Diehl’s). (Tpitov toivov &1t 000¢
omoio Tic 0V OV TopadapPévovsty dpydy mpootket Tt 6 IIAdTwve obte yop ai idéot keyompiopévar Tod vod kad’ Eavtéc
veeoTNKaoY, AL O vodg €ig £0VTOV EREGTPAUUEVOS Opd T €10M TTAvTa, 810 0 Abnvoiog Zévog ceaipag Eviopvov
nePLpopd 10D vod TV Evépyelay AmEIKACEY, Ol 8¢ Adpavelg Tag i6€ag TOHTo1g KopomAadikoig £otkviag £’ EaVTAV 0Doag
kol £Em Tod vob keyévag gichyovoty ....) On the Forms and Intellect in Atticus, see Boys-Stones (2018), 150-154. In
PM §74, this critique is not present, but we see an implicit reference to Atticus’ above view: “It is also permitted, [Atticus]
says, to divide the principles into two, the active cause and the passive one. Each of them may be further divided into
two: (the first one) into the active cause and the Form; [...]” Substantively the formulation is not different from Porphyry’s
own argument for Intellect and the Forms in §§27-28, however Porphyry’s emphasis on the Forms as Intellect’s thoughts
may signal this eventual critique that we see in the fragment from Proclus’ Timaeus Commentary. Why we do not find



Porphyry, at this point in the exegesis of Timaeus 30a—c, is concerned to get the exegesis of Timaeus
30a—c correct, albeit up to this point: namely that we have the three principles of Intellect, the Forms,
and Matter, which can be reduced to the opposed pair of the active cause (i.e. Intellect and the Forms
together) and passive cause (i.e. Matter).

After the end of Porphyry’s two arguments by analysis and synthesis at §28, it will help to see
how he considers the active and passive causes as “principles”. We see this made explicit in §29:

A principle is a primary limit of those things which are posterior to it and which from
it initially come to be. And because all principles exist as something that is prior to
everything, it is also characteristic of the principle that it is simple, unqualified, and
also eternal.*”

One can see the source of Porphyry’s definition of principle as a limit in Aristotle’s Metaphysics A
17, where Aristotle, in defining the different senses of “limit” (mépac), concludes that a principle is a
certain kind of limit (épag 1), although not every limit, in turn, is a principle.*’ One can also see
aspects of Metaphysics A 1’s definition of principle, especially the fourth definition of principle as
that from which motion and change comes to be and as not immanent in the thing (un
gvomapyovtog).*! Yet Porphyry’s additional qualification that a principle is “simple, unqualified, and
also eternal” goes well beyond Aristotle’s own definition from Metaphysics A 1,** reflecting a more
narrow, metaphysical definition, as we find elaborated in the text. Porphyry in §30 goes on to define
what is “simple” (amAdg) in juxtaposition to compound beings, where compound beings must come
from non-complex parts which are either prior “in time or in intellect and thinking”.** The text does
not specify these cases, but one example of priority in time could be, for instance, a stone which
possesses the quality of heat from fire which is prior in time (i.e. before the stone had heat, it was
cold). An example of priority in thought, in turn, could be in the sense of being defined in parts, where
heat as an accident in the stone must be defined in reference back to the Form of Fire-itself, where
heat is a concomitant part of the essence of fire.**

this critique in On Principles and Matter may reflect the fact that Porphyry, at this point in the text, is only interested to
give a scholastic-style analysis of Timaeus 30a—c, reflecting the dialectical nature of the argument in the earlier part of
PM—just as with the lack of a critique of a dual-principles-only view, as we will see.

39 Porphyry, PM §29.

40 Aristotle, Metaph. A 17, 1022a12-13: 1 p&v yap dpym mépag ti, T 8¢ mépag ov mdv apyn.

41 Aristotle, Metaph. A 1, 1013a7-10: 1j 8& 80gv yiyvetar mpdTov uf évomdpyovioc Kai 80ev mpdtov 1} Kivnolg Tépukey
BpyecOan koi 1 petafoin, olov 10 Tékvov £k ToD TaTpOg Kai THig LNTPOg Ko ) uéym &k tiig Aowdopiog .. ..

42 Lest, that is, one read into Aristotle’s definition of “principle” the metaphysical implications of “the good and the noble”
(tdyabov kai 0 koddv) as the dpyr of movement and knowledge at the end of the treatise, in 1013a21-23. See e.g.
Metaph. A 6, 1071b17-22, where Aristotle stipulates that the principle (dpyr)) of motion and change must be eternal
(1071b21-22), and hence entirely in act (évépyewr) (1071b22); see also Metaph. A 9, 1075a5-10, where Aristotle further
stipulates that the unmoved mover must not be composite (covBetov). In addition, see Aristotle’s definition of that which
is the cause of necessity in other things in Metaph. A 5,1015b10-15, which is then defined as simple (amAodv)—implicitly
referencing his definition of eternal, unmoved substance in Metaph. A 6-10. It is clear that Porphyry here reverts to a
stock definition of “principle” in this more strict, metaphysical sense, ultimately going back to a combination of
Aristotelian principles.

43 Porphyry, PM §30: “For if it is not simple, then it is compound. Consequently, there are also parts of which it is
compound, whether we assume its composition to have occurred in time or in intellect and thinking. If this is so, then it
is evident that the parts of which it is compound may be considered prior to it, either preceding it in time or in thinking.
In this case, we cannot call it principle in the proper sense, but rather the parts of which it is compound. Therefore,
something that is truly a principle must necessarily be simple.”

44 For an example of this in Plotinus, see Enn. V1.9.2, 19-21, where definitions like “man” imply a plurality of parts: “At
any rate ‘man’ and ‘living being’ and ‘rational’ are many parts and these many are bound together by the one. ‘Man’ and
‘one’ are therefore different, and one has parts and the other is partless” (transl. Armstrong). CAvBpwnog yobv kai {dov
Kol A0Y1KOV kol TOAAG pépm kol cLVIETToL Evi Td TOAAG Tadta: dAAo dpa dvOpmmog Kol £v, &l TO pEv pepiotodv, 10 6
apepéc.)



Here, one might wonder whether Intellect, itself, implies parts or composition—a question
concerning which the Syriac text is conspicuously silent. Indeed, Porphyry’s predecessor, Plotinus,
asserts so much in Ennead V1.9.2, when he shows the necessity for a principle before Intellect, viz.
the One, based on the need for the principle’s partlessness and simplicity in juxtaposition to the
Forms, Being, and (ultimately) Intellect:

But altogether the one is primary and the Forms and being are not primary. For each
Form is of many parts and composite and posterior; for those elements from which
an individual thing is composed are prior to it.

And it is clear also from the following that intellect cannot be the first: it is necessary
that intellect exists in its thinking, and that the best intellect, the one which does not
look outside itself, thinks what is before it; for in turning to itself it turns to its
principle.®

The first paragraph should look familiar to us if we have in mind the stipulation from PM §30 that a
principle, if it is composite, cannot be so-called in the strict sense, but must be such in virtue of the
respective parts which are not, in turn, further composed. Indeed, it is possible Porphyry may have
this passage in mind in §30, although, unlike Plotinus, he does not discuss the need for the One or a
principle before Intellect—if anything, the text puzzlingly seems to argue against this. However, as
we will see, this may reflect both the dialectical nature of the argument for the two principles at this
point in the text, and the criterion may indeed be used in the lost portion of the text to argue eventually
for the One.

The second and third cases of being “unqualified” and “eternal” in PM §31-32, are phrased in
similar terms to being “simple”. In the former case, quality implies the joining of subject and accident,
which implies that there must be something before the two, i.e. the subject by itself, or principle.*®
And in the latter case, being eternal is framed in the counterfactual case that, if something comes to
be in time, it must eventually go back to a principle which does not have anything temporally prior
to itself.4

Porphyry’s discussion of the criteria for being a principle eventually leads to his subsequent
argument in §37 that there must be an opposed pair of principles behind all things, which meets the
criteria laid out above—namely, the active and passive principles:

However, it also seems good to us that, when the First Principles are reduced to two
and are thus opposed to each other, one of them is like an active one and the other is
like one that is affected by it. But it is necessary that these principles not originate
from something else or from each other. And two of them that are characterised as
being in primary opposition, because they are primary, cannot originate from
something else, and because they are opposed, they cannot originate from each other.
Those opposites in each of them exist in them by accident, in that they are generated
things. And consequently, they originate from each other, while the primary ones do

4 Plotinus, Enn. V1.9.2, 29-36 (transl. Armstrong): ‘OAm¢ 8¢ 10 pév ev 10 Tp@TOV, O 8¢ VvOdg Kol TO €16 Kol TO OV 0V
TpGOTOL. Ei66¢ 1€ yap Ekactov EK TOALGV Kol cOvOeToV Kai Botepov: €€ OV yap Exactov €ott, nporspa €ketva. ‘Ot 8¢ oly,
010V 1€ 1OV vodv 10 TpdTOV £lvar Kol €K TOViE Snkov Eotar OV vodv avaykm &v 1@ voglv glvan Kad TV y& &plotov kod
TOV 0V TIPOG 1O EE PAETOVTO VOETV TO TTPO AOTOD- €ig AOTOV YUp EMOTPEPMV gig apynv mioTpipet. See also Porphyry’s
shorter version of this principle in Sent. 43, where Porphyry defends both (1) the position that the object of thought and
Intellect are numerically identical, and thus Intellect thinks itself in thinking the intelligibles (or Forms) (cf. lines 38—47);
and (2) the position that Intellect is many, and thus requires the One before it (cf. lines 47-50).

46 Porphyry, PM §31: “For if it is qualified and has quality, it is likewise compound of a subject and an accident. For it is
in this way that something becomes something qualified. Consequently, a principle is unqualified.”

47 Porphyry, PM §32: “For if it is not eternal, it will have started in time and existed for a particular time. If it is like that,
it is necessary that it also had a cause from which it came to be. That (cause) would precede it and be considered prior to
it, and would truly be a principle.”



not. For if they had come to be or are coming to be, they would no longer be primary
in the proper sense.*®

Porphyry’s argument here for opposition rests on the irreducibility of the active and passive
principles: if matter always pre-exists as the necessary subject in which composition happens—and,
in turn, if there is an active cause always responsible for imposing properties on matter—then this
duality must exist on the level of first principles: one principle cannot come from the other, lest it no
longer be a principle.*® The end of §35 is an essential factor for the argument at this point: initially
Porphyry considers the early Presocratic positions that posit one of the four elements as the first
principle; yet as Porphyry concludes, such a person “errs by setting as a principle that which comes
to be. Instead, I say that coming-to-be has a principle from which it comes to be, but a principle is
not a coming-to-be”.%° This is important to understand in what respect Porphyry posits two
principles—and not, rather, one—insofar as he considers the principles of coming-to-be. One can see
how Porphyry concludes in §§38-39 that there are three principles: “God, Matter, and [the] First
Ideas of existing things”, which he reduces to the active (i.e. Intellect and the Ideas/Forms) and
passive principle (i.e. Matter), as relatively opposed to each other.

3. Porphyry’s Extant Texts: Squaring the Two-Principle View with the Critique of Atticus

If we look at the argument we get positively from Porphyry, much of it seems to approximate the
view of Atticus that he quotes and discusses later in §§73—86: in particular, Atticus similarly
distinguishes between the active and passive principles, each of which he sub-divides into the couple
of Intellect (i.e. the Demiurge) and the Forms, for the active, and Soul and Matter, for the passive.>!
It is notable that the sole critique we find of Atticus by Porphyry in the text is in §§85-86, where
Atticus fails to distinguish between the “constitution of bodies” from primary bodies (i.e. the
elements) and the “constitution of the world” from the bodies which are, in turn, formed from the
elements>?—a distinction we also find attested in Philoponus’ report on Porphyry’s commentary on
the Timaeus.> This should tell us that, at the least, we do not merely have a summarized version of

48 Porphyry, PM §37.

4 For a distant echo of this principle, see the later Neoplatonist Proclus’ Elements of Theology, Prop. 90, esp. lines 6-10
(82.12-16 Dodds), where in the case of the Limit and Unlimited (adapted from Plato’s Philebus), Proclus makes a similar
case that the first instance of limitedness and unlimitedness cannot originate from each other, but only by themselves
alone.

50 Porphyry, PM §35.

51 Cf. Porphyry, PM §73. On Atticus’ metaphysical framework, esp. in juxtaposition with other Middle Platonist positions
on the Forms in relation to the Demiurge, see Michalewski (2014), 69-96; Boys-Stones (2018), 15-21 and (more specific
to Atticus) 150—154, and (on Atticus more generally) Dillon (1977), 247-258.

52 Porphyry, PM §86. 1t is after this point that Porphyry, in support of his position, quotes Severus in §§87-93, who
attributes the disorderly motion to the four “bodies” (or elements), rather than to Soul in its relation to matter as for
Atticus.

53 Cf. Philoponus, Contra Proclum 14.3 (esp. 546.3—15 Rabe) (special thanks to Gretchen Reydams-Schils for reminding
me of the reference). On this see Reydams-Schils (forthcoming) [[10—11]] and Michael Chase’s contribution in this vol.,
p- [[6]], n. 19. See also earlier Contra Proclum 6.14 (164.12—165.16 Rabe), esp. 164.18-165.6 (= Porphyry, In Tim. 11,
Fr. 47 Sodano): “The making of the world and the creation of body are not the same thing, nor are the beginnings of body
and of the world the same. For the world to come to be, both bodies and God must exist; for bodies to come to be, there
must be matter, God, and supervening [form] (one lot so that the matter may become body, and another to give order to
the things that have become body). All of these always come into existence at once and not separately over time, but
instruction necessarily separates them so as to be able to explain that which comes to be accurately. The beginnings of
body are God, who is the begetter, matter, and the shapes that [Plato] will tell us about later, the things from which bodies
are composed being begotten of God; those of the world are bodies, which already exist through the agency of God, and
God, who gives them order” (transl. Share, slightly modified). (o0x £otv To0TOV KOGUOL TOINGLG KO 6OUATOG VTOGTOOLG
0082 ol avTal dpyol cHUATOS TE Kol KOGHO, BAL’ Tva pév kOGpog yévnta, S&i chpota slvar kai 0gdv eivan, tva 8¢ chpota,



Atticus’ framework of principles (nor, for that matter, Severus’) in §§17-28 (and again in §§37-39).
On the other hand, it appears to be an adapted version of Atticus’ framework that Porphyry seems to
advocate in the text.

It is here that we should put Porphyry’s argument in On Principles and Matter in juxtaposition
with his overarching position on first principles. This comes out most directly in the collection of
Porphyry’s critiques of Atticus that Proclus summarizes in his commentary on Plato’s Timaeus 30al—
3, particularly in Porphyry’s first critique of two opposed first principles: for here we see, to initial
appearances, Porphyry refuting his own position of two principles in PM §17-28:

Let it be assumed then that both matter and God are, as they claim, both ungenerated
from [any] cause. In that case [being] ungenerated is common to [both of] them. But
they differ from one another nevertheless. So [it must be] by something else, and not
by [being] ungenerated. So this thing by which they differ from one another could
not be [something] ungenerated. Therefore it is [something] generated. But it is
impossible for ungenerated [things] to differ by [something that is] generated.>*

In the first argument against Atticus, Porphyry concedes the point that “God” (i.e. the Demiurge, or
Intellect) and matter are both ungenerated (dyévnrta): however, they are still distinguished in another
way than by being merely ungenerated, and that distinction cannot come from their effects (i.e. what
they both generate). The next step in Porphyry’s argument is to acknowledge that one principle (i.e.
the Demiurge) is preservative, while the other (i.e. Matter) is destructive: one cannot reduce one side
to the other, and vice versa, or equate either (or both) with being ungenerated, if indeed there is a real
distinction of principles. Porphyry’s conclusion then is that, without positing a cause (aitia) of the
distinction, “the coming together of principles such as these will be without rhyme or reason”.>> Later
on, Porphyry points to other Platonic dialogues, like the Good of Republic VI, the first king of the
Second Letter, the Cause of the Philebus’ pair of principles, Limit and Unlimited, and the implication
of the One behind Being in the Sophist.>® 1t is clear from this context that Porphyry effectively follows
Plotinus’ position of the One as the first principle above Intellect, standing in for the Demiurge, as
well as Matter.

Still, however, we should ask: why is this battery of arguments against Atticus lacking in On
Principles and Matter? 1f it is indeed the same author, why does Porphyry restrict himself to one

S&l HAnV etvar od Bedv kai O mtyvopevov dAlo pév, fva copatwdij tAn, dAko 84, tva 1 copotmdivto Tayof. tadta 58
del Gpo yivetonr mavta kol o0 ypodve dmptnuéva, AL’ 1 ye didaokorio dvaykaiong Stopel, iva d1ddokn axpiBde TO
YYVOUEVOV: GOMOTOS MEV Yap Gpyol O£d¢ pev yevwdv, DA 88 ol T oyfuata, & mpoiov Nudc S1d6Eel, ¢ &€ dv
GLVEGTNKEY TO cOpaTa YEVWNBEVT®VY G0 080D, KOGHOV 8€ TO 1joN VooTdvta chpata Vo Beod Kal Be0g O TadTa ThooWY
[...].) Similarly to what we have seen in the PM, we see here a threefold distinction between God, matter, and that which
“supervenes”: as Michael Share notes in his translation (p. 137, n. 178), this latter could stand for either form/eidos or
shape/schéma, but it could also refer to the qualitative aspect of the primary elements, which would again conform with
PM §§85-86. Noteworthily in this text we see Porphyry accepting the chronological “narrative” of the Timaeus (esp. in
the context of 47e—48e, with Timaeus “retracing” his steps), yet qualifying the ontological status of the narrative “steps”
when he claims “all of these [i.e. the ‘bodies’ and the ‘world’] always (det) come into existence at once (Gpo)”. (Special
thanks to Jeff Johns for pointing out this additional, crucial passage and making these observations explicit.) One can also
see Plotinus’ influence here, where he qualifies that the Demiurge’s “forethought” and “plans” are strictly metaphorical:
cf. n. 30, above.

54 Porphyry apud Proclus, In Tim. 11,271.6-11 (1391.13-18 Diehl) (transl Runia-Share, slightly modified): £5tw % ovv,

(0l paowy, 1)7\.1] Kol eeog owevnw ap(pa) am’ amag 0VKODV TO eV owevntov owtmg KOWOV: 81a(pep81 4 Oumg aMn?»a)v

BAAm épa TvVi Kol 0D 1@ dyeviTe- £ketvo oDV @ Stapépel BAAAAmY ok av N dyévnTov: YevnTov dpa: dALL ddOvaTov T
ayévnTa T@ YEVNT® SLpEPELY.

55 Porphyry apud Proclus, In Tim. 11, 272.2-4 (1, 392.1-2 Diehl) (transl. Runia/Share): oitiag yop dvnpnuévng 1 cuvdpout
TV TOIOVOE Apy®dV dAoyog Eotar Kai dvaitiog.

56 Cf. Porphyry apud Proclus, In Tim. 11,273.21-274.15 (I, 393.14-31 Diehl).
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correction with the distinction between the constitutions of bodies and the world in the Syriac text?%’
And more relevant for us, why does he not posit the One or Good above the Demiurge but rather
endorse a dualist set of principles?

Given our analysis of the argument in On Principles and Matter, there is enough to suggest that
the scope of PM §17-39, is not yet engaged with the full hierarchy of metaphysical principles, but
rather with the immediate principles of the world’s coming to be—i.e. the central context of Timaeus
30a—c—where there are no further principles to go back to, except the active and passive principles.
In this respect, Porphyry is not contradicting himself. One key behind this is §35, above, where
Porphyry limits the notion of “principle” to what causes coming-to-be without, itself, being that which
comes to be. Tellingly, Porphyry’s definition leaves open the question—or rather possibility—that
there may be principles of a thing’s existence, which encompasses more than the principles of a
thing’s coming to be.

We see such a distinction addressed in Sentences 14, where Porphyry distinguishes between
principles of things that come to be and pass away and things (i.e. principles) that are ungenerated,
yet still require a cause for their existence:

All that is generated has the cause of [its] generation from another, if indeed nothing
is generated without a cause. But, it should be specified, among things that are
generated, (1) all those things which have obtained being by means of composition
may be subject to dissolution and, through this, destruction; on the other hand (2), all
those things which, being simple and non-composite, have obtained being in the
simplicity of their [kind of] existence are indestructible, since they are indissoluble,
but are called “generated”, not since they are composed, but because they depend on
a certain cause. On the one hand, bodies, then, are “generated” in two ways: as
depending on the cause which produces them, and as being composed. Soul and
Intellect, on the other hand, are “generated” only as depending on a cause, certainly
not as being composed. Hence, one kind (1) is “generated” as dissolvable and
corruptible, and the other kind (2) is ungenerated, as non-composed (and by this,
both non-dissolvable and incorruptible), but “generated” as depending on a cause.>®

The distinction that Porphyry draws here becomes utilized later on in Sentences 31 (among other
passages) when he elucidates the full causal hierarchy: bodies (as composed) come to be from Soul,
with matter as the lowest limit, while Soul (despite being non-composed) comes to be from Intellect,
and Intellect in turn from “God”, or the One.>® In this case, the sense of “generation” that Porphyry

57 One can also detect an echo of this critique in Proclus’ extract of Porphyry’s argument at In Tim. 11, 275.22-276.3 (I,
394.26-30 Diehl): “So why, then, has [Plato] hypothesized disorder? Because, so that we would be able to see that the
generation of bodies is one thing, their arrangement once they have come into being another, they had to be hypothesized
as [already] existing but moving in a disorderly manner. After all, bodies cannot bring order to themselves” (transl. Runia-
Share, modified). (ti &1 mote obv Vméeto TV dratiov; 1 tva Bewpricouey dmmg SAAN HEV 1) TOV coATOV YEVESIS, BAAN
8¢ M yevopévav avtdv taéig, tobetéov Gvia pEV adTd, KIVOOUEVA O ATAKTMS aDTA YOP TATTEWY TO COUOTO, AdVVOTOV.)
38 Porphyry, Sent. 14: Ilav yevntov an’ dAkov TV aitiav T yevéoemg Exel, € ve pndev dvartiog yivetat. GAAL TGV ye
yevntév 860, L&V 818 cuVOEGEMC KEKTTAL TO £1vorn, AuTd dv £in kai S16 Todto POupTd- So0 8¢ Amhdl kai doOvOeTa Svia dv
1 AmA® T VTOoTAGEMC KEKTNTOL TO Elva, SAvTa dvia éoTi udv dedapta, yevnTd 68 Adyeton ob T¢) cVvOeTa Elvan, GAAL
1 &’ aitiov Tvog dvnptiicOot. T pév odv copoTo Stydg yEVNTA Kod g G’ aitiag NpTpéva ThHC Tapayovong Kol dg
oOvOeTa, Woyn 6¢ Kol vodc yevnta ag o’ aitiog NpTUéEva povov, ov uny Kol ®g ovvieTa: Ta HEV dpa yevntd Kol AvTd
Kol eOapTd, T0 8¢ dyévnta pev dg acvvieta kol TanTn Kol dAvta kol dedapta, yevntd 68 Mg <an’> aitiov NpTnuéva.

59 Porphyry, Sent. 31: “And just as all beings and non-beings are from God and in God, and he is not himself the beings
and non-beings, nor is he in them [...] even so Intellect too, in virtue of being everywhere and nowhere, is cause of souls
and of those things which are subsequent to it, and at the same time is not itself a soul nor those things which follow upon
soul, nor is it in them, because it was not only everywhere with respect to what follows it, but also nowhere. And Soul,
too, is not a body nor in a body, but the cause of body, because while being everywhere in respect of body, it is [also]
nowhere. And the procession of the All comes, perforce, to a halt at that which is unable to be at once everywhere or
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is concerned with in On Principles and Matter is that of composition: he is not concerned with this
second sense of “generation” from above, i.e. with the preservation of the being or existence (givar)
of non-composed beings. On this point Porphyry does not differ from Atticus in the PM. However,
this second, broader sense of “generation” is the key premise behind Porphyry’s critique of Atticus
recorded in Proclus’ Timaeus Commentary, especially in the first argument, above.*°

Still, as noted in the last section, there are clues in On Principles and Matter that point to this
full-throated critique of Atticus with Porphyry’s developed framework of principles. In particular,
Porphyry’s elucidation of the criterion of simplicity in §30 is telling, when he says, in the case of
something composite, that “there are also parts of which it is compound, whether we assume its
composition to have occurred in time or in intellect and thinking”, while those parts must be prior “in
time or in thinking”.%! Tt is noteworthy that the text does not make use of this latter sense of priority
“in thinking”, or composition “in intellect and thinking” later on, yet this seems to be exactly the
sense of composition, or at least plurality, that Porphyry implies for Intellect in other texts, such as
Sentences 43.92 This also comes out in a fragment of Porphyry’s On Principles (Ilepi dpy®dv),
recorded by Proclus in the Platonic Theology, when Porphyry claims that, though eternal in its nature,
Intellect has a “pre-eternal aspect” (mpoodviov Tv) in itself, insofar as it is joined to the One and thus
has its existence guaranteed.®® Just as Porphyry explains one aspect of the causal relation between
Intellect and the world of generation in terms of being eternal (for Intellect) in contrast to being
temporal, i.e. in generation and corruption (for bodies), the same kind of causal relation is explained
between Intellect and the One in terms of the former being “eternal” and the latter being “pre-eternal”.
The same idea can be seen in a fragment from Porphyry’s Philosophical History (®1A0co@Og
iotopia), where, in addressing how the One is a cause of Intellect, while Intellect is self-generated,
Porphyry posits the One as the “pre-eternal” (mpoowdviog) source for Intellect, while Intellect is
“always timeless and solely eternal” (&ypovog det kai poévog aicdviog), and constitutes itself in this

nowhere, but partakes alternately of either state” (transl. Dillon, modified). (kai ®d¢ mavta Ta Svia kai pf Gvta €k Tod
Beod Kol &v Bed Kkal ovk avTOg Ta dvo Kol pn) dvta Kol &v anToig ... obtm Kal voidg navwxov OV Kol ovdopod amog
\uvxcov Kol T®dV Het’” avtag Kol 00K o0Tog \uuxn olte Tt usw YTy 008 &v T00T01G, 8TL 0K NV POVOV TAVTaOD TAV pET’
avToV, AL Kol 00dopoD - kol 1) yoyn 00 odpa obte v odpatt, AL’ aitin copatoc, Tt navwxov ovca Tod Gmpatog
gotv 00dapod. kai 6tn ye 1 Tpdodog Tod mavTOg £ig TO uTE TAVTOYOD Bua pTe Indopod elvar Suvapevoy, GAL dva
Hépog exatépav petéyov.) One thing to note here is Porphyry’s claim that Intellect is the cause of Soul “and of those
things subsequent to them” (xai t@®v pet’ avtag)—which may suggest e.g. the enmattered forms and/or order found in
bodies: an aspect we will also see in Plotinus, below. Another aspect is Porphyry’s reference to “that which is unable to
be at once everywhere or nowhere, but partakes alternately of either state”, which likely refers to matter, insofar as matter
can imply either “being somewhere” (i.e. body inhabiting matter with extension) or “being nowhere” (i.e. lack of body
with extension), exclusively speaking (among others, cf. Sent. 20, esp. lines 14-18, and Sent. 42, lines 1-6). For the
implicit equation of God with the One here, see Sent. 43, lines 47-50, where Porphyry concludes that the One must be
before Intellect.

60 Cf. Proclus, In Tim. 11, 271.6-11 in p. [[10]], above.

6L Cf. Porphyry, PM §30, and p. [[8]], above.

92 Cf. n. 45, above.

63 See Porphyry, Fr. 232 Smith apud Proclus, Platonic Theology1.11, 51.4-11: “Porphyry, once more, after [Plotinus], in
the treatise, On First Principles, demonstrates in many and sublime arguments that Intellect is eternal, while in the same
way it has in itself a certain pre-eternal aspect: and [he demonstrates that] the pre-eternal aspect of Intellect is joined
together by the One (since the latter was beyond every eternity), while the eternal possesses the second, or rather third,
order in Intellect: for I think it is necessary to place eternity in the middle of the pre-eternal [aspect] and that which is
eternal.” (ITopgvprog 8¢ am petd todtov &v i) Iepi dpydv mpoypateig 1OV vodv eivor n&v aidviov &v ToAAoic kol KoAoig
amodeikvuct Adyorg, € Exew 3¢ PG €v £0VT® Kol TPOAAOVIOV <TL KoL TO HEV npoalcov1ov> 700 vod 1@ €vi G'uvomtsw (éxeivo
Yop v dmékeva navrog ai®voc) 1o 8¢ aidviov Sevtépav Exetv, udrlov 8¢ tpitny &v éxetve tdév- &l yap, oipat, Tod
mpoawviov kol Tod aiwviov Tov aidva pécov idpdabat.) Given the possible title of the Syriac text as “On Principles and
Matter”, it is indeed an interesting, open question whether this fragment belonged to a separate work, “On Principles”
(Tlepi dpydv), or whether it could have been part of the last part of the Syriac text, which would indeed support giving
the title of “On Principles and Matter” to the Syriac text.
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respect.5 Connecting these two fragments, the One is “pre-eternal” as the principle of Intellect, while
Intellect contains within itself the “pre-eternal” aspect, belonging to the One. Once more, the criterion
spelled out in §30 in On Principles and Matter certainly well connects with this backdrop.

Despite this link, we may still wonder whether there is precedent for this kind of distinction in
scope between On Principles and Matter, which advocates a dual-principle framework (albeit within
the implicit context of the Timaeus), and the rest of Porphyry’s extant work, which advocates a mono-
principle framework. As it turns out, we find this in Plotinus’ treatises on the soul’s essence in Ennead
IV.1-2,% where Plotinus employs a set of arguments similar to those found in Porphyry’s PM as well
as Atticus and Severus (among others)}—namely where all these figures engage in a scholastic-style
exegesis of Timaeus 30a—c in enumerating the principles.®® In IV.1, after referencing his discussion
in Enn. IV.7 of previous positions on the soul in Aristotle and other previous philosophers, Plotinus
proposes to follow “another route” (kat’ GAANvV 650v) by placing the soul in relation to the
“perceptible” and “intelligible” classes:®’ the former (1) he defines as “primarily divisible and by
their own nature prone to dispersion” (Tp@OT®G £lvar LeEPIGTA Kod Tf 0)TdV OoeL okedaotd), and the
latter (2) as what “in no way admits division, is without parts and cannot be divided into parts”
(o080t peplopdv deyouévn, auepfic te kol dpépiotog). 8 Eventually Plotinus elucidates this
structure in the following way: between,

- (2) “true being [which is] always in the same state” (del kKotd 0 o0t EYovca ovGia),
correlating with Intellect (votg);®”

- (2a) Soul, which is indivisible in its essence, yet is present as a whole to bodies which have
divisible parts’® (and in this sense is “indivisibly divided”, duepiotmc pepiCeran);”!

- (la) enmattered forms, which are present in bodies, and thus divided in the parts of the bodies,
but present as a whole in each part; and,’?

- (1) body, which is “primarily divisible” (uepiot) mpmdteg), “no part of which is the same as

either another part or the whole”.”

In this breakdown one can see the general parallel to Porphyry’s (and, by proxy, Atticus’) framework,
especially between (2) and (1) correlating with the level of simple, indivisible being (2) and divisible
being (1). Unlike Plotinus, Porphyry (apparently following Atticus and Severus) takes (1) to stand
for matter, rather than body, while Porphyry characterizes (1) in terms of passivity rather than
divisibility. In turn, Porphyry does not include Soul (2a) as a principle in his own exposition in PM
§17-28, while enmattered forms (1a) are not considered (at least explicitly), although he considers
the paradigmatic Forms as thought in Intellect.

Nevertheless, the greater point here is that we see Plotinus engaged in a scholastic discussion
of the soul’s essence amidst a similar framework of principles, as in Porphyry’s On Principles and

%4 Porphyry, Fr. 223 Smith. On the relation between Intellect and the One in terms of mpoaidviog in Fr’s. 223 and 232,
see Strange (2007), 31-32, where he suggests that Porphyry builds on Plotinus’ attempt to explain Intellect’s procession
from the One in terms of “intelligible matter” in Enn. V.2.1. See also the discussion of these passages in Greig (2021),
4647, esp. n. 78 (n.b., “Fr. 223” in n. 81 should be “Fr. 232”).

85 Treatises 4 and 21 in the chronological ordering of Plotinus’ writings listed by Porphyry. I follow A.H. Armstrong in
marking treatise 4 as IV.1.1 rather than IV.1.2, as in Henry—Schwyzer’s editions: see vol. 4, p. 7, in Armstrong’s
translation.

% For a discussion of these exegeses of Timaeus 30a—c and 35a, see Opsomer (forthcoming).

67 Plotinus, Enn. IV.1.1 [treatise 4], 9-11.

68 Plotinus, Enn. IV.1.1 [tr. 4], 12-23.

 Plotinus, Enn. IV.1.1 [tr. 4], 23-33.

70 Plotinus, Enn. IV.1.1 [tr. 4], 53-76.

"L Cf. Plotinus, Enn. IV.1.2 [tr. 21], 18-22.

2 Plotinus, Enn. IV.1.1 [tr. 4], 31-41.

3 Ibid.
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Matter—however without Plotinus’ full-blown view of principles.” This is evident at the end of
Plotinus’ exposition in I'V.1.2, in his final summation of principles: “So the soul (2a) is one and many
in this way; the forms in bodies (1a) are many and one; bodies (1) are many only; and the Supreme
(2) is one only (10 Vméptatov v uovov)”.”> What is striking is that Plotinus is referring to Being,
implicitly Intellect, rather than the One, as what is “Supreme” (bméptartov): something that should
give pause to a Plotinus reader, just as §§17-28 should do for us Porphyry readers. Despite certain
scholarly suggestions that this may have marked an early stage in Plotinus’ thought before he asserted
the One above Being, it is rather enough to note the scope of Plotinus’ discussion here: he begins
IV.1.1 on the soul’s essence by demarcating perceptible, divisible being from intelligible, indivisible
being; from the dialectical structure of the argument based on this division, Being would then be
“supreme” and “first” in this sense. It is only when we turn to other treatises, such as Ennead V1.9 or
V.3, which raise the question of what is “first” absolutely speaking, that the criteria and conclusion
then change: the One is what is truly “supreme” and “first”, not Being.”®

I propose that we should see Porphyry’s arguments in PM §17-28, in the same way: Porphyry
is ultimately borrowing this form of dialectical argumentation from Plotinus, which is common in his
genre of writing. We already see this in Sentences 5, which is a summarized version of Plotinus’
framework in Ennead IV.1 and IV.2:

Soul is a certain intermediary between indivisible essence and divisible essence in
the domain of bodies. Intellect is indivisible essence alone, while bodies are divisible
alone, and qualities and enmattered forms are divisible in the domain of bodies.”’

As with Ennead IV .1, above, Porphyry does not elucidate the full hierarchy of principles at this point
in the Sentences: instead it is when we get to Sentences 10, which elucidates in what way “all things
are in all” (wévta év maow), that we get the full hierarchy: from what is beyond the intelligible and
above being (i.e. the One) to Intellect, Soul, vegetative life, and finally bodies.’® In the same way we
should see On Principles and Matter in comparison with Porphyry’s critiques of Atticus recorded in
Proclus’ Timaeus Commentary: what we have is a dialectical set of arguments in the former, which
Porphyry will eventually use in his full-fledged elucidation of the metaphysical hierarchy, from the
dualist set of principles that characterize the natural, corruptible world, to the one-principle
framework by which all principles and beings are sustained.

" A point emphasized in Opsomer (forthcoming), especially in response to scholars who raise the question of
developmentalism over Plotinus not mentioning the One in Enn. IV.1-2.

75 Plotinus, Enn. IV.1.2, 52-55: "Eoctiv 00V yuyn &v kai moAAd oBtog: T 88 &v 1ol cmpacty £10n moAkd kol &v: o 88
COUATO TTOAAL POVOV* TO &’ DTEPTATOV EV HOVOV.

76 A similar consideration could be made about Porphyry’s attribution of divinity, or Godhood, to the active principle (i.e.
Intellect), in juxtaposition to the passive principle (i.e. Matter), in PM §38. This position is, to all appearances, overturned
in Porphyry’s critique of Atticus from Proclus’ Timaeus Commentary (see 11, 272.19-273.2 =1, 392.20-25 Diehl), where
“God” implies being the cause of all things, not only of some (i.e. everything other than matter)—again, implying that
the term, “God”, properly applies to the One rather than Intellect. In reply, we can again consider the question of scope
distinction at play: insofar as Porphyry is considering principles of the natural world, in connection with the Timaeus’
context, “God” would then apply to Intellect/the active principle; from the perspective of all things, simply speaking,
“God” must apply to the One alone, above Intellect and Matter.

77 Porphyry, Sent. 5: 'H p&v yoyn tiig duepictov koi <tfic> mepi 10 6OUOTA PEPIGTHC 0VGTaC HEGOV T1, O 38 volg AuépLoTog
ovGio HOVoV, TO 08 COUATH LEPLOTO LOVOV, ol O TOOTNTEG Kal TO EVLA 101 TTEPL TG COUATA HEPIOTA.

8 Porphyry, Sent. 10: “All things are in all, but by the being of each in its own, proper way: in Intellect, in an intellective
way; in Soul in a dialectical way; in plants in a generative way; in bodies in the manner of images; and in that which is
beyond in an inherently non-intelligible way and above being”. (ITdvta pgv €v mdowv, dALG oikeimg Tij ExdoToL 0VGIQ: &V
V@ HEV YOP VOEPDS, &V YUyl 08 AOYIKAG, £V O& TOIG PVTOIC GREPLOTIKMG, £V 0& CMUAUCLY EIOOAMKDS, £V d& 1@ EmEkeva,
GVEVVONTMG TE KO DITEPOVGIMC.)
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4. Conclusion

More work is certainly needed to piece together the broader context of On Principles and Matter,
especially in what sense the arguments Porphyry puts forward in his own voice are dialectical, and
how they connect with his broader view of metaphysical and natural principles. For instance, we see
no trace in the text of Porphyry’s interpretation (recorded, again, by Proclus in the Timaeus
Commentary) that the Demiurge is to be identified with “supercelestial soul” (bepovpdviog yoyn).”
That Porphyry in PM leaves out Soul, or at least supercelestial soul, in his account of principles from
the Timaeus context, is all the more striking when he discusses Atticus positing Soul as part of the
pair of principles belonging to the passive cause in PM §74 and §§84—86, before he ends up critiquing
it and leaves aside Soul from his list of principles in §39. Though there is lack of space to investigate
this question here, it may, again, reflect the dialectical argument at play in the crucial section of PM
§§17-39.

We may thus revisit a basic question when looking at On Principles and Matter, in §§17-39
(on the principles in general), and also §§40—72 (on matter): are these, in fact, the positive arguments
and affirmations of the text’s author (i.e. Porphyry), or are they the words of another figure—whether
a dialectical position that the text’s author does not, in fact, hold? As implied in other textual
connections between Porphyry’s other works and in Plotinus, it seems clear that the PM makes
explicit that the positions it reports are either coming from other commentators or from “Plato”—the
latter of which, presumably, represents the author’s own interpretation. We know for certain that there
was more to the text beyond what survives in the Syriac: whether Porphyry’s critiques of Atticus, as
reported by Proclus, were supposed to be within the same work or in a separate treatise remains
uncertain.®

Still, what is certain is that the “Porphyry” of On Principles and Matter is not contradicting the
“Porphyry” of the other, surviving texts. Given how often Porphyry employs dialectical
argumentation within different scopes (and in this, follows Plotinus in texts like Ennead 1V.1), we
should be unsurprised by the difference in tone or the type of position that Porphyry positively
describes. If anything, the freedom with which Porphyry can switch between a Middle Platonist
“tone”, as in the PM, and a Neoplatonist “tone”, in other texts, should give us pause from attempting
to read Porphyry as maintaining a scholastic “Plotinian” position in a reductive way.®! In turn, it is
worth noting that Plato himself in Timaeus 47e—48e, in the guise of his eponymous character, gives
a second account of the cosmos’ coming-to-be from the basis of Necessity that his first account, based
on what was crafted by Intellect, could not convey.? In the confines of the PM, together with the

" See Porphyry apud Proclus, In Tim. 11,329.12-15 (=1, 431.20-23 Diehl): “In contrast to [Atticus], Porphyry gives the
Demiurge a lower rank than the Intelligible: having hypothesized supercelestial soul as the creative agent for the cosmos,
he puts the paradigm for things that come to be in Intellect” (trans. Runia/Share, slightly modified). (Tovtw 6¢ an’
évavtiag 0 [Topevplog DEeWEVMY T® - oVPYD didwat TEEW Tapd TO VONTOV: YuxnV Yop LTEPOLPGVIOV BENEVOG TM
KOOU® TOMTIKAY &V T® v@® 10 mapdadetypa tibetan TV yryvouévov.) It is noteworthy that Proclus raises Porphyry’s
position just after Atticus’ (in I/n Tim. 11, 329.5-11), who puts the paradigm of the Living Being (standing in for the
Forms) below the Demiurge, as Intellect, whereas Porphyry moves in the opposite direction by placing the
paradigm/Forms above the Demiurge—but this time the Demiurge is a super-celestial soul, rather than Intellect, as for
Atticus. One might think from Porphyry in the PM, however, that the Demiurge simply is Intellect, identified together
with the paradigm/Forms. On squaring Porphyry’s view of the Demiurge with the Plotinian background, see Michalewski
(2014), esp. 189-197.

80 For instance, see n. 62 above.

81 T have Harold Tarrant to thank for pushing me on this continuing engaging question.

82 Parallel to this, one may also see an implicit two-fold distinction in presenting principles in Theophrastus: see
Simplicius, In Phys. 26.5-15 (= Fr. 230 Fortenbraugh), esp.: “[Plato] occupied himself mostly with first philosophy, but
also devoted himself to the phenomena [i.e. sensible things] and touched on the enquiry into nature, in which he means
to make the principles two, one underlying as matter, which he calls the all-recipient, and one as cause and mover, which
he attaches to the power of god and of the good” (trans. Menn). Many thanks to Gretchen Reydams-Schils for pointing
out these pre-Porphyrian precedents.
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extant texts, we see Porphyry adapt a similar, ultimately Platonic approach: Porphyry in the PM
subscribes to Atticus’ framework, telescoped through Severus’ refinement—onl/y, however, from the
frame of the Timaeus’ focus on principles of coming-to-be and perishing. It is when we step out of
this frame to the question of absolute principles, namely of being, that we see Porphyry’s refined
position, following Plotinus, of the One placed over the two principles of Intellect and Matter.
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