Stoic ““Common Notions”’ in Plotinus

John F. Phillips

One of the more provocative hypotheses developed by Philip
Merlan in his book Monopsychism, Mysticism, and Metaconsciousness
is that Plotinus in the Enneads came close to abandoning “‘explicitly
and entirely the theory of anamnesis in favor of memory, i.e. of
unconscious inborn ideas’?, and that in positing such a memory he
was indebted to a similar revision in the Middle Platonist Albinus.2
Merlan’s thesis relies heavily on several passages in the Enneads
where Plotinus reinterprets the Platonic doctrine of anamnesis in a
manner consistent with his own postulate of the descended soul’s
incessant but unconscious intelligizing. This postulate allows Plot-
inus to embrace the doctrine of recollection without being forced
thereby to accept the related doctrine of soul’s pre-natal existence,
for what the descended soul “remembers” of intelligible reality are
not Plato’s transcendent Forms, but certain immanent and innate
ideas which, in some manner never fully explained by Merlan,
represent the intelligible Forms implanted and ever active in the
soul. Anamnesis, then, becomes the process of bringing to con-
scious awareness what the soul has always possessed, although on
an unconscious level. Moreover, the principles underlying Ploti-
nus’ rethinking the traditional theory, Merlan asserts, can in large
part be found in the Didaskalikos of Albinus, where he finds refer-
ence to two classes of intelligibles, the Platonic transcendent Ideas
and the Stoic common notions (puotkal £vvolor = soul’s inborn
ideas), as well as to two corresponding types of memory, the Pla-
tonic anamnesis and a special pvijun associated with soul’s em-
bodiment.® The guoukai évvoiar, like the special uviun of which

1. Monopsychism, Mysticism, Metaconsciousness: Problems of the Soul in the
Neo-Aristotelian and Neoplatonic Tradition (The Hague 1963), 74.

2. For his full discussion of this question, cf. Ibid., 55-77.

3. Cf. especially Ibid., 72f. As evidence of a tradition of reinterpretation of
Plato’s doctrine of recollection Merlan cites a similar distinction between
memory and anamnesis in Cicero, Tusc. Disp. I, XXIV 56-59, where
”...quite obviously the xowvai évvoiar are treated as alternative term to
the term ideas (species)”’ (74). As to the question of Cicero’s source, Mer-
lan only denies that it could be either Antiochus or Posidonius. R.E. Witt,
Albinus and the History of Middle Platonism (Cambridge 1937), 57f., contra
Theiler, also rejects Antiochus in view of his adherence to Stoic sensa-
tionalism; cf. the analysis of Antiochus in ]J. Dillon, The Middle Platonists
(Ithaca 1977), 94. On Cicero’s general theory of common notions, see A.S.
Pease, ed., M. Tulli Ciceronis De Natura Deorum Libri Secundus and Tertius
(Cambridge, Mass. 1958), Vol. 1, 295ff. and 2, 579f.
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they are the objects®, belong to the embodied soul, and as such are
the immanent “doubles” of the Platonic transcendent Ideas, just
as pvnun duplicates the Platonic anamnesis. “Ideas are to anam-
nesis, what ‘common notions’ are to memory’’>; hence memory
of immanent inborn concepts virtually replaces anamnesis of tran-
scendent Ideas. From such similarities Merlan concludes that we
can infer a systematic if not an historical link between the two
Platonists.®

Whatever shortcomings Merlan’s treatment of Plotinian mem-
ory and anamnesis may have’, his suggestion of a doctrinal con-
nection with Albinus merits careful consideration. His argument
suffers, however, from his failure to address the crucial ques-
tion of whether or not Plotinus followed Albinus in identifying
his “unconscious inborn ideas”, which he makes the objects of
this memory, with the Stoic common notions, in spite of the very
clear indications in the Enneads that Plotinus affirmed both the
existence and validity of the latter.® For if within the long tradi-
tion of criticism of Platonic anamnesis Plotinus’ modification of the
anamnesis doctrine can indeed be traced directly or indirectly to
the Didaskalikos, then it would be difficult to believe that he could
have ignored so critical a development as Albinus’ alliance of Sto-
icism with Platonism. It is the purpose of the present paper to
attempt to answer this question ignored by Merlan, first by exam-
ining those passages in the Enneads where Plotinus mentions the
Stoic kowvol évvolar’ in order to determine the manner in which

4. Although Albinus does not explicitly affirm that the objects of this
memory are Quotkol gvvoiar mentioned in Didaskalikos IV.8 as the stan-
dards of proof, that is clearly his intention. We need only cite as evidence
the phrase dvoxuveilv Tag guoukdg évvoiag, where dvakiveiv is a reference
to recollection (on this see below, p. 21).

5. Ibid., 73. Merlan seems merely to assume that Albinus recognized the
traditional fornr of anamnesis in addition to the special pviun, although
there is no support for this in the text. The only account of anamnesis as
such, in Did. XXV.3, fits perfectly his description of pviun and may be
considered an elaboration of it (see also below, n. 31). The “doubling”
of the anamnesis doctrine, which, as we shall see (below, n. 33), Merlan
traces to Cicero, is found in Nemesius; cf. Merlan, 76, n. 2 and W.
Jaeger, Nemesios von Emesa. Quellenforschungen zum Neuplatonismus und
seinen Anfingen bei Poseidonios (Berlin 1914), 57ff.

6. Ibid., 67.

7. Cf. the criticism of H.]. Blumenthal, Plotinus” Psychology. His Doctrines
of the Embodied Soul (The Hague 1971), 96, n. 25.

8. Although Merlan apparently finds reference to innate ideas in
1.2.4.19ff. and IV.3.25.27ff., he never deals with the theory of common
notions as such in Plotinus.

9. It should be emphasized that the Stoic kotvr| €vvoia hardly qualifies
as technical terminology in the Enneads. Yet, as I hope to demonstrate
in what follows, the fact that, as VI.5.1 in particular shows, Plotinus was
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he interpreted the Stoic theory, and then by searching out any ev-
idence in these passages that Plotinus, like Albinus, went beyond
the Stoics in making common notions the objects of a memory
duplicating — and virtually replacing — the Platonic anamnesis.

I will begin by arguing generally that Plotinian common notions
are innate ideas and specifically that they are those innate ideas
which Plotinus made the objects of his version of anamnesis. I will
then show that in what he says about these innate ideas Plotinus
appears to provide for two distinct levels of recollection and that
the first of these levels — and not the second as suggested by
Merlan — bears the marks of the tradition of interpretation, both
of the anamnesis doctrine and of the theory of common notions,
which is found in Albinus. The accumulated evidence, I believe,
will entitle us to assert, with greater assurance than is warranted
by Merlan’s argument, the likelihood that Plotinus was to some
extent dependent upon Albinus’ interpretation, and will at the
same time shed new light on the nature and extent of Plotinus’
revision of Platonic anamnesis.

Before considering what is to be found in the Enneads we should
look briefly at the postulates of the theory of common notions as
presented by the Stoics, so that we might have a basis for compar-
ison of the traditional doctrine with the accounts given by Albinus
and Plotinus.”® The germ for the Stoic theory of common notions
is the idea of the consensus omnium as a criterion of truth found in
both Plato and Aristotle.!! How, the Stoics asked, are we to ex-
plain the fact that there are certain notions to which all people in all

concerned to bring the Stoic theory into agreement with his own psychol-
ogy is clear indication that it did occupy a place of at least some importance
in his thought. Specifically, in those occasional passages at the beginning
of treatises where he opts to express his concept of the intelligible TUmOL
or dpyal in terms of the consensus omnium, Plotinus may well have been
motivated by what had become conventional methodological practice (we
might compare, for example, Enn. 11.4.1, I.7.1, and VI.5.1 with Cicero
De Nat. Deor. II. 13 and Disp. Tusc. 1. 36, Alexander Aphrodisias de fato
165. 15, and Sallustius De Deis et Mundo 1-2, on which see R.B. Todd,
“The Stoic Common Notions: A Re-examination and Reinterpretation”,
Symbolae Osloenses 48 (1973), n. 83). In such contexts he may have felt it
proper or convenient to sacrifice his more specialized terminology to the
popular idiom of his day.

10. For the purposes of this paper, it will be necessary to give only a
general outline of the Stoic theory. A full treatment would of course have
to account for the numerous difficulties and opposing interpretations,
both ancient and modern, inspired by what is at the very least a complex
doctrine (cf., however, notes 12 and 13 below).

11. Plato: Laws 886A; Aristotle: Eth. Nic. 1172b 36-1173a 1; De Caelo
270b 5-6; Eth. Eud. 1216b 28-30; cf. also Met. 982a 6-7 and 1005b 11-18.
Todd, 61, notes that the notion of consensus first gained philosophical
significance in Aristotle.
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areas of the world give their unequivocal assent, unless we are to
consider them untaught concepts natural to all men and possess-
ing immediate conviction and unquestioned truth? For the old
Stoa at least, these concepts, although natural (Eugutor &vvola,
quotkal Tpohiypelg), were not innate ideas', but rather primitive
adumbrations of knowledge (inchohatae intelligentiae)® arising from
basic observation and subsequently developed into full knowledge
through reason. Yet no matter how rudimentary in content, such
gvvolou were absolutely certain and immutable, and the very foun-
dation upon which all reasoning was built.®* Thus, as semina sci-
entiae’®, they fulfilled two functions: (1) as the irreducible and
unanalyzable first principles of all philosophic investigation, and
so, as Plutarch attests!®, the Stoic answer to the problem posed in
Plato’s Meno of the seeming futility of scientific inquiry, and (2) as
the “yardsticks” by which to measure the validity of the views of
all philosphers?”, since, according to Chrysippus, no proposition
contradicting a common notion could be accepted as true.”® The

12. The point made by F.H. Sandbach, “ENNOIA and I[NTPOAHYIZ in
the Stoic Theory of Knowledge”, CQ, 24 (1930) (reprinted in Problems in
Stoicism, ed. A.A. Long [London 1971]), 48, that éugutog may mean “in-
grown”’; “ingrained”’, or “implanted”, and so need not carry the sense
of “inborn”, is the most convincing argument against the claim that for
the Old Stoa common notions were innate ideas, although he concedes
that for Epictetus preconceptions were “inborn”; cf. E. Bréhier, Chrysippe
(Paris 1910), 66f. 1. Heinemann, Poseidonios’ metaphysische Schriften 11 (Bres-
lau 1928), 467f. has an interesting interpretation of Posidonius” position
in this matter.

13. Cf. e.g. Cicero, Acad. Post. 1, 41; also A. Bonhoffer, Die Ethik des
Stoikers Epictet (Stuttgart 1894), 129f., Sandbach 46f.; Heinemann I, 107f.
However, Todd, relying solely on a passage in Alexander of Aphrodisias
(de mixt. 217.2-32= Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta [SVF] II 473, p. 154.23-
155.24) finds within the theory of the Old Stoa a distinction between
mpolipelg or @ulikol Evvoran and kowval vvolat, the latter being in his
view not rudimentary notions, but generalizations based on mpoMjyeL;
cf. especially 53f.

14. Cf. Bonhoffer’s discussion of Chrysippus’ definition of reason (Méyog)
as &vvol@v Twvwv kol wpolMjyewv &dpowona, Epictet und die Stoa Unter-
suchungen zur Stoischen Philosophie (Stuttgart 1890), 206f.; also Sandbach 47
and Plutarch, comm. not. 1083c. On the practical application of this idea
in Stoic theological arguments, see M. Schofield, “Preconception, Argu-
ment, and God”, in M. Schofield, M. Burnyeat, J. Barnes, eds., Doubt and
Dogmatism. Studies in Hellenistic Epistemology (Oxford 1980), 298ff.

15. For the expression semina scientige or seming virtutum, see Cicero, Tusc.
Disp. 11, 3; IV, 43; Seneca, Ep. 94, 29; 108, 8; 120, 4; Ben. 1V, 6, 6.

16. apud Olympiodorus, in Plat. Phaedon p. 125, 7 ed. Finckh (frg. 215
Sandbach).

17. Cf. Bonhoffer, Epictet, 225. On a similar principle in Epicurus, see
Schofield, 296f.; Diogenes Laertes X 37-8.

18. Cf. Schofield, 296.
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- Stoics could therefore claim that man’s ability to discover truth
and attain wisdom was rooted in his possession of both common
notions and the power of reason (Mdyog, ratio), to develop such
notions.”

Yet even the proponents of the theory of the consensus omnium
had to acknowledge that there existed widespread disagreement
concerning such basic issues as the nature of the gods, and such
an admission forced both the Epicureans and Stoics either to con-
cede that preconceptions could be tainted by false assumptions or
to limit vvotoun to only the most general of notions, thus allowing
for the possibility of a divergence of opinion on more substantive
ideas derived from them.” Some Stoics, for instance, held that
while all fundamentally agree that the gods exist, there are many
false ideas about their specific nature due to divergent customs
and beliefs of different nations.?> Moreover, we have noted the
view, particularly in later Stoicism, that what could accurately be
considered common notions were not true concepts or full propo-
sitions, but inchoate generalizations and the mere seeds of knowl-
edge from which wisdom was to grow. Sound reasoning, then,
was needed to develop évvouar into knowledge and so to demon-
strate the validity or invalidity of opinions arising from them. Na-
ture has provided in the form of common notions only the capacity
for wisdom; true knowledge comes from developing these notions
through reason. Hence Epictetus’ repeated assertions that philos-
ophy “articulates” (Stap¥povv) our preconceptions.? In this way
the Stoics could posit incontestable first principles of knowledge
while at the same time affirming the dominant role of dialectic in
philosophy.

With these features of the Stoic theory before us, we turn now
to the Enneads. We are faced immediately with the problem of
the almost complete lack of comprehensive treatment of the the-
ory as such. What we find instead is a series of unelaborated
references whose brevity suggests that Plotinus presumed his au-

19. Cf. Bonhoffer, Die Ethik, 128 for references in Epictetus to these two
powers; also Schofield, 302.

Discussions of the influence of the Stoic theory on other later thinkers
can be found in H. Binder, Dio Chrysostomus und Posidonius. Quellenun-
tersuchungen zur Theologie des Dio non Prusa (Borna-Leipzig 1905), 21ff.;
W. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus (Berlin 1930), 38ff.; A.D.
Nock, Sallustius Concerning the Gods and the Universe (Cambridge, 1926),
xli and text 1, 4-8 (p. 2n).

20. For Epicurus’ view on this matter, cf. Diogenes Laertes X 123-4 and
Schofield, 307. On Carneades’ refutation of the Stoic consensus omnium,
cf. Heinemann 106; see also Cicero, Nat. D., Il 12 and Leg. I 24ff.

21. Cf. Cicero, Tusc. Disp. 143.

22. Cf. Bonhoffer, Epictet, 189 and Schofield, 307.
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dience’s familiarity with it. There is, however, one comparatively
sustained discussion of what for Plotinus is the most basic of such
notions. For what it tells us both of the relevance of the theory for
Plotinus, as well as of the points of agreement and disagreement
with the Stoic version, this passage is an apt point of departure
in our attempt to reconstruct Plotinus’ view of common notions
in the Enneads. The passage in question is the introduction to the
treatise VI.5:

That unity is wholly and integrally everywhere at once is a
common notion [kowv1) £vvoua], whenever all men instinctively
[xwvovuevol avtogudg] say that the god in each of us is one
and the same. And if no one inquired into the manner (in
which this is true) nor wished to test their opinion by reason,
they would accept this and, keeping it active in their under-
standing, would cease (from this inquiry), merging with that
which is one and the same, and would not wish to be sep-
arated from this unity. This is the most certain principle of
all [mévtwv Befarotdn dpyn], to which, as it were, our souls
give voice, not pieced together from particulars, but coming
before the particulars, even before that principle which estab-
lishes that all things seek the good. For the latter is true if
all things seek unity and are one and their (ultimate) effort is
toward this unity (1.1-14).

It is clear from the opening lines that Plotinus adheres to two
axioms of the Stoic doctrine of common notions: (1) that they con-
stitute a consensus omnium * occurring naturally (we may compare
adtopdg with the Stoic fugutol Evvolar or QUOLKOL TPOMPPELS),
and (2) that they are to be employed as the self-evident starting
points (&pxf= the Stoic principium) of philosophic proofs.” Plot-
inus is most concerned here with the methodological problem of
the proper dpyai of philosophic inquiry. In the section immedi-
ately following (.2.7ff.) he insists that when dealing, as here, with
pure Being, we make our starting points the intelligible principles
(vontoi épyal) which pertain to intelligible realities. The xown)
gvvola. of unity’s omnipresence is a proper first principle precisely
because it is communicated to us through the language of the soul,
by which Plotinus doubtless means nondiscursive cognition, and
is most basic and certain. That he also gives to it a function corre-
sponding to the Stoic conception of the &vvoia as a measuring stick
by which the validity of subsequent propositions and judgments

23. It will become clear in what follows that for Plotinus an &vvoia is
xowy not only in this sense, but also as being universally applicable to
experience and knowledge. On this distinction as it appears in Aristotle
and Stoicism, see Todd, 54 and 61.

24. On the possible influence of Posidonius on VI.5.1, cf.; Theiler, 100.
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can be tested, is strongly implied in chapters 1 and 2, particularly
in the statement ending chapter 2 that when investigating Being
we must refer back to its nature expressed in the gvvoia.” A
more definitive statement on this point comes in the later treatise
On Eternity and Time (II1.7.7) in an explanation of the procedure by
which we are to analyze the concept of time:

Now if the blessed men of ancient times had said nothing
about time, we should have to take eternity as our starting-
point and link up our subsequent account of time with it, stat-
ing what we think about it and trying to adapt the opinion
[00Ea] we express to the évvoia of time which we have.

In short, whatever 86Eo. about time we claim as valid must
be measured against our preconceived €vvoio® from which the
opinion is derived. In the discussion that follows we find Plotinus
applying this rule:

. . . for either time is movement, as it is called, or one might
say that it is what is moved, or something belonging to move-
ment, for to say that it is rest, or what is at rest, or something
belonging to rest, would be quite remote from our €vvoia of
time, which is never in any way the same. (II.18-20)

Thus Plotinus would accept the Chrysippean claim that, inso-
far as the conviction of the xouwv €vvoia is as immediate as that
of sense perception, no proposition which contradicts a common
notion can be accepted.

On the other hand the influence of the Stoic view of common
notions as inarticulate and inchoate generalizations is perhaps to a
certain extent evident in the passage quoted above (VI.5.1), where
Plotinus speaks of those who find it necessary to test opinion
(d6Eav) by reason (Aoyw: 4-5), and elsewhere?, for example the
introduction to the treatise On Matter (11.4.1):

What is called “matter” is said to be some sort of “substrate”
and “receptacle’” of forms; this account is common [kolvdv

25. Emeldn wovTayov TO Ti EoTy APy, Kai Toig KOADS OpLoapévols Aéyetal
Kol TV ounBePnrdtmv ta moAG yivdokeodar oig 8¢ kol mévra &v Td Tl
goTLv VapyEL, TOMG ualhov &v tovtolg Exeodau det tovTov, Kol el ToUTO
Bhemtéov kal mPoOg ToUTO TAVTO Gvevektéov (2.241f.).

26. Plotinus, like other interpreters of the Stoic theory, was not bound
by the strict terminology of the Stoa. Thus often in the Enneads &vvoia
alone= the Stoic xouv1) évvoia (for a similar usage in Plutarch, cf. Todd,
n. 88). In most cases it is clear from the context of its appearance when
évvolo. means a common notion. As for the passage here, as well as
for its other occurrences in III.7, the &vvoio of eternity or time must be
interpreted in light of III.7.1.4, where Plotinus implies that this £vvoia is
intuitive (on this, see below, pp. 8f.).

27. See also II1.2.1.1ff.; II1.5.1.1£f.; .2.1ff.; II1.7.1.4ff.
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Twva . . . AMdyov] to all those who have arrived at an €vvoia of
a nature of this kind, and as far as this they all go the same
way. But they disagree as soon as they begin to pursue the
further investigation into what this underlying nature is and
how it is receptive and of what.

At first reading the purport of the passage seems to be this:
the xowvn évvoia of matter is limited to the generalization that it
is a kind of substrate and receptacle; insofar as this notion tells us
nothing about the nature of matter, it is virtually useless in ad-
judicating such controversial assumptions as Plotinus’ subsequent
arguments are designed to address. Here and in similar passages
we detect hints of the Stoic twofold method of justification, by
self-evident évvolar and by discursive reasoning, in his assertions
that demonstration (GmodelEls or Adyog) must be brought to bear
to judge disagreements about the meaning of common notions.
Perhaps the clearest reference to this comes in the claim in chap-
ter four of VL5 that he has proved the omnipresence of the gods
(1) by the fact that all who have an évvoio of them declare them to
be everywhere (the consensus omnium), and (2) by the fact that rea-
son (MOyog) also confirms this to be the case. Thus it would seem
that Plotinus followed the Stoic tradition in holding that common
notions, although in themselves irrefutable and so the criteria of
subsequent reasoning, are “inarticulate” with regard to more spe-
cific philosophic questions.

Closer examination of these passages, however, gives us strong
reason to reject a thoroughly Stoic interpretation. In III.7.1, an in-
troduction which follows closely the format of VI.5.1 and 1.4.1,
Plotinus sets forth the aporia about the concepts of eternity and
time by stating that we use these terms much too freely, as if we
had a clear understanding of our notion (§vvoia) of them. But
problems arise when we try to “‘come near’” the €vvoua. since in so
doing we find conflicting opinions about them in ancient sources.
It is significant that there is nothing here to suggest that Plotinus
subscribed at all to the Stoic view of common notions as inar-
ticulate or inchoate. Indeed, Plotinus’ language points to a very
different opinion, for the aporia is said to stem not from the na-
ture of the €vvoua, but from our inability, in some sense, to draw
near it. The same is true of VI.5.1; there not only is Adyog not
essential for the articulation of the common notion, it is, in fact,
detrimental, preventing the proper activity of the évvoia in us as
well as our indentification with it. Plotinus clarifies his meaning in
the following chapter: discursive reason, as a thing of parts, can-
not comprehend intelligible, nonpartitive unity. So it is exactly
the discursive mind’s desire to demonstrate the truth of unity’s
omnipresence “by piecing together the particulars” that prevents
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it from recognizing the immediate certainty of that truth. By con-
trast, if only the &vvoia were active in our thought we would cease
from all such activity and find rest in identity with the oneness we
contemplate (6£f.). What these remarks represent is an inversion of
the later Stoic view that common notions are inchoate and inartic-
ulate. For Plotinus they are fully formed ideas and manifestations
of a more direct contact with common truth than is afforded by
Mdyog. His appeals to Adyog or dmodei&Lg, then, may be construed
simply as resignatien to the perceived fact that he is writing for
those who reason discursively and have not “drawn close” to the
EvvoLa.

The explanation for Plotinus” divergence from the Stoic doctrine
is easily found. For the Stoics common notions were empirically
derived, and so were “natural” only in the strict sense that they
were untaught (48{daxtol, dvemteyvnror) by custom or doctrine.?®
It is Plotinus’ view, on the other hand, that the ko1 &vvoia is
an innate idea which to some degree operates within us before
all experience and constitutes the internal dialogue of the soul
(V1.5.1.8-12). It is the soul’s own possession and as such is not to
be sought from without. Thus Plotinus’ statement that all people
affirm this notion avtogpudg may well be a direct criticism of the
Stoic sense of that word, for clearly by a “natural” £vvoio. Plotinus
means an idea which is a priori and known directly, or intuited,
by the soul.

The precise nature of this intuition is implied in his criticism
of our too liberal use of the terms eternity and time in IIL.7.1.
Our uncritical employment of these concepts, he says there, stems
from the erroneous belief that we have, as if “by comprehensive
grasp of our notion of them” (domep Taig g évvolag d¥powtépong
gmPolalg), a distinct experience of time and eternity in our souls.
Now, we know that the phrase d¥pda émifoly) (and its synonym
mpooPoli) is part of the technical terminology of Hellenistic epis-
temology which in the Enneads consistently denotes the act of intu-
itive vision, the “complete view” of the whole nature of intelligible
realities as opposed to the partial and imperfect comprehension
of discursive reason.”? What precisely, then, would constitute a
“comprehensive view” of a common notion, and what is the “dis-
tinct experience” produced by it? The answer lies in an exhorta-
tion in V.5.10.8ff. regarding the proper manner by which we are
to grasp the One:

28. Cf. Aetius, Plac. IV 11(= SVF II 28 15ff.)

29. For discussions of Plotinus’ adaptation of this concept and its relation
to his theory of intuition, cf. O. Becker, Plotin und das Problem der geistigen
Aneignung (Berlin 1940), 14ff. and W. Beierwaltes, Plotin. Uber Ewigkeit
und Zeit (Enneade III 7) (Frankfurt am Main 1967), 58, n. 2, 83, and 276.
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Who then could grasp its (sc. the Good’s) power fully? If one
could, how would he differ at all from it? Then the grasp
must be partial? Rather, you who thrust toward it will do
so completely [mpooforeic név ddpdwg 6 mpoofdiiwyv], but
you will not announce its fullness. If you could, you would
be intellect intelligizing, and should you then meet with it, it
would escape you, or rather you it. But whenever you see it, -
look at it entirely [Ohov BAéme].

To conceive (cf. the imperative évvoer: 10.2) the One is, then,
to thrust our entire being toward its pure essence. In this as in
other passages the Hellenistic d9pdo. mifolr} or wpoofoly, in the
sense of an immediate and comprehensive apprehension of the
whole nature of a thing, becomes for Plotinus the intuitive vision
of the essence of a thing, here the One, which strips away all
elements foreign to its nature. The account of what is entailed
in the mind’s projection toward the One is couched in language
typically reserved for description of intuitive vision: our concept
must be pure and unmixed; we must try to grasp it in itself and
not through those things which come after it; we must grasp it
immediately in its fullness, for reflection will come later.

When viewed in this context the purport of III.7.1 becomes
clear. The &9pda émBoli of the concept of eternity and time
would be the act of projecting oneself toward one’s &vvoia of it
such that all alien features are abstracted and the mind focuses on
their unalloyed natures in a clear, intuitive vision through which
the soul is brought into the presence of a higher truth. Insofar as
this involves a common notion the projection must be understood
as an internalized act directed at immediate contact with or aware-
ness of the innate “discourse of the soul”. Perfect understanding
requires the exclusive attention of the mind upon the essence of
realities devoid of all extraneous qualification, and it is through
our common notions, the soul’s prediscursive internal dialogue,
that we comprehend the pure nature of things.

So far, then, from Plotinus’ description of common notions as
the soul’s internal “voice”” which arises before experience, we can
be certain that he regarded them as innate ideas. What we should
like to know now is whether Plotinus identified the kowal &vvoiou
specifically with those innate ideas which, according to Merlan,
he made the objects of anamnesis, and so the immanent doubles
of the transcendent Forms, in his revision of that doctrine. For
this we must turn to the two principal passages cited by Merlan
as instances of Plotinus’ revision.

(1) 1.2.4.191f. (a description of what the soul attains at the mo-
ment of its conversion (¢muotpogn):
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What, then, is this? A sight and impression of what is seen,
implanted and working in it (3¢a kol tOmog toU dgiéviog
¢vtedelg xai évepyav), like the relationship between sight and
its object. But did it not have the realities which it sees? Does
it not recollect (dvoppuvioketor) them? It had them, but not
active (¢évepyouvta), lying apart and unilluminated; if they are
to be illuminated and it is to know that they are present in it, it
must thrust towards that which gives it light (det mpoofaheiv
T QwTtLovTy).

(2) IV.3.25.27f.:

We should not say that the intellections (of intellect) constitute
memory. For they do not come (from without) to be grasped
lest they escape. For in this way Intellect would be in fear
of losing its essence. In the same way we cannot assert that
soul remembers in the sense that we say soul remembers its
innate ideas (oupgutwv) which it possesses; these ideas soul,
as it comes into this (lower) sphere, possesses but has not ex-
ercised (€ ewv kol p1 évepyelv kat’ avtd). The process of souls
exercising the ideas they possess the ancient philosophers cus-
tomarily call memory and recollection (uviunyv xai &vapuvnoLv).
So this is another form of memory, for time is not an attribute
of what is here termed memory.

The point of both passages is that what Plotinus’ predecessors
have termed puvnun or &vapvnolg is actually the timeless process by
which soul “exercises” (8vepyeiv) — brings to the level of conscious
awareness — the Forms which it has always had within it. The
vision of the Forms is at this point in soul’s ascent an immediate
intuition (wpooPakeiv= the intuitive xtpooPoln) bringing the soul
closer to Intellect and leading it to assimilation with the objects
of its direct vision. In 1.2.4.24 Plotinus further characterizes it
as the result of soul’s “adapting” (¢papwooar) of its impressions
(vomou) of the Forms to the Forms themselves. If we compare
these descriptions of the immanent Forms with what Plotinus says
in VI.5.1-2 and II.7.1, there is little doubt that the oupgUtwv or
torot, both denoting the Forms soul’s inherent “possessions”, are
indistinguishable from a priori common notions. First of all, the
very term oupUTwv and the reference to the ool as “implanted”
in the soul recall the statement in VI.5.1 that the xowvn évvoia of
the omnipresence of unity comes to us avtopuag and is part of
soul’s internal dialogue. That these ideas are exercised (évepyeiv)
through the illumination of the intuitive tpoofoAn also reminds us
of Plotinus’ insistence in VI.5.1 that the kouv1} £évvolo must remain
active in our understanding (¢vepyoUvteg TovTo T dravola) if we
are to go beyond the discursive Adyog and approach it. Secondly, it
is likely that the mpoofol is precisely the intuitive vision to which
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Plotinus alludes in II1.7.1 when he refers to the d%pdat &mBolai
¢vvolog of eternity and time or in when in V.5.10 he exhorts us
to conceive (cf. &vvoel) the Good through an d8pda mpoofol.
For in both cases the ¢mifol) or mpooPoli brings us closer to the
content of the &vvoia, just as in 1.2.4 the mpoofols draws soul
closer to the source of its tOmoL, Intellect.

By far the most compelling evidence that Plotinus equated com-
mon notions specifically with the intelligible t0mot comes in VI.5.1-
2. Blumenthal has shown convincingly that when Plotinus speaks
of the intelligible first principles (dpyat) in VI.5.2, he means pre-
cisely these impressions engendered by the images emanating
from Intellect.® If so, then the xowvr &vvoio of VI.5.1, as the
naviwv Befarotatn dpyn, is the strongest and most fundamental
of such timoy, all other &évvowa, such as the dpyn that all things
seek the good (11f.), being impressions of less immediacy and clar-
ity. This would explain the fact, which we shall consider in detail
later, that in VI.5 and elsewhere in the Enneads Plotinus attributes
to common notions exactly the same function as that of the intel-
ligible tmoL, i.e. as the standards of all discursive reasoning.

We can therefore confirm that for Plotinus the Stoic common
notions, as the consensus omnium, represent the unexercised Forms
in the soul — the impressions (t0mot) of the Forms which have
yet to be “adapted” to the Forms themselves.*» — and so are the

30. Blumenthal, 107. On common notions as intelligible dpyxai, see
above, pp. 4ff.

31. It should be noted that with this interpretation of common notions,
Plotinus could readily answer the question which so perplexed his Hel-
lenistic predecessors: How is it possible that philosophers can derive from
the same xowvi) &vvola propositions or theories which conflict with and
even contradict each other? For if common notions denote the “unhar-
monized” tomou of the Forms in the soul, then such principles (Evvoia or
apyat) as the soul “proclaims” will not be fully illuminated, in the sense
that the soul will not be fully conscious of their true meaning. As long
as it has not been brought into accord with the intelligible Forms them-
selves, the consensus omnium may be subject to various and false analyses
which Plotinus” own arguments are meant to refute. Plotinus might then
have reasoned that the various aporiai stemming from a xouvi) €vvoia are
due to mistaken reasoning of the “unconverted’” who are not fully con-
scious of the activity of the Forms within them and so have not brought
the consensus omnium into accord with the intelligible Forms themselves.
So, although common notions are intuitive, they lack sufficient clarity for
the soul due to its unconverted state. In such cases Plotinus’ justification
for the employment of discursive AéyoL would be the need to bring the
tomot into harmony with the intelligible Forms and to lead us to that state
of conversion in which we are able to quit all discursive argument. Fur-
thermore, this position could well be Plotinus’ reformulation of the later
Stoic contention that common notions are “inarticulate’”’. For while Plot-
inus might well concede, on his own interpretation, that they are merely
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proper objects of Plotinian “anamnesis”” as described in 1.2.4 and
IV.3.25. We now understand precisely in what manner, as Merlan
asserts, they are the duplicates of the intelligible Forms. Most
importantly, (1) as the soul’s innate ideas and (2) as the immanent
doubles of the transcendent Forms which are the objects of the
soul’s “recollection”, such notions bear a remarkable resemblance
to Albinus’ guoikal £vvoLa.

Yet if we are right in so interpreting the Plotinian common no-
tion, we are faced with a prima facie dilemma which forces us to
reconsider the entire matter of Plotinus’ revision of anamnesis. At
a number of points in the Enneads we are told that we can ““arrive
at” €vvoiar of higher realities by the mediate method of envision-
ing these prototypes in their material images.* The immediate
problem is to reconcile these apparent references to €vvoiou as a
posteriori concepts with Plotinus” position that such notions are in-
nate and fully developed prior to all experience. For it is certainly
not the case that in such contexts Plotinus is dealing with con-
cepts of a lower order. The £vvoion to which he refers are, for
example, the concepts of the coming-to-be of intelligibles, of the
World Soul, and of time; in one instance (V1.9.5.38) the “partless
notion” (évvoio. duéprotog) of the One which he says helps the
soul to achieve unity is hardly distinguishable from the intuitive
xouwv) évvoia of unity described in very similar terms in VI.5.1. The
solution would appear to lie in the purpose of Plotinus’ method of
envisioning the archetypical intelligibles in their images in space
and time.® To return to III.7.1, Plotinus, after denying that we
have a clear &vvoia of eternity and time and deciding to analyze
both concepts thoroughly, proposes to begin his examination with
eternity, since contemplation of this paradigm will bring to light

the seminae scientiae, he would deny that this is to be explained by the
inchoateness of the notions themselves, maintaining rather that, due to
the condition of our unconverted souls, we are not aware of the activity
within us of the Forms of which such notions are the expressions.

32. The One we necessarily designate v, wishing both to lead ourselves
to a partless concept of it (gig Evvolav duépiotov dyovteg) by revealing its
nature to each other through this name, and to unify the soul (V1.9.5.38);
by positing, for the sake of clarity, the image of lines emanating from one
center, our argument leads us to a concept (elg &vvolav . . . &yewv) of
the coming-to-be of multiple intelligibles from the One (VI1.5.5.1ff.); the
universe, whether thought of as in motion or at rest, is well suited to give
a concept (kahdg &v elxev elg évvolav) of the World Soul (I1.9.17.14); we
can form a concept of time (gl €vvolav) from observation of something
which manifests order (I11.7.13.5). Cf. also I1.4.1 (éoot &ig Evvolav N\dov)
and 1.8.3.13.

33. At times this method is called dvahloyia (VI.5.5.22; VI.9.5.45). On
Plotinus’ use of analogy, cf. M. de Gandillac, La Sagesse de Plotin (Paris
1952), 149ff.
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the nature of its image, time. But one might also undertake the
reverse procedure, beginning the investigation with time and as-
cending to the intelligible world to contemplate its archetype. The
latter process he terms ascent by recollection” (koo Gvauvnouv:
1.22). We may assume that what he says here applies equally to all
such arguments from likeness, and so surmise that when Plotinus
refers to the possibility of arriving at common notions of intelligible
truths by the same process, he has in mind ascent by recollection
of those notions. It is important to remember that in I11.7.1 this
method of ascent is espoused because we cannot “get near” our
gvvora of eternity and time by the intuitive d49pda émiBoly). Pre-
sumably Plotinus has in mind those whom he describes in VI.5.1
as questioning common notions by bringing discursive reasoning
to bear on them, and who thus are not immediately aware of the
activity of the évvoiou of intelligible realities within them, but must
“remember”” them by examining their images.

But how, then, are we to reconcile this account of recollection
with that presented in I.2.4 and IV.3.25, according to which anam-
nesis is the intuitive “exercising” of immanent Forms? Here again
proper understanding of the role of intelligible tomo is crucial.
We may compare Plotinus’ discussion of the timot of the Forms in
the soul in 1.2.4 with his view, stated in a number of passages®,
of the function of soul’s faculty of understanding (8évoua), which
is to adapt (2papudCerv) the images (pavtdopara) of sense experi-
ence with the intelligible impressions (tdmot) imparted to soul by
Intellect. Such adaptation, he says in V.3.2.13, is what we would
term the recollection of the soul (6 871 xai dvauvioelg @aipey &y
s Yoy evar).® From what he says here and in V.3.3.1ff., it
becomes clear that in this context he regards anamnesis as the pro-
cess whereby soul exercises the intelligible truths it possesses by
applying them as standards of judgment to its experience. There
is thus good reason to identify it with the method of ascent by
recollection (katd dvéuvnowv) according to which we grasp the
nature of a thing by contemplating its likeness to its intelligible
paradeigm. In 1.2.4, however, Plotinus is speaking of a higher
level of adaptation whereby soul, in a state of complete introver-
sion, brings the intelligible tVmot into accord with the Forms them-

34. On Plotinus’ notion of ¢papuoyy, cf. 1.6.3.1ff.; 1.1.9.15ff.; V.1.3.13,
J11.1ff.; VI.7.6.2ff.; also Blumenthal, 102ff. This is much like Epicte-
tus’ &pappoyn of articulated common notions to experienced events; cf.
Bonhoffer, Epictet, 191f.

35. The example in V.3.3.1ff. indicates that this is not ordinary recollec-
tion of events, but involves a judgment which exceeds the limits of simple
memory. In1.6.2 Plotinus shows clearly that in this context he is thinking
in terms of Platonic anamnesis, although of course what soul remembers
are “itself and its possessions” (&vopuvioketar EonTig Kal TV EQUTHC).
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selves, so that this strictly speaking cannot be anamnesis in sense
given in V.3.2 (and IIL.7.1), since, as Plotinus stresses there (15f.),
dianoetic anamnesis does not involve the kind of self-knowledge
implied here. Yet, inasmuch as the intuition of I.2.4 is also a kind
of adaptation which in form closely resembles the dianoetic adap-
tation of images to intelligible impressions, Plotinus might well
regard it as a type of pviun, although one outside of time. And
so he seems to have done in IV.3.25.27ff.

Thus Plotinus apparently recognized the possibility of two lev-
els of anamnesis, one the adaptation of perceptual representations
to intelligible impressions associated with didvoia and the other
a higher adaptation of intelligible impressions to intelligible real-
ities®, and in both cases the objects of recollection are ideas or
impressions originating in Intellect but immanent to soul. If we
accept, as it seems we must, that these ouvugUto or intelligible
tumoL are equivalent to the Stoic common notions, then we can
understand how Plotinus could have conceived the &vvoiou as the
objects of anamnesis at each of its stages. The first stage of recol-
lection is that at which soul, through its faculty of understanding,
begins to exercise its gvvola, or immanent impression of an in-
telligible Form, by employing it as a standard for interpreting its
experience, thereby “adapting” it to its sensate impressions. This
is equivalent to the ascent from images (the pavtdonata) to pa-
radeigms (the tomou of the Forms). Then, in its intuitive “recollec-
tion” at the moment of conversion as explained in 1.2.4, the fully
introspective soul further adapts this T0mog or évvoia to the Form
itself, realizing then how the former agrees with the latter and
thus acknowledging the impression of that Form within it as its
possession binding it to the intelligible world. Again it is impor-
tant to remember that at both levels anamnesis is not recollection
of knowledge lost in soul’s descent, but an awareness of what has
always been within it.

That Plotinus conceived of two distinct stages of recollection
bears directly on the larger question of the possible influence of
Albinus on the Enneads. For if we follow Merlan’s thinking, it will
be obvious that the anamnesis associated with the understand-
ing (duGvola) does not represent that revision of the doctrine of
which, he believes, Albinus’ uvnun is the systematic forerunner.
We have seen that Merlan concentrates solely on those passages
in the Enneads where Plotinus recasts Plato’s doctrine in terms of
his own theory of the soul’s constant but unconscious intelligiz-
ing, so that there recollection becomes soul’s intuitive awareness

36. For a very similar analysis of these separate moments of the recollec-
tive act, cf. E'W. Warren, “Memory in Plotinus”, CQ, m.s. 15,n.2 (1965),
256ff.
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of ideas which have always been active in it. Yet if we examine
more closely Albinus” own formulation of the doctrine, we shall
find that in content and language it has much more in common
with Plotinus” dianoetic anamnesis, or the ““ascent by recollection”
rooted in sense experience and discursive reason, than with this
intuitive enlightenment which is completely internalized and time-
less.

Albinus distinguishes two types of intellection, one occurring
before, and the other after soul’s embodiment.®” The first of these
is vonoig proper, its objects being Plato’s transcendent Forms (to
vontd or idéan). When soul enters body this intellection becomes
@uoik évvola which is stored up in the soul and has as its ob-
jects certain innate standards of reasoning (puoukai évvoron).* The
guoukt) évvola, he says, is at times called by Plato, among other
names, memory (uviu1n). Now, we know from what Albinus says
elsewhere (1) that by uvnun he means the process through which
we recollect knowledge forgotten in embodiment by reasoning
from the small aifvypdrto or partitive objects of sense, thus ar-
riving at general évvoion®, and (2) that these guowkal &vvolat or
standards of reasoning are the Stoic common notions.*

The general agreement of this formulation with Plotinus’ di-
anoetic anamnesis is clear. In the first place, in both versions
recollection takes place in time and involves discursive reason-
ing.* Moreover, both are associated with the rational progression
from particulars to universals which involves the abstraction of
immanent forms from matter. That Albinus’ pvnumn entails such
abstraction is clearly implied by his statement that the forms in

37. Didaskalikos IV 6-7 (pp. 17-19 Louis).

38. On the two levels of intellection in Albmus, cf. IV. 6 (p. 17 Louis):
Nonotg 9’¢0tl vou évepysm ﬁsmpovvrog o J'Cp(D‘IZ(l vontd. owm 6u:m
golkev €vou, 1 uev PO 10V &v TPde T odpatt yevéodar Ty wv)mv
Hempovong avtiig Td vontd. 1 88 petd T éuﬁtﬁaoﬁnvam elg T6de 10 odpo;
IV.7 (p. 19 Louis): xai vonois otan duten), M uév T@v apdtmv, 1 O TV
deutépwy.

39. XXV 3 (p. 119 Louis): c’wauvnoukd)g obv vooiuev &md HIKPDV
atduypdrov, amd Tvev Kotd REPOS VITOTECOVIWY AVOULUVIOCKOUEVOL TOV
ndhor gyvoopévarv. ov Mdmv ENdBouey évowuarwﬁsvteg That this for
Albinus satlsfactorally answers the queshon g Gv 0 dpxu(ov glev ai
[sc. guokai] évvoian, shows that anamnesis and the uviun of IV.6 are
one and the same.

40. Albinus’ statement in IV.8 (p. 21 Louis) that 7 . . . &xew Evvolay
PUOLKTV KOAOU Kol dyodol ¢ Moyw wp(bp.evm kot dvogépvreg Eml Tag
QUOLKAG Evvoiag mg &ml pétpa Tva dplowéva Kpivopey. . ., reveals unmis-

takably the Stoic influence. On this passage see below pp 21ff.
41. Albinus’ guoukr) évvoia is a discursive form of vénoug, although to a
certain extent intuitive insight is involved; cf. Merlan, 69, on Did. IV 7.
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and inseparable from matter are the objects of the guoikt) évvoro.?
Similarly, according to Enn. 1.6.3.6ff., in dianoetic anamnesis soul
adapts sensory images to the intelligible TVmoL by uniting the dis-
persed inner forms of things, isolating them from their external
mass of matter, and then, having internalized them, recognizing
that they agree with its own impression of the intelligible Forms.

But there is more specific evidence of agreement in the termi-
nology employed by Plotinus. We turn first to a passage which
not only strongly suggests a connection between anamnesis and
common notions in the context of what is purported to be an inter-
pretation of Plato’s thought, but also provides a significant verbal
parallel to Albinus. In VI.6.4 Plotinus puzzles over two contradic-
tory accounts in Plato of the manner in which we arrive at the idea
of number. In the first of these Plato considers number to be an
inference from observation of discrete entities whereby the mind,
in moving from one object to another, naturally counts them. Yet
elsewhere Plato reverses himself in saying that number is an in-
telligible reality in itself: intelligible number does not arise in the
soul as it counts; rather the soul “stirs up” in itself the notion of
number from the variations in perceived objects (dvoxivetoSoal &v
£auTi) €K THG TEPL TA alodnTa TopaAlayfg TV Evvoloy Tov dpLdnov:
23f.).

Although in Timaeus 39B 6-C 1 and 47A 4-6, the discussions of
Number to which Plotinus here alludes, Plato makes no mention
of recollection®, there can be little doubt that by this “’stirring up”’
of the immanent évvoio of number Plotinus means anamnesis. In
the nearly contemporary treatise IV.4.5 Plotinus employs the same
term in exactly this sense: fully descended souls can stir up their
memory (&dvakivynoovot Tv uvijuny) of the same experiences as
those remembered by souls inhabiting the celestial sphere. It is
then plausible to construe the phrase dvoxiveioBar v Evvolav
70U Gprduov in VI.6.4 as the awakening of the uviun of the fully
descended soul’s vision of intelligible number which it enjoyed
when among the Forms. And insofar as this memory is stimulated
by perception, clearly we have to do with dianoetic anamnesis of
a common notion. When seen in this context Plotinus’ use of
the phrase closely parallels that of Albinus. In Did. V.7 Albinus
defines inference (émaywym) as follows:

42. See Merlan, 68f.

43. In Plato’s words, our observation of night, day, and of the revolving
months and years has “given” (£dooav) us our £vvoia of time (Tim. 47A
9). It is, or course, part of my argument that, in reinterpreting this as
an act of recollection, Plotinus construes the term &vvola according to the
technical sense it assumed from the time of early Stoicism.
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Induction is the whole system of reasoning which passes from
similar to similar or from particulars to universals. Induction
is most useful for stirring up the innate ideas (eig 10 dvaxivetv
TOC QPUOLKAG EVVOLAG).

It will be recalled that according to Albinus Plato used wvnun
to mean the recollection of innate ideas, so that T0 dvakivelv Tog
@uoLkdg évvoiog must denote soul’s dvapvnowg of its precorporeal
existence by a process of induction resembling Plotinus’ method
of reasoning from images to paradeigms. It is likely, then, that
this aspect of Albinus’ thought anticipates Plotinus’ association of
the Stoic common notions with a special memory of the descended
soul which is awakened by the mind’s recognition of the likenesses
to intelligibles realities exhibited by the objects of sense.*

Furthermore, in the Enneads it is exclusively within the context
of dianoetic anamnesis that the intelligible Tumou are said to be the
standards according to which we make rational judgments from
sense experience®; in exactly the same way Albinus considers the
quotkal #vvolon to be the standards of judgment insofar as they
constitute soul’s pvnun of its precorporeal existence. Here we once
again find close verbal parallels*:

Did. IV.T® yap &xew gvvowav  Enn. 1.6.3.1-5: . .. tdya O¢
puoknv Kohot kol dyadov Kol avt [sc. Yuxn] Aéyn ouv-
T MOYQ Y PDUEVOL KOl apudrrovoa [sc. TO KOAOV
AVaQEPOVTES &L TUG PUOLKAS — odpa] T mop’ avTy) eidel
gvvoiag g &mi pétpa v KBKEWV® TPOG TNV KPLow
OPLopEVO KPIVOUEY, ELTE LPWUEVY DOTEP KAVOVL
ovtwc &yxeL Téde TIvd, elte kal  tov evdéog. (Cf. V.3.3.8-9:
ETEPWIC. Kavova govoa 1oV dyodov
map’ adTy)

Certainly in 1.6.3 @ map’ odtjj €ider (= intelligible timoc) is

44. Porphyry (Ad Marc. X. 19ff) understands Plato’s theory of as-
cent from sensibles to intelligibles as a process of unifying inborn no-
tions (ouvéyolg & &v kal &viCoig g guguitoug évvoiag kal dapdpouv
ovykexupévag kol elg e EAkew Eoxotiopévag melpwpévn). On his ver-
sion of the Stoic “‘articulation” of common notions, see the discussion
of W. Pétscher, Porphyrios TIpog Mapkelhav, Philosophia Antiqua Vol. XV
(Leiden 1969), 76f.

45. Cf. also V.3.4.16f. and see M. Atkinson, Plotinus: Ennead V.1 On the
Three Principal Hypostases (Oxford 1985), 229ff. Blumenthal, 106f., notes
that such impressions also serve as standards for “more general deliber-
ations” about intelligible truths.

46. These passages echo the technical terminology of Hellenistic philos-
ophy; cf. Epicurus, Men. 129 (p. 86 Bailey) (&l todmnv [sc. %Soviv]
KOTOVIOUEY (g Kavove 1@ mdder mav dyadov kpivovres) and Epictetus,
Disc. 1I, 13 (. . .xoi gUpeoig Kavévog Twvdg olov &mi Bapdv Tov Cuyov
gbpopev. olov &mi evdtwv kai otpefrav TV otdduny).
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what Plotinus means by a common notion. For it cannot be mere
coincidence that in the one passage where, as we have noted?,
Plotinus most certainly attributes to common notions their function
as standards of philosophic reasoning, he expresses it in the same
technical terminology of the ““adaptation” of a discursive belief to
the soul’s internal €vvoua:

Now if the blessed men of ancient times had said nothing
about time, we should have to take eternity as our starting-
point and link up our subsequent account of time with it, stat-
ing what we think about it and trying to adapt the opinion we
express to the notion of time which we have (. . . mewpwpévoug
0 vvoiq avTov v kektueda Epapudtery ™y Aeyopévny Vg’
Nuodv 80Eav: II1.7.7.14f.).

We could hardly hope for a clearer illustration of the extent
to which the role of the Plotinian common notion in dianoetic
anamnesis matches that of Albinus’ guoukal &vvoion in his spe-
cial uviun. At the same time it should be emphasized again that
Plotinus seems to have gone further than Albinus in making such
innate ideas the objects of a higher, intuitive anamnesis as well.

We may conclude that the treatment of the Stoic common no-
tions in the Enneads lends only qualified support to Merlan’s argu-
ment for Plotinus’ indebtedness to Albinus’ anamnesis doctrine.
On the one hand the likelihood that Plotinus was influenced to
some extent by the version of the Didaskalikos has been demon-
strated by a number of observations: (1) there is compelling evi-
dence that Plotinus identified xotvai &vvolar with soul’s inherent
and intuitive ideas and that these ideas, rather than the Platonic
Forms, are what the soul remembers in anamnesis; (2) at one level
of anamnesis the innate ideas are recalled by a method of reason-
ing from particulars to universals which involves abstraction of
immanent forms from matter; (3) the intelligible Forms are in di-
rect relation to the innate ideas as their source or cause®, for, as
impressions of the transcendent Forms implanted in the mind, the
Kowvai évvolau are manifestations of soul’s immediate link with in-
telligible truths; (4) the innate ideas serve as the criteria by which
the validity of discursive judgment is measured. But these points
of contact prove a connection with an entirely different level of
anamnesis than that suggested by Merlan. For Merlan failed to
see that Plotinus” concept of a higher, timeless memory, far from

47. See above, pp. 5f.

48. In the case of Albinus, we may infer that at the moment when, upon
soul’s embodiment, the higher intellection becomes the quoukr &vvoro
at the same time the objects of the former, the idéou, correspondingly
become the objects of the latter, the guoikai évvouau.
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being in the tradition of the Albinian pvnu", represents a signif-
icant advance upon the Middle Platonism of Albinus. Indeed,
we may infer that the reference to ol malawol in IV.3.25.31-33 is
criticism of those — and he may here have had in mind, among
others, specifically Albinus — who had confused temporal anam-
nesis with its atemporal counterpart and whose versions of the
doctrine actually corresponded to a lower act of didvota.
Moreover, Albinus’ emphasis on the inferior status of de-
scended soul’s vonoig would in turn explain why we find him
in agreement with Stoic tradition in regarding the guotky évvoia
as merely a simple knowledge (¢iotun amhf) from which arises
the Quowkog kal émLoTnuovikog Adoyog, natural or scientific reason.®
Hence Plotinus would have had principally the same objections to
this facet of Albinus’ interpretation of common notions as he ap-
parently had to the Stoic theory. Although we find general agree-
ment concerning the derivation of innate ideas from the transcen-
dent Forms, Albinus’ adherence to the original view of anamnesis
as the recapturing of knowledge lost through soul’s embodiment,
as well as to the corollary notion that anamnesis is exclusively a
rational ascent from particulars to universals, seems to have led
him to accept unquestioningly the Stoic position that such ideas,
although inviolable standards of judgement, are inchoate princi-
ples of the mind from which reasoned concepts originate. By con-
trast, Plotinus’ view that common notions are fully developed and
ever present to soul (i.e. equivalent to the intelligible tomou) is in
effect the theoretical underpinning of his theory of an entirely in-
tuitive “anamnesis”.* So, while Merlan is justified in calling our
attention to the link between the two Platonists in their respective
revisions of the doctrine of anamnesis, we must still question his
conclusion that Plotinus” thought is predominantly derivative.*
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49. Cf. Did. IV. 6-7 (pp. 17-19 Louis).

50. Thus although both Plotinus and Albinus maintain that the rules of
philosophic justification require the employment of Adyog to elaborate
common notions, the epistemological foundations on which each bases
this claim are quite different, since for Plotinus the need for discursive
reasoning is due to the condition of the unconverted soul rather than to
any imperfection in the £vvoia itself.

51. For his strongest statement on this matter, cf. Merlan, 77.




