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The Causality of the First Principle and the theory of
Two Activities in Plotinus Enn. V.4 [7]

Andrei Timotin

This paper deals with one aspect of the Plotinian theory of causes,
namely the causality of intelligible realities, as it is formulated
especially in Enn. V 4.1 Its main purpose is to highlight the main
difficulties with which Plotinus is confronted in his attempt to explain
how the realities come into being from the One and the significance of
his use of Aristotelian notions in this context.

In the brief two chapters of Enn. V 4 [treatise 7 in Porphyry’s
chronological order], Plotinus studies an issue previously formulated in
Enn. V 9 [5] 14 and IV 8 [6] 6: knowing how all things, and first of all
the divine Intellect, proceed from the First Principle.? From the
beginning, this question involves a major difficulty, namely explain
how something comes into being from the First Principle, which
always rests in itself. The unchangeable character of the First
Principle, which is simple, perfect, and rests in itself, represents an
axiom which Plotinus never ceases to repeat and which nothing in his
work contests.® The One produces, therefore, without being altered by
this operation. The aim of Enn. V 4 is to solve this difficulty by
explaining the conditions of possibility of this procession and by
establishing the type of causality defining the relationship between the
First Principle and the realities that proceed from it.

Plotinus’ solution to this aporia involves two stages: in a first stage, in
the first chapter of Enn. V 4, Plotinus explains that producing is a
necessity which results directly from the state of perfection. Plotinus
starts from the premise that every thing that attains its perfection is
able to produce and concludes that the First Principle, which is perfect

! This work was supported by a grant of the Romanian National Authority for
Scientific Research, CNCS — UEFISCDI, project PN-1I-RU-TE-2014-4-0569. |
would like to thank Seamus O’Neill for revising my English and the anonymous
referee for his useful remarks.

2 See D’Ancona Costa (1992); (1996); (2009); Tazzolio (2004); Fronterotta
(2014); Corrigan (2015).

3 On the unchangeable character of the First Principle and the derivation of all
things from the One, see O’Meara (1993) 60-69.
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in the highest degree (nGviov telemdtatov), is not only capable of
producing, but, in virtue of its perfection, is at the highest degree able
to generate:

Plot. Enn. V 4 [7], 1, 24-36:

If the First is perfect, the most perfect of all (mdvtov
tehewtatov), and the primal power (| Tpd dvvourg), it must
be the most powerful of all beings (méviov TdV Oviwv
duvatdtarov) and the other powers must imitate (uupeicOad) it as
far as they are able.* Now when anything else comes to
perfection we see that it produces, and does not endure to remain
by itself, but makes something else. This is true not only of
things which have choice, but of things which grow and produce
without choosing to do so, and even lifeless things, which impart
themselves to others as far as they can: as fire warms, snow
cools, and drugs act on something else in a way corresponding to
their own nature—all imitating the First Principle as far as they
are able by tending to everlastingness and generosity. How then
could the most perfect, the first Good, remain in itself as if it
grudged to give of itself or was impotent, when it is the
productive power of all things (7 mévtov dovauuc)? How would
it then still be the Principle?® (tr. Armstrong)

This important passage sets out two fundamental Plotinian axioms
regarding the First Principle, which make possible a definition of the
relation between the One and the other realities:

1) The first axiom is the description of the First Principle as mpdn

dvvopug “primal power”.® The dovaug of the One is related in this

* On imitating the First principle, see Pradeau (2003) 81-103.

5 Ei téledv 0Tt 1O MPDTOV KOl TAVTOV TEAEDTATOV KOl SUvVOG 1) TpdTn, O&l
Téviev THV Sviov SuvatdTaTtov gival, kai tag dAlag Suvapelg kabdcov dhvavton
pipeioBon ékeivo. O 118 Gv 1@V GA®V €ig Tedeimoty i1, OpdueV YevvdY Kai 00K
aveyduevov £’ owtod pévely, AL’ Etepov mololv, 0O povov 6 TL av mpoaipecty
€M, A Kol doa QVEL BVED TPOPESEMG, Kol TAL dyvyo 68 HETOIIOOVTA E0VTAY
kafdcov SHvatal. olov o Tdp Bepuaivet, Kol Yoyel 1 yidv, kol o edppoxo 8¢ &ic
8AAo €pyaleTan olov adTd — ThvTa TV APV Katd SOVapy dmoppodpeve gic
ud10mTé e koi dyaddTnTa. IIde ovv 10 TEAed@TATOV Kl TO TP@TOV AyofoV &v
avT® otain domep ebovijcav Eavtod 1j ddvvartijcav, 1 Tdvtov ddvaug; TIdg 6’
av £t apyn €in; We use the editio minor by P. Henry and H.-R. Schwyzer, 3 vols.
(Oxford, 1964-1982).

& On the First principle as power, see D’Ancona Costa (1996) 371-374; Pigler
(2003); Aubry (2007) 215-247; Corrigan (2017).
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context to its perfection, and is thus defined as the power to be the
perfect cause of all things (1) mévtov dvvopic).” The term dHvapug has
an obvious Aristotelian resonance, but the meaning Plotinus assigns to
it in this context covers only a limited segment of the semantic field
defined by Aristotle in books A and ® of the Metaphysics. Plotinus
leaves aside the passive sense that JSUvoug can assume (as
potentiality), in order to retain only the opposite aspect, of an active,
efficient power, the capacity of producing effects. In Aristotle’s
Metaphysics, the two meanings of d0vaug, the passive and the active
one, are closely connected.®

Moreover, in book ® of the Metaphysics, actuality (évépyeia) is
defined as actual existence, as opposed to the virtual one (dvvapug):

Arist. Metaph. ® 6, 1048a 32-34:

Now actuality (évépyein) is the existence of the thing not in the
way we call potentially (duvdpet); and we call potentially, for
example, Hermes in the wood and the half line in the whole,
because they could be separated, and also someone not
contemplating we call a knower, if he is capable of
contemplating; and in contrast we call other things actually
(évepyeiq).® (tr. Makin)

Avvapug, in the sense of potentiality, is thus opposed to what is fully
realized, to what has an actual existence (évépyeia). On the contrary, in
Plotinus, as far as intelligible realities are concerned, évépyeila is not
opposed to dvvapug, for in the intelligible universe there is nothing that
is potential or indeterminate;'® every intelligible reality has an actual
existence in virtue of its perfection and, correlatively, of its productive
duvapg: what has the most perfection has, by definition, the most
power. In other words, the intelligible is at the same time &évépyela and

7 Cf. Plot. Enn. 111 8 [30], 10; V 1 [10], 7; V 3 [49], 15; VI 8 [39], 9.

8 Arist. Metaph. ® 1, 1046a 19-21: govepdv 6t 6Tt pdv g pia dvvopug tod
notelv Kol mhoyew. “It is obvious then that there is a single possibility of acting
and being affected”

9 Zott On &vépyew 1O Vmapye TO TPy pn obtwg domep Aéyopev Svvdpel.
Aéyopev 8¢ Suvduetl olov &v 1@ EVA® ‘Epufv kol &v Tf] 6An v piceiov, 1t
aparpedein v, kol émotipove Kai oV ur Beopodvta, dv Suvatdg 1) Oswpiicot.
10 8¢ évepyeig. We use W. Jaeger’s edition of Aristotle’s Metaphysics (Oxford,
1957).

10 Cf. Emilsson (2007) 29-30. On Plotinus’ notion of &vépyen, see recently
Tollefsen (2012) 21-32.
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dvvapuig, actuality and power, in the sense of efficient power, related to
perfection; excepting, of course, the First Principle, which is beyond
being and actuality.

Plotinus develops this analysis in Enn. 11 5 [25],1! where he examines
the notions of évépyeln and dvvapug in order to clarify their use in the
sensible and intelligible world. In chapter 3, he questions the presence
of “being in potentiality” (év duvapuer) in the intelligible (3.4-22), and
then he addresses the question of the status of “being in actuality”
(évepyeiq), first for the Intellect 4.23-32), then for the Soul (4.32-34)
and for the intelligible in general (4.35-40). The One is not taken into
account in this analysis precisely because it transcends both being and
actuality. At the end of this study, Plotinus concludes that the
intelligibles are all actual and are all actualities, for in the intelligible
world there is nothing which is not fully actual and perfect:

Plot. Enn. 11 5 [25] 3.23-32:

But how are we to understand actual existence (évepyeiq) there?
Is it like the way in which the statue, the compound of matter
and form, exists actually (évepyeiq), because each intelligible
thing has already received its form? Rather because each of them
is form and is perfectly what it is. For intellect does not move
from a potentiality (éx dvvauemg) consisting in being able to
think to an actuality (eig évépyewav) of thinking — otherwise it
would need another prior principle which does not move from
potentiality to actuality but the whole is in it. For potential
existence (dvvauer) wants to be brought to actuality (eic
gvépyelav) by the coming to it of something else, so that it may
become something actually (évepyeiq), but that which has itself
from itself unchanging identity, this will be actuality (évépyeia).
So all the primary beings (ta np@dta) are actuality (évépyewa); for
they have what they need to have from themselves and forever.
[...]* (tr. Armstrong)

11 See Narbonne (1998).

12 To 82 évepyeiq nhc Ekel; Apa @G 0 Avdplag 0 cmvau(porspov évepyeiq, 611 10
etéog Exaotov dneiineev; "H 1t £ld0g £kactov Kai téAetov & £ott. Nodg yép odk
gk Suvapueng Tiig kKoTd TO 016V T VOElv gic &vépyetov Tod Voelv — dAlov yap av
TPOTEPOV TOD OVK €K SUVAUE®DG d€01TO — GAL” &v awtd TO Thv. TO yap dvvdpuet
Bovletar Etépov EmelBovTog gig Evépyetay GyecBat, tva €vepyeiq yivntai T, 6 &
adTd mop’ avtod 10 del obTog Eyel, TodTo dvépyelo dv ein. Tlavta ovv 10 TpdTa
Evépyela. Exelyap O Oel Exev kol Top’ abT®V Kol det.
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Plot. Enn. 11 5 [25] 3.35-40:

But, granted that everything there exists actually (évepyeiq) in
this way, is everything there actuality (évépyewr)? Why not?
Certainly, if it is well said that nature there is sleepless, and life,
and the best life, the noblest actualities (kdAMoton €vépyeian)
would be there. All things there, then, both exist actually and are
actualities (évepyeiq dpa kol &vépyeia o mavta), and all are
lives, and the region there is a region of life and the origin and
spring of true soul and intellect.™® (tr. Armstrong)

The idea that intelligibles are actualities and are always in actuality has
an Aristotelian origin, too. The argumentation of Enn. 11 5 presents, in
fact, remarkable affinities with Aristotle’s argumentation in the book ®
of Metaphysics concerning the relation of anteriority between &vépyela
and dvvopig in the domain of both perishable and eternal beings (®
8).1* Aristotle thus asserts that every eternal being is necessarily actual,
for every power presupposes the possibility of opposites, that of being
and of not being; but eternals always exist and cannot be in a state of
non being:

Arist. Metaph. ® 8, 1050b 7-17:

For eternal things are prior in substance to perishable things, and
nothing eternal is potentially (o0v0&v duvauer ¢idov). Here is the
reason. Every potentiality (dOvauc) is at the same time for the
contradictory; for while what is not capable of obtaining cannot
obtain in anything, everything that is capable can fail to act (10
duvatov O mav Evoéyetan U €vepyeiv). So what is capable of
being (10 dpa Suvatodv eivar) can both be and not be; so the same
thing is capable both of being and of not being. And what is
capable of not being can fail to be; and what can fail to be is
perishable, either without qualification or in that way in which it
is said that it can fail to be, either in respect of place or in respect
of quantity or quality; and without qualification is in respect of
substance. So nothing that is imperishable without qualification
is potentially without qualification (but nothing prevents its

1B AMY évepyeia pév mavea kol obtoc, évépyelo 8¢ mavta; "H médg; Ei 81 wakée
gipnton ketvn 1 evoig dypunvog elvan kai {om xoi {on dpiotm, ai kéAMoTo dv
glev kel &vépysion. Ko dvepyeig dpa ol dvépyeto 1o mévta kail {woi t0 mvTa
Kol 0 010G 0 kel TOmog £oti LoT|g Kal apyn kol Ty GAN00DS Woxiic Te Kai vod.
14 See Narbonne (1998) 76-78.
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being so in a certain respect, for example, in respect of quality or
location); so all [eternal things] are in actuality (évepyeiq dpa
navra).t® (tr. Makin)

2) The second axiom concerning the First Principle in Enn. V 4 states
that production, far from being the sign of a deficiency, represents a
consequence of the state of perfection, being an expression of power,
in the Plotinian sense of the term (of active, efficient power). As
Plotinus states clearly in Enn. V 1 [10]: “All things, when they come to
perfection, produce. The One is always perfect and therefore produces
everlastingly”.

This axiom is fully developed in Enn. 111 8 [30] 3-4, in which Plotinus
shows that production is a corollary of contemplation (Qcwpic).!’ In
Enn. 111 8, Plotinus considers all existing realities from the point of
view of contemplation and shows that each form of existence
contemplates its origin and, by contemplating it, perfects itself and
produces in its turn. Plotinus thus shows that the last manifestations of
the soul of the world contemplate the rational power of the soul of the
world (chapter 1-4), which itself contemplates the Intellect (chapters 5-
6), which contemplates the First Principle (chapters 8-11). Only the
First Principle does not contemplate, since there is no higher reality to
which it can direct itself; perfection is not, in its case, a state towards
which it tends, but its very nature.

The First Principle therefore generates by virtue of its perfection, but
Plotinus still has to describe how this production can take place. In
order to answer this question, Plotinus develops a doctrine known as

15 10 pév yap itdia mpdtepa tfi 0vsig TV @OupTdY, E6T1 & 000V duvipet Gidtov.
Abyog 8¢ 6de. mhoa SOV Gpa TG GVTIPAcE®S E0TIV. TO UEV YOp UT| SuvaTOV
VIhpEW 0K Qv VIApEELEV 01’)68\/1’, 70 duvoTov O mav évf)éxsrou un évspysiv. T0
dpa Suvatov etvon dvdéyeton kol elvar kod pf ivat. 1o adTd dpa Suvatdv Kal stvar
Kol pny eivor 10 8¢ Suvartdv pn elvon &vaéyetan pny eivor. 10 8¢ své‘)sxousvov un
gival @Oaptov, §| anAdc | Todto avtd O Adyetan 8V68X8(590Ll un elvon, § Koo
tomov 1] Kot TO OGOV 1| moldV. GmMAMG 0 1O Kot ovciov. ovOEV Gpo TV
ap0apTOV AmAde Suvaust oty AmAMdC (katd TL 88 0VSEV KAVEL, olov TV §
mov). évepyela dpa TavTa.

6 Plot. Enn. V 1 [10] 6.37-38: mavta 8¢ doa 1§ion téheta yevvi. 10 88 del Tédetov
ael kol aidov yevva.

17 See Narbonne (2011) 117-127.
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the theory of two activities (or of the double-évépyeia).'® We will see
why this name is not entirely satisfactory. According to this theory,
each substance has a primary or internal activity proper to itself (1] Tfig
ovoiag évépyewn) and gives rise to a secondary activity external to, or
different from, the primary activity (1] an’ éxeivng).

In accordance with this theory, of Aristotelian origin,*® the First
Principle would have a primary activity, proper to itself, in virtue of
which it rests in itself and is always identical to itself. But the First
Principle would also give rise to a second activity, which is the
expression of the overabundance of its perfection, and which is the
divine Intellect. In order to exemplify this theory, Plotinus gives as an
example the case of fire giving off heat as its first and proper activity,
and giving it off to other things, without being affected and modified,
as its secondary activity?:

Plot. Enn. V 4 [7], 2, 27-3T:

But how, when that abides unchanged, does Intellect come into
being? In each and every thing there is an activity (évépyeia)
which belongs to substance (ovoiac)? and one which goes out
from substance; and that which belongs to substance is the active
actuality which is each particular thing, and the other activity

18 The theory is mentioned, though more briefly, in Enn. 11 9 [33] 8.22-24, where
it is applied to Intellect, and in 1V 3 [27] 10.31, where it is applied to soul. See
also, e.g., Enn. IV 5 [29] 7.13-23; V 1 [10] 6.28-53; V 3 [49] 7.19-34; VI 2 [43]
22.26-29. The first modern study on this theory is Rutten (1956). Valuable
treatments of the topic may also be found in Lloyd (1990) 98-105; Gerson (1994)
23-37; Narbonne (2001) 61-79; Emilsson (2007) 22-68.

19 On the Aristotelian origin of the theory of two activities, see already Rutten
(1956), Lloyd (1990) 98-105, and especially Emilsson (2007) 52-68. Hadot
(1968) 228-231 advanced the hypothesis of a Stoic origin — a hypothesis renewed
by Narbonne (2001) 61-79 —, although without contesting Plotinus’ debt to
Aristotle in this respect.

20 The fire is a standard, though not entirely appropriate illustration — inspired by
Platonic references (PI. Ti. 58c; Phd. 103d) — of the theory of two activities. Cf.
Plot. Enn. Il 6 [17] 3.16-20; V 1 [10] 3.9-10; V 3 [49] 7.23-24. As Atkinson
remarked, “fire is material, and, therefore, passive. Its external activity marks a
diminution in the power of its internal activity, whereas Plotinus insists that by
procession from the One the efficiency of the hypostases is not reduced.” See
Atkinson (1983) 58; cf. also Gerson (1994) 235 and n. 29.

2L As Atkinson has shown, the connection of the primary internal activity with
ovoio is derived from Aristotle, though, “the way in which Plotinus connects the
two concepts is most un-Aristotelian”. See Atkinson (1983) 57.
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derives from that first one, and must in everything be a
consequence of it, different from the thing itself: as in fire there
is a heat which is the content of its substance, and another which
comes into being from that primary heat when fire exercises the
activity which is native to its substance in abiding unchanged as
fire. So it is also in the higher world; and much more so there,
while, the Principle abides “in its own proper way of life”, the
activity generated from the perfection in it and its coexistent
activity acquires substantial existence, since it comes from a
great power, the greatest indeed of all, and arrives at being and
substance (givot koi ovsiov).?? (tr. Armstrong)

By the theory of the two activities Plotinus tries to reconcile the
immutability and autarky of the First Principle with its capacity to give
birth to a reality different from itself, which would be a necessary
result of the overabundant character of its perfect nature or, in
Plotinian terminology, of its dOvapig. The doctrine of the two activities
has the role of explaining precisely these two contradictory aspects of
the nature of the First Principle.

This doctrine, however, also involves some problematic aspects,
which Plotinus will not fail to point out elsewhere, notably in Enn. VI
7 [38],%% in chapters 15 to 18, where he reconsiders the role of the First
Principle as “cause” of all things. Since each of the three hypostases is
a causal principle, a causal duvapug, the external activity that each of
them produces could be considered its effect. This theory is
inconsistent insofar as it asserts that, by virtue of the absolute
transcendence of the First Cause, the One gives what he does not
have,?* since the One is infinitely superior and radically different from
what emanates from it:

22 A midg pévovtog éketvov yivetar; Evépyewa 1 pév domt tiig ovoiag, 1) 8 éx
g ovoiag ékdotov. kal 1 pev Tig ovciog avtd oty Evépyeta Ekactov, 1) 6¢ o’
gketvng, fiv 8l movti EnecBar €€ avaykmg étépav odoay avtod. oiov kol &mi Tod
TopOg 1 HEV Tig €0TL cupmAnpodoa TV ovoiov Oepuotng, N o0& am’ €keivng fom
ywopévn vepyodvtog €keivov v cOUPLTOV Tij 0VGiY v Td pévey mip. Ovte om
KAKED Kol oA TtpdTEPOV €KET LEVOVTOG avtod €v T@® oikeim 1HOer éx
TG év autd TeEAEdTNTOC Kol ouvvovong g€vepyeiag 1 yevvnbeica Evépyela
omooTacty Aapodoa, Bte 8k HeEYEANC SUVANEMS, PeYioTNG HEV 0DV Amus®V, £i¢ TO
givan koi ovoiov HA0sv. This image can be found in an identical context in Enn. V
1[10], 6, 34-35. See O’Meara (1975) 44 n. 38.

23 See Hadot (1987).
24 See Lloyd (1976); Chrétien (1980).
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Plot. Enn. VI 7 [38], 15, 15-20:

For that Good is the principle, and it is from that that they are in
this Intellect, and it is this which has made them from that Good.
For it was not lawful in looking to him to think nothing, nor
again to think what was in him; for then Intellect itself would not
have generated them. Intellect therefore had the power from him
to generate and to be filled full of its own offspring, since the
Good gave what he did not himself have.?® (tr. Armstrong)

Plot. Enn. VI 7 [38], 17, 1-5:

But how can these be in Intellect, and be Intellect, when they are
not there in what fills it, nor, again, in it itself which is filled?
For when it was not yet filled, it did not have them. Now, there
IS no necessity for anyone to have what he gives, but in this kind
of situation one must consider that the giver is greater, and that
what is given is less than the giver.?® (tr. Armstrong)

Once again, Plotinus expresses the transcendence of the donor in
relation to the receiver in Aristotelian terms,?’ asserting that the donor
must be in actuality, whereas what receives the gift can only be in
potentiality: “For that which is actual (évepyeiq) must be first, and
those that come after must be potentially (duvapet) those before them;
and the first transcended the seconds and the giver transcended the
gift”.% The use of the Aristotelian opposition between in-actuality and
in-potentiality is not, however, very appropriate in this context. It does
not apply to the relation between the First Principle and the Intellect,

5 Apy vop gxsivog kol &€ éxeivov €v 00T Kai ovTog O momoog TadTa &E
gketvov. OV yap v Bég PAémovTa €ig ékeivov undev voeiv ovd’ od Td &v Eketve.
oV Yap v adTtdg dyévva. Abvapty obv &g TO Yevvily gixe mop’ ékeivov Kol TRV
adtod mAnpodcdar yevwnudtov 8186vtog Eketvov 6 un lyev avtdg.

% AXO idG TadTor £V ol T Kol adToC, oVK Svimv EKEL &v ) TANPOCAVTL 008’ o
&v o0t T® TANpovpéve; “OTe Yap uime® EmAnpodTo, ovk siysv. "H ovk avdykn,
6 11 didmot, To0To ExEly, AAAA Ol &V TOIC TO10VTOIG TO LEV S180V peilov vopilew,
70 8¢ d1dopevov ElatTov ToD §106VTOG.

27 See, e.g., Arist. Metaph. B 1, 993b24-27. Like Plotinus, Aristotle uses fire as an
illustration of the causal theory (see also Arist. GC 11 3, 330b26; Mete. |, 340b22-
24). On Plotinus’ theory of causation and its Aristotelian (but also Platonic)
origins, see Atkinson (1983) 57.

28 Plot. Enn. VI 7 [38], 17, 7-9: TIpdtov yap Sei 10 &vepyeiq sivol, To 8 Botepa
glvol Suvapel To TPO oVT®V. Kol TO TpdTOV 88 Emékeva TV devTépwv Kai Tod
S18opévou O S50V Emékeva v.
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since precisely the Intellect is not potentially what the One is in
actuality, because of the absolute transcendence of the First
Principle.?

Further in the same chapter, Plotinus, resuming and expanding the
analyses of Enn. V 4, asserts that what emanates from the One is an
évépyetn (17.10), which is identified with Life, the first state of the
divine Intellect. It is a trace, a small mark that comes from the One, as
heat comes from the fire (18.3-5) or light from the sun (V 3 [49]
12.40). This évépyela accurately corresponds to the second évépyeia of
Enn. V 4, the emanation that spreads from the First Principle like the
heat from the fire. This évépyeia does not pre-exist in the One, for the
One transcends it absolutely. The second activity of the First Principle,
Life, as the primordial state of the divine Intellect, is not, literally, an
activity of the One, for this Life is not the Life of the One, a Life
which would properly characterize the First Principle. It is only a trace,
an image (idwlov) of the One.*® That is why the name, “theory of the
two activities” is not appropriate as far as it concerns the First
Principle, for its second activity is not really its own activity, but
simply an emanation which proceeds from it.

The theory of the two activities is also meant to establish a causal
relation within the procession of the intelligible realities and thus to
define the First Principle as the cause of the lower realities. The first
activity of every thing is defined in relation to the first activity of the
higher reality that gave birth to it. The One would be the cause of the
Intellect insofar as the Intellect would represent the second activity of
the One, although, as we have seen, this description is not entirely
suitable. Similarly, in the descending order of the procession, the
divine Intellect is the cause of the soul, since the soul (as didvoia)
represents the second activity of the Intellect.

The definition of a proper causality of the First Principle is not
exempt from some problematic aspects either, as Plotinus himself
shows in Enn. VI 9 [9].%! Plotinus presents here his theory of the First
Principle in a systematic way for the first time. In his view, it is
necessary to admit an absolutely simple reality beyond the intelligible

29 See Hadot (1987) 273.

30 Cf. Plot. Enn. IV 5 [29] 7.16-18; V 1 [10] 6.33; V 2 [11] 1.15-21; V 3 [49]
7.23-24 . See Emilsson (2007) 27 and Pradeau (2003) 69-70 and 81-82.

31 Hadot (1994). On the causality of the First principle, see also D’ Ancona (1996)
370-374 and Aubry (2007), 222-239.
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world and the divine Intellect. In the first chapters, using the method of
“negative theology”, Plotinus defines the One as a reality which has no
attribute and whose very name “One” does not indicate that the
predicate of the unity belongs to him.*? In this context, Plotinus
questions, in chapters 5 and 6, whether it is possible to assert that the
One is the “cause” of the realities that come into being from it.
Plotinus already pointed out, in the last lines of chapter 3, that
asserting the One as “cause” (even as “final cause”*) does not imply
that the One acquires an attribute, in this case the attribute of “cause”
of something. The One has no attribute; but it is our attribute to be
“caused” by it.>*

In conclusion, one could say that Plotinus uses some of Aristotle’s
main categories (actuality, power, cause) in order to deal with one
major problem of his philosophy, namely the causality of intelligible
realities, as it appears in Enn. V 4 and in other related Plotinian texts. |
emphasised some remarkable affinities between Aristotle and Plotinus
in this respect: they concern, for instance, the use of the notion of
active power, the demonstration that the intelligible is always in
actuality, and the claim that nothing potential can be attributed to it.
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