H.B. GOTTSCHALK

CURRENTS OF PHILOSOPHICAL THOUGHT IN THE FIRST
TWO CENTURIES A.D.

The philosophy of the first two centuries A. D. is a neglected subject.
On the surface, nothing of great interest was happening. There were no
great individuals like Plato or Aristotle, or even Zeno or Epicurus, wri-
ting works destined to inspire generations of readers. The Hellenistic sy-
stems, Stoicism and Epicureanism, had reached the end of their deve-
lopment; while they continued to hold a dominant position during the
greater part of this period, their adherents produced no fresh ideas and
were mainly preoccupied with applying their tenets to the needs and pro-
blems of everyday life. The great system of Neoplatonism, which was to
hold the stage during the last three centuries of the Roman Empire,
had not yet arisen. Older historians of philosophy, e.g. Zeller or Uber-
weg, when trying to find a single term to sum up the intellectual cha-
racter of our period, fixed on the word “Eclecticism’, and it is true that
some of the writers whose work has survived combine elements origina-
ting in different schools in their work. But this tendency is neither con-
sistent nor universal, and other philosophers fought hard, in their pole-
mics and their positive teaching, to maintain the purity of whatever
doctrine they preferred. Again, it might appear that the philosophers of
our period were concerned with ethics to the exclusion of other areas of

1. This is a slightly revised version of a lecture delivered at Ioannina Uni-
versity in September, 1986. I have added references to the most important ancient
authorities; for fuller information, including references to modern scholarly litera-
ture, I have sometimes referred to the footnotes of an article entited «Aristotelian
philosophy in the Roman world, from the time of Cicero to the end of the second
century AD» (abbreviated AROW), to be published in Aufstieg und Niedergang
der rémischen Welt IT 36 pt. 1. The most recent general book on’ the philosophy of
this period, which only reached me after the draft of AROW had been completed,
is P. Donini’s Le scuole, I’'anima, ’'impero: la filosofia antica da Antioco a Plotino
(Torino 1982).

' I am very grateful to Prof. A. Katsouris for preparing the Greek version of the
summary prefixed to- this paper. '
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philosophy, and certainly most of them would have agreed that philo-
sophy is not merely an objective study of the world and human life,
but commits its adherents to a certain way of living. But although
this aspect predominates in our sources, there is sufficient evidence to
show that other areas, logic, cosmology and particularly the relations-
hip of the physical world to God, were studied attentively, and ma-
ny of the ideas which appear fully developed in Neoplatonism can be
traced back to this period. If we want to characterise the age, we
must take a broader view and consider what went before and what ca-
me after; and then we can see that it was really an age of transition.
On the surface, the old ethical truths continued to be preached and
the old moral problems to be debated, but underneath new forces were
at work, reshaping men’s vision of the world. Not all of these impulses
originated from philosophical thinking; one of the most important is
the religious fervour which sets off the Imperial age from the Hellinistic.
In the presentlectnre I cannot, of course, give a comprehensive survey
of everything that was going on. What I want to do is first to des-
cribe some general features of the philosophy of the period, and then
to say something about the countribution of one school about which we
hear even less than the others, that of Aristotle.

To begin then with some of the features common to all the phi-
losophies of the period (except of course the Sceptic).

1) They were systematic: it was believed that any philosophy
worthy of the name must provide a comprehensive account of the world
and of man’s place within it, of hnman behaviour, and of human
knowledge. As an ideal, this notion can be traced back to the classical
period of Greek philosophy; Plato, you remember, quotes Hippocrates
as holding that it is impossible to have any real knowledge of the
homan body without a knowledge of the soul, or of the human soul
without a knowledge of the nature of the universel. But Plato did not
construct such a comprehensive system himself, and Aristotle at least
did not live to complete one. This was left to the Hellenistic schools,
and their systems were successful enough to eclipse the older schools for
nearly three centuries. When Aristotelianism and dogmatic Platonism
were revived (about the middle of the first century B.C.), their
adherants presented them as systems like the Stoic one, embracing all

1. PL Phaidros 270c. The reference is disputed; according to Galen (XV 12
Kiihn), Plato was thinking of the ITepl ®Vatog dvbpdhmou, but many modern historians
have denied this and made various alternative suggestions. Cf. A. Digs, Autour de
Platon (Paris 1927) I 30ff and M. Pohlenz, Hippokrates (Berlin 1938) 76ff. . . - .
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areas of philosophy and articulated them into three main parts, Aoyue,
guoiey; and %0, which were in turn subdivided. This raised problems
concerning the relationship of the part of philosophy and the orderin
which they should be studied; in the Hellenistic era, these had troubled
nobody except the Stoics, but now they beganto be debated by Ari-
stotelians and Platonists as well.

2) They were book-centred. Their systems were incorporated in the
writings of their founders and to a lesser extent those of their immedi-
ate followers. The work of their schools was to expound the writings and
to propogate the teaching they contained. Much of it consisted of strai-
ght exegesis, but inevitably there would be problems which the founders
three or more centuries previously, had not considered or to which they
had attached less importance than their later adherents: the question of
fate, providence and freewill is a case in point (I shall say something
more alout this later). When this happened, and new ideas had to be in-
troduced or old ones modified, there was a strong tendency to present
them as an interpretation or development of the traditional doctrine.
Philosophical debate could take the form of an argument over the mea-
ning or authenticity of a text.

This had some consequences for the literary form of philosophical
writing. Apart from popular lectures, known by such terms as oyolai or
SratptPat, mostly on ethical or religious matters, and elementary hand-
books, the characteristics form of our period is the Sméuvnua, a portman-
teau term which embraced everything from a line-by-line commentary
to a paraphrase with occasional notes. Such dmouvAuara could be writ-
ten by students for their personal use- Galen wrote many in his youth,
and the work entitled «Aristotle’s Topics» listed in the Lamprias-catalo-
gue of Plutarch’s writings may have been a dwéuvnua of this kind; they
could be passed on to friends, as many of Galen’s were, and those produ-
ced by professional teachers would no doubt circulate among their pu-
pils. This way of doing philosophy seems to have originated in the Aris-
totelian school but soon spread to the others; Seneca finds it necessary
to point out that philosophy is not primarily a matter of reading other
people’s books, and his complaint is echoed by Epictetus and others!.

3) Great importance seems to have been attached to membership
of a school. In a way, this is only a consequence of what I have said
about the systematic and book- centred nature of philosophy at the
time, but in another way it is surprising. Our period is often supposed

1. Seneca Epist. Mor. 33.7ff, 108.23; Epiptetus 4.4,
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to be the age of eclecticism, and several recent scholars have claimed
that the old philosophical schools ceased to exist as institutions after the
Roman sack of Athens in 86 B.C. They have succeeded in demonstra-
ting that we know virtually nothing about the existence or structure of
the ‘schools’ in the imperial period, and that the tables of “Successions
of Scholarchs’ found in some older histories are almost pure invention,
but there can be no doubt that, in an ideological sense at least, ‘scho-
Is’ were important!. When Strabo or Galen mention a philosopher, they
almost always say what school he belonged to, and when publicly fun-
ded chairs of philosophy were instituted, each school was given an equal
number. Adherence to a school appears to have been considered an es-
sential part of being a philosopher, althongh we do not know what
tests, if any, were employed to demonstrate that such adherence was
genuine. Some differences of doctrine within schools were tolerated,
but these would have to be presented as different interpretations of the
founder’s words, not as outright disagreement.

Relations between the schools were complex. Each school was eager
to maintain its identity and the integrity of its teaching, and this led
to polemics which could be acrimonious. But there was also some bor-
rowing; in particular, the Platonists took many ideas from the Aristo-
telians and both Platonists and Aristotelians were open to Stoic influen-
ces to some extent, asintheir teaching about ‘parts’ of philosophy
which we have touched on already. But this interaction was subject to
severe limitations. No school allowed its central doctrines to be jeopar-
dised. The Stoics paraded the rigour of their moral teaching and their
belief in an ineluctable but providential power ruling over the natural
world and human affairs; the Epicureans maintained their atomism and
their peculiar brand of hedonism. Neither of these schools was prepared
to modify its teaching to meet the new demands of the imperial age.
There was more interchange between Platonists and Aristotelians; the
Platonists in particular were ready to learn from other schools, especial-
ly in logic, but to some extent in other fields as well. But their doctrines
of transcendent forms and the immortality of the human soul set their
philosophy off from all the others, and on these points there was no com-
promise. And the Aristotelians? For the moment, all I want to say is
that they occupied the middle ground, and this was enough, in the pe-
riod under consideration, to gain them a steady following among men

1. See AROW n. 5-6 and 74.



Currents of philosophical thought ' 91 -

of affairs as well as those who wanted to devote their lives to philo-
sophy.

One last point is worth making in this connection. When discussing
the views of rival schools, the writers of our period rarely mention their
contemporaries but refer instead to the founders, Plato, Aristotle, Zeno,
Chrysippus or Epicnrus, or occasionally to their immediate follo-
wers, like Theophrastus. Even when they refer to later members of the
school, these belong to the Hellenistic age. Thus Philo of Alexandria,
when reporting a controversy about the eternity of the world, names
Aristotle, Theophrastus and Critolaus on the Peripatetic side and Chry-
sippus, Boethus of Sidon and Panaitios on the Stoic; Plutarch, in his
essay on Moral Virtue, uses Peripatetic material taken from a nearly con-
temporaneous source to refute the Stoics, but only names Zeno, Chry-
sippus and others belonging to the Hellenistic age. When Alexander
of Aphrodisias makes a distinction between ‘earlier’ and ‘more recent’
Stoics, the latter expression refers to Sosigenes, who was active in the
second half of the second century B.C1. One might suppose that the ap-
parent unwillingness to criticise contemporaries or near contempora-
ries was due to professional courtesy, but the same writers show no
such inhibitions on other occasions. Alexander was prepared to critici-
se members of his own school, including his teachers Herminus and Ari-
stotle of Mytilene, by name, and quite severe on Galen?; Galen him-
self was always ready with insults for those who disagreed with him.
So we must look for a different explanation of this phenomenon. It
looks as if each school treated the teaching of the others as closed sys-
tems authoritatively expounded in the writings of their founders. This
was a natural consequence of the attitudes to philosophy I have men-
tioned already, but meant that philosophical debate tended to dege-
nerate into polemics using traditional arguments against traditional
targets. It does not seem to have occurred to anyone that philosophies
can change and develop over time, and that their own period could ma-
ke a genuinely new contribution to the old systems. This gives a curi-
ously impersonal feel to many of the controversies of the period, and
limited the possibility of fruitful interaction.

1. Philo Tept dpbapotac xéouou c.411f. 16ff; Plutarch Ilepi #Buefic dpetiic 440 E ff;
Alex. Aphr. ITepi xpdoewe p. 216.13 Bruns (Alexander and the other ancient com-
mentators on Aristotle are quoted by page and line of the edition in the series
«Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca», published by the Prussian Academy, Berlin
1883-1909).

2. Alex. Aphr. In Anal. Pri. 74.6 Wallies (Herminus), De anima IT p. 113. 1211,
* Bruns (Aristotle of Mytilene). For Galen, see AROW n. 413 and 419,
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The most important philosophical development during our period
was the emergence of a systematic form of Platonism in which the fun-
damental doctrines of the Platonic dialogues, especially the late dia-
logues including the Timaeus and Parmenides, were supplemented by
Aristotelian and, to a lesser extent, Stoic ideas. A good deal of work
has been done about this in recent years, hut it is too big a subject
for a single lecture; I shall concentrate on a different topic, the revi-
val and development of Aristotelianism which paralleled and influen-
ced that of Platonism, until the two philosophies merged in the third
century A.D.

It is well known that Aristotle’s school, the Peripatos, lost its in-
tellectual vitality about fifty years after Aristotle’s death. The reasons
are obscure and probably complex, but in the middle of the first cen-
tury Andronicus of Rhodes, probably the tenth scholarch after Aristo-
tle himself, set out to revive the fortunes of his school by making Ari-
stotle’s most important philosophical writings available in a form that
the people of his generation would find attractive and useful. These we-
re not literary works prepared for publication, but notes connected
with Aristotle’s lectures, and were apparently left in considerable disor-
der when Aristotle died. After his death they passed to Theophrastus,
but although they seem to have continued serve as the basis for much
of the school’s teaching under both Theophrastus and Eudemus, little
attempt was made to arrange them in any systematic way, and after
Theophrastus® death, as the direction of the school’s teaching changed
they appear to have fallen into disuse and neglect. Andronicus’ task
of editing these was complex; not only had he to provide readable texts,
but to bring the books dealing with the same subject-matter to-
gether to form comprehensive treatises and then to arrange the trea-
tises themselves in an intelligible order. The result of this efforts was
to create what is in most respects the Corpus Aristolelicum we still ha-
ve today, apart from a few minor additions (Metaph. 2 and of course
some of the spurious works), and some changes of order. In addition,
Andronicus wrote an elaborate treatise, which included a detailed ca-
talogue of Aristotle’s writings, justifying his work, and a commenta-
ry or paraphrase on the Categories, which he placed at the head of his
edition.

Andronicus presented Aristotle’s philosophy as a system divided
into three parts, Aoyued), puowes) and mpaxtinhy, and his arrangement was
meant to reflect this and encourage readers to approach the partsin
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the right order. What this order should be was disputed at first.
Andronicus believed that students should begin with logic, because a
knowledge of the laws of thought was essential for understanding
any philosophical argument, while his pupil Boethus wanted them to
start with natural philosophy, because this is closest to ordinary ex-
periencel. Thls argument only lasted one generation, and after that
Andronicus’ view was generally accepted.

The tripartite division of philosophy is clearly derived from that
of the Stoic although its origin is older-it is mentioned once in the To-
pics (105b 19ff), one of Aristotle’s earliest works, which still reflects
the logical teachiug of Plato’s Academy. In his mature works, Aristo-
tle uses a division of sciences into theoretical, practical and poietic,
but this covers a somewhat wider field thau the division of philoso-
phy used by the Stoics and Andronicus. However, there are some points
of contact between the two systems; both distinguish a class of
‘Practical’ sciences or philosophy, i.e. Ethics and ‘Politics’, while the
Stoic Physike covers the most philosophically important of Aristotle’s
‘Theoretical’ sciences (it would have included the subject -matter, of A-
tistotle’s ‘Theology’ or ‘First Philosophy’). Where the two diverge is in
their treatment of logic. Aristotle did not assign it a place in his sche-
me - it is not included in his list of theoretical sciences, and it is diffi-
cult to see where else it could have been fitted in - and this could
have been regarded as sufficieut reason for puttiug it into a separate
class, as the Stoics had done. But there was still s discrepancy, which
was overcome by saying that logic was not a ‘part’ of philosophy co-
ordinate with the others, but a tool uecessary for understanding both
theoretical and practical philosophy. This view is found in all the Greek
commentators from Alexander onwards, aud Andronicus’ argument in

_favour of beginning the study of philosophy with logic suggésts that he
may have originated it2

This rather involved story illustrates the way in which Aristotle’s
philosophy was presented in a modernised form, and the kind of pro-
blem to which this gave rise. Other problems arose from the attempt to
read Aristotle’s works as part of a comprehensive system. It has be-
en argued that this involved a distortion of Aristotle’s thought, but for
reasons I have briefly stated at the beginning of this lecture, I believe
that this is mistaken3. A systematic tendency was implicit in Aristo-

1. Philoponos In Categorias 5.16ff.
2. See AROW n. 99-101.
3. Cf. AROW n. 97.
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tle’s philosophy from the start; it is revealed by the elaborate crossrefe-
rences found in all his works (I do not believe that they can be dis-
missed as the work of later editors), his elaborate classifications of scien-
ces and their interrelation, and in his attempt to apply a limited num-
ber of explanatory principles to all subjects of scientific investigati-
on. But he did not live to complete such a system, and the writings
he left behind were composed at different periods of his life for different
audiences; some were written to explore problems rather than record
firm conclusions. Modern interpreters try to tale account of such fea-
tures and to understand each work as a separate entity with its own
unity and philosophical and literary character. The ancients tended to
subordinare the individual work to what they thought was Aristotle’s
system and to smooth over real or apparent discrepancies by means of
_verbal interpretation or even textual changes!. In this way their sy-
stematic tendency, although not false to the spirit of Aristotle’s philo-
sophy as a whole, could lead to a distorted view of individual works.
With Andronicus began the tradition of exegesis which lasted to
the end of antiquity. Its thrust was, as we have seen, different from
that of modern commentaries: there were no genetic explanations and
little attempt to understand the context in which any work was pro-
duced, and the character of Aristotle’s arguments received less atten-
tion than a modern reader would give it; all the emphasis was on the
elucidation of Aristotle’s doctrines within the system of his philosophy.
Within those limits, Aristotelian exegesis attained a high level of compe-
tence. The best of the commentators knew his writings thoroughly and
used them intelligently to explain Aristotle’s meaning, and many of their
comments are still useful or at least interesting to-day.
Andronicus’ work was continued and in a sense completed by his
pupil Boethus of Sidon, a friied and possibly teacher of the geographer
Strabo (this gives us some indication of his date). He was the author
of an immense commentary on the Categories in which all the problems
raised by that work were fully discussed and many of the arguments
“and explanations found in later commentaries were anticipated.
- He had read extensively in the Aristotelian corpus and the works of

Aristotle’s immediate successors, Theophrastus and Strato. As a philo-
- sopher, he seems to have ranged more widely than Andronicus, and he
was particularly interested in questions of natural philosophy (puotxy).
But while he probably wrote a number of monographs on such topics,
it is characteristic that some of his most interesting suggestions ca-

1. Cf. AROW n. 98.
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me in bls commentary on the Categories; e.g. his very subtle discussi-"
on of time, which seems to have been influenced by Strato as well as
Aristotle, was occasioned by a remark in the Categories (15b 1) which
seemed to require elucidationl.

Once established, this tradition continued unbroken until it culmi-
nated in the work of Alexander of Aphrodisias at the beginning of the
third century A.D. Throughout this period, the chief philosophical work
of the Peripatetic school was to expound Aristotle’s writings. The form
of the commentaries varied; some were mainly paraphrases with fairly
elementary explanations of Aristotle’s meaning, others tried to discuss
the philosophical issues in greater depth; no doubt this depended to
some extent on the audience at which they were aimed. As I have said
already, much of this work was excellently done and determined
the way in which Aristotle was understood for many centuries. But the
concentration on his text made it difficult to deal with new problems
or absorb new ideas, and led to a rigidity which ultimately proved fa-
tal.

The activity of commentators is not a good subject for a gene-
ral lecture, and so I shall now turn to a different one: the interaction
between Aristotelianism and the other schools. When Andronicus pu-
blished his edition, he seems to have produced something of a sensa-
tion, and for a few years Platonists and Stoics, as well as Aristoteli-
ans, joined in the discussion of Aristotle’s philosophy. Simplicius names
five ‘early commentators’ in the Categories, who belonged to the sa-
me generation as Andronicus or the one which followed immediately:
three of these were Peripatetics, Andronicus himself, Boethus and Ari-
ston of Alexandria; the others were a Platonist, Eudorus, and a Stoic,
Athenodorus?2. No doubt their comments were largely hostile, but the
important thing is that they joined in the debate at all. At the same
time Areius Didymus, another Stoic and, like Athenodorus, a teacher
of Octavian (the future emperor Augustus),wrote a great handbook con-
taining summaries of the teaching of the Academy, Peripatos and Stoa.
Much of his material is Hellenistic, butm he ust have known at least some
of Aristotle’s school-treatises and presumably wrote after the publica-
tion of Andronicus’ edition. Since he was a Stoic and writing a gene-
ral book covering different schools of philosophy he naturally tended
to formulate Peripatetic doctrine in a Hellenistic and Stoic way;e.g.
he describes sensation and intellect as the ‘criteria’, respectively, of sen-

1. Cf. AROW n. 147-8.
2. Simplicius In Cat. 159.82.
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sible and intelligible objects, and he tries to assimilate Aristotle’s Un-
moved Mover to the Stoic supreme deity by calling him “A rational and
blessed being, sustaining the heavenly bodies and exercising providence
on their behalf’’. Some of these formulations are also found in later
writers, for non-specialists continued to derive most of their knowledge
of Aristotelianism from handbooks of the same kind, long after they
should have been superseded by the genuine school-treatises which An-
dronicus had made available. But for our present purpose, what mat-
ters is that, when Andronicus, Areius and the others I have mentioned
were writing, a genuine interchange between the schools was still pos-
sible. A couple of generations later this was no longer so. In the mid-
dle of the first century the Stoic Cornutus wrote about Aristotle’s Ca-
tegories, but he was following in the footsteps of Athenodorus and is
the last member of his school known to have shown ny interest in A-
ristotle’s school-treatises. Most of Seneca’s knowledge of Aristotle
and his philosophy seems to come from handbooks. Epictetus mentions
the Peripatetics once as falling short of Stoic standards of moral rigour,
in language which hardly differs from that used by Cicero in similar
circumstances; Andronicus might never have been born for all the effect
his work appears to have had in him. One reason for this may have
been the tendency of Stoic thinkers to concentrate on practical ethics,
but I doubt if thisis the whole explanation. There was a parallel deve-
lopment on the Aristotelian side. It is possible quite often to see tra-
ces of Stoic influence in the work of Andronicus and Boethus; not
only in their presentation of Aristotle’s philosophy as a system, but
in some details as well. This was not due to any desire to compromise
or mediate between the two philosophies, but happened simply becau-
se Stoicism was the dominant philosophy when they wrote and provi-
ded the schemata in which it seemed most natural to think. But later
Peripatetics tried to eliminate such influences and to return to a pu-
rer form of Aristotelianism. One example must suffice. Aspasius, a peri-
patetic of the second century A.D. who wrote a commentary on the
EN of which some parts are still extant, tells us that the early Peripa-
tetics (by which he apparently means those of the Hellenistic period,
including Aristotle and Theophrastus) did not give a definition of na-
Bog, but that both Andronicus and Boethus did; he then quotes their
definitions, which only differ in one detail but which clearly owe their
form and much of their content to the Stoics: it is an irrational mo-
vement of the soul owing to a perception (SméAnig) of good or bad.

1. Areios Didymos fr. 9 (Diels, Doxographi Graeci p. 450.15).
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(Interestingly, Areius Didymus attributes a very similar definition to
Aristotle himself)!. Aspasius then proceeds to criticise it on the ground
that the use of the word Smérndig implies a process of reflection of
some kind before a mdfog can arise; in other words, it seemed to him to
be too close to the Stoic intellectualist view. Aspasius does not men-
tion the Stoics by name in this context, but instinctively he has reje-
cted an element in his predecessor’s account which came dangerously
close to their position. In logic, each school stubbornly maintained its
own system and terminology, based respectively on the Aristotelian
categorical syllogism and the hypothetical or propositional syllogism,
and neither seems to have thought much about the relationship between
them, except for quarreling about which type of syllogism was prior to
the other. Modern logicians have pointed out that the two systems are
complementary and should have been combined, but this was not done
in antiquity (Galen came close to doing it, but remained half-hearted),
although Boethus, in admitting the priority of the hypothetical syllo-
gism made a concession which should have made it possible

The only school to make creative use of Aristotle’s ideas were the
Platonists. In itself, this is not surprising. Plato’s dialogues deal with
particular philosophical problems and while his insights were capable
of wider application, those who wanted to use them as the basis for con-
structing a system found many gaps which had to be filled with ma-
terial from other sources. There was also a genuine historical link be-
tween Aristotle and Platonism to which Antiochus of Ascalum, one of the
authors of the revival of dogmatic Platonism, attached great importan-
ce. Even so some Platonists expressed strong reservations about borre-
wing from Aristotle: in the second century Calvenus Taurus and Atti-
cus, and Plotinus in the third®. In spite of this, the temptation was
too great, and with Porphyrius, a pupil of Plotinus and his literary exe-
cutor, the ‘syncretist’ tendency, if we may call it that, won the upper
hand. However, certain limits were rigorously observed. Nothing was
admitted which might threaten their fundamental doctrines, and Por-
phyry himself wrote a long book about the soul in which he severely
criticised Aristotle’s view that it is the évreréye:a of the body, as well
as a more «naturalistic» version of it best known to us from Alexan-
der of Aphrodisias, but which in essentials seems to go back to Andro-
nicus and Boethus; it may be significant that Porphyry’s book bad the

1. Aspasios In EN 44.241f, cf. Areios ap. Stob. Ecl. II p. 38. 18tf Wachsmuth.
2. Galen, Eloaywyh Stahextiny 7.2. v
3. Cf. AROW n. 305 and Donini (cited in-n.1 above) p. 113 {f.
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title «Against Boethus on the soul»'. Even Aristotle’s doctrice of the
«Fifth Substance» was attacked by at least some Platonists. What they
accepted was the whole of Aristotle’s logic, including the doctrine of
Categories, and most of them adopted three Peripatetic ethical tenets:
that virtue is a mean, that virtue is not sufficient for happiness with-
out some measure of bodily and «external» goods and that passions
should be moderated rather than eradicated, as the Stoics prescribed.
These moral attitudes were traditional in the Academy - it is said that
Metriopatheia originated with Crantor, although it came to be asso-
ciated with the Peripatetics-and necessitated no change of attitude, and
the Platonists claimed to find much of Aristotle’s logic, including his Ca-
tegories and syllogistic, prefigured in the Timaeus and other late di-
-alogues of Plato? There was less scope for borrowing in cosmology and
metaphysics, but when such borrowing did take place, it is all the mo-
re interesting. Two instances may be mentioned. From the early first
century A. D., it seems, Platonists distinguished two kinds of Form, the
transcendent «eternal pattern of material objects» and a Form imma-
nent in particulars. The first is clearly Platonic, and was designated by
the purely Platonic term i3éo; the second, which clearly owes a lot to
Aristotle, was denoted by €idoc, a term used by both philosophers. This
distinction is mentioned by Seneca and stated as part of the system
by Albinus in the second century A.D.3 Even more interesting is Albi-
nus’ description of the supreme Deity: he is an eternally active mind
and arouses the activity of the «Mind of the Universe» (i.e. the Pla-
tonic world-soul), acting on it without being moved, as the sun acts to
arouse vision or like an object of desire; his thinking must have the
noblest of all objects and this can only be himself; therefore «he must al-
ways think himself and the content of his own thinking, and this acti-
vity of his is an Idea»t. At first sight, this is a strange farrago, com-
bining aspects of Plato’s Demiurge and World-soul and Aristotle’s Un-
moved Mover, with the notion that the Platonic Forms are thoughts in
the mind of God which seems to go back to the beginnings of Mid-
dle Platonism. But Alblnus is wrestling with a real problem, which trou-
bled both Platonists and Aristotelians: how to reconcile the concept
of God as a transcendent mind with the creative and providential a-

1. See my article «Boethus’ psychology and the Neoplatonists», Phronesis 31.
1986. 243-57.
2 8ee. AROW n. 311-2.
3. See AROW n. 314.
4. Albinos Awdaoxakixds c. 10.2-3; cf.. AROW n. 329.. .
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ctivity usually associated with God. Aristotle had rather ignored the lat-
ter aspect, and his followers could do little about it; we have already
seen that Areius Didymus described Aristotle’s supreme deity as «sus-
taining and exercising providence on behalf of» the heavens, but we a-
re not told how this is done and when the author of the pseudo-Ari-
stotelian De Mundo (c.6) claims that’God is transcendent but his power
permeates and sustains the universe, he is using rhetoric rather that
philosophical argument. Albinus is trying to use Aristotelian concepts
to bridge the gap. The detailed demiurgic function is given to an imma-
nent ‘Mind of the Universe’, but it has to be roused to its proper acti-
vity by a fully actual mind which ‘thinks itself’ like Aristotle’s Unmo-
ved Mover and also ‘makes all things’ (by thinking the totality of Pla-
tonic Forms) like Aristotle’s ‘Active Reason’ (De 4n. 430a12). Unfor-
tunately, by admitting that the Supreme Deity thinks other objects be-
“sides itself, Albinus has sacrificed the consistency of Aristotle’s appro-
“ach while leaving the relationship between the Forms and the supreme
mind unclear. The solution he offered does not quite add up, or at least
+ it would need more underpinning than Albinus gives it. But it is a cre-
ditable effort, and reveals something of the creative possibilities of a
combination of Platonic and Aristotelian ideas.
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Eioaywyh: duoxolla mpoodLoptowod Tou @LhocogLxed yapaxthpa 06 Emo-
yhe avthe. Xapaxtnptopol 6mwg «dhextixtopubon éxovy meploptopéyn onua-
ola. Ttny mpaypatixbdtyTa elvar wla petaBatixy ewoyy, amd tny ENyvioti-
%7 otn Neomhatwvixy xoopobewpto.

A: Tevixd yapontnpiotixa. 1. H @urocogia etvar cvotnpatie) xabe
GY0MY) urtooTNpilet 6T dlvel pio cuvohiny) Suduoxahia yia dAeg Tig TTUYES TG
mpaywatikéTTag. Auté clvar xhnpodétyua ¢ EAyviotinng meptédou, 18i-

“attepa TG OTLIKNG, ®al INuLodpY6E TPoPANLTE Yio T (WEPMM TNG PLAOGO-
plag kot Tev petabd Toug oYECEWY.

2. H gthocopia eivar BifAto-xevtpix: xdbe soTnuo evempatdveror 6Ta Yoo-
TTA TOV L3PUTY] TOU, XAL TO €PY0 TWV OTTASAOV TOV NTAV VA EXEXTELVOUY Kol Vo TLG
Sraddoouvv. Néeg ekenibeic émpene va TapovslacTtoly w¢ emavepunveleg Tov €p-
you Tou tdputy). Auté 03NYNGE GTNY AVETTULEY TOU LTOLVARATOSG 6E OAES TOV
TLG oppéc m¢ anpavTixol pésou prhocsogixng suiNTNeYC.

3. Meydhy onpasia 8:vétav 6o va eivar xavelg pwéhog g oyohng: xdde «mpa-
YRATIXGE) PLAOGOPOG ETPETE VoL AViXEL GE ia Ut Tig avayvwploéves oy onée.
Mepixég Srapopée ambewv yivovray avextés uéoa oty YoMy émpene Spuwg va
TopouG:GTObY Gav StopopeTinés spumveies Tov dbypatog e oyorns. Ot oyé-
oeig petabl Twv oyohdv foav cuvrwe morepixée, ue neptopiopéva daveia e
ueptnég meptoyés. Evdiagépoy elvat 611 oL @LAboopoL TNG ETOYNG AUTNG OTAVLX
v pEQOYTAL OVOLLAGTIXG GE GUYYPOVOVE TOUG AAWY GYOAGY.

B: EZéNEy e Apiototehinng oyohng: Metd amd pia weplodo mapaxpuig
v ENviaTied] meptodo, o Av3pdvixog o Pédtog Bérnoe va avafimeet Ty Th-
XN N6 AploToTteNxNG oy os ke TN dnpocicvey wiag mepiteyvng éxdoorg Twy
mpayuateldy mhavéy yopw ota péoa tou lov ar. . X. Iapovstdotyxay ot é-
V& GUGTHUATIXG COIPUS ToU SLatpeiTo 6 AOYLIXT), PUOLXY) XL TPAXTLXY) PLAOGO-
pla, axohovBdvtag 10 ot TedTuTo, PE TN Stagopd bt Aoyixy dev ebe-
wpelto wg tooPabpia pe T dAha «uépny, alld w¢ éva péco avayxaio yia TV
ueréty e,
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Trostnpiytnxe 67t autd amotelodoe dacTpefAwon ¢ AploToTeNinng
oxéYnG, oA Wlo GUGTYUATLXT TEGY LTTNPYE 677 Stdaoxahio Tov and TnV apyh,
av %o Sev Ednoe Yoo V& TY)Y TUEOUGIAGEL e auTh TN RopY). ANAK Ta ypamtd
mov cmlovTal YpdeTnxay o€ StapopeTinés TEpLOd0ug Xl Yo StapopETING Axpo-
aTHPLL Xl UE TO Vo (uToTdEE) 670 cVoTHUE Tov o AvSpdvixog xal ot wetd
ané autéy Llowg odnyN0nxay o pia SracTpeBrwpévn dmody TV emiuépoug ép-
yov. O Avdpévixog xat o pabytic Tov Bénbog eniong suvéreway oty mapdk-
3061 TV vopVRATOY 6Tov ApLeToTéAY Tou pEGoVpdoay ue Tov AAEEavpo
armo v Appodictén xal patvetar va Exouy  TpofBAéde: ToAAEG amé Tig 1déeg o
Eépoupe xohdTepa amd Ta Epyo Tou. Eivar evdiagépov bt puepinés amd Tig wio
mpotéTuTeg amddeic Tou Bénbou, w.x. yia To yebvo, wpopavde siyav Siotu-
nolel oo vopviwatd Tou yia Tig xaTnyopics. H otdon twv dAhwv oyohdv
6’ auTh To €pyo slval evdiapépouca. Xt yevid peta Tov AvSpbvino gatveral bt
vrnele pro yvhiola avradhayi) tdecv. O Miarwvixés Ebddwpog xat ot srmixot
Abmvé3wpoc xar Kopvolrog éypaday vmopvipata otic xatyyopics xat o 'Apei-
o0¢ Aidupog éypade BiBArlo 6To omoto cupmepLéhafBe wia wepiAnn Tng mepLTaTY-
TINE PLA0GOQiag TOL Selyvel xdTot YVMGY TV TOAYUATELDY TV AploToTéNy.
Zuyyxpdvers o Avdpévixog xat o Bénog déytyxay xamota otwiny enidpacy o
oxéYm tovg. Apybrepn avtd orapdtnoe. O Entvtyrog xat dAhoipetayevéore-
pot atwixol ayvénoav Tig mpayuareics Tov AploToTENY, EVEO UETAYEVEGTEQOL
aptoTotexol, 6mwe o Aomdstiog, mpoomdOncav va expndevicovy To tyvy TV
oty 18y Tov elyav dextel o Avdpbvinog xat o Bénbog. Tt Aoyixy xdbe
o ohy Sidaoxe To dxb g Sbypa, ahAd xapid mposmabeia Sev éyive ylo pia
yhola odvheay. Mévo or IThatwvixot Savellovray enebBepa amd tov Apioto-
TéhY, oA xat €36 vTNpyE coBaph avtileoy, amd wéin Mg oyorns. Qotéoo,
xvptdpymoe 1 ouvbetind Tdo, xat Theay oAbxAen TN Aoyixd Tov ApLoToTéAY,
peptnée Wéec amd Ty mpax e ek xaL T petaguaien. Y'rhpke o toyupelowds
bt awtég elyav TpolmapEet, ToukdytoTo c‘rv;v ovata Toug, aToVG peTayEvESTE-
povg ITatwvixole Stahdyovs. Avty 4 Tdom paivetat xozeocpoc otov Aidacxali-
%d vou AABivou.
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