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Writing in the soul On some aspects of Recollection in Plotinus

becomes conscious'. 2 Indeed, Leibniz, in the Discours de Métaphysique (chap. 26), showed how the soul draws everything from itself without any messenger species ('espèces messagères') entering the mind from outside. Merlan based his view on a passage of Enn., V.9 (5). 3 At this point in the treatise Plotinus has already established the identity of the divine intellect with the Forms and, in a rather sudden way, he declares 'καὶ αἱ ἀναμνήσεις δέ [there are recollections]'. At first sight, this close association, which Plotinus does not develop any further, is somewhat surprising; that is, it is surprising that recollection should be related to the identity of the intellect and its objects. Now, if intelligence is always bound to its objects, thinking them continuously, then recollection's ultimate function would be simply to make the soul aware that its essential activity, the contemplation of the transcendent Forms, that occurs perpetually at a supra-conscious level. 4 So, on one side, a large part of the secondary literature focusing on Plotinian psychology 5 has stressed that Platonic recollection was in fact replaced by the so-called theory of the 'undescended soul'. 6 McCumber, for his part, develops a more nuanced reading.

According to him, recollection in Plotinus 'has a carefully delimited nature and function: soul has memories of forms (...) and these memories are recovered as soul approaches the intelligible realm'. 7 On the other side of the interpretative spectrum, Helmig offers a new approach to this question, extending the range of Plotinian recollection so far as to see it in perception itself. Helmig even suggests 8 that Emilsson's 9 interpretation of Plotinus' theory of perception implies that perception requires recollection. Between these interpretative trends, 2 Philip Merlan, Mysticism, Monopsychism, Metaconsciousness, Problems of the Soul in the Neoaristotelian and Neoplatonic Tradition (The Hague: M. Nijhoff, 1969), p. 58. 3 Plot., Enn., V. 9 (5) 5, 28-33. 4 In this respect Jean-Louis Chrétien, L'inoubliable et l'inespéré (Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1991), pp. 36-37, notes that Plotinus never abandons the issue of Platonic recollection, but rather shifts the emphasis: 'La réminiscence du vrai comme actualisation de ce que nous possédons virtuellement et naturellement ne doit pas être mêlée au débat sur la mémoire au sens strict. (...) Plotin abandonne à cet égard la méditation du passé absolu au profit d'une compréhension de la réminiscence proche de celle que Leibniz mettra en oeuvre. Le fondement le plus décisif de cet abandon est la thèse propre à Plotin selon laquelle l'âme n'est pas tout entière descendue dans le sensible (...). Le sommet de l'âme n'oublie pas, n'oublie jamais le vrai et n'est même pas exposé à pouvoir l'oublier.' 5 For a recent status quaestionis, see Nikulin, 'Memory and Recollection in Plotinus ', p. 195. 

Introduction

In chapter 25 of Enneads (Enn.), IV.3 (27), Plotinus defines recollection as a very different kind of memory than ordinary memory. Unlike ordinary memory, recollection is timeless and operates on a content that is not acquired by the individual soul but connatural to it. The question of the status of recollection in Plotinus' treatises is a contentious issue, especially since Plotinus does not give any canonical definition of recollection. He uses the term in various contexts, most of the time almost incidentally while mentioning the definitions of the 'ancients'. My hypothesis is that this terminological vagueness is due to the fact that the various definitions scattered throughout the treatises do not refer to the same level of mental activity. I would like to show that this multiplicity of meanings is best understood as an essential characteristic of Plotinus' concept of recollection and not as evidence of logical inconsistency. Indeed, recollection, according to Plotinus, refers to a process by which the individual soul becomes aware of the fact that it has always possessed certain intelligible contentscontents which are often dormant, inasmuch as the soul does not always make use of them. The activation of these contents allows the soul to contemplate the transcendent Forms living in the intelligible world, from whence the soul, by means of its superior, intellective dimension, has never really departed. This global process of ascent towards the intelligible realm consists of several stages and, depending on the context, Plotinus may call one or the other of these stages ἀνάμνησις. 1 Merlan, in his book Mysticism, Monopsychism, Metaconsciousness, suggested that Plotinus was a remote precursor to Leibniz in that they shared a similar interpretation of Plato's concept of recollection. According to this interpretation, 'the true meaning of recollection is that a knowledge which we have always possessed, although unconsciously, my paper aims to show that recollection, according to Plotinus, plays a specific role in the cognitive activity of the soul that cannot be reduced to the theory of the 'undescended soul'.

On the other hand, I do not believe that recollection is at work even at the level of mere perceptive activity. It only appears at the level of specific internal operations of the soul, such as the exercise of dianoia. These internal operations are themselves gradual and lead us to discern in the treatises a definition characterised by several layers. The first layer amounts to establishing a connection between the imprints received through perception and the traces of the Forms which the soul carries in itself. The second layer consists in the internal ascent of the soul towards the contemplation of the Forms. At each stage of its ascent, the soul fits (epharmozei) a certain reality together with a reality of a superior level. At the first level of recollection, the soul fits what it receives from sense-perception together with the traces of the transcendent Forms, which it possesses in a connatural way. At the second level, it fits the traces of Forms together with the Forms themselves. 10 Depending on the context, the term ἀνάμνησις can refer to several steps in the general process of the soul's ascent. This fluidity of definition is made all the easier by the general fluidity of the different layers of the soul in Plotinus' psychology. This paper first examines how Plotinus characterises the relationship between ordinary memory and recollection in Enn., IV.3 (27), 25 and then how this definition of recollection can be connected to the one given in Enn., V.3 (49), 2. Finally, it discusses Plotinus' use of the image of writing in the soul, in chapter 4 of the same treatise, to illustrate the process of recollection that the soul undergoes until it reaches the archetypal Forms. 10 According to John F. Phillips, 'Stoic "Common Notions" in Plotinus ' Dyonisius, 11 (1987), 33-52, these innate traces in the soul, these images of Forms, can be identified with the ennoiai. Here, I shall, on the one hand, be adducing elements in favour of Phillips' interpretation, but I shall, on the other hand, distance myself somewhat from his interpretation of the meaning of the concept of ennoia. I do agree with Phillips' assertion that two levels of recollection can be observed in the Enneads. However, I do not follow his interpretation of the origin of the notions: according to Phillips, each mention of ennoia in the treatises refers to a connatural presence of the intelligible in the soul. As I see it, Plotinus deliberately plays on different registers and significations of ennoia. The term ennoia can indicate the notion acquired through experience as well as the concept the soul possesses because it derives from intellect. As Pauliina Remes, 'Plotinus on Starting Points of Reasoning', Chôra, 14 (2016), 29-57, has recently shown, on many occasions, such as in Enn., II. 4 (12), 1; VI. 8 (39), 1; I. 8 (51), 3, Plotinus does not hesitate to use the term ennoia for the idea one shapes when starting a process of reasoning. That one may empirically shape some concept in order to have a preliminary idea of what one is looking for does not prevent the cognitive process from supposing a collaboration between what comes from the sensible and the innate contents of the soul. So, it seems to me that the ennoia simply serving as a starting point in a philosophical enquiry must be clearly distinguished from the ennoia linked to recollection. The connection between the two meanings of ennoia is, to the best of my knowledge, only established in a clear way in Enn., VI. 6 (34), 4. For more on this, see Alain Lernould and Alexandra Michalewski, 'Connaître par les notions communes. Quelques usages du concept d'ennoia de Plotin à Proclus', in The Return of Innatism: Epistemology in Post-Hellenistic and Late Antique Philosophy, ed. by F. Forcignano and A. Kobec (forthcoming).

Memory and Recollection

Before examining the manner in which recollection is treated in Enn., IV.3 (27), 25, it is worth briefly recalling some indications concerning the general argumentative context of the passage. First of all, chapter 25 is not primarily an investigation of the nature of memorythis is the main topic of Enn., IV. 6 (41) 11but rather of the subject which exercises it 12 , and 'in what kind of realities it naturally exists'. 13 In order to do this, Plotinus starts by reflecting on the kinds of realities that do not exercise memory. 14 The question concerning the subject of memory provides the basic structure of the treatise up to Enn., IV.4 (28), which initially formed part of a single large treatise with Enn., IV.3 (27) and IV.5 (29), a super-treatise that Porphyry divided into three parts for editorial reasons. Plotinus argues that the memory of experienced events does not belong to the intellect, nor to the world-soul, whose activity is always focused on the intelligible and thereby above reasoning and calculations and also above the linking operations of memory. This leads him to reject the view that apatheia belongs to individual soul, although it is a typical feature of all the incorporeals. 15 Now, in this passage, to say that memory cannot belong to an impassive being, such as the intellect, does not mean that the individual soul is passive in the way that bodies are passive. Rather, as we will see, it implies that the individual soul, even though incorporeal, does not share in the same degree of self-sufficiency as the Forms.

[11] If memory is something acquired (ἐπικτήτου τινὸς), either learnt or experienced, then memory will not be present in those realities which are unaffected (τοῖς ἀπαθέσι) by experience or those which are in the timeless. We must certainly not attribute memory to God, or real being, or Intellect; for nothing external comes to them and there is no time, [15] but eternity, in which real being is and there is neither before nor after, but it is always as it is, in the same state not admitting of any change. But how can that 11 As Daniela P. Taormina, 'Dalla potenzialità all'actualità. Un'introduzione al problema della memoria in Plotino', in Plato, Aristotle, or both? Dialogues between Platonism and Aristotelianism in Antiquity, ed. by Thomas Bénatouïl, Emmanuele Maffi, and Franco Trabattoni (Hildesheim -Zürich -New York: G. Olms, 2011), pp. 139-59, has rightly pointed out, this difference of approach enables us to understand why Plotinus in Enn., IV. 3 (27) seems to admit views, especially a view regarding memory as κατοχή in its capacity to retain images, that he contests with fervour in Enn., IV.6 (41). 12 As Richard King, 'Aristotle's De Memoria and Plotinus on memory', in Les Parva Naturalia d'Aristote, Fortune antique et médiévale, ed. by Christoph Grellard and Pierre-Marie Morel (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 2010), pp. 101-20, has shown, the two questions are nevertheless connected: determining the subject of memory, namely the individual soul, makes possible the definition of memory as a discursive activity which can be exercised independently of the body with which it is connected. 13 Enn., IV. 3 (27), 25, 8-9. 14 Cf. Riccardo Chiaradonna, 'Plotinus on Memory, Recollection and Discursive Thought' in Greek Memories: Theories and Practices, ed. by Luca Castagnoli and Paola Ceccarelli (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019), pp. 310-24 (p. 311). 15 Enn., III. 6 (26), 5. which stays in an identical and exactly similar state be in condition of memory, when it neither has nor holds another way of being different from that which it has before, or one thought after another [20], so that it may stay in one and remember the other which it had before? But what prevents it from knowing the changes of other things, without changing itself, the revolutions of the universe for instance? The reason is that it will think of one thing as before and another as after, following the changes of that which turns, and remembering is something different from thinking. [25] One must not say that it remembers its own thoughts: for they did not come, so that it has to hold them fast to prevent them from going away; or in this way it would be afraid that its own essential nature might go away from it. In the same way, then, the soul must not be said to remember, either, in the sense in which we are speaking of remembering the things which it possesses as part of its nature (συμφύτων), but when it is here below [30], it possesses them and does not act by them, particularly when it has just arrived here. But as for its activity, the ancients seem to apply the terms 'memory' and 'recollection' (μνήμην καὶ ἀνάμνησιν) 16 to the soul which bring into act what they possessed. So this is another kind of memory; and therefore time is not involved in memory understood in this sense. But perhaps we are being too easy-going [35] and not really examining it critically. 17 In this passage, apatheia refers to the self-sufficiency of realities existing beyond time.

By contrast, what is liable to receive something is subject to exteriority and temporality and therefore, in a way, is not perfectly self-sufficient. The adjective ἐπίκτητος has a well-defined meaning in the Enneads. It denotes something that has an adventitious character, that comes to a substrate from outside. We find it again, for example, in Enn., IV.4 (28), where it is used to underscore the opposition between the world-soul which thinks the intelligible immutably and human souls whose thoughts are variable and whose needs are changing. 18 In Enn., III.7 (45), 4, Plotinus clearly stresses the opposition between what is ἐπίκτητος and what is σύμφυτος. Eternity, the life of intellect, is immutable in itself, it is already achieved and perfect. Considering that eternity is defined as a uni-totality in its fullness, immediately identical to itself and without parts, what is eternal has nothing to acquire. 19 The generated entities, by contrast, only subsist by continuously acquiring new qualities. Here Plotinus states that memory cannot belong to a being totally identical to itself and not admitting of any change. Indeed, the use of memory requires the ability to acquire and retain new elements. In order to properly understand the nature of this capacity to retain events, it is worth recalling the following distinction: As King rightly remarks, memory according to Plotinus is not comparable to a gallery which accumulates pictures. Following Aristotle, Plotinus connects memory to phantasia, that is, to the faculty of representation. The soul that remembers events engages in an activity: namely, the reappropriation of its own memories (which, in Plotinus' perspective, are not only images, but also thoughts) through the activation of faculty of representation. 20 Memory is thus an activity of reappropriation of something the soul has acquired previously. It cannot take place in a being that lives in the immutability of eternity, such as the divine intellect. Therefore, it does not need to hold (κατέχειν) the Forms fast, preventing them from going away, since it is identical to the intelligible realities, which constitute its very nature. Possessing at once the totality of being, nothing accidental or adventitious could supervene on intellect. The notion of totality is the linchpin of the whole argument. If something could be added to intellect from outside, intellect would not have been invariably perfect and self-sufficient. As it is, intellect has no need at all to acquire or to retain anything external to its own nature. From this argument, a further point is derived: That which is immediately present to itself has an unmediated grasp of its object of thought without having to unfold it as a sequence of different moments. Plotinus concludes that memory could not therefore exist at the intellective level.

Plotinus then establishes a distinction between two kinds of memory: ordinary memory (memory in the proper sense), which is always memory of the past and of temporal events, on the one hand, and recollection, on the other. If we consider the case where memory is employed as a means to recover what is connatural to it (σύμφυτος), 21 it would be wrong to call this process 'memory'. The term σύμφυτος denotes an intrinsic feature of a given reality and means the exact opposite of ἐπίκτητος. In Enn., IV.7 (2), a treatise devoted to the immortality of the soul, one can find a case exemplifying this point. In ch. 11, Plotinus stresses that, if soul is immortal, that is because life is σύμφυτος to it. Let us briefly summarize this argument, previously analysed at length by Chiaradonna. 22 To define life as σύμφυτος to the soul means that life is neither a quality (not even an essential quality) nor an accident added to the soul, because the soul is not an inert substratum but the active principle which communicates life and motion to the derived realities. 23 According to Plotinus, true 20 For a comprehensive study of the relation between Plotinus and Aristotle on the issue of memory, see Richard A. H. King, 'Aristotle's De Memoria and Plotinus on memory', in: Les 'Parva Naturalia' d'Aristote, Fortune antique et médiévale, ed. by Christophe Grellard and Pierre-Marie Morel (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 2010) pp. 101-20. King convincingly makes two important points: Aristotle can hardly be the target of Plotinus' criticisms at Enn., IV.6 (41) of the various theories that make memory an inert reservoir of what is remembered because Aristotle, too, develops a subtle theory of memory as an activity that involves a faculty of representation. However, whereas Aristotle holds that it is the soul-body compound that is the subject of memory, Plotinus makes memory an activity proper to the soul itself. As Enn., IV. 3 (27) indicates, there are two types of phantasia, each connected each with a different type of memory, namely that of sensible and intelligible things, respectively. In this process, phantasia acts as a kind of mirror. On this complex issue, see Riccardo Chiaradonna, 'Plotin, la mémoire et la connaissance des intelligibles', Philosophie Antique, 9 (2009), 5-53; D. M. Hutchinson 'Apprehension of Thought in Ennead 4.3.30', The International Journal of the Platonic Tradition, 5 (2011), 262-82; Nikulin, 'Memory and Recollection in Plotinus'. 21 ύμφυτος is that which is constitutive of a certain reality, which is more than being simply 'innate'. 22 Chiaradonna, 'Plotinus on Memory', pp. 158-67, connects the usage of ἐπίκτητος with that of ἐπακτός. 23 Enn., IV.7 (2), 11, 3-9. substances are not substrates upon which external qualities are grafted. So, when the soul recovers something σύμφυτος, it is not remembering in the usual sense. One should rather say that it rediscovers and reapproriates for itself something that constitutes it essentially. Indeed, when it enters the body at birth, the soul possesses intelligible contents that it no longer uses, as it does not direct its attention, that is, its activity, towards them. Plotinus draws a fundamental distinction between possessing or having (ekhein) and using, that is, being active (energein) in accordance with something (l. 29-32). 24 Plotinus's discussion is rather elliptical here; he does not explain what exactly the soul does in this process of reappropriation, nor how this process is recovered consciously25 a topic I will come back to in the final section of this paper.

In turning its attention toward that which it possesses connaturally, the soul is experiencing what the ancients called recollection: through an act of inner conversion, the soul re-appropriates what it possesses (ekhein) innately but unconsciously. Plotinus is very careful in the way he defines recollection. He first evokes it as a psychic activity of repossession (l. 29), then he indicates that 'the ancients' seem to define this activity as 'memory and recollection' (l. 30). 26 In the Enneads, he often refers to the 'ancients' by that name in order to distance himself from them. 27 What has been defined by the ancients may constitute a doxographical starting-point, but it cannot take the place of the philosophical enquiry through which the soul identifies progressively with the object it is seeking. To truly know what eternity is, one must do much more than simply build on previous considerations.

One must contemplate 'eternity and the eternal by the eternal in oneself'. 28 It is the same for recollection: no definition will be acceptable so long as the soul of the one who investigates has not experienced it. Indeed, since recollection lies at the basis of philosophical enquiry, discovering it means discovering what makes this enquiry possible. 29 Then, at l.35-36, Plotinus stops short of a complete exposition by stating that recollection needs to be studied more carefully at some other time.

To sum up, Enn., IV. 3 (27), 25 indicates that the soul that uses memory is not yet aware of itself or of its essential nature because memory establishes a relation between different acquired items, that is, items external to the soul. By contrast, in recollection the soul activates contents that are not derived from the external world. It discovers these as belonging to its own make-up. These issues will be developed more precisely in the chapters 2 and 3 of Enn. V.3 (49). These chapters discuss how memory and recollection are two distinct activities of the dianoia.

Memory, recollection and self-knowledge

In this section, I would like to examine how this distinction between ordinary memory and recollection is taken up in Enn., V.3 (49), 2-4. As we shall see, Plotinus often presents the process of recollection through images: he speaks of the soul as fitting together (epharmozein) different kinds of typoi and containing in itself the characters written by intellect, as if the metaphorical register were still the best way for describing this process of recollection that Plato himself speaks of only through mythos. I aim to show that it is possible to discern in these chapters the different steps of an encompassing process of recollection, even though Plotinus is quite allusive, using the conditional (φαῖμεν ἂν : l. 14) when evoking the definition of ἀνάμνησις. In Enn., IV. 3-4 (27-28), Plotinus stresses the difference between individual embodied soul and the loftier principles (world-soul and intellect). Here, in Enn., V.3 (49), Plotinus analyses the dianoia, the mode of thinking proper to the soul. In this treatise, devoted to the analysis of self-knowledge, Plotinus first examines the process of sense-perception and goes back gradually to intellection. Sense-perception is an activity of the soul which operates on data (typoi) 30 stemming from the sensible world. These data are dematerialized by passing into the soul. Continuing his ascent through the operations of the soul, Plotinus then discusses the operations of dianoia. Dianoia requires either external elements or another kind of typoi that derive, in this case, from the transcendent Forms. Dianoia is located between the exteriority of sense-perception and the perfect interiority of the intellect. In fact, it is precisely the activity which allows the shift from the former to the latter through the recollection 30 Enn., V. 3 (49) 2, 10. As Pierre-Marie Morel, 'La perception, messagère de l'âme, Plotin V. process. As the following chapters will show, it is at the level of intellection that selfknowledge culminates. 31 Chapters 2 to 4 of Enn., V.3 (49) form a demonstrative unity. They discuss the articulation of the various psychic operations, from sense-perception up to intellection. Chap.

2 enumerates several possible operations of the reasoning soul (logizomenon), each corresponding to one of the several modes of activity of dianoia, which are illustrated in chapter 3. Dianoia, the ability to link together different typoi, can either connect the information provided by sensible exteriority, confining its activity to a sort of empirical circuit, or operate solely in itself by connecting traces that derive from the intelligible realm.

It can also relate traces derived from the senses to traces derived from the intelligible: this activity of connecting two kinds of typoi is what we might call the 'recollections of the soul'.

Τὸ δ' ἐν αὐτῇ λογιζόμενον παρὰ τῶν ἐκ τῆς αἰσθήσεως φαντασμάτων παρακειμένων τὴν ἐπίκρισιν ποιούμενον καὶ συνάγον καὶ διαιροῦν• ἢ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἐκ τοῦ νοῦ ἰόντων [10] ἐφορᾷ οἷον τοὺς τύπους, καὶ ἔχει καὶ περὶ τούτους τὴν αὐτὴν δύναμιν. Καὶ σύνεσιν ἔτι προσλαμβάνει ὥσπερ ἐπιγινῶσκον καὶ ἐφαρμόζον τοῖς ἐν αὐτῷ ἐκ παλαιοῦ τύποις τοὺς νέους καὶ ἄρτι ἥκοντας• ὃ δὴ καὶ ἀναμνήσεις φαῖμεν ἂν τῆς ψυχῆς εἶναι.

The reasoning power in soul makes its judgment, derived from the mental images present to it which come from sense-perception, but combining and dividing them; and as for the things which come to it from intellect, it observes that one might call their imprints, and has the same power also in dealing with these; and it continues to acquire understanding as if by recognising the new and recently arrived impressions and fitting them to those which have long been within it: this process is what we should call the 'recollections' of the soul. 32 Gerson 33 suggests that lines 11 to 14 are evidence that ἀνάμνησις relates the imprints that sense-perception has just received to imprints acquired in a previous incarnation. For several reasons, which may be summarised as follows, his interpretation is hardly sustainable: 34 (1) Plotinus' previous sentence deals with the way the reasoning power in soul relies on what comes to it from intellect. 35 (2) In the Enneads, the meaning of ἐφαρμόζω is, to quote Blumenthal, 'drawing its validity from a superior level of reality'. [START_REF] Henry | Plotinus and Proclus on the criterion of truth[END_REF] Fitting, in this sense, is not a symmetrical relationship. A 31 For an overview of the argumentative structure of the first chapters of Enn. V.3. (49), I refer to Bertrand Ham, Plotin, Traité 49 (V.3) (Paris: Cerf, 2000) and Henry J. Blumenthal, 'Plotinus, Enneads V. 3, 3-4' in Soul and Intellect, ed. by Henry J. Blumenthal (Variorum: Aldershot, 1993), pp. 257-80. 32 Enn., V.3 (49), 2, 7-14. 33 Lloyd P. Gerson, Plotinus (London: Routledge, 1994), pp. 178-79. For an excellent analysis of the assumptions underlying Gerson's interpretation in the general perspective of the issue of concept formation in Plotinus, see Remes, 'Plotinus on Starting Points'. 34 For a status quaestionis, see Chiaradonna, 'Plotinus's Account'. 35 Laurent Lavaud, 'La diánoia médiatrice entre le sensible et l'intelligible', in Études Platoniciennes 3 (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 2006), 29-55 (p. 46). simple example may suffice: in Enn., VI.7 (38), 29, Plotinus replies to an interlocutor who maintains that intellective life is not a good, based on the idea that it is, allegedly, bereft of pleasure. Before explaining in what being a good consists and denying that intellective life could be such a good, one has to begin by trying to form an idea and to conceive of some notion of 'good'. In other words, one has to start with trying to match what one says about something with the notion one has of it (τῇ ἐννοίᾳ τῇ παρ' αὐτῷ ταῦτα ἐφαρμόττει). The process of harmonising the two implied by the verb ἐφαρμόζω goes in one direction only: one has to adapt what one receives from the sensible to the notions that the soul receives from the intelligible realm. [START_REF] Remes | Plotinus on Self[END_REF] (3) A final argument may be brought to bear against Gerson's reading. In many other passages, παλαιός (or some derivative term) is employed to denote the character of the first principles such as the intellect or the One. [START_REF] Enn | τὸ δ' ἀγαθόν, ἅτε πάλαι παρὸν εἰς ἔφεσιν σύμφυτον[END_REF] For all these reasons, it appears that recollection, as defined in Enn., V.3 (49), 2, corresponds to the connection made by the reasoning soul between that which is received from the senses and intelligible content, i.e. the connection of something furnished by the external world to an element proper to the soul. As chapter 3 will show, this mobilization of the intelligible content of the soul does not necessarily begin with perception, but with certain operations specific to dianoia. Emilsson used chapter 3 to support his recent revision of his previous interpretation of the perceptual process. In his latest book, he considerably nuances his earlier reading according to which intelligible content is permanently mobilized in even the most minor of perceptive acts. [START_REF] Eyjolfur | Plotinus[END_REF] The issue at stake in these lines, lines that are very difficult to interpret and that have given rise to numerous debates in the secondary literature, is whether perceiving necessarily implies a recognition by the soul of its innate intelligible content. The main difficulty lies in the interpretation of the κρίσις performed at the level of sense-perception and of the ἐπίκρισις of dianoia mentioned in the previous chapter. 40 In his book on sense-perception, Emilsson 41 distinguishes two types of judgment: the first, carried out by the sense-perception, pronounces not only on a set of qualities, but can already say 'it is a man.' The second is the ἐπίκρισις by which reason judges this first perceptive judgment and can rectify it. Several corrections to this reading have been proposed, in particular by Lavaud and Remes, who reserve the judicative instance for dianoia alone. 42 In 2012, reconsidering the whole issue and in particular the discussion concerning the question of the realism of perception in Plotinus, Chiaradonna put forward the hypothesis that the κρίσις does not correspond exactly to a 'judgment', but rather to a very low level of knowledge or thought (the term 'thought' indicating that in sense-perception the soul is always fully active). 43 Perception, then, is not a judgment in the strict sense of the term because judgment as such presupposes the conscious recognition of a datum and the evaluation of its veracity, beginning only with the ἐπίκρισις proper to reasoning. This hypothesis led Emilsson to reconsider the interpretation he had developed in 1988 and to admit that not all κρίσεις of the soul imply a conscious judgment (such a judgment occurs only when the content of the sense-perception passes into the faculty of representation), nor do they always involve the grasping of intelligible Forms. Thus, when Plotinus says that 'sense-perception has seen a man', it is not necessary to suppose that the soul here must go so far as to grasp intelligible Forms: it can, in order to apprehend what it perceives, simply call upon its previous perceptual experiences in order to make a pronouncement. To sum up: it is allowable to say that sense-perception is capable of recognising the existence of a singular entity, e.g. a man and not just a bundle of qualities (colours, shapes, etc.), and that this κρίσις does not necessarily require the soul to go looking for intelligible Forms or traces of Forms that it innately possesses. At this stage of the perceptual process, however, nothing leads us to think that the soul consciously recognises that what it perceives is a man. This difference between grasping a thing and forming a conscious representation of the same is reminiscent of the distinction developed by Leibniz in his theory of 'small perceptions' and the distinction he makes between 'perception' and 'apperception' 44 .

Let us now examine more precisely the beginning of chapter 3: 1 Ἡ μὲν γὰρ αἴσθησις εἶδεν ἄνθρωπον καὶ ἔδωκε τὸν τύπον τῇ διανοίᾳ• ἡ δὲ τί φησιν; Ἢ οὔπω οὐδὲν ἐρεῖ, ἀλλ'ἔγνω μόνον καὶ ἔστη• εἰ μὴ ἄρα πρὸς ἑαυτὴν διαλογίζοιτο »τίς οὗτος», εἰ πρότερον ἐνέτυχε τούτῳ, καὶ λέγοι προς-5χρωμένη τῇ μνήμῃ, ὅτι Σωκράτης. Εἰ δὲ καὶ ἐξελίττοι τὴν μορφήν, μερίζει ἃ ἡ φαντασία ἔδωκεν• εἰ δέ, 42 Lavaud, 'La diánoia', p. 50-55; Remes, Plotinus on Self, p. 145, n. 75. 43 Actually, Plotinus never explicitly states that soul needs Forms in order to perceive, unless one gives a strong interpretation to the expression used in Enn., III.6 (26), 2, 35-36 according to which the soul 'approaches what it has' through perception. For a more detailed analysis of this point, see Chiaradonna, 'Plotinus's Account', pp. 201-02. 44 See Emilsson, Plotinus, pp. 276-reharre7. εἰ ἀγαθός, λέγοι, ἐξ ὧν μὲν ἔγνω διὰ τῆς αἰσθήσεως εἴρηκεν, ὃ δὲ εἴρηκεν ἐπ' αὐτοῖς, ἤδη παρ' αὐτῆς ἂν ἔχοι κανόνα ἔχουσα τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ παρ' αὐτῇ. Τὸ ἀγαθὸν πῶς ἔχει παρ' αὐτῇ; 10 Ἢ ἀγαθοειδής ἐστι, καὶ ἐπερρώσθη δὲ εἰς τὴν αἴσθησιν τοῦ τοιούτου ἐπιλάμποντος αὐτῇ νοῦ• 1 Well, then, sense-perception has seen a human being and given its impression to discursive reason. What does reason say? It will not say anything yet, but only knows, and stops at that; unless perhaps it asks itself 'Who is this?' if he has met the person before, and says, using memory to help it 5, that it is Socrates. And if it makes the details of his forms explicit, it is taking to pieces what the image-making power gave it; and if it says whether he is good, its remark originates in what it knows through sense-perception, but what it says about this it has already from itself, since it has a norm of the good in itself. 10 How does it have the good in itself? Because it is like the good and is strengthened for the perception of this kind of thing by Intellect illuminating it.

45

Chapter 3 considers the case of conscious perception: sense-perception has seen a man, then transmits a typos to the dianoia.

Here I would like briefly to indicate a parallel between Plotinus' analyses here and those presented in the Didaskalikos. It seems to me that in this passage Plotinus, just like Alcinous in chapter IV of the Handbook, has in mind the epistemological developments of the Theaetetus. In these lines of Plotinus, as in the Handbook, we find common references, parallels and differences. Let's take just one example. The description of the functioning of the 'empirical circuit' of the Plotinian dianoia is indeed similar to the description of the process of sense-perception given by Alcinous. In both texts, aisthesis is compared to a messenger who transmits a typos to the soul. 46 Perceptual judgment (for example, seeing Socrates) takes place when the soul connects an actual sensation with a previous memory of the same object. 47 Of course, there remain differences between Plotinus and Alcinous, especially concerning the definition of sense-perception; Alcinous presents sense-perception as a pathos of the soul, whereas Plotinus emphasizes that only the body is affected in senseperception while the soul remains always impassible. It would be interesting to explore these differences, but for the moment I would like to come back to the issue of recollection in Enn., 45 Enn., V.3 (49), 3, 1-11, translation Armstrong slightly modified. 46 I do agree here with Matthias Baltes, Der Platonismus in der Antike VI 2: Die philosophische Lehre des Platonismus, Text, Übersetzung, Kommentar (Stuttgart, Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog, 2002), p. 125, who holds that the use of the term typos by Alcinous is an allusion to the vocabulary of the Theaetetus (e. g. ἀ ποτυποῦ σθαι, 191 d6) and not directly to Stoic epistemology; or rather, it is a question of reappropriating an originally Platonic formula that the Stoics had taken up in their corporealist exposition of sense-perception 47 This definition of the doxastikos logos which is at stake in sense-perception gave rise to many discussions in the secondary literature concerning its formation. These discussions echo the discussions of the meaning Plotinus attributes to the krisis involved in sense-perception. In fact, Baltes challenged the traditional view, developed notably by David Sedley, 'Alcinous' epistemology', in Polyhistor: Studies in the History and Historiography of Ancient Philosophy, presented to Jaap Mansfeld on his Sixtieth Birthday (Leiden: Brill, 1996), pp. 300-12, that the origin of the doxastikos logos is merely empirical. Baltes, Der Platonismus, pp. 125-26, argued that two kinds of recollection were presupposed by Alcinous: a conscious recollection, which takes place at the level of intellection (corresponding to the activation of the physikai ennoiai) and another, unconscious, one involved in sense perception. 'Möglicherweise, ist die unbewusste Anamnesis sogar auf der Stufe der aisthesis anzusetzen'. For more on this question, see Helmig, pp. 144-54.

V.3: 'sense-perception has seen a man'. What happens next? The text considers several possible options.

-(1) The soul recognizes that it is indeed a man and goes no further in its investigation, remaining motionless.

-(2) The soul recognizes that it is a man and then reverts back into itself; that is to say, in a certain way it awakens its automotricity by a reflexive movement. It questions itself and carries out an internal dialogue. From there, dianoia can engage in two distinct activities; the first involves memory and the second, in my opinion, is precisely what chap. 2 called 'recollection'. Dianoia (reasoning) becomes active when the soul asks itself certain questions that set in motion the different circuits of reasoning mentioned in the previous chapter. It is important to note that, as King has shown, Plotinus here repeatedly employs the verb λέγειν.

The soul that exercises memory is primarily a soul that speaks to itself internally, meaning that it engages in a process: 'the characteristic performances of memory are propositional performances'. 48 Among the questions that the soul asks itself may be the question "what is this singular individual ?". In this case, dianoia only sets in motion the empirical circuit. It remembers Socrates by connecting the typos currently given by the senseperception with an earlier typos of Socrates existing in phantasia. But the soul may ask other questions that go beyond the perceptive judgment, this time questioning the nature of Socrates' soul. In wondering if Socrates is ἀγαθοειδής ('boniform'), the questioning soul starts from sense-perception, but then makes a connection with the rules of judgment it innately possesses. This operation is what I call level 1 recollection. The adjective ἀγαθοειδής, borrowed from Rep. 509 a 3, has a technical sense in the Enneads, referring to the idea that each derivative being displays a resemblance to the first principle, the One. 49 Its uses in the treatises illustrate the complexity of the procession-participation process. In fact, to put it briefly, sometimes Plotinus emphasizes the fact that the intelligible realities are boniform insofar as they are generated from the One, sometimes that the derivatives become boniform by turning towards it. The ἀγαθοειδής characteristic is first and foremost of the intellect that contemplates its origin, and secondly of the soul, insofar as it is itself the image of intellect. Thus, the soul receives this character through intelligence, insofar as it is itself the image of intelligence. To say that the soul of Socrates is ἀγαθοειδής is to say that it bears a trace of the One and that his soul is turned towards it. With regard to the question concerning 48 the nature of Socrates' soul, the questioning soul can only answer it to the extent that it itself derives from the Good and carries within itself the canon, criterion, or norm of what is good (ἤδη παρ' αὐτῆς ἂν ἔχοι κανόνα ἔχουσα). 50 It is indeed the perception of Socrates that furnishes the occasion for this line of questioning, but the soul passes beyond the senseperception and mobilizes internal contents that it becomes aware of because they remind it of its own nature. It responds by drawing from itself the elements that allow it to make a judgment (εἴρηκεν ἐπ 'αὐτοῖς, ἤδη παρ' αὐτῆς ἂν ἔχοι κανόνα ἔχουσα τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ παρ 'αὐτῇ).

We may conclude that in moving from sense-perception to memory and then to recollection, Plotinus shows a progression of psychic activities. They form a path along which the soul becomes increasingly conscious of its inner nature, of what it innately possesses in itself, and of what ties it to the higher principles.

Writing in the soul

These analyses of the operations of dianoia, which connects various incorporeal typoi, introduce the image, developed in chapter 4, of writing in the soul. In Enn., V.3 (49), 4, Plotinus offers a further detail regarding the nature of these traces present in the soul: they are like letters that the intellect prints in it. Having indicated in the very end of chapter 3 that, if sense-perception is a kind of messenger that transmits the information contained in the sensible, then the intellect is our king, 51 the governing dimension of existence, Plotinus notes that we, too, are kings when we live according to the intellect. There are two ways to conform to the intellect: either by the traces it has left in our souls, or by going beyond that level and trying to make oneself identical to it. It is in his evocation of the first option that Plotinus employs the image of writing in the soul (1-3): 50 Enn., V.3 (49), 3, 10. The term κανών is used in a similar context in Enn., I. 6 (1), 3. There Plotinus points out that when soul sees beauty, it immediately recognises it through the power that resides in itself. The soul adapts what it sees to the ideal beauty that resides in it and which it uses as a standard for judging. That is why the experience of beauty constitutes a first experience that is ideally suited to stir recollection. For an analysis of the term κανών in this context, a term that stems from Hellenistic debates on the criterion of judgment, cf. Regarding this image of writing, which Plotinus repeats a few lines down, several things are worth noting.

-(1) Plotinus here talks about what is written in the soul without making an explicit comparison between the soul and a writing tablet. The image of writing in the soul does not involve the comparison of the soul with an inert material support. Rather, it points to the manner in which the soul admits and preserves in itself the traces it receives from intellect, but also to its connection to its principle. It is because it carries innately within itself the traces of that which generates it that it is able to recognize and proclaim its intelligible origin (Εἰ οὖν λέγοι, ὅτι ἀπὸ νοῦ ἐστι), 52 turning towards intellect and thus attaining self-knowledge. The image of writing emphasizes the dynamic and living relation the soul has with intellect, to which it remains connected. In fact, Plotinus generally avoids comparing the soul to a wax tablet, regardless of whether he is evoking recollection or memory. As indicated by the end of Enn., IV.6 (41), this comparison expresses an improper way of conceiving of the trace of memories in the soul, because this comparison corporealizes the soul and drives us to conceive of the exercise of memory as a form of retention. 53 The comparison of the soul to a writing tablet has had a variety of uses. I here recall only some of them. It is found in Plato, more particularly in the Theaetetus (191 c ff.) and the Philebus (39 a-b). In these two passages it occurs in the course of an account of errors in perceptual judgment and of false belief. 54 Aristotle, too, uses the image in various contexts. In De Memoria (I, 450 a27-b 11) it serves to illustrate the capacity of memory to retain images coming from outside and that remain as it were imprinted in the soul. In De Anima (III, 4, 429b31-430a2), the comparison of the presence of the intelligible forms in the soul to letters engraved in a wax tablet emphasizes the receptive aspect of the intellectual dimension of the soul. In the corporealist framework of the Stoa, the image of the writing tablet indicates the corporeal character of the hegemonikon onto which concepts originating in sense-perception are imprinted. 55 Since the Hellenistic period, the interpretation of this image has given rise to many controversies, especially concerning the question of where to draw the line between 52 Enn., V. 3 (49), 4, 20. 53 Cf. Taormina, 'Dalla potenzialità all'actualità'. 54 For a detailed account of these aspects, and their interpretation in the Enneads, see Nikulin, 'Memory and Recollection in Plotinus'. 55 Aëtius, SVF II, 83. psychic receptivity and the receptivity of a material substratum. Alexander of Aphrodisias, drawing attention to the fact that the intellect is not altered as is a sensible substratum when it receives the abstracted forms, indicates that it is not to a tablet that the intellect must be compared, but rather to the tablet's state of 'not being written upon'. 56 According to Alexander, comparing the soul to a tablet overly emphasizes the image of a substratum: the so-called 'material' intellect is not a substance, but the soul's ability to receive the forms. Yet the interpretation of the impassive receptivity of the soul takes on a new dimension from Plotinus onwards. Refusing to understand the way in which the soul receives the forms according to the Peripatetic model of abstractionism, Plotinus holds on the contrary that the soul receives the intelligible forms from the principle from which it derives, namely the divine intellect.

Let us return to Enn., V.3 (49), 4, 1-3. In the passage's calling to mind the image of writing in the soul, Armstrong 57 discerned a typical example of Plotinus' method of taking inspiration from Peripatic analyses while modifying and reworking the analyses in such a way that they can be made to serve his own purposes. To be sure, in this context Plotinus evokes the image of the soul as a writing tablet, even if only by way of allusion. It is nonetheless clear that the philosophical background is Platonic. Actually, the analyses of the preceding chapters have made clear the manner in which soul retains the typoi and puts them to work in perceptual judgment. These chapters deal with issues pertaining to perception and memory, echoing the analyses conducted in the Theaetetus, in which Socrates cursorily compares the soul to a writing tablet when he tries to explain the possibility of error in perceptual judgement. 58 The comparison of the soul that retains in its memory the impressions which sense-perception passes on to it to a writing tablet makes it possible to explain perceptual judgment in the following manner: the soul connects the present impression of Theaetetus with the image it has stored of Theodorus and pronounces the false judgment because it thinks it sees Theodorus whereas in reality it sees Theaetetus. Plotinus in Enn., V.3 (49), plays with this image (never explicitly mentioned, but always implicitly present), beginning in chapter 2, by means of his analysis of the operations of judgment and memory as related. Yet he also performs a number of shifts. In chapter 4, he mentions the relation the soul has to the traces of 56 Alex., in De Anima, 84, 25-85, 5. 57 the Forms that it possesses innately in itself. Here the image of the tablet no longer refers to memory, but rather to recollection. 59 As the rest of the chapter shows, the traces in the soul are due to a superior principle performing an act of writing in it. That which does the writing, intellect, performs the same act eternally on itself. That which the soul receives within itself it takes from the principle from which it derives and from which it constitutes itself. The characters written in its inner self are connatural to it and constitutive of its being. Indeed, the soul is a self-producing image of the intellect: the soul in a certain way gives what it receives from its principle to itself and this contributes to constituting it essentially. In other words, the receptivity of the Plotinian soul in no way implies a form of passivity. But how then to reconcile the image of the intellect writing in the soul and the soul's lack of passivity? It seems to me that when Plotinus evokes the role of the intellect that writes in the soul in chapter 4, he is referring to another aspect of writing in the soul, developed especially in the Phaedrus, 60 where Socrates speaks of the discourse that science engraves in the soul (276ab).

In this passage in the Phaedrus, after having recalled the history of the invention of writing by Theuth, Socrates speaks of its ambivalent consequences. While allowing us to preserve knowledge, it weakens memory and makes men reliant on what they have written down. It is then that he remarks that paintings and writings have something in common: they remain silent and motionless when questioned. But not all types of writing are destined to remain fixed and mute. There is indeed another type of discourse, that which science itself writes in the soul of the one who learns. This is a living writing linked to the inner activity of the soul. By recalling that everything that is 'in the soul' or 'linked to the soul (ψυχῇ)' is 'alive (ἔμψυχον)', Socrates recalls what he had already developed in the palinode: the soul is a naturally living and self-moving reality that, as a result, communicates life and movement to that for which it is responsible. The soul that thinks the intelligible does so by virtue of its own movement and internalizes what it contemplates and understands. A knowing soul is not comparable to a container filled with inert realities. The knowledge of the soul lives in it and 59 For an earlier text in which, in the context of recollection, the soul is likened to a writing tablet, see Plutarch, fragment 215d (Sandbach). Plutarch evokes the image of the tablet sent by the Spartan Demaratus to the Athenians. The tablet contained a secret message warning the Athenians of the imminent Persian invasion. Plutarch uses the image to show that certain bits of knowledge may be present in the soul while remaining hidden. On this point, see Dominic Scott, Recollection and Experience (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), p. 18. 60 For a detailed analysis of this issue in the Phaedrus, which combines the question regarding the nature of the soul with recollection, memory, and writing, see Daniela P. Taormina, 'Dynamiques de l'écriture et processus cognitif dans le néoplatonisme' in Contre Platon I. Le platonisme dévoilé, ed. by Monique Dixsaut (Paris: Vrin, 1993), pp. 215-45. through it. It is this dimension to which Plotinus refers here by adapting the image of the Phaedrus to his own metaphysical architecture: the soul is not separate from the intelligible intellect and is also capable, through its own movement, of appropriating what the intellect transmits.

-(2) Plotinus thus distances himself from any implication of passivity on the soul's part by employing the comparative οἷον; he also distances himself from the possible temporal aspect of this process. When saying that the soul always has the forms in itself, he uses the perfect tense. To show the eternal character of the activity of the intellect which is always already accomplished, the text notes that what the intellect writes, it always writes and has always written. This repetition, which combines the present and the past, marks the identity of eternity and the perfect unity of its activity.

Εἰ οὖν λέγοι, ὅτι ἀπὸ νοῦ ἐστι καὶ δεύτερον μετὰ νοῦν καὶ εἰκὼν νοῦ, ἔχον ἐν ἑαυτῷ τὰ πάντα οἷον γεγραμμένα, ὡς ἐκεῖ ὁ γράφων καὶ ὁ γράψας, If, therefore, it says that it is from Intellect and second after Intellect and an image of Intellect having in itself everything as if written in it, as the one who writes and has written is there (...) 61 .

-(3) These analyses in Enn., V.3 (49) echo those of Enn., I.2 (19), 4, where Plotinus indicates that these characters, which are engraved in the soul, so to speak, most of the time remain in it as if in the dark, unconsciously. In order to be read, they must be 'illuminated'. Soul always carries in itself the imprint of the One. In order to become fully virtuous, it needs to turn away from its preoccupation with the sensible. Plotinus calls this process purification. The soul has to become aware of its interior richness which will enable it to make use of what it already possesses without always having been aware of it. Thus it puts its hidden content in the spotlight, thereby illuminating the innate traces of intelligible Forms. But did it not have the realities which it sees? Does it not recollect them? It had them, but not active, 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. It did not have the realities themselves but impressions of them; so it must fit the impressions with the true realities of which they are impressions. 62 This process can undoubtedly shed light on the somewhat enigmatic formula of Enn., IV.3 (27), 25, 31 (Τὸ δὲ καὶ ἐνεργεῖν ἤδη). To activate what is innate is to illuminate the latent contents of the soul by bringing them into accord with their intelligible models by articulating the traces to the archetypal Forms. 63 This is what I will call level 2 recollection. In order to read in itself, the soul must first turn away from the sensible and then perform another activity: it must connect these characters unfolding in the soul to the realities from which it derives. Thus, the soul goes beyond the level of discursive writing to ultimately attain a system of non-propositional meaning. Ascending to the intelligible and contemplating the Forms, the soul, as indicated in Enn., V.8 (31) 5-6, deals with another type of writing: hieroglyphic script. In this famous passage, Plotinus opposes the typos of the discursive proposition to the hieroglyphic agalma which entertains a relation of unmediated signification with the content it expresses. Having indicated that, in the intelligible world, the gods do not contemplate discursively and deal neither with propositions nor with drawings, 64 but with things themselves, Plotinus notes:

The wise men of Egypt, I think, also understood this, either by scientific or innate knowledge, and when they wished to signify something wisely, did not use the forms of letters (μὴ τύποις γραμμάτων) which follow the order of words and propositions and imitate sounds and the enunciations of philosophical statements, but by drawing images and inscribing in their temples (ἄγαλμα ἐντυπώσαντες ἐν τοῖς ἱεροῖς) one particular image of one particular thing, they manifested the non-discursiveness of the intelligible world. 65 The transcendent Forms are eternal realities. For Plotinus, eternity is the exact opposite of the perpetual and endless progression, of the indefinitely renewed. 66 As indicated in Enn., III.7 (45), such a vision is only an awkward transposition of the flow of time. The intelligible 62 Enn., I.2 (19), 4, 20-25. 63 Emilsson and Remes drew my attention to the fact that ethical concepts are privileged examples for describing this process in the Plotinian treatises. 64 Enn., V.8 (31), 5, 22-23 (ἀγάλματα δὲ οὐ γεγραμμένα, ἀλλὰ ὄντα) 65 Enn., V.8 (31), 6, 1-7. 66 For Plotinus' concept of eternity, which he defines as non-duration in accordance with its unextended (ἀδιάστατος) nature, see the magisterial treatment by Denis O' Brien, ' Forms are eternal, that is, they are immediately and fully identical to themselves. When the intellect, which is identical to them, contemplates them, it seizes at once the fully realized completeness of what they are, just as it grasps the whole of the intelligible world. The Forms as well are not like an unfolding series of letters, but rather like hieroglyphs that say all at once. When the soul reaches the contemplation of the archetypal Forms, it passes from discursivity of the intelligible, deployed as the sentences that unfold as we gradually unroll a papyrus roll are deployed, to the grasping of a non-discursive intelligibility immediately present to itself. Soul, which is the image and logos of intellect, 67 unfolds and develops that which is as it were enveloped in it (ὕστερον δὲ ἀπ' αὐτῆς ἀθρόας οὔσης εἴδωλον ἐν ἄλλῳ ἐξειλιγμένον ἤδη καὶ λέγον αὐτὸ ἐν διεξόδῳ). 68 The image of the unfolding of the forms in the soul as the unfolding of sentences in a papyrus scroll occurs many times in the Enneads.

For instance, Enn., I.1 (53), 8, 7 suggests that in the soul the intelligible Forms are as it were unrolled (ἐν μὲν ψυχῇ οἷον ἀνειλιγμένα καὶ οἷον κεχωρισμένα). The verb ἀνελίσσω has quite a particular sense: traditionally it is used for the unfolding of a scroll in order to read it. As J.

Pépin 69 remarks, in the Enneads this verb comes to denote the progressive movement by which that which stems from the One unfolds and multiplies itself. Soul successively unfolds the contents that are given all at once in Intellect in the unified totality of eternity. The progressive unrolling of the scroll serves as an illustration of this process by which the soul sequentially temporalises the intellective contents which it contains in itself. In Enn., V. 3 (49), 6, Plotinus engages in free etymologising in order to explain that dianoia, the distinctive activity of soul, derives from the activity of noûs (dia-noein). When soul becomes aware of the fact that it possesses in its inner self the traces of intellect, it is capable of fitting them to the superior Forms (τοῖς ἐν αὐτῷ ἴχνεσιν ἐφαρμόττοντι οὕτω τοι γινώσκειν ἑαυτό). At this moment soul truly knows itself. 70 Self-knowledge requires, then, that soul turn away from the exteriority of the sensible: when it turns towards itself, that is, towards its origin, soul rolls up, in the opposite direction, the scroll containing its writing up to the point where its writing coincides with that which has always been writing in it, namely intellect. 67 Enn., V. 1 (10), 6, 40. 68 Enn., V.3. (49), 6, 9-11. 69 Jean Pépin, 'Linguistique et théologie dans la tradition platonicienne', Langages, 16 (1982), pp. 91-116. 70 Enn., V.3. (49), 6, 20-28.

Conclusion

At the end of our itinerary, we can safely say that, according to Plotinus, the theory of the 'undescended soul' does not replace Platonic recollection. Rather, it constitutes its final moment. 71 Indeed, recollection is a psychic process that can be observed at different levels.

The process cannot occur at the level of mere sense-perception, but begins with the exercise of dianoia, when soul gradually becomes aware of its own nature and begins to make use of its own innate intelligible contents. This initial level, which I have called the first level of recollection, corresponds to the activity by which dianoia establishes a relation between an impression coming from outside and a trace of the intelligible. At a later stage, when the soul, which has turned away from the sensible, is capable of turning towards itself and the principles from which it stems, it establishes a relation between the traces of the Forms that it possesses and the transcendent intelligibles. Thus it attains the contemplation of these Forms in themselves, which amounts to what I have called the second level of recollection.

From the perspective of late ancient Neoplatonism, Plotinus can be seen both as an instigator and as the defender of a thesis that was strongly criticized later. The Neoplatonists from Iamblichus onwards all systematically rejected the theory of the undescended soul.

Nevertheless, some of Plotinus' key analyses concerning recollection were subsequently taken up, developed, and systematized. When we call Plotinus an instigator of these ideas we mean principally that he proposes, in a certain sense, a reading of the Phaedrus that emphasises this very point: to forget the Forms is to forget that which enables us, by our contemplation of them, to live a truly human life. As Socrates indicates in the palinode, souls can only associate with a human body to the extent they have contemplated the Forms prior to their embodiment (249 b-c); the individual soul, forgetting the Forms, loses sight of what constitutes the basis of its human identity. While removing from the concept of recollection every connotation of temporality, 72 , Plotinus strongly emphasises that a soul that is forgetful of the Forms is, above all, a soul that is forgetful of its own nature, as can be seen very clearly in the initial lines of Enn., V.1 (10). 73 This connection between the awareness of the presence of Forms in the soul and self-knowledge would later be taken up and further developed by the Neoplatonic commentators from the school of Athens. This can be seen, for example, in Proclus' Commentary on Plato's First Alcibiades (in Alc.), which defines recollection as the soul's awareness of its own contents and thus as an 71 Cristina D'Ancona Costa, 'Plotino: memoria di eventi e anamnesi di intelligibili' in Trace nella mente. Teorie della memoria da Platone e i moderni, ed. by Maria Michaela Sassi (Pisa: Scola Normale di Pisa, 2007), pp. 67-98 (p. 98), argues that recollection is the epistemological counterpart of the theory of the undescended soul. 72 As Chiaradonna, 'Plotin, la mémoire', p. 22, has rightly pointed out. 73 Chrétien, L'inoubliable et l'inespéré, p. 37.
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  The operation by which the soul illuminates and discovers what it possesses in itself is called recollection' in Enn., I, 2 (19). ἄρα εἶχεν αὐτὰ οὐδ'ἀναμιμνήσκεται; Ἢ εἶχεν οὐκ ἐνεργοῦντα, ἀλλὰ ἀποκείμενα ἀφώτιστα• ἵνα δὲ φωτισθῇ καὶ τότε γνῷ αὐτὰ ἐνόντα, δεῖ προσβαλεῖν τῷ φωτίζοντι. Εἶχε δὲ οὐκ αὐτά, ἀλλὰ τύπους• δεῖ οὖν τὸν τύπον τοῖς ἀληθινοῖς, ὧν καὶ οἱ τύποι, ἐφαρμόσαι. 61 Enn., V.3 (49), 4, 20-22. I follow the text as established by H-S 2. For an overview of the editorial variants of this sentence, cf. Plotini Opera [edition minor], vol. II, ed. by Paul Henry & Hans Rudolf Schwyzer (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977), p. 211.

	Οὐκ

  Temps et éternité dans la philosophie grecque', in Mythes et représentations du temps, ed. by Dorian Tiffeneau (Paris: CNRS, 1985), pp. 59-85. The secondary literature on this issue is abundant; I will refer only to the translation with commentary by Werner Beierwaltes, Plotin, Über Ewigkeit und Zeit, Enneade III, 7 (Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1967) and to the discussion of this issue in Lenka Karfikova, 'Eternity according to Plotinus, Enn., III. 7', Freiburger Zeitschrift für Philosophie und Theologie, 58 (2011), pp. 437-52.

For a different approach to this multi-step process in the Enneads, see Dmitri Nikulin, 'Memory and Recollection in Plotinus', Archiv für Geschichte der Philosophie 96 (2014), 183-20. Nikulin also provides a fruitful overview of the history of the interpretations of 'memory' and 'recollection' in Plato and Aristotle.

The value of καὶ has been debated in the secondary literature. With Richard A. H. King, Aristotle and Plotinus on Memory, Quellen Und Studien Zur Philosophie 94 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2009), p. 144, n. 615, I take it to be epexegetic.

Enn., IV.3 (27), 25, 10-35. Transl. Armstrong. Unless otherwise indicated, I always follow the Armstrong translation)

Enn., IV.4 (28), 17, 9.

A similar distinction, between that which we have and that which we make ours through our use and actualisation of it, is developed in Enn., V.3 (49), 3, 23-27.

According to McCumber, 'Amnamnesis as memory', p. 164, this activation consists in the soul awakening in itself the 'memory of the intelligibles' mentioned in Enn., IV.4 (28), 4.

The definition of recollection as a kind of memory, based on Phaedrus (249 c 5; 250 a 5), was common in the Platonic tradition (e.g. Alcinous, Didaskalikos IV, 155, 34).

See, for instance, the beginning of Enn., III.7 (45). I do not agree with King's remark that Plotinus purposefully does not name the ancients in question because their views would be authoritative in themselves. On this point, see Gerard O'Daly, Platonism Pagan and Christian: Studies in Plotinus and Augustine (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2001), p. 467.

Enn., III.7 (45), 5, 11-12.

On the structure of circular arguments in Plotinus' thought, see Chiaradonna, 'Plotinus on Memory', p. 324.

Acknowledgements 74 For an analysis of this double process, see Jean Trouillard 'Réminiscence et procession de l'âme selon Proclos', Revue Philosophique de Louvain, 69 (1971), 177-89. 75 The Neoplatonic Socrates, ed. by Danielle Layne & Harold Tarrant (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2014), have devoted an excellent volume to the figure of Socrates in Neoplatonism. The erotic and anagogic role Proclus and Hermias attribute to Socrates is dealt with in the contributions of Geert Roskam (ch. 1), Michael Griffin (ch. 6), J. M. Ambury (ch. 7); I also refer to the analysis of Dominic J. O'Meara, Pythagoras Revived. Mathematics and Philosophy in Late Antiquity (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), pp. 152-55.

awareness of its nature as self-mover. The individual embodied human soul is no longer, as in Plotinus, always connected to the intelligible world and anchored to it. Its formation is twofold: 74 it is produced by the demiurge and at the same time self-producing, i.e. it is equally possible to say that it receives its contents from a higher level of reality and that it is the author of its own contents. In the in Alc., Proclus underscores the problematic nature of the comparison of the soul to a blank tablet in order to emphasize the connection between the interiority of the logoi discovered during the recollection process and the self-moved nature of the rational soul. Recollection is knowledge that is triggered from without, by which the selfmoved soul (autokineton), situated between the bodies moved by others (heterokineta), and the immobility of the higher principles (akinèta), can nevertheless become aware of its interiority.

In this process, the figure of a Socrates who awakens others takes on a particular significance. Socrates embodies the erotic and providential intellect (in Alc., 43, 7-9): 75 he is the one who inspires within inferiors the love of divine beings and the one who turns them away from what turns them away from themselves. Just as the intellect guides the soul, Socrates leads Alcibiades to knowledge of himself by causing him to stir recollection in himself. Socrates becomes, in this context, the symbol of one who can cause recollection in souls that are fully immersed in the sensible. In the commentaries of Proclus, as in those of his classmate Hermias, the figure of Socrates plays a very important rolea role which he does not have in Plotinus or Porphyry who, holding that the soul is always present in the intelligible world by its intellective dimension, do not pay special attention to the trigger of recollection. Indeed, Socrates becomes an important figure in Neoplatonism from Iamblichus onwards. This is most likely related to the abandonment of the theory of the undescended soul. In the eyes of the post-Iamblichean commentators, Socrates is considered as a sort of agent of the gods, awakening souls that have fallen into becoming and leading them to an awareness of their divine nature.