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Plotinus' short note on the internal composition of the Intellect, which 

Porphyry has placed as the first of the rTLaKEt0s EtS tdaopot (Enn. 3.9 

[13]), gave rise in later Neoplatonism to a variety of interpretation. 
In particular, Amelius Gentilianus and Porphyry, both of them 

pupils and companions of the Master for many years, seem to have 
drawn quite different conclusions from it. They are each criticized 
for their conclusions by Iamblichus, and then by Proclus, each of whom 
himself took the passage differently, bringing the total of interpreta- 
tions to four. I wish, therefore, after recording in turn Amelius' 
and Porphyry's doctrine on the Demiurge, to turn to a detailed exami- 
nation of the short passage from which all this bewildering variety 
appears to have sprung,' and to consider how their very various 

interpretations could have arisen from it.2 
The stimulus for the doctrine, for Plotinus and Amelius at any rate, 

was Plat. Tim. 39E: 

,Trep ov vov evovcraas ISas ' o 5aT t'ov, otat TE EVELtCL Kal oa, 

KaOopa, TOtavTLaS Kat ro(av-raS L&Evorj'0rq Elt Kal T-oE oXE LV, 

We cannot, of course, ignore the probability that Plotinus' pupils based their 
views of his doctrine equally much on unpublished discussions with the master- 
Amelius explicitly refers to such in another connection (Prod. In Tim. 2.213.9 f. 
Diehl)-but their positions are in fact adequately derivable from Enn. 3.9.I. Porphyry 
puts 3.9 among the first group of treatises, written before his time, which would mean 
that he cannot have participated in the discussion which led to it. Amelius, on the 
other hand, very probably did. 

2 I am not here concerned with the occasion for the writing of 3.9.I, which was the 
thesis that the Ideas are outside the Intellect-a view to which Porphyry himself adhered 
(Vit. Plot. i8) when he first arrived in Plotinus' circle. These matters are discussed 
adequately by Brehier and Armstrong in the introduction to the tractate in their respec- 
tive editions (Bude and Loeb). Indeed, a look at either or both of these editions of 
the tractate is recommended before one proceeds further. 



although the main discussion, as recorded by Proclus (Comm. In Tim. 
I, pp. 305-Io Diehl),3 is based on Tim. 28c, no doubt because that 
is where Porphyry and Iamblichus, in their commentaries, first raised 
the subject. 

Let us take Amelius first. He is the senior disciple, his commentary 
on the Timaeus preceded that of Porphyry (cf. t/xra 8S roTV 'AeXAtov 
Od iopvpltog, Pr. 1.306.3 I ?), and he was very probably present when 
the discussion that led to Enn. 3.9.1 took place. Porphyry must be 
taken as reacting to him, rather than he to Porphyry. 

For Proclus, the triad of Demiurgic Intellects was Amelius' most 
distinctive doctrine. He reports it in two contexts, apropos of 
Timaeus 28c and 39E, which latter passage is the one from which 
Plotinus takes his start. Proclus' evidence is as follows: (I) In Tim. 
1.306.I ff. Diehl (ad Tim. 28c): 

'At oe'Aos o8 TrplrTTv rrotEL rTv orl'tOUvpyov Kal TpELs voVS, aaacAE'as 

Trpet, TOv Ovra, TOV eXOvTa, rov opWvTra. StacqEpovat oE OVUTO, toTt O 

pev 7rpwros vovs Orw0 EOarTl Eo TLY, O OS EVTEpos Earl 1.EV TO Ev avrT) 

vor)TOV, EXEL bE TO 7rTpo avTov Kalt LETXEI 7TavrTs. EKelvo KaC Sta TOrTO tJT'eoo a EKEVOU s s_\ 

o(vrpo,S) O' S TplTOs EaTt (EV TO Ev aVT9 KEal oSTOs' r yap voVas o Kat o5? , r' r,. y~ ,op s vo .e 
avVyoVVTL vo0rl7rT avros ETarTlV EXEL OE TO EV TrC 8Evr UTEp Ka opa TO 

rrpwTrov' oaco yap TrrAlv rT aroCraacrt, TrocrOT rO 'XLEt adtv8porTEpoV. 

TroVo0V OVv 'TOS TpEl voas Ka8 OrLLovpyOVS V7rOTtOrat Katl TOV 

trapa Tr) IHAdrTWvt rpeLs faatAEas Kal Tros ,Trap' 'OpEl TppLs', (dvrqra 
Kal Ovpavov Kal Kpovov, Kal LaALJtara 7rap' aTvrT- SrtLtovpyos Od avqr 
EaritV. 

"Amelius conceives the Demiurge as triple, and says that there are three 
Intellects, three Kings, he who is, he who possesses, and he who sees. 
The first intellect is really what he is; the second is the Intelligible which 
is in him, but he possesses the Intelligible which is prior to him, and 
in all ways participates solely in him, and is for this reason second; 
and third too is what is in him-for all Intellect is identical with the 

Intelligible linked to it-but he also possesses the contents of the second 
Intellect, and sees the first element; for the intensity of-possession becomes 
dimmer according to the degree of remoteness. These three Intellects and 

Demiurges he also identifies with the three Kings in Plato (Ep. 2.3 2E), 

3 Proclus Diadochus, In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, ed. E. Diehl, 3 vols. (Leipzig 
I904-6). 
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and the Orphic triad, Phanes and Uranos and Cronos (fr. 96 Kern), and 
according to him the Demiurge par excellence is Phanes." 

(2) In Tim. 3.103.I8 f. Diehl (ad Tim. 29E): 

'AeAtos JiLev ovv 1TV Tpl4Sa 7Trv Sr.LLOVpyLKW VOV 0V TO TOU' TWY 
o, 

, 
t , A % - 0 , o 

toaATra avviTrral Tr Cv prfLarcTW v, TOV ,ev 7rpCTorv ovra KaAwv acro 
, X t^/ C ' ' 's, rTOV O CTl cEO)OT , CrOV ELOS' rpov exOVTa aT7o 'ov 'vovTO 

" 
'ra"a (o yap 

Ev o'Iypo', 'AA citaotv ev av , Tov oS pOv opvpa oTov'a 

KaOopav." 

"Amelius relies particularly on this passage in constructing his triad of 
Demiurgic Intellects, calling the first 'he who is' from the 'really existing 
living being,' the second, 'he who possesses,' from the phrase, 'existing 
in' (for the second does not exist, so much as that they exist in him), 
and the third 'he who sees,' from the word 'behold.'" 

Of the three, o exawv perhaps presents the most difficulty. What does 
d EXWov possess ? The ideas, we must say, the content of rOd Coov, 
rather than 7ro6 Cov itself. The curious statement ov yap ErWTv o 

euvrepos, adAA' EcrEtatv v avT'i must mean that o 'EoXv is no more 
than the sum of the evov'aat leat. It is hard to regard o eXCV as 
conscious at all. As soon as he begins to contemplate the ideas within 
him, he becomes o odpcv. 

But we must turn now to Porphyry (In Tim. 1.306.31 ff.): 

tLera 8&7 TOv 'AALe)tov opovpoS oltElOS Ta Evo TA HAT0M vvaSELtv, 

T7jv ILEV IVX'7v r77v V7repKOral/OV CaTOKaCLAE 8rtFjLovpyov, TOV (S voUV 

avrTrjs, 7rpos ov E7TEaTpa7r7at, STO aevrCoov, U CS EOcal 7TrapaSSEtyjia 

70O rit,tovpyov Ka ra trov7ov Trov voVv. 

"Following on Amelius, Porphyry, considering himself to be in accord 
with Plotinus, calls the hypercosmic Soul the Demiurge, and its Intellect, 
towards which it is turned, the Essential Living Being, so that the Paradigm 
of the Demiurge is for him the Intellect." 

Proclus protests against this. Where, he asks, does Plotinus make the 
Soul the Demiurge? (p. 307.4-5). This is a question that I hope to 
answer in what follows. 

Plotinus, as we have said, begins his enquiry from a consideration 
of Tim. 39E (rather loosely quoted): 

"Novs," 7olv, "opa evovaas teas ev T o o' Ec` o EtTov E)a lvorOr, &~~~ ~~~~ , mevo~m7, 
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(r7calv, "d 8orIovpyoS, a o voVS opa ev rT) 0 EaTl StCov, Kat rTOE TrO lrav , 
// 

EXE V. 

The first aporia raised is: Are the eide then prior to Nous, if Nous sees 
them as already onta ? In replying to this, he says, we must first of 
all consider the possibility that the Zoon is not Nous but other than 
Nous. That which beholds is Nous, so that the Zoon in itself will 
not be Nous, but the object of intellection (noeton), and thus Nous 
will be beholding objects outside itself. But in that case Nous will 

immediately cognize not reality, but eidola, which is intolerable.4 
We must therefore consider Nous and to Zoon, Intellect and its object, 
as being distinguished only in theory: 

ovSev KWAt)'E, oarov E'7TS T(c) ACyOLEV) el, EOLV E a , co), LLpov,Leva Tr 
vo7aeTL, e'LTrp fVO vov cS ov 7T yLEV vorTOV, TO ~ VOOVV' yap KaOopa oiv 

q(frlmEV v TpJ TravTcog AA' EV av Tl) EV aVTC'L To VOlTrOV Eo xIV. 7)UOLV ~1, ~7E~~ 71~$y70S, d~X~ E)V a~7~j 7~ ~1, a;7~j 07 Yr770) EXELV. 

"There is nothing in the statement to prevent us from taking these 
two elements as one, although they may be distinguished conceptually, 
if only to the extent that there is one element which is cognized, and 
another which cognizes; for Plato does not mean that the element which 

cognizes beholds in any sense something outside itself, but that it contains 
the cognized element within itself." 

The ideas, and ro o c'rurt [Cov, must, then, be in Nous, or absurdities 
result. This conclusion was more fully worked out later in Enn. 5.5 
[32], where the relation of Intellect to the Ideas is the primary problem. 
Here it is only the first part of the enquiry. To Zoon, then, is analyzed 
(albeit somewhat tentatively: ov3ev KC)AvEl) as vovs ev arrdcrt Kcat 

EVOTrr7r Kat cvjvXta, while the vovOs Opcv EKE VOV 7dv voiv is envisaged 
as evepyELta tS a7r EKElVOV, ort VOEL EKElVOV. This distinction is 

important as a source for two of Amelius' voES (and Demiurges), the 
first and the third, do v and o o6pv. The second vovs, o E'ov, is, 

however, readily deducible from the conclusion that Nous possesses 
the Zoon within it (Ev avr-r ... ro vor-rov '`xetv). Nous qua possessor 
can be reasonably distinguished from Nous qua beholder, especially 
if, as was the case with Amelius, one has a weakness for triads. 

Plotinus, however, does not propose o e'XCO in so many words in 

4 Porphyry's equating of r o 
' 

Eart Wov with the Paradigm and with Nous (see 
above) would be open to this criticism. 
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this passage. Instead, he produces another possible third element, to 
dianooumenon.S 

TOVTO (6 vovi S OpCv) OVV e rrt To o`avor7jOv," a EKE? opa, ev Tr8E roT 

KoaU(LW 7TOLr)UaaL wv Oyevr TEaacapa. SOKEt YE TO StaYOOUVLaEVOV 
ETLKEKpVU.LLEVW EVTEpOV EKELVWV TWV OVO TTOtLEV. 

"This then is that being which 'planned' to create in this lower Universe 
what it sees there, the four classes of living beings. He seems, certainly, 
to make the planning element tacitly distinct from the other two." 

So, as he says in the next line, we seem to have three elements, T t4ov 
avro o eartv, d vovs, and ro &avoov'pevov. Some, he says, may see 
all these as one, others as three; it depends how you look at it. If, 
however, one postulates rT &tavoov'Jevov as a distinct element, what 
would be its role ? 

Its role, as it turns out, would be distinctly demiurgic. Its task is 
EpydaaacrOa Katl roTr^aat Kat /Leplcrat all those things which vovs 
beholds in TO Cov. The energies of Nous are turned inward upon 
itself; those of Tr LtavoovpLEvov are turned outward, upon the world. 
A triad has emerged. 

At this point, however, we reach a starting point for Porphyry's 
doctrine. Porphyry equated the Demiurge with the v"repKodrfLtOS 
Uvx7, and its Nous with the Autozoon and the Paradigm. As between 

the two disciples, we see the representation of two extreme views-on 
the one hand, an urge to schematize each moment of each hypostasis 
(triadically), in the case of Amelius; on the other, an impulse to simplify, 
as represented by Porphyry, who often in this respect seems to look 
back to Middle Platonism. 

At any rate, Plotinus here goes on to raise another aporia: 
77 OvvaTOv Trp7TrV LEV ( Aov Trov VOVV Elvat Trov IEptlaavTa, TrpoTrov 

ETEpOvV TOv IEptaavT a LTrov vo EtvatL' j ev ydp rTap a avTov Ta 

iEpLaOrevYTa, avrov ET vat rov tLEptacavTro, 
' 

avTos alUEptaros I,EVEL, Ta 

S a7Tr' avTov eTl Ta fLeptLaOevra-TavTa SE EUrTt /vXal--vXVv etvac 

T'Iv LEptraaaav ELS IroAas' VXXas. 

"It is possible that in one way Intellect is the divider (producer of partial 
5 We get a clue, however, to Amelius' interpretation from a passage of Proclus (In 

Tim. 1.242.23-24): voUS t'v yap EaTt TO VOTOrv, a'aO7caits 8e opa TOr a' a7Tov, 8davoLa 

8 EEXEc ev EavrrjT r 8tavo7ro'v. This is an application of what must have been Amelius' 
formulation. To 8Lavooovlevov is then o vovs eXosv. 

3* 
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existences), while in another the dividing agent is not Intellect; that to the 
extent that the partial existences proceed from it, it is the divider, while to 
the extent that it itself remains undivided, its products being what is 
divided-these products being souls-it is the Soul that is the agent 
causing division into many souls." 

And he seems to appeal at this point to Tim. 35A, where the creation 
of the Soul is connected with the creation of divided Nature (rptrov 
E daLoTv Ev iy EUCC (vvEKEpdCraro ovalas Et'sO etc.): 

ltO Katl frlrt rTV Tpt'roV Evat C v YTOV iptptov Kal ev TO' rptrTC, Or 8OLEvo Or), 
O ov voV Epyov-7] o&JtvoLa-AA'a VU-xS /JtepL7crrrv evepyEtav ExovaUr 

ev 1teptatrr (Vtret. 

"Which is why he says the separation is the work of the third element 
and begins in it, because it thinks discursively, which is not a characteristic 
of Intellect, but of Soul, possessing as it does a dividing activity within 
divided Nature." 

Porphyry thus had ample excuse from this passage for positioning Soul 
as the Demiurge. That Proclus credits Porphyry with identifying the 

Demiurge notjust with /vxIj, but with -7 V7rrpKOcrJOLLoS ivxr (1.307.1), 
or 7 aFLU eKTos VXyj (1.322.1-3), would seem to indicate that Porphyry 

already had postulated an unparticipated Soul-Monad, to preside over 
the psychic order, the multitude of partial souls, a development which 
on other grounds I would prefer to attribute to Iamblichus. We need 

not, however, assume that, even if Porphyry used these terms to 
describe his Demiurge-Soul, he had developed the whole system as we 
find it in Proclus. 

Iamblichus and Proclus are thus unreasonable in condemning Por- 

phyry's interpretation as un-Plotinian, at least as regards the interpreta- 
tions derivable from this seminal passage, 3.9.I. 

It remains to consider Proclus' and Iamblichus' own interpretations 
of the passage, to appreciate the full extent of the ambiguities therein 
contained. 

Proclus declares (1.305.16 ff.) that Plotinus assumes the Demiurge 
to be double (ST-rro), rTv I Ev Er To voOrTr, TOV 8E TO 7)yEpLovoVv TOV 

ravwrods, which doctrine he himself commends. He must, then, take 

the two Demiurges as vovs and ro' 8avoovYL?EVov, ro coov being merely 
the object of intellection. Novs in contemplating ro wcov produces 
the ideas, the content of the Intelligible Realm, ro Stavoov'levov 
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beholds the Ideas and "divides" them in the Universe. Again, an 
interpretation surely derivable from the text as we have it. 

Iamblichus, at least in his Timaeus Commentary,6 takes the whole 
Intelligible Realm as the Demiurge, roundly condemning Porphyry 
as un-Plotinian (we must accept Kroll's insertion of /,7 in 307.16), and 
claiming himself to follow Plotinus. Proclus quotes him as follows: 

7v ovroS ovatav Kat rTcv yLyvopEVWV apXv Kal ra voyra rov KOd(fOV 

rrapa,Ely/jcara, ov yE KaAov,Ev vorrT0V KOaYloV, Kal oC5as altras 

7rpovrrdpXELv TLOe,LeOa Trv Ev rj (f)V(EL TrrcvTrwv, Eravra Tcdvra o vvv 

Tro)'OVLEVOS 06Eo 87JLOUVpyOS E'v EVlt vAAafc3ov v+' Eavcrov EXEt. 

"Real Existence and the origin of created things and the intelligible 
paradigms of the Universe, which we term the Intelligible Universe, and 
those causes which we posit as pre-existing all things in Nature, all these 
things the Demiurge God who is the object of our present search gathers 
into one and holds within himself." 

r ovrows ovrtaa will be rTO O Ec(TL SCOov, while m7 r6>v ytyvoEvcov apXjp 
and the intelligible paradigms of the Universe are the Ideas. Both 
of these the beholding and possessing and apportioning element 
contains within itself, and one is perfectly entitled, according to 
Plotinus, to take the whole combination as one or as three (aAAoLs eo 

od6EL ra rpla Ev Elvat, ... 71 J(J7TEp Ev 7roAA0os", 7TpoTrelvwv a'AAcs, 
o e a'AAws, voEt rpta etvat). Iamblichus takes the former alternative. 
It might seem that for the Demiurge to "contain within himself" the 
whole noetic world need not imply identity with it, but Proclus is 
quite clear, in the preceding passage (7ra'dvra rdv vorl-rv KaOXov drro- 
KaAel 87rLtovpyo'v), that that is what Iamblichus meant. 

This is not the whole story of the identification of the Demiurge 
by the successors of Plotinus. Amelius, for instance, derives another 
triad, o PovAX7Oe6s, o Aoyto0devos, and o TrapaAaflcv, from the passage 
Tim. 30A (Proclus, In Tim. 1.398.16 ff.).7 My purpose, however, has 

6 Ap. Proc. In Tim. .307. I4 ff. D. Proclus quotes against him a much more elaborate 
categorization of the Demiurge which he made in an essay Hepl Tr-s ev TicLaw T[ ov aoJ 5 

ryarlyoppas-, where, very much under the influence of the Chaldaean Oracles, he gives 
the Demiurge r7-V -rpirTv ev rolS rarpdacv raotv, ev T ra voepa F0SoaLI3 (I.308.I7 ff.). 

7 The doctrines of Theodorus of Asine (I.309.9 ff.) and of Syrianus (I.310.3 ff.) are 
not immediately derived, I feel, from 3.9.1. Theodore elaborates on Amelius' triad, 
and Syrianus postulates a Demiurgic Monad presiding over a triad of demiurges. 
At this stage the doctrine has developed its own momentum. 
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been merely to demonstrate, in this one instance, the openness of 
Plotinus' philosophizing, the openings it gave for further developments 
by his successors, and the use made of these openings. It really does 
seem as if we have, in 3.9.I, a record of the results of one of the discus- 
sions that took place in Plotinus' circle, transmitted to us by Porphyry 
from Plotinus' papers in a more unfinished, tentative state than that 
of any completed tractate. It is, more truly than in the case of the 
finished tractate, a piece of" work in progress," work in which Amelius 
had a hand, but (if Porphyry's own chronological listing is accurate) 
not Porphyry himself.8 

8 I am grateful to Prof. T. G. Rosenmeyer for reading over this paper, and making 
helpful suggestions on presentation. One might remark in conclusion that a proper 
study of the philosopher Amelius is an obvious desideratum in Neoplatonic studies. 
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