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Abstract:

Presenting a range of arguments against meat-eating, many strikingly familiar,
Porphyry’s On Abstinence from Ensouled Beings (Greek Ilepi dmoytig épuyoywv, Latin De
abstinentia ab esu animalium) offers a sweeping view of the ancient debate concerning
animals and their treatment. At the same time, because of its advocacy of an asceticism
informed by its author’s Neoplatonism, Abstinence is often taken to be concerned
primarily with the health of the human soul. By approaching Abstinence as a work of
moral suasion and a work of literature, whose intra- and intertextual resonances yield
something more than a collection of propositions or an invitation to Quellenforschung,
aim to push beyond interpretations that bracket the arguments regarding animals as

merely dialectical; cast the text’s other-directed principle of justice as wholly

i



subordinated to a self-directed principle of purity; or accept as decisive Porphyry’s
exclusion of craftsmen, athletes, soldiers, sailors, and orators from his call to
vegetarianism. In Porphyry’s treatise, a discourse of “more and less” with respect to
animal reason is consistent with the “more and less” of abstinence itself among the
work’s priestly and philosophical exempla and the results, “more and less” successful, of
assimilating oneself to god “as much as possible.” Whether fully or partly abstinent,
Porphyry’s models, part of a pervasive discourse of imitation and possibility, point to a
life characterized by radical self-control, free of the bad mixture, impurity, and
harmfulness that meat-eating entails. Reading the text as an integral whole rather than as
a collection of sources deployed without commitment, I seek to foreground its
suggestions of other-directedness and inclusiveness, not just in its extensive treatment of

justice toward animals but also in its abiding concern for purity and piety.
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Note on Text and Translations

Although all translations of Greek and Latin in this dissertation are my own, I owe a debt
to Gillian Clark for her elegant rendering of On Abstinence, as well as to Angelo Raffaele
Sodano and the Budé¢ editors Jean Bouffartigue, Michel Patillon, and Alain Segonds,
whose edition also provides the Greek text that I used. I have tried to be a bit more literal
and have generally deferred to dictionary definitions of words, as seen in LSJ and
Montanari, except in cases where a clear contextual meaning had no lexicographical
counterpart. For the reader’s convenience, I have translated all quotations of modern
scholarship in French (Bouffartigue, Patillon, and Segonds 1977-95, Labarri¢re 1997, and
Larue 2015), German (Dierauer 1977 and Martins 2018), and Italian (Girgenti and
Sodano 2005). I have also transliterated certain Greek terms whose technical sense or
multivalence would make single-word translations reductive (daemones, logos, nous,

oikeiosis, phantasia, pneuma, etc.).
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Introduction
I. Porphyry and Abstinence
Presenting a range of arguments against meat-eating, many strikingly familiar,
Porphyry’s On Abstinence from Ensouled Beings offers a sweeping view of the ancient
debate concerning animals and their treatment. At the same time, because of its advocacy
of an asceticism informed by its author’s Neoplatonism, Abstinence is often taken to be
concerned primarily with the health of the human soul. In such a reading, the other-
directed principle (“justice”) is subordinated to or swallowed up by the self-directed
principle (“purity”). Although the two principles are emphasized in different sections of
the text and arise from different philosophical sources, I aim to understand Abstinence by
examining how they sustain each other. I will argue that the case presented for reason in,
and justice toward, animals is not merely dialectical—lacking the quality of conviction
and removed from Porphyry’s discursive through line—but an essential part of what is,
despite a broad reliance on earlier texts, a unified and coherent treatise. I will have more
to say in this introduction about purity and justice, as well as my strategy for reading
Abstinence, but I will begin with some basic information on Porphyry and the treatise
itself.

A pivotal philosopher active in the latter half of the third century CE, Porphyry
wrote dozens of works, only a few of which are largely extant. In addition to Abstinence,
the longest of his surviving works, which is thought to have been composed sometime

between the end of the 260s and the beginning of the 270s CE,' these include To

! Bouffartigue and Patillon 1977, 1:xviii-xix. Clark (2000a, 7) says, “The favoured (but still unprovable)

dating is soon after Plotinus’s terminal illness and death in 268-70, while Porphyry was still in Sicily.”



Marcella, a collection of spiritual and ethical advice ostensibly written for his wife;
biographies of his teacher Plotinus and of Pythagoras; Sententiae, an exposition of
Plotinus’s metaphysics; Isagoge, an introduction to Aristotelian logic; and, most likely,
To Gaurus, as well as several others. The rest exist, if at all, as fragments. Abstinence
itself represents the “swan song,” as Larue puts it,” of a tradition of ethical attention to
animals and diet that, from its murky origins in Orphism and Pythagoreanism, finds
expression in some of the writings of Empedocles (c. 495-35 BCE), Theophrastus (c.
370-287 BCE), and Plutarch (c. 45-125 CE).? With renewed favor toward animal
sacrifice Porphyry’s successor, lamblichus (c. 245-325 CE), “brings to a halt the possible
extension of vegetarianism into Neoplatonism.”* Of the surviving philosophical
condemnations of meat, notable examples include Plutarch’s On Flesh Eating and, a
generation earlier, Musonius Rufus’s discussion in Discourses 18a. There was also a
genre of anti-vegetarian treatises, none of which survive, though Porphyry draws
extensively from one by Clodius the Neapolitan, mentioned at Abst. 1.3.3, in setting up

the areuments he will refute.’ One could say that both vegetarianism and anti-
g y g

% Larue 2015, 77.

? I say “some of the writings” because I do not wish to impute to each philosopher a single, fixed view of
animals.

* The quotation is from Bouffartigue and Patillon (1977, 1:1xvi), who present a version of this narrative
based on Haussleiter’s lengthy treatment of vegetarianism in antiquity (1935).

> Martins (2018) presents Absz. 1.13-1.26 as Clodius’s hypothetical treatise Against the Vegetarians, which
he notes is itself largely borrowed from a lost work by Heraclides Ponticus (c. 388-10 BCE), a student of
Plato and Aristotle. Martins also analyzes what he sees as the work’s dialogue with Theophrastus’s On
Piety, which provides much of Abstinence book 2. (On this dialogue, see, e.g., 2018, 133.) According to

Martins (2018, 20), Clodius was active in the first century CE or BCE.



vegetarianism find their fullest expression in Abstinence, which approaches the issue
comprehensively with respect to both justice and purity.

If we consider the Greek title of Porphyry’s work—TIlepi dmoytig Euyvywv (On
Abstinence from Ensouled Beings)—in terms of its parts and resonances, it is possible to
see how it encompasses both the justice and purity principles.® From the perspective of
purity, the word dmoyn (“abstinence”), which appears frequently in the text, relates to the
thematics of separation, of withdrawal, not just from meat but from that which hinders
spiritual progress. It is used to cover abstinence “from those sensations that stir up
passions,” including those that “arise from food” (1.32.2), and for abstinence “from
contact with pleasures and actions through the body” (1.45.1). In the title, we could say,
the dmo- prefix encapsulates not just the voluntary separation connoted by dmoyn and its
semantic relatives but also the obverse: involuntary separation in the unjust “taking

away” of an animal’s life, as we see in Porphyry’s frequent use of apatpée.” The yuyf

® As I mean to convey with the subtitle of this dissertation—“A Reading of Porphyry’s On Abstinence from
Ensouled Beings,” my approach is literary in the sense that [ sometimes go beyond a surface reading, taking
account of the ways that words (and even parts of words) in different portions of the text generate meaning
intratextually. The present paragraph is an example of this literary orientation, which I discuss below in
section III.

7 See, e.g., the last sentence of book 3, which refers to “taking away (dpaipoduevoc) with violence (Bic)
what belongs to others (ta aAAOTpia)” (3.27.11). Porphyry uses dpaipém not just for “taking away” the
lives or souls of animals (1.14.1, 2.12.4, 4.20.1), but also for “taking away” their reason and constituent
mental faculties (3.2.2 and 4; 3.8.2, 7, and 8; 3.9.1; 3.11.2; 3.21.7; 3.22.8) and, consequently, their
connection with humans (3.13.1). (See chapter 2, section IVa.) For involuntary separation, see also

amotepvovtov (1.18). For voluntary separation in the interest of purity, see also dmodvtéov (1.13.3);



(“soul” or “life”’) within the éuyvoywv of the title (“animals” or, more fundamentally,
“ensouled beings”) also reflects the pervasive concerns of the text—we might say, both
the lives of animals (a matter of justice) and the souls of Porphyry’s audience (a matter of
purity).® The Greek title of Plutarch’s work, Ilepi capkogayiag, by contrast, focuses on
flesh. Though in that text Plutarch clearly expresses a concern for animals as embodied
beings, as does Porphyry, the éuyoymv in Porphyry’s title has the effect of emphasizing
animals as beings that have souls, as humans do, with all that entails. The reference to
ensouled beings (puyvywv) orients readers differently from capkoeayio. We are invited,
at the outset, to think of animals not merely as “flesh”—though their fleshiness, their
embodiment, also connects them with humans—but as creatures with mobility, agency,
perceptions, a measure of reason, and, above all, an ability to be harmed when that soul is
taken away by force.

In Abstinence, Porphyry promises to present his “own opinion” (10 oikgiov) while
“gather[ing] together (cuvayayeiv) and undo[ing] (ADoat)” the arguments of opponents
(1.3.2)—ostensibly for the benefit of Firmus Castricius, a follower of Plotinus and an
apostate from vegetarianism. The anti-vegetarian polemics—attributed to Peripatetics and

Stoics; Epicureans; Clodius the Neapolitan; Heraclides Ponticus; and “the multitude”™—

amoBéoet (4.20.2) and amoBécbar (1.30.4); amootatéov (1.31.5), amootijvar (4.20.13), and deictacOot
(2.52.2); and apektik®d (3.26.9), apé&et (4.20.2), and ape&opevog (2.31.3).

¥ Notwithstanding the presence of anima (“soul”) in “animal,” the conventional Latin titte—De abstinentia
ab esu animalium (On Abstinence from Eating Animals)—is perhaps not as immediately evocative of souls
as the Greek title is.

? Signposts of attribution appear after the arguments of Stoics and Peripatetics at 1.6.3 and of Hermarchus

the Epicurean at 1.12.7, and, again, at 1.13.1, before Porphyry turns to the arguments of “the average,



fall into several categories of argument that are presented or answered in each of the four
books, respectively: (1) practical necessity: we need to use animals to sustain civilized
human life, so we cannot treat them with justice; (2) religious necessity: we need to
sacrifice animals to demonstrate piefy toward the gods; (3) psychological difference:
animals lack reason, so we cannot or should not treat them with justice; and (4) custom:
“no human society has ever been vegetarian.”'® Midway through book 1 (chapter 27),
Porphyry turns from a synoptic view of anti-vegetarian arguments toward the vegetarian
position that he will maintain throughout the rest of the treatise.

In my discussion of the vegetarian arguments of Abstinence, I use “justice” and
“purity” as a shorthand for two distinct sets of concerns—the treatment of animals and
the care of the self—that are, respectively, other-directed and self-directed. “Purity” in
this broad sense is emphasized in books 1 and 4, and “justice” in book 3, with piety as the
focus of book 2, though, as we will see, these alignments are complicated, on the one
hand, by the Platonic notion of justice as a correct ordering of the soul (self-directed) and,
on the other, by the aim of extending purity, or salvation, to others. This schema of

justice and purity, of other-directed and self-directed concerns, corresponds in a limited

common person” (0 ToAVG Kol dNumdng &vOpwmog). This last group of arguments appears to have been
provided by Clodius and Heraclides, as suggested by the apparently reverse-order summation at 1.26.4.
Porphyry’s declaration, at 1.26.4, that he “intend[s] to dispute” all these arguments “and the conceptions of
the multitude (t®v moAA®dV)” suggests he will go on to address additional common-man arguments.

' have adapted this analysis, including the language in item four, from Clark’s summary (2011a, x).

"' Cf. Hornum (2002, 20), who finds that the four books correspond, respectively, to the themes of “purity
and moderation, piety, justice, and cultural acceptance,” and that Porphyry “attempts to convince Firmus

that a philosopher’s purity, piety and justice require...adoption of a vegetarian diet.”



way to Bouffartigue and Patillon’s division between “external” and “internal” reasons
for vegetarianism. For them, the first two books present “internal reasons” relating to the
incompatibility of meat-eating with health or salvation (“salut”), while books 3 and 4
present “external reasons”: “respect for the life and soul of animals and emulation of
different models of the perfect life.”'* Since, however, book 4 is where Porphyry
theorizes purity in the narrower sense of avoidance of pollution and offers his non-Greek
models as ascetic exempla, I take its emphasis to be self-directed. Conversely, since
Porphyry observes that “justice possesses its greatest beauty in piety toward the gods”
(3.1.2), I conceptualize book 2, on piety, as, in a sense, other-directed—the others, in this
case, being gods. This division is, however, for convenience, as I aim in this dissertation
to demonstrate the underlying unity in Abstinence between self- and other-directed
reasons for vegetarianism—or, again in the terminology I have chosen, between purity
and justice.

Unity, it is true, may not be the first thing that comes to mind in a reading of
Abstinence, a patchwork of extended quotations from various sources that can easily turn
into an exercise in Quellenforschung. In book 1, the arguments against justice for animals
are drawn from Plutarch’s On the Cleverness of Animals (1.4.4-1.6.1) and works by
Hermarchus the Epicurean (1.7-1.12) and Clodius the Neapolitan (1.13-1.26.3), whose
own source was Heraclides Ponticus. In book 2, the aetiologies of animal sacrifice and

arguments against it in chapters 5 to 32 are largely from Theophrastus’s On Piety. In

12 Bouffartigue and Patillon 1977, 1:xxv and xxxi nl. Girgenti and Sodano (2005, 26) conceptualize
Porphyry’s reasons for vegetarianism as “objective” (“not to kill animals, who [are] endowed with
sensibility and with a minimal form of rationality”) and “subjective” (“assuming a sober and temperate

manner of living that favors detachment from the body and the passions”).



book 3, the arguments for reason in animals come, respectively, from an unknown
source, ultimately Academic (3.2.1-3.18.2);" an unidentified work by Plutarch (3.18.3-
3.20.6); and, again, Cleverness (3.20.7-3.24.5)."* Bouffartigue and Patillon observe that
in book 3 only chapters 1, 26, and 27 “certainly come from Porphyry’s pen,” and even
within those sections they exclude 3.26.8-9 and 3.27.9-10, citing extracts from Plutarch’s
The Dinner of the Seven Wise Men (16)"°—though the extracts are altered in significant
ways, as we will see in chapter 1. On Piety returns in a key passage in chapter 25. Book 4
draws from Dicaearchus, Plutarch again (Life of Lycurgus), Chaeremon the Stoic,

Josephus, and others.

" Bouffartigue and Patillon (1979, 2:138) attribute this portion of book 3 to an unnamed Academic text that
would also have provided material for Philo’s On Animals and Sextus Empiricus’s Outlines of Pyrrhonism
1.62-77; Clark (2000a, 163n382) argues against such a text in favor of “a common body of argument and
example.” Although Clark later says that 3.2.1-3.18.2 “may also derive from Plutarch’s lost works on
animals,” she offers that merely as a possibility (2000a, 172n459). Porphyry introduces the section with
“We will say the things in the ancients [i.e., in their texts], abridging them concisely” (épodpev 8¢ o Tapd
TOIG TOAOLOTG GLVTON®G Emitépvovteg 3.1.5).

' Regarding reason in and justice toward animals, both supporting arguments (4bst. 3.20.7-3.24.5) and
opposing arguments attributed to Stoics and Peripatetics (4bst. 1.4-6) are taken from Plutarch’s Cleverness,
voiced respectively by Autobulus (Soll. 959¢-63f) and Soclarus (964a-c)—who however seems to come
around to the side of animals in the end (985a). Although neither Plutarch nor Porphyry distinguishes the
Stoic from the Peripatetic arguments, Bouffartigue and Patillon (1977, 1:13-14) make a case for Abst. 1.4
as Stoic and 1.5-6 as Peripatetic in orientation. In the case of Autobulus’s discourse, Bouffartigue and
Patillon (1979, 2:146) see Plutarch using two earlier writings: one “without doubt by a philosopher of the
Academy, perhaps in the first century CE”; the other, a Stoic work that “responded to the attacks of
Carneades and his school.”

' Bouffartigue and Patillon 1979, 2:138.



Where they can be documented, Porphyry’s alterations of his sources range from
the trivial to the significant. In the case of Theophrastus’s On Piety and Plutarch’s
Cleverness, he simply eliminates the dialogue form.'® According to Smith, Porphyry, as
“a polymath...takes a more particular interest in recording accurately or even verbatim the
views of other thinkers” than, for example, Plotinus does.'” When Porphyry does make
documentable changes, however, they can be revealing, whether they involve subtle
adjustments of language or tendentious omissions.'® While such changes invite
heightened interpretive scrutiny—as do the passages that “certainly come from the pen of

»!__all the passages borrowed by Porphyry are, in one way or another, put to

Porphyry
the use of his overarching argument for vegetarianism, including the anti-vegetarian
arguments of Clodius and those attributed to Stoics and Peripatetics. The original
contextual purposes of the many borrowed passages are wide-ranging (encompassing, for
example, Plutarch’s account of Spartan society and Josephus’s account of the Roman

siege of Masada), and while such purposes may appear to be sympathetic to animals—at

least in the case of Plutarch and Theophrastus—for the most part, they do not concern the

'® For Theophrastus, see Bouffartigue and Patillon 1979, 2:147n1, citing Pétscher 1964, 5-15. For Plut.
Soll. 959¢-63f as employed in 4bst. 3.20.7-3.24.5, see Clark 2000a 174n478.

"7 Smith 2007, 9.

'8 For the latter, see, e.g., Porphyry’s use of Plutarch’s Life of Lycurgus at Abst. 4.5.2, discussed in chapter
3.

' Bouffartigue and Patillon 1979, 2:138. Note Martins’s programmatic focus on 4bst. 3.1 and 3.26-27

(2018, 176-96).



advancement of vegetarianism as such.” In addition, where the quoted passages are not
extant beyond Porphyry’s quotation—as with On Piety—we cannot be certain of what is
original and what is added or altered.”’ These are the reasons that I usually employ
formulations like “Porphyry says” rather than “Plutarch says,” even if Plutarch is the
source of the passage.”> My premise is that in using the source to make his argument,
Porphyry is claiming at least partial ownership of it. Accordingly, though I will
occasionally refer to an original context as a point of contrast—as a means of drawing out

an effect of intentionality—my focus remains on Abstinence rather than the source.

2% After the initial exchange between Autobulus and Soclarus, Plutarch’s Cleverness is structured as a
debate over whether land animals (965e-75¢) or sea animals (975¢-85c¢) are more clever. The underlying
assumptions that animals are clever and that the differences in cleverness among them are a matter of
degree are of course congenial to Porphyry’s project in book 3, even if the examples are cataloged by
characters aligned with hunters and fishermen (965b-c; see also 975d, 976¢-e, and the rest of the discourse).
Generally taken to be sympathetic to animals (see, e.g., Sorabji 1993, 175-77, and Bouffartigue and Patillon
1979, 2:20 with n3), Theophrastus’s On Piety does strive at times to persuade its readers not to eat
sacrificial animals. However, someone looking for specifically vegetarian source texts in Abstinence can
point only to echoes, not quotations, of Plutarch’s Flesh Eating (996e-97a) in Abst. 4.10 and of Musonius
Rufus’s Discourses 18a in Abst. 1.45-55.

*! This uncertainty leads to speculation based either on philological analysis or assumptions about what an
author can or must have believed. For the latter, see, e.g., Dierauer’s argument (1977, 172) that an
ostensibly Theophrastean sentence at Abst. 3.25.3 cannot have been written by Theophrastus because it
attributes reason to animal souls, a position that, by Dierauer’s reckoning, Theophrastus could not have
held. For more on Dierauer’s argument, see note 61, in chapter 1, section III. While taking note of
questions concerning sources, I do not pursue these questions myself.

*? Phrases like “Plutarchan passage” and “Theophrastean passage” are meant to situate the particular

argument within the overall treatise, not to divide Porphyry from his sources.



While I read Abstinence as a unified work rather than an assemblage of sources,
any effort to map out its arguments runs up against the fact they are presented in a
manner that appears more sporadic than linear or systematic. To locate these arguments,
to find the continuity within what is fundamentally a discontinuous text, one is
constrained to read non-sequentially.” In Abstinence, ideas emerge here and there.
Whether the point concerns necessity and pleasure, justice and “just war,” reason as a
matter of more and less, or any number of other themes, Porphyry’s treatment develops
through conclusory statements and a process of accumulation. To some extent, the effects
of repetition and non-linearity are products of the source texts—whether from Plutarch,
Theophrastus, or Clodius the Neapolitan.** At the same time, the continuity of themes
and language serves to unify the four books of the treatise. This effect of unity through
thematic continuity, I argue, weighs against the dialectical reading of book 3—a reading

that comes at the expense of a full consideration of the other books.

I1. Justice and Purity
Having noted how justice and purity structure Abstinence, I now turn to an apparent
tension that emerges between these principles. The justice arguments of book 3 would

seem to require vegetarianism of everybody who is not forced to eat meat by material

* However, for the sequence of arguments, such as it is, see the detailed summary in the Appendix.

** Though the comment appears in a portion of Plutarch’s Cleverness that is not quoted by Porphyry,
Aristotimus, in his discourse on land animals, pauses to express concern that his listeners will consider his
examples 1t tow{lov—"rather a hodge-podge,” as Helmbold renders it (So/l. 970e). Indeed, the text, which
has the feel of an unstructured catalog, repeatedly circles back to animals already discussed, such as dogs

and elephants.
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necessity (such as a climate or land that does not support agriculture). If killing harmless
animals is inherently unjust, as book 3 argues, it would seem to follow that nobody
should kill and eat them unless the alternative is malnourishment or even starvation. Yet
Porphyry programmatically limits his audience in a way that is generally taken as
evidence that his true concern is the purity of an elite cohort of philosophers.

In a work that makes a prolonged appeal for including animals within the circle of
justice, one does find a peculiar tendency to exclude various people from moral
consciousness and responsibility. In book 1, Porphyry declares that his treatise “will not
bring its exhortation to every livelihood of humans”: not to “those who pursue
handicrafts,” “bodily athletes,”* soldiers, sailors, orators, or “those who have undertaken
the political (rpaypotucov) life (Biov)” (1.27.1)—all aligned with “the one who sleeps,”
for whom “one must advise drunkenness and intoxication and repletion” (1.27.2-3).
Porphyry will rather save his exhortation for “the person who has taken account of who
he is, where he has come from, and where he ought to hasten” and who “assumes things
about food and other proper functions (kabnkovotv) that are removed from those in
accordance with other livelihoods™ (1.27.1).%° Similarly, in book 2, Porphyry declares,
“Abstinence (dmoyn) from ensouled beings (§pyvywv)...is prescribed (mapayyélietar) not
simply (ovy ani®dg) for all human beings (ndotv dvOpmdmoLg), but for philosophers,” and
among them, “much more...for those attaching their happiness (eddoupoviav) to god and
the imitation (pupnoemg) of god” (2.3.1). A bit later, Porphyry says, “Theophrastus

appropriately (gik6twc) forbids (dmayopevet) those wishing to be truly pious (td dvtt

> As opposed to those would participate in “the Olympics of the soul” (td tiig yoyfig OMopma 1.31.3).

%6 «proper functions” is how Long and Sedley render the Stoic technical term (1987, 1:359).
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evoePeiv) from sacrificing ensouled beings (Epyoya)” (2.11.3). Porphyry, one imagines,
would wish for all people to be “truly pious” and for no one to succumb to “drunkenness
and intoxication and repletion.” Yet the picture is complicated by his rhetoric of
exclusion or formulations like “whatever [diet] has been conceded to the many (toig
ToAL01G), one would not concede it also to the best” (4.18.8).

Juxtaposed with the claim that killing animals for food violates justice, the
suggestion that Porphyry’s work will “bring its exhortation” only to a small class of
philosophers has drawn much attention. Martins observes the “paradox” of casting
vegetarianism as “conceived for the philosopher,” while “the ethics that are behind it”
would seem to “demand a certain attitude from all people.””’” Sorabji says that “if

2 For Steiner,

[Porphyry’s] arguments are sound, they ought to affect the ordinary man.
“the prerogatives of the many” to continue eating meat “stand in an irreconcilable tension
with the obligations toward animals for which Porphyry builds a case.”*’ As Edwards
puts it, “The worry is that, if Porphyry believes that it is unjust for humans to kill animals
for food because...there is something about the animals that makes eating them morally
wrong],] then he ought to think it necessary for all human beings to be vegetarian.”"
Edwards herself suggests we can “lay to rest [this] worry” by “realising that, for
[Porphyry] it is not the nature of the animals being eaten, but the soul state of the agent

’93

doing the eating, that makes eating meat unjust.”' In other words, if we shift our

*" Martins 2015, 96.
¥ Sorabji 1993, 182.
*% Steiner 2005, 105.
% Edwards 2016, 271.

31 Edwards 2016, 271-72.
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attention from the other-directed principle of concern for animals to the inner-directed
principle of concern for one’s own soul, we find an escape from a binding universal
prohibition against meat-eating. Taking a different tack, a few people have interpreted the
restriction of vegetarianism in Abstinence to philosophers as less than absolute. Girgenti
sees vegetarianism in Abstinence as a “recommendation” for laypeople, albeit not “a
moral duty,” as it is for philosophers and priests.’> Martins similarly observes that “[the]
personal effort to do no harm to other living beings is an important part of the
philosopher’s career in purifying the soul, but at the same time it offers a general ethical
premise that can be used by non-philosophers.”>

What is striking in all this is that however strictly or loosely scholars have read
the ostensible limitation of vegetarianism to philosophers, the idea that Porphyry
privileges purity of the soul over justice for animals has remained an interpretive
constant. Dierauer finds that while Porphyry “emphasizes the injustice against animals
that is necessarily connected with the enjoyment of flesh,” he “rejects flesh eating above
all from ascetic-spiritual considerations.” Dierauer distinguishes two forms of
vegetarianism corresponding, respectively, to justice and purity, one aiming at “the
protection of animals”; the other, at “physical, mental, and spiritual Well-being.”34

Discussing Dierauer’s findings, Bouffartigue and Patillon say that despite the “plea for

animals” in book 3, Porphyry, “fundamentally belongs to the second group.”’ Similarly,

32 Girgenti and Sodano 2005, 41. See also Dombroski (1984, 126), who says that “Porphyry and...perhaps
also Plutarch...imply that vegetarianism is a duty for philosophers, but supererogatory for the multitude.”
% Martins 2018, 97.

** Dierauer 1977, 286-87.

** Bouffartigue and Patillon 1979, 2:20n4.
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while finding that Porphyrean harmlessness (ablabeia) “can provide an argument for
moral consideration of nonhumans (and humans as well)” and that “Porphyry does show
consideration for the nature of nonhumans and their suffering,” Hornum says that “these
concerns are subordinate to the pursuit of human perfection.”*® For Newmyer,

“Porphyry’s central objection to a meat diet is the damage it does...to the welfare of the

1 9537

human sou Going further, Osborne says that this care “for the intellectual well-being

of the soul” represents “the predominant argument for vegetarianism in antiquity”—in

contrast to “the ethical arguments against cruelty beloved of late-twentieth-century

9538

sentiments.””” Edwards herself concludes that “Plutarch and Porphyry are vegetarians not

so much out of concern for the welfare of animals as out of concern for the welfare of

human beings—and, in particular, ourselves.”

** Hornum 2002, 21 and 27.

7 Newmyer 2006, 98. See also Meredith 1976, 319.

% Osborne 2007, 226n3.

% Edwards 2018, 55. As she also puts it, “It is wrong to suppose...that these Platonists are particularly
sympathetic toward the animals themselves” (28), and “worries about the animals that are being eaten seem
very far from Porphyry’s mind” (51). The idea that Plutarch is sympathetic to animals derives from several
works, including Cleverness and On Flesh Eating. The latter work is often seen as being nuanced or even
recanted by other texts of his (The Dinner of Seven Wise Men and Advice on Keeping Well are discussed in
chapter 2, section IVB. Less often mentioned, Plutarch’s On Chance [De fortuna] encompasses a full-
throated celebration of human dominance over animals [98b-f].) A third Plutarchan work in the grouping
construed as sympathetic to animals is Gryllus, a theriophilic discourse presented in the voice of one of
Odysseus’s crew members transformed into a pig by Circe. (“Theriophily” refers to the topos of casting

animals as morally superior to humans by virtue of their ostensible closeness to nature.)

14



The apparent limits placed on Porphyry’s audience raise the further question of
whether there is an indifference not just toward animals but to the souls of ordinary
people. Some indeed have located a class-based elitism in Porphyry’s treatise and
vegetarianism in general. According to Clark, “The pagan ascetic, leading a deliberately
simple life, was, like his role models, a member of a social, intellectual, and spiritual

2940

elite.””” Johnson says that Abstinence “resounds with claims to superiority over the

masses” and evinces a “disregard and complete lack of concern for [their] morality and

! Indeed, though Porphyry presents vegetarianism as a matter of simple

rationality.
living, it has been cast in recent times as the province of the affluent.*> Porphyry and
Plutarch, we can say, do address people who enjoy the “luxury” of refusing some foods—
though the cases of those without such a choice are presented as exceptional.*’

However, while the demographic exclusions in Abstinence have made it possible
for many scholars to see justice toward animals as subordinated to personal purity—and
moreover to the personal purity of a few—the treatise has strong (and underexamined)
countervailing tendencies.** Toward the end of book 3, for example, raising an anti-
vegetarian objection (“If everyone should be persuaded by these things, what will happen
to us?”), Porphyry responds, “It is clear that we will be happy (e0dapovrcopev) with

injustice (&dkiag) banished from human beings and with justice (dtkatocvvng) being a

citizen (moltevopévng) among us, just as it is in the heavens” (3.27.8). In a further

0 Clark 2000c, 47.

*! Johnson 2013, 179.

* See, e.g., Osborne 2007, 237-38.
* See, e.g., Abst. 4.21.6.

* I take note of just two salient examples here. For others, see the following chapters.
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response to the universalizing objection, in book 4, Porphyry reiterates the desirability, if
not the likelihood, of universal abstinence:

No one who came forth, either among [the Samaneans] or among the others

spoken of, a sophist “such as mortals now are” among the Greeks, pretended to be

puzzled, saying, “If all imitate (punowvtat) you, what will happen to us?”...

Pythagoras...[said] that if all people become kings, life will be hard to get through,

but kingly dominion should not in fact be fled. And with all people being virtuous

(omovdaimv), it is not possible for them to find a pathway to governance in which

they reserve merit for virtue (cmovdadtntl); but no one in fact would be so mad

as not to believe it is incumbent on all people to strive to be virtuous (koi oV
dMmov tocodToV 8V TIC pHavein, dg ui tdoty mPBarley yeicOar omovdaiolc sivar
npoBupeicOon). (4.18.4-6)
It would be indeed be madness, Porphyry says, not to aspire to universal virtue—even if
its prospects among people “such as [they] now are” appear distant.

Behind Porphyry’s exclusions, one can perceive a rhetorical strategy (again,
underexamined). Along with exempla to imitate, there are negative exempla to shun—
foremost, “the sleeper.” The claim that a work is not for the intellectually or morally lazy
has its own hortatory coloration. It does not presuppose that readers, self-identifying as
indolent, will read no further. Though Edwards dismisses as an “unattractive move” the
suggestion “that Porphyry is simply not serious about restricting this diet to

9545

philosophers,” she and others do not take account of the way that negative and positive

exempla consistently structure Porphyry’s argument, not just in book 3 but throughout

45 Edwards 2016, 271n68.
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the treatise. In Abstinence, the excluded groups—the ordinary, worldly, non-philosophic
“many”—serve as negative exempla; the abstinent and partly abstinent philosopher-
priests of book 4, as positive ones.*® However, neither constitutes an ontological
category. All people have the same true self, the realization of which—as with reason in
ensouled beings—is a matter of degree, not of kind. Not everyone will achieve
Porphyry’s gold standard of full vegetarianism (the standard of the Golden Age)—a
necessary step toward that self-realization—but, as he makes clear in multiple ways,
including praise even for the partly abstinent, “it is incumbent on all people” to make the

effort.

I1I. Porphyry’s Perspective, and Ours

For most of book 3, Porphyry presents an other-directed argument, not for the benefit of
the human soul but for the protection of harmless animals against humans who wish to
kill them for food. To read individual purity as Porphyry’s overriding concern has the
effect of attenuating these ethical arguments. The same effect emerges from reading them
as merely dialectical or otherwise lacking in authority or conviction. The dialectical
reading has emerged in part because the largest portion of book 3, which is borrowed
from Plutarch and possibly earlier Academic source material, catalogs a variety of
arguments for justice toward animals that are formulated in response to objections from
Stoics and others.*” The relationship between this material and the notion of justice

presented programmatically at 3.26.9 as something that “consists in...non-harming” and

** For more on the use of exempla and the rhetoric of imitation in Abstinence, see esp. chapter 3.

7 See notes 13-14 above and chapter 2, note 75.
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“extends (Soteivewv) as far as ensouled beings (éypt @V Epydyov),”*® then, requires
clarification. Although, as we will see, a distinction can be made between different modes
of argument, there is a strong basis for viewing the animal-protecting perspective as
something the work as a whole supports.

The idea that Porphyry’s arguments in book 3 for reason in animals and, by
extension, justice toward them are merely dialectical has been championed most
forcefully by G. Fay Edwards. In her view, what she calls “the consensus interpretation”
of this material holds that, for Porphyry, “animals are rational and that it is, therefore,
unjust to kill them for food.”** Edwards sharply rejects this interpretation—despite

»0__pecause “elsewhere in his

acknowledging that it is “well-supported by the text
corpus Porphyry claims that the nonhuman animals are irrational.”™' As Edwards puts it,
“Book 3 does not reflect Porphyry’s own commitments” but rather “constitutes a
dialectical attack on the Stoic position” aimed at showing “that the Stoics ought to
believe” both “that animals are rational, given their theory of rationality” and “that it is
unjust for humans to eat animals, given their theory of justice.”>* Although Edwards does

concede that “Porphyry himself believes that it is unjust for philosophers to eat meat,”

she says that he holds this position “without believing that animals are rational.”>* The

* Variants of this formulation are discussed in chapter 1.

* Edwards 2014, 22.

* Edwards 2016, 265.

! Edwards 2014, 22. A key exhibit for Edwards in making this argument is Isagoge, on which see below.
> Edwards 2016, 263.

3 Edwards 2016, 263.
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injustice she speaks of here, moreover, concerns the inner state of the eater’s soul.”* As
we have seen, she maintains that Porphyry’s vegetarianism is not based on concern for
animals.” The outcome is that even while she separates herself from what she labels “the
consensus position,” Edwards aligns herself ultimately with a different consensus—the
one finding that Porphyry places purity over justice, the self-directed principle over the
other-directed principle. In other words, her argument that Porphyry does not believe in
the rationality of animals ultimately brings her to the same interpretive destination as
earlier scholars: a diminishment or bracketing of the justice argument.

There are a number of general objections one could raise to Edwards’s
interpretation of Abstinence that relate to the text itself, starting with the question of why,
if animals are to be taken as irrational, Porphyry never says so in Abstinence—aside from
the occasional use of a stock phrase.’® Nor does Edwards explain why committing the
Stoics to a position on animals and diet to which “Porphyry is not himself...committed”>’
would be a more urgent priority in a treatise on vegetarianism than making a substantive
ethical argument. We might consider a contrast drawn by Labarri¢re regarding a set of

arguments used against Stoics first by Academic skeptics and later by Plutarch and

>* While observing that “being just, for Porphyry, requires not harming harmless animate beings,” Edwards
quickly clarifies that for Porphyry “the justice of an action is determined by reference to the internal
psychic state of the agent—and not...by reference to the psychological facts about the patient” (2016, 270-
71).

> Edwards 2016, 263.

> On Porphyry’s use of the phrase “irrational animals,” see note 62 below.

ST Edwards 2016, 288.
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others.”® Although “the animal cause...could be reinforced” through such arguments, as
Labarriere says, that cause “probably was not the Skeptics’ own, since they professed no
doctrine.” However, in the case of Plutarch, Labarriére says, “it would be reductive to

9959

read his treatises on animals as mere anti-Stoic treatises.”” It would perhaps be even

more reductive of the discourse in Abstinence book 3 to cast it simply as an attempt to

“trap the Stoics.”®’

While focusing on book 3, Edwards has little to say about the other
books of the treatise. These books, however, in their thematic patterns and repeated
defenses of animals, connect with what Porphyry says in book 3.

While Edwards’s argument depends on certain assumptions about Porphyry’s
philosophical commitments as a Platonist, I look to the structure of ideas presented by the
text itself, a structure whose contours I believe can be found in a discourse of truth that
starts with Porphyry’s assimilation of his own position to “truth” (10 dAn6sc) (1.3.2). By
“discourse of truth,” then, I mean a complex of “truth” expressions such as words with

the root dAn6- and variants of T® dvti and dvtwg, as in the phrase “true justice”

(dvtme...otkawoovvn 3.27.1). Porphyry uses such “truth” expressions for metaphysical

% The others, as previously noted, include Porphyry, Sextus Empiricus, and Philo. See, again, notes 13-14
above and chapter 2, note 75.

> Labarriére 1997, 266-67. Plutarch does take aim at Stoics in On Flesh Eating within the second half of
the extant text (implicitly in 997e-98a; explicitly in 999a, where the text breaks off), but otherwise leaves
them unmentioned. The Stoics also figure in Cleverness, e.g., in Soclarus’s discourse and the final sentence
of the work.

% According to Edwards (2014, 41), “Porphyry’s argument in book 3...is intended to trap the Stoics into
admitting that justice requires vegetarianism according to their very own conception of justice by offering

evidence for animal rationality.”
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ideas—true existence (1.29.2-3, 1.53.2, 2.43.3), the true self (1.29.4, 3.27.6), “the things
that truly belong to us” (1.30.4), the true parent (4.20.16), true salvation (1.56.2, 2.35.2),
and true wealth (3.27.5)—as well as for the true philosopher (2.49.2), true philosophy
(4.8.5), and a life directed toward or governed by truth (1.1.3, 1.31.2, 4.13.9). He also
speaks of “the truth” concerning animals™ (3.2.4, 3.6.7, 3.24.5) and says that nonviolent
sacrificial practices have been “preserved like traces of the truth” (2.21.4). Most
strikingly, near the beginning of book 3, he declares to be true (d¢An61) and also
Pythagorean” the opinion (66&av) “that every soul (yvynv) in which there is a share
(uéteotv) of perception (aicOncemg) and memory (uviung) is rational (Aoywnv)”
(3.1.4)—that is, every animal is rational.®’

At the same time, because this discourse of truth is sometimes woven together
with the sort of language that invites Edwards’s dialectical reading, it is important to
consider how the two modes of rhetorical framing may demarcate different registers of
Porphyry’s argument. For example, in the passage just cited, Porphyry hints at both the
separation and overlap that characterize his use of the borrowed material—Plutarchan or
otherwise—that constitutes most of book 3:

Since our opponents have said that [justice] ought to extend (mapateivew) to

(mpdg) similar beings (6potwa) alone and on account of this they cross off animals

9 ¢

%! The adjective 6p0oc (“correct,” “true™) also contributes to the discourse of truth. In Abstinence, Porphyry
uses it to refer to correct or true ideas about gods and the divine (2.40.2, 2.45.4, 2.58.3, 2.60.4) and the
“correct path” of the philosopher (2.61.6). Cf., e.g., “lovers (é¢pactdg) of the true (GAn6iviig) wisdom

(coopiag)” and “the correct (0pO7g) philosophy” in Marc. 1 and “possession of the things that are truly

(dvtwc) good” in Marc. 5.
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that are “without reason” (t &hoyo...tdv {Hwv),* come let us present the opinion
(06&av) that is true (An61)) and also Pythagorean, showing that every soul
(yvuynv) in which there is a share (uéteotiv) of perception (aicOncemg) and
memory (ufung) is rational (Aoywnv). With that proven (dmodety8évtog), we will
appropriately (gik6twc), even according to them, extend (mapatevodpuev) justice
(dikoov) to (mpdg) every animal ({dov). (3.1.4)
We find in these two sentences a shifting between two possible argumentative registers:
on one hand, ostensibly answering opponents in their own terms (“since our opponents
have said that [justice] ought to extend to similar beings alone”) and, on the other, taking
positions (“come let us demonstrate the opinion that is true and also Pythagorean”). By
identifying as “true and also Pythagorean” the opinion that “every soul in which there is a
share of perception and memory is rational,” Porphyry invites us to think that the mission
of much of book 3 is not merely a dialectical engagement with a particular line of
argument against extending justice to animals. Rather, since that principle is “true and

also Pythagorean,” we are led to understand it as part of the belief system presented by

62 The phrasing, which, through a partitive genitive, presents the irrational as constituting a portion, not the
entire set, of animals, presumably nods to opponents’ construal of humans as the only rational animals.
Where the stock phrase “irrational animals” (dAoyo (@®a) and variants appear in Abstinence, we can most
plausibly read “irrational” as set off with scare quotes, as it needs to be here; such phrases should not in
themselves be taken as aligning Porphyry with the view that animals are without reason (see Clark 2000a,
144n205). We also see nonhuman animals referred to as “the other animals” (t& Aowa t@v {Hdov and tdV
rowmdv {owv), with nine of 11 occurrences in Theophrastean passages—and, with programmatic

frequency, as “ensouled beings.”
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the text.” Yet by adding, “With that proven, we will appropriately, even according to
them, extend justice to every animal,” Porphyry suggests that rationality per se is not
necessarily the preferred basis for making this extension. It is a point he will reinforce
when he refers to “those who derive (cuvictdvtog) justice (ducotocvvnyv) from rationality
(tod Aoywod)” (3.12.1) and when, again, he attributes to opponents the idea that “justice
(dwkatoovvng) is for (mpdg) rational beings (Aoywcd)” (3.18.1). Thus in one discursive
register, Porphyry responds to arguments while borrowing from other sources, such as
Plutarch and Theophrastus; in another, he appears to offer his own observations. In either
register, however, we are invited to think of animals as, in some sense, rational and
proper objects of justice concerns. As we read in a terse observation about the killing of
animals for food—offered prior to an extended Plutarchan excerpt—*“So the injustice (10
dowov) in these things is great (moAv)” (3.18.2).

In our negotiation of the registers of “truth” and dialectical response, much
depends on how we understand “reason.” Edwards emphasizes a distinction between
what she characterizes as a Stoic notion of reason (as “a collection of perceptually
acquired conceptions”) and a Platonic/Porphyrean notion of it as a faculty that is
constituted by “innate knowledge of the Platonic Forms™ or that amounts to “something

9964

like the possession of an intellect which is able to contemplate the Platonic Forms.”" For

Edwards, this distinction entails a denial of reason, as Porphyry understands it, to

63 See also 3.2.4: “If it is necessary to speak the truth (téAn0sg), not only is logos observed in simply all
animals, but in many of them (év moALoig 8¢ avtdv) it also holds foundations (bwofoAdg) for perfection
(mpdg 10 téhelov).”

%4 See Edwards 2014, 41-42; 2016, 287; and 2018, 44
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animals.® In answer to Edwards’s positing of a different, higher standard for reason that
Porphyry, as a Platonist, is bound to subscribe to, we could say that in Abstinence
Porphyry does endorse the idea that animals have reason as it is described in that work.
Crucially, this notion of reason is one that casts the difference (Siapopd) between humans
and animals as lying “in the more and less (udAAov koi fTToVv), not in complete
deprivation (otepnioel), and not in absolutely having (£yewv), on the one hand, and not
having on the other” (3.8.7).%° I say “crucially” because the discourse of “more and less”
is not limited in this text to the discussion of reason but extends to two of its core (and
interconnected) concerns: abstinence and assimilation to god. Among the exempla of
book 4, abstinence is noticeably a matter of “more and less” (i.e., something observed in

varying degrees). And even “assimilation to god” is presented as a goal to be achieved

not absolutely but “as much as possible” (d¢ &vi pdhota)” (3.27.1).°7 Like the discourse

% In a similar vein, Martins (2018, 192) observes, “The biggest difference for Porphyry between humans
and other animals is that humans live according to intellect [rous],” through which “they are able to make
decisions that require moral insights.” Although Martins agrees with Edwards that Porphyry denies reason
to animals (see, e.g., 2018, 151), he arrives at a more other-directed reading. By “analyzing the terminology
of the dynamic process of extending justice to other beings” in Abstinence (157), and observing that a lack
of reason in animals “does not mean that only humans can benefit from justice” (192), Martins, at least,
moves justice out into the world beyond the bounds of the human soul.

% For pailov kai firrov used in reference to animal intelligence, see also Plut. Soll. 963a and Esu 992d.

%7 The contrasting perspectives on reason—Porphyry’s “more and less” versus the Stoics “having” or “not
having”—could be seen as analogous to their perspectives on virtue. As Porphyry notes in his commentary
On Aristotle’s Categories, Stoics “were of the belief” that “some states (£€e1c) and those such as to be in
accordance with them...do not admit of the more and less (10 pdAAov koi o ftt0v), as with virtues and

those such as to be in accordance with them” (in Cat. 137.29-138.4 Busse).
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of truth, these strong thematic connections invite us to take the argument for reason in
animals as more than dialectical.

We might further say that the dialectical language that Edwards focuses on could
be an expression not of a refusal to grant reason to animals but rather of a resistance to
making “reason” as such the criterion for ethical consideration. As the reference to the
“true and also Pythagorean” opinion (3.1.4) and later discussion make clear, Porphyry
casts the faculty he calls “reason” as inseparable from perception—and ultimately from
the condition of having an ensouled body. In saying that “every soul in which there is a
share of perception and memory is rational” rather than, for example, “every soul that is
rational has perception and memory,” he arguably disrupts the conventional Aristotelian
scala naturae.®® Rather than presenting a hierarchy of soul elements or a division or
apportionment of mental functions that separates nonhuman animals from reason and
attributes it uniquely to humans, Porphyry, in Abstinence at least, consistently treats such
functions as parts of a unified package grounded in the experience of having a body, that

is, of being an animal.”” The language that distances Porphyry from reason as a criterion

% In Aristotle’s conception of the soul, there are five cumulative elements: the nutritive, the only element
possessed by plants; the sentient and appetitive, which all animals have; the locomotive, which some
animals have; and reason, which, according to Aristotle, only humans possess. As Peck (1961, 34-35)
explains, “The different ‘parts’ or ‘faculties’ of Soul can be arranged in a series in a definite order, so that
the possession of any one of them implies the possession of all those which precede it in the list.” See Arist.
De an. 414a29-15al14. For the Stoics the scala concerns the different ways in which the t6vog (“tension”)
of different types of entities informs their portion of pneuma (“fiery breath”) and thus holds them together
and makes them what they are: ££1¢ for inanimate objects, @Oo1g for plants, yoyr for animals, and Aoy
yuyn for humans (see SVF 2.458 = Philo Deus 35).

% For a full discussion of these points, see chapter 2.

25



for moral consideration may, then, reflect the premise that possession of an ensouled
body offers a more fundamental criterion. Edwards’s formulation of an “ethical thesis”
that she says book 3 offers only dialectically (“If and only if X is rational, it is unjust for
other rational beings to kill X for food”)”® does not capture book 3’s capacious concern
for the avoidance of harm against harmless animals, a concern grounded in their
possession of life and body—and only secondarily in their possession of reason.
Conversely, the pregnant Platonic sense of reason as something implicated with the
Forms and divorced from perception and the senses—a high bar for what constitutes
rationality,” as Edwards puts it’'—is not presented in Abstinence as a criterion for moral
consideration. Reason in this Platonic sense is relevant, of course, for humans—it is what
they must use to orient themselves toward true existence, their true self, the things that
truly belong to them, true salvation, and all else that is true in the metaphysical sense.
But, in the schema of the text, that higher form of reason is not what is required of
nonhuman animals to make killing and eating them an act of injustice.

An important basis for a dialectical reading of Abstinence’s discourse concerning
justice, reason, and animals lies in external texts, as we see in Edwards’s use of Isagoge,

also known as Introduction to the Categories of Aristotle.” In that work Porphyry says:

7" Edwards 2016, 264.

7! Edwards 2016, 287.

7 Latin title: Introductio sive quinque voces. For another argument made by virtue of an external text, see
Martins (2018, 137), who points to passages in Sent. 12 and 43 “in which Porphyry represents the
ontological distinction between humans and other living beings” by speaking of different meanings of the
word {on (“life”) for a plant, an ensouled being (éuyvyov), and an intellectual being (voepod) (Sent. 12)

and by criticizing the idea that phantasia in a rational animal (Aoywk® {d®) equals intellection (vonoig)
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Animal (10 {®ov) is divided (tépveron) by the differentia (Srapopd) of the rational
(Aoywuco?) and non-rational (dAdyov), and in turn by the differentia of the mortal
(Bvntod) and immortal (40avdrtov). But the differentiae of the mortal and of the
rational are productive (cvotatikai) of the human (dvOpmmov); those of the
rational and of the immortal, of god (0eod); and those of the non-rational and of
the mortal, of the non-rational animals (dAoy®v (dwV). (10.10-14 Busse)
Here, then, is a passage in which Porphyry seems to take for granted rationality as a
defining difference between human and nonhuman animals—in contrast to what he says
in Abstinence. In his commentary on Isagoge, Jonathan Barnes, deferring to Abstinence,
argues that Porphyry does, nonetheless, believe in animal reason, and, in Edwards’s
account, Barnes tries to resolve this discrepancy through “the distinction between specific
and non-specific predication,” a “solution” that, she says, “must ultimately be rejected.””
The prime reason for Edwards’s rejection is her reading of the passage above—the fact
that it casts the non-rational and the mortal as “productive” of “the non-rational animals,”
i.e., as essential and not accidental.”* One could perhaps say that the conventionality of

the stock phrase “irrational animals” extends here to the distinction between rational man

(Sent. 43.36-40). (For more on phantasia and other psychological faculties as they relate to reason, see
chapter 2, section I1.)

3 See Barnes 2003, 110-11 and 173, and Edwards 2014, 22, citing Barnes’s observation (2003, 162) that
his cat “is eminently rational—but not specifically so.” Barnes’s idea, as Edwards (2014, 33-34)
understands it, is that “the predicate rational is...specifically predicated of man...and non-specifically
predicated of other animals,” i.e., rationality is “an essential feature of man” but “an accidental feature of
nonhuman animals.”

" Edwards 2014, 36.
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and non-rational animal.” Or one could put some distance between Porphyry and the
content on the basis of its framing. As Barnes observes apropos of Porphyry’s sources,
“He says that he is going to set down what ‘the old masters, and especially the
Peripatetics among them’ (1.14-16) have said...and he frequently refers to what ‘they’ say
or think.””® One could also say that as a sort of textbook, Isagoge is less revealing of
Porphyry’s beliefs than a work of moral persuasion such as Abstinence. Alternatively,
one could acknowledge that, since the Categories have metaphysical import, Isagoge is
not simply a “logical” work and that the examples of differentiae that Porphyry offers are
connected not just with conventional language but with a sense of what actually
distinguishes human and nonhuman animals.

However, while arguments that look to external texts are aimed at determining
what Porphyry believes, my strategy is to privilege a particular text, Porphyry’s On
Abstinence. In doing so, I do not wish to claim that the perspective on animals it presents
is inherently more “Porphyrean” than the one seen in Isagoge. Its primacy is my own

construction as a reader. And while I believe one can discern, especially in book 3, an

> On &hoya {da, see note 62 above. Against the idea that Porphyry in his logical treatises “simply made
use of standard examples of specific differences that were familiar to his audience...without intending to
commit himself to [them],” Edwards cites only a fragmentary quotation in which Porphyry “recommends
using examples in introductory works which are ‘known to all and agreed by all in common’ [70f Smith].”
More generally, Edwards (2014, 37-38) cites Chiaradonna (2008) in opposition to Ebbesen (1990, 144) and
Lloyd (1990, 37) to reject the idea that “as treatises on logic, not psychology,” Isagoge and Porphyry’s On
Aristotle’s Categories “need not express Porphyry’s considered psychological views.”

7® Barnes 2003, xviii-ix. See, e.g., Isag. 11.20-12.1 Busse: “They also outline (bmoypagpovot)”; “They also

explain (dmoddoact).”
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intention to argue for reason in and justice toward animals (rather than merely present a
dialectical argument for these principles)—my claim is not so much about the intention
behind this particular text as it is about the effects of reading it. My reading is intertextual
to the extent that various texts by Porphyry and others illuminate or elaborate on the ideas
Abstinence expresses. It is also literary and intratextual in its attentiveness to the
multivalence of words and the resonances between them. For example, dxpaocia is “lack
of self-control” on the surface, but, by virtue of homonymy and the gravity of the theme
in the work, also “bad mixture.” Likewise pipnotig (“imitation’) resonates with pigig
(“mixture”) not because Porphyry puts the words next to each other but because the two
concepts, both highly prominent in the work, can be said to exert an attraction on each
other. Though intentionalist language is difficult to avoid, the Porphyrean perspective
that I speak of should be taken as an expression of a point of view that one can construct
from this particular text, with all its borrowings and variation. The Porphyry of this
dissertation is, in other words, decisively the Porphyry of On Abstinence. Such an
approach is called for, in my opinion, as a response to Edwards’s location of an authentic
Porphyry outside the text who is indifferent to animals, and to the general tendency to
diminish the work’s call for justice by stripping it of authority and conviction.

Beyond appeals to external texts, the tendency to diminish the justice content of
Abstinence can take the form of attributing it, like Plutarch’s On Flesh Eating, to a less
mature phase or, contrary to the work’s alleged elitism, casting a key passage as geared
toward a popular audience. Gilhus, for example, says, “It is interesting...that some of the
authors who wrote so eloquently in defense of animals and/or a vegetarian lifestyle...in

later life gave up at least some of their earlier views.” Such, she says, “was probably the
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case with Seneca as well as with Plutarch and Porphyry,” who “may in his youth have
defended the position that animals had reason, a position he later abandoned.””” Speaking
of On Flesh Eating, Helmbold observes that it “in spite of the exaggerated and calculated
rhetoric, these fragments probably depict faithfully a foible of Plutarch’s early manhood,”
of which, he says, “there is little trace...in his later life.”’® As for Theophrastus’s On
Piety, a major source of Abstinence, as we have seen, Dierauer says that it “seems to be
an exoteric work,” which means, he says, that “when Theophrastus spoke of the kinship
between man and animal, he did not wish to make a strictly scientific statement, but
rather to appeal to feeling” in order “to stand for the purity of the sacrifice and fight the
bloody animal sacrifices.”” In their discussion of Abst. 2.23-24, Bouffartigue and
Patillon say that Dierauer “very correctly points out...that certain arguments invoked in
[On Piety], intended to convince a wide public, are able to appeal to popular sentiment
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without doctrinally engaging their author.”” Indeed, in Bouffartigue and Patillon’s view,

rationalism is “terrain [on which] the adversaries of vegetarianism are more at ease than

its partisans.”'

7 Gilhus 2006, 77.

¥ Helmbold 1957, 537, citing the tolerance for flesh eating in Plut. De San. 132a, on which see chapter 2,
section IVB. See also Dalby 2003, 341. However, as Bouffartigue (2012, xxix) notes regarding
“contradictions” in Plutarch’s vast corpus, “Seeking the solution in an evolution of Plutarch’s
thought...appears hopeless given the difficulties...in trying to situate the writings of the Moralia
chronologically.”

" Dierauer 1977, 177.

%0 Bouffartigue and Patillon 1979, 2:23-24. See also Fortenbaugh 2011, 569.

81 Bouffartigue and Patillon 1977, 1:Ixviii.
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The fact that arguments favoring vegetarianism and animals are taken to be
merely dialectical or otherwise less philosophical, rational, or even mature than opposing
arguments invites reflection. Given the incalculable investments in holding onto what is
customary and deeply ingrained in us, including the sense of human supremacy and
uniqueness,™ it is at least conceivable that a vegetarian’s perspective is not less
conducive to a fair reading of Abstinence than an omnivore’s. When, in their discussion
of 3.26.9, Bouffartigue and Patillon use as a lemma the phrase 1 8¢ dtkatocOvn &v T@®
aekTIK®. .. (“Justice consists in abstaining...” in their rendering), their omission of what
follows—xail apAaPel keltan movTog 0Tovodv Tod pn PAdrtovtog (“and in the non-
harming of anyone at all who does not harm”)—appears significant. In their words, “This
abstinence (dmoyn) is the central image of the treatise, linked to the concern to safeguard
purity.”® Although abstinence and purity are indeed central here, leaving out
“harmlessness” has the effect, like so much commentary on this work, of attenuating or
even erasing the other-directedness that is as much a part of it as the quest for purity.

In the chapters that follow, I aim to capture the fullness of Porphyry’s text, to read
it sympathetically. My approach, then, is not to analyze Porphyry’s arguments for their
validity and for the truth of their conclusions, though I do offer criticisms along the way.
Nor do I wish to present my personal perspective on the positions conveyed in the text,
whether they concern animals and vegetarianism or asceticism, celibacy, and flight from

the body. I approach the text as a work of moral suasion and, in a sense, a work of

%2 Porphyry himself suggests that the Stoic denial of rationality to animals is “driven by self-love
(prravtiog)” (3.2.4).

%3 Bouffartigue and Patillon 1979, 2:252n1.
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literature, and I believe that doing so brings out a richness and a thematic unity that is
otherwise missed. In Porphyry’s treatise, a discourse of “more and less” regarding reason
in animals is consistent with the “more and less” of abstinence itself among the work’s
priestly and philosophical exempla and the results, “more and less” successful, of
assimilating oneself to god “as much as possible.” The way the work complements
necessity in its various forms with an optimistic discourse of possibility is part of a
universalism that lurks behind the limitations that Porphyry places on his audience,
limitations that I argue have been taken too much at face value. I will expand on these
ideas and others while considering how Porphyry treats justice as a relationship and a
virtue (chapter 1) consisting in harmlessness toward ensouled beings (chapter 2), and
purity as a condition consisting in the “good” mixing of like with like and achievable
through abstinence and asceticism (chapter 3). I will also consider how self- and other-
directed principles play out in Porphyry’s metaphysics and theory of the soul (chapter 4);
and how his theory of piety is mapped out in his theology, demonology, and aetiology of
sacrifice (chapter 5). Overall, I hope to call renewed attention to Porphyry’s push to
extend justice beyond the boundary of the human, an impetus that remains to this day as
peculiar as it is familiar—and still, more than 17 centuries later, as likely to discomfit as

it is to inspire philosopher and layperson alike.
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Chapter 1: Justice as a Relationship

I. Introduction

While book 3 of On Abstinence is preoccupied with justice for animals based on their

intrinsic qualities of mind and body, it is not until chapter 26 that Porphyry elaborates on

the nature of justice. As he does so, his discourse encompasses both the other-directed

and the self-directed.
1N 8¢ dtkaooHvN &V T@ APeKTIK® Kol APAaPeT KeTTOL TAVTOG OTOVODV TOD U
BAdmTovToc. Kol obte Ye voeital O dikalog...a¢ dlatetvey TV dikalosvvny Kol
dypt TOV EPyoyov KeWévny v T® apraPel. 010 kai 1 ovsio adThg &V Td TO
AOYIoTIKOV Apye Tod ahdyov, Emecbat 6& 1O dAoyov. dpyovtog ydp TovTov, TOD
8’ émopévov, miica vaykm dPAapfi etvar mpog mdv 6T10dV EvOpwmoV.
GUVEGTOAUEVOV YOP TOV TaO®V Kol TOV EmBuIBY Kol OpYdV HELAPACUEVOV, TOD
0¢ Aoylopod v oikeiov Exovtog dpynv, €00V 1 Opoiwoi Emeton 1) TPOG TO
KPETTTOV. TO 8¢ &V T® mavTi KpeiTToV MAvTmg NV APAaPEC...
Justice (dtkatoovvn) consists in (€v...keltar) abstinence (t@ dpektik®) and in the
non-harming (&pAaPel) of anyone at all who does not harm (BAdntovtoc). And the
just man (dikowog) thinks this way, at least...that justice, since it consists in
(xewévnyv €v) harmlessness, extends as far as (éypt) ensouled beings (Epyvywv).
For this reason (010 kai) the essence (ovoia) of [justice (ducorocvvn)] is in the
rational (Aoytotikov) governing (dpyetv) the irrational (dAdyov), and the irrational
obeying. For (yap) with the one governing and the other obeying, there is a
complete necessity for a human being to be harmless (afAap) toward anything

whatsoever. For (yap) with the passions restrained and desires and anger
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extinguished, and the reasoning power (Aoyiopod) holding its appropriate
(oikeiav) sovereignty (dpynv), assimilation to the Greater (Opoiwoic...mpdg T
kpeirtov) follows immediately. And the Greater in the universe is absolutely
harmless... (3.26.9-11)
In the first part of the passage, in keeping with all that precedes it, justice is other-
directed and extended toward animals, as it “consists in” abstaining from eating them
and, more generally, not harming them. In the second part of the passage, however,
Porphyry characterizes justice in a self-directed manner that corresponds, as Sorabji
notes, to two characteristically Platonist definitions: “an inner psychological state in
which each part of the soul does its own job, with reason in command, and

! What is notable here, though, is not so

alternatively...an assimilation of oneself to God.
much the turn from an other-directed to a self-directed notion of justice as the tight
connection Porphyry draws between them. “Justice...consists in (&v...keito)
harmlessness,” Porphyry says, and it is for this reason (610 kai) that “the essence of
[justice] is in the rational governing the irrational.” The two yap clauses that follow
conceptualize this connection. With reason in charge, “there is a complete necessity for a
human being to be harmless,”* because with passions, desires, and anger restrained or

extinguished, and, again, with reason in charge, there is immediate assimilation to “the

Greater in the universe,” which is itself “absolutely harmless.” One could say that the

! Sorabji 1993, 155. For justice as the correct division of labor within the soul, see Pl. Rep. 441e. For the
concept of assimilation to god, see P1. Tht. 176b, discussed in chapter 4.
% Cf. Pl. Rep. 335d, quoted by Porphyry at 2.41.2: “As Plato says, ‘Cooling is not done by heat but by its

opposite’ and similarly ‘harm is not done by the just man.” ”
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notion of “assimilation to god” (here rendered as “assimilation to the Greater”)’
epitomizes the joining of self- and other-directed principles, a joining of purity and
justice. The work on one’s self that puts reason in charge makes one internally just and
assimilates one to the Greater, which is “absolutely harmless™ (3.26.11), but a harmless
stance in itself also contributes to the soul state necessary to make that assimilation
happen.*

I will have more to say about assimilation to god through virtue and
contemplation in chapter 4, but for now I will focus, as book 3 does, on justice as an
other-directed principle. First, considering it as a relationship—a being-toward (7poc)
another, as it were—I will explore the implications of inclusion in and exclusion from
that relationship and how Porphyry negotiates the concept of “use.” Turning to
foundational ideas of justice, I will examine how Porphyry strives to push moral concern
beyond the human in response to Stoic oikeiosis, Epicurean contractarianism and utility,
natural law, and several other notions of justice. I end by turning back to the inner state of
the moral agent, considering justice as a virtue. Here too we will see the inseparability of

harmlessness and inner justice—and the necessity of the former for the latter.

? In addition to dpoiwoig mpdg Oedv (“assimilation to god” 3.26.13) and dpoimoic Tpdg T Kpsitrov
(“assimilation to the Greater” 3.26.10), variants include oikeinoig mpog 10 Oelov (“appropriation to the
divine” 2.45.2,4.9.1), 0e®...twvi...oikelovcOat (“appropriation to a god” 1.57.2), and piunocig tod Ogod
(“imitation of god” 2.3.1).

* As Martins (2018, 97) observes, “By cultivating an attitude that is nonviolent toward other beings, one has
the possibility of ‘becoming more like God’..., and this is precisely what links the relationship to other

living beings with personal spiritual ascension.”
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I1. Justice and Its Absence

In an early passage of Abstinence Porphyry summarizes one of the lines of argument

against extending justice to animals and, in so doing, maps out the nature of the justice

relationship:
Our opponents say that justice (dikatoovvny) is mixed up (ocvyyeicOar) and
motionless things are moved if we extend (teivopev) justice (dikaiov) not to
(mpdg) the rational (Aoyov) alone but also to the irrational (dAoyov), and if we do
not only consider humans and gods as “belonging” (npoonkovtag) but also have
an inclusive attitude (oikeiwc...&yovtec) toward (mpdc) the other beasts (dAla
Onpia), which do not at all belong (und&v...tpoorikovra) with us,” and if we do
not use (ypopevor) some for labor and some for food while considering them
alien (8x@ulda), deprived of the rights (&tipa) of community (kowvmviag) just as
they are of the rights of citizenship (moAteiog). For the person treating
(xpopevog) even them just like humans, sparing (pgd6pevoc) and not harming
(BAamtwv) them, attaching to justice (ducatoovvn) that which it cannot bear, both
destroys its power and ruins the appropriate (oikelov) by means of the alien
(dArotpi). For either injustice (4o1kelv) becomes necessary for us if we do not

spare them (dpeldodotv)—or, if we do not use them (ypopévoic), living becomes

> Regarding é\ho Onpia (“other beasts™), Onpia, referring to wild animals, is more pejorative than {da. As
Clark (2000a, 124n18) notes, Nauck emends dAAo as dhoya (“irrational”)—assuming perhaps that humans

do not belong in the category of Onpia.
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impossible (ddOvatov) and resourceless (dmopov), and we will, in a way, live the

life (Biov) of beasts (Anpiwv) by giving up the use (ypeiag) of beasts. (1.4.1-4)°

Porphyry’s opponents’ anxiety about the consequences of, as they put it,
“extend[ing] justice (dikatov)...to (mpodg) the irrational (dAoyov)” points to the idea of
justice as a relationship with a particular reach, valid within a circle of inclusion. The
frequent occurrence of teivew and compounds in Abstinence creates a sense of this spatial
dimension of justice.” The combination of ikatov and mpdg, in turn, goes back to
Aristotle, who writes in Nicomachean Ethics (1161a36-38), “There is no friendship
(pMa) toward (mpog) the unensouled (dyvya) and no justice (dikatov), but neither [are
there such things] toward (mp0og) a horse or cow, or toward (npog) a slave as a slave.” The

phrase “no justice toward” came to be associated with the Stoics,® who, along with the

% A verbatim quotation from Plut. Soll. 964a begins with “For either injustice (4Siukeiv) becomes
necessary...”

" In a section of his monograph on Abstinence, entitled “The Scope and Limits of Justice: Spatial
Terminology and Ethics,” Martins (2018, 165-76) charts the use of these verbs, including teive (1.4.1),
dwteivo (3.26.9), éxteivo (3.12.1), émreivo (1.12.5), mapateivo (3.1.4, 3.18.2, 3.27.2), and napexteve
(3.26.5). He also draws attention to “line” words, such as neptypdom at 3.26.7 (2018, 181), which generates
an image, unfavorably described by Porphyry, of justice circumscribed within the circle of humankind.
According to Martins (2018, 175), “Porphyry is the only author in Greek literature who used the metaphor
of extending justice to other beings in a coherent terminology.”

¥ See Plut. Esu 999a-b and Soll. 969b and D.L. 7.129: “It is the opinion of [the Stoics] that there is no
justice (undev...dikatov) toward (mpog) the other animals (dAla (@a) because of the dissimilarity
(&vopotdtnra).” For similar phrasing, cf. Sext. M. 9.130 and Cic. Fin. 3.20.67. Augustine uses Jesus’s
treatment of the Gadarene swine as evidence that there is “no relationship of justice” (nullam...societatem

iuris) toward animals—or trees, for that matter (Mor. 2.17.54).
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Epicureans defended this exclusion, as Sorabji observes, “by making...animals’ supposed

lack of rationality the ground.”

Whether denied or granted, dikotov in this formulation is
construed as the substance of a relationship, as in most of the nearly 150 instances of
Sikatov and related words appearing in Abstinence,"® often accompanied by tpoc—a
preposition that, in its own right, conveys the idea of extension.''

Just as “justice” is contained in its negation (opponents speak of 00d&v or unodev
dikawov), the passage as a whole, an argument for the denial of justice toward animals,
reveals what justice entails for those who are included as well as what its absence means

for those who are not. In the first case, individuals are respected,'” spared, thought of as

belonging or appropriate (tpoonkovtag, oikeiov); in the second, they are used, harmed,

? Sorabji 1996, 327.

' Here I mean Sik- and k- words. Although both Sikaiootv and Sikawov are translated as “justice” in
the passage above (4bst. 1.4.1-4), the former tends to capture a virtue (understood as an internal
disposition), the latter a relationship, albeit with a certain amount of overlap. See “Justice as a Virtue”
below.

"' Variant prepositions include ypt and péypt.

21 derive the notion of respect (c0AGPeia) toward one’s fellows from a similar passage (1.5.2): “What sort
of work remains for us...on land, what sort on the sea, what productive craft, what order in our way of
living, if we are disposed harmlessly (afraf@dc) to animals as we are to those of the same species
(opdevra) and we deal with them (mpocpepdpeda) with respect (evdapeiog)?” Cf. Abst. 1.1.1, where
Porphyry refers to the “respect” (evAafeiag), or perhaps “reverence,” he and Firmus had “practiced toward
those ancient and godfearing (Bgopdfovg) men who taught these things,” i.e., abstinence. (On the apparent
reference to Pythagoras and Empedocles, see Clark 2000a, 121n2.) In Abstinence, evhdPeio and related
words (edAoféopat, evdaprng, ebhapntéov) are generally informed by a sense of caution, sometimes

religious caution, often shading into fear. See, e.g., 2.9.2,2.9.3,2.43.1, and 2.44.3.
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and thought of as “alien” (§ékgpvia, dGArotpi®). The dichotomy of being respected/being
used is bridged, or perhaps troubled, by ypdopat, which is employed in two strikingly
different senses in the passage: in the positive sense of “treat,” as in “treat as a friend,”
the word’s dative objects are community members;" in the sense of “use,” they are
resources, commodities, or tools, as in, “using (ypdpevor) some for labor and some for
food.” '* The same exploitative idea is expressed here by the related noun ypeia in the
phrase “the use of beasts.” Whereas the prescribed treatment of humans in the community
(xowavia) is “sparing and not harming,” to be “deprived of the rights of community...
just as...of citizenship” is associated here with being reduced to an object for use, exposed
to any harm that suits the needs and pleasures of those within the community.

Going beyond a denial of justice toward animals based on practical needs, Stoics
take the position, interrogated and even ridiculed in Abstinence, that animals, in fact,
exist for the sake of humans. We see this idea expressed with the phrase “has been born
(yeyovévan) for us (|uiv) and because of us (8" fudg)”—and then countered with a
reference to animals “born (yeyevnuévoic) not for us (00 mpog Mudc) but according to
nature (katd Vo), as we are (domep Mueic)” (3.20.5). Regardless of Aristotle’s intent,

“external teleology”—the idea of an ontological purpose that lies in serving the needs of

1 For “treating as friends,” see Xen. Cyr. 4.2.8 (d¢ giloig koi moToic ypioesdon adToic).

Regarding “use” in friendship, see note 26 below.

1 Cf. ypdpevor PraPepdg (“treating harmfully” 3.20.5) and Popd ypfitan at 3.20.6, where dangerous
animals such as crocodiles, turning the tables, are said to “use” people as food. The passage brings to mind
Calarco’s discussion (2015, 58-61) of the contemporary notion of “indistinction,” which heeds the shared
vulnerability, even edibility, of humans and animals, as exemplified by philosopher Val Plumwood’s nearly

fatal encounter with a crocodile (recounted in Plumwood 2000).
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another—was drawn from a passage in which he says, “It is necessary to think...plants
exist (eivar) for the sake of (8vekev) animals, and the other animals...for the sake of
(x&pv) humans—the tame animals (fjpuepa) both for (dud) use (ypfiowv) and food, and of
the savage animals (&ypiwv), if not all, at least most for (évexev) food and other help, so
that clothing and other tools may be created (yivntat) out of them.”'® Stoic assimilation
of this thought (within a providential framework) is suggested by various spokesmen in
the works of Cicero, such as Cato in On the Ends of Good and Evil (3.67), who cites
Chrysippus’s observation that “others (cetera) came into being (nata esse) for the sake of
(causa) humans and gods, but these came into being for the sake of their own fellowship
(communitatis...suae) and association (societatis),” with the result that “humans are able to
use (uti) animals (bestiis) for their own interest (ad utilitatem suam) without injustice (sine
iniuria).”'° Cicero in his own voice picks up the theme in On the Laws (1.25), when,
speaking of animals (pecudes), he says, “It is evident that some were created (procreatas)

for the use of humans (ad usum hominum), some for profit (ad fructum), and some for

'3 Arist. Pol. 1256b16-20. The “recourse to external teleology,” Preus says (1983, 152), is rarely seen in
Aristotle’s biological books. See also Orhan 2010, 51-52 with 61n20.

'® Balbus in Cic. N.D. 2.37-39 likewise credits Chrysippus with saying that “besides the world all things
were created (generata) for the sake of (causa) other things...the produce (fruges atque fructus) that the
earth causes to grow for the sake of animals (animantium), but animals for the sake of humans”—a point he
makes at greater length in 2.154-62. (According to Chrysippus, this principle extends even to animals
generally considered a nuisance, such as bugs, who “usefully” [e0ypriotmg] wake us up, and mice, who
“usefully” keep us tidy, as noted in Plut. De stoic. repugn. 1044d.) While Stoics posit a shared rationality
between humans and gods, a common-man argument offered at Abst. 1.19.2 is more hierarchical:

“Humanity...rules over all irrational beings as the god rules over humans.”
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eating (ad vescendum).”"” The seemingly parodic view that Porphyry imputes to
Chrysippus (“The pig...was not born [€yeyovet] for [61’] anything other than being
sacrificed, and the god mixed in the soul with its flesh like salt, devising an abundance of
dishes for us” 3.20.1) is also reported by Cicero’s Balbus.'® Aristotle’s notion that
although “there is no justice (000¢...61kaov), for example of a craftsman toward (npdg) a
tool, and of a soul toward a body, and of a master toward a slave, all these things derive
advantage (d@eAeitar) at the hands of those using them (ypopévov)™ leads, in turn, to
Carneades’ wry reductio ad absurdum, as reported by Porphyry (3.20.3): “Well, the pig
has been created (yéyove) by nature (¢¥Ooet) to be killed and eaten, and, experiencing this,

it obtains that for which (mpdg 8) it is has been born (néuke), and it benefits.”*°

7 See also Arr. Epict. 2.8: “The donkey has not been created (yéyovev) as an end in itself (Tponyovpévec),
has it? No. But because we have a need (ypeiav) for a back that can carry something.” Augustine picks up
the idea in C.D. 1.20, where he observes that it is permitted to kill animals, since “by the very just
(tustissima) arrangement (ordinatione) of the Creator both their life and their death are subjected (subditur)
to our uses (usibus).”

'* See Cic. N.D. 2.160. Cf. Clem. Strom. 7.6.33.3 Stihlin, which attributes the thought to Cleanthes.

" Arist. EN 1161a32-b3.

%% The Carneades passage (4bst. 3.20.3-4 = Carneades fr. 97 Wisniewski) occurs in the part of the text
(3.18.3-3.20.6) thought to be taken from an unknown work of Plutarch (Sandbach 1969 fr. 193). (Cf.,
however, De fortuna 98e, where Plutarch refers, with apparent approval, to the pig as “a very fat thing
[roAvcaprov], but a nourishment [tpo@n] and a condiment [&yov] for a human.”) According to Diogenes
Laertius (4.65), aside from some letters, Carneades’ writings were composed by his students. For
opposition to the idea of external teleology, we may turn to Celsus, a second-century opponent of
Christianity whose work can be reconstructed only through the hostile mediation of Origen’s Against
Celsus, written in 248 CE. See Cels. 4.99: “Certainly it is not for a human being (dvOpdn@) that all things

are made (memointal ta mdvta), just as they are not made for a lion or an eagle or a dolphin.”
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At the opposite end of the spectrum from the idea that animals exist just to be
used by humans lies a proto-veganism conjured in the anxieties of opponents fearful of
the consequence of not using animals “for labor and...food.” Indeed, a vegan critique of
sorts is made explicit in the common-man argument that vegetarians must abstain from
milk, wool, eggs, and honey to avoid inconsistency.”' “As you commit injustice (4Sikeic)
toward a human by taking away his clothes for yourself (dpaipodpevog),” the argument
goes, “so too [do you commit injustice] when you have shorn a ewe, for this is the
clothing of the sheep,” while “milk has not been created (yéyovev) for you (coi), but for
the just-born children,” and “the honeybee gathered together for herself the food that you
took away (Gpeldpevog) to supply a pleasure (dovnv) for yourself” (1.21.1). Porphyry
himself leaves open the possibility of non-harmful use such that the object is “treated” as
belonging instead of being excluded. As he puts it, “The acquisition (Afjy1g) of physical
needs (dvaykaiov) does not harm (BAdmter)...sheep, when, through shearing, we rather
benefit (6viicwpev) them, and when we share (kotvoviicwpev) their milk while
furnishing them with our care (émpéieinv)” (3.26.12). In that idea of reciprocity achieved
through care, we hear an echo of a point made earlier, that animals “through wisdom and
justice have...made their masters servants and caretakers (émpeAntac) of themselves”
(3.13.2). These passages, in turn, echo Porphyry’s thoughts on bees, which bespeak

community, reciprocity, and non-harming:

*! The arguments of “the average, common person” (6 ToAdG kol Snuddng &vOpomoc), which extend from
1.13.1 through 1.26.3, are a miscellany that includes appeals to custom (no nation is vegetarian 1.13.5),
nature (there is an inborn and just war with animals 1.14.1), the gods (we sacrifice animals out of piety
1.22.1), and necessity (animals are needed for medical treatment 1.17.1-3), along with slippery-slope

arguments (what if plants also have souls? 1.18 and 1.21.2).
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With respect to the reception (mapdAnyiv) from bees of the produce that arises
from our labors, it is appropriate (npoonket) to hold also the profit (6vnow) as
shared (kownv). For the bees gather the honey from plants, but we take care of
them (émperovpeda). Therefore it is also necessary to apportion it so that there is
no harm (BAGPNVv) to them, but that which is useless (&ypnotov) for them but

useful (ypotov) for us would be their wage for us. (2.13.2)*

Porphyry offers an even stronger characterization of reciprocity between domesticated
animals and humans:

Birds, for example, and dogs and many...quadrupeds—such as goats, horses,

sheep, donkeys, mules—perish if...deprived (dpopebévra) of community

(xowamviag) with (petd) humans. And nature, which crafted them, put them in

need (ypeiq) of humans, and humans in need (ypnCetv) of them, having furnished

justice (dikowov) as innate (€pugutov) both in them toward (mpdc) us and in us
toward them.” (3.12.2-3)

While Porphyry’s emphasis on reciprocity, community, and justice between
humans and animals elevates animals to a position of moral agency, an analogy he draws
with slavery raises questions about the possibility of non-harmful “use.” The animals that
“through wisdom and justice...have made their masters servants and guardians of
themselves,” Porphyry says, have managed this while “enslaved (dovAebovta) by the

ignorance (dyvopoovvng) of humans” (3.13.2)—and “they are kind (g0voed) to the one

*? For similar thoughts on harmless use, see Plut. Soll. 964e-65b.
3 The “innate” (Eugutov) justice referred to here appears to respond to the common-man argument that
there is “war against beasts (Onpia), at least, [that] is innate (§ppvtog) and at the same time just (dixkai0g)”

(1.14.1), discussed in section III below.

43



who owns (1@ kextnpéve) them” even if he “raises them not on their account, but for
himself (81" éovtov)” (3.13.3).* While the relationship between human and animal that
Porphyry envisions seems to be not of master and slave but of mutual benefit—and
therefore of non-harmful use—opponents subscribe to an unapologetic use of animals in
which harm is not considered relevant. For Aristotle, as we have seen, “there is no
friendship...and no justice toward...a horse or cow, or toward a slave as a slave.”
Likewise, for Porphyry’s opponents, being “deprived of the rights of community...[and]
citizenship” is associated with being made available for labor and food (1.4.2)—that is,
with deprivation of the bodily integrity that is an essential part of both Athenian and

Roman ideas of citizenship (understood in opposition to slavery).”> While for these

** For the slavery analogy, see also, e.g., 3.18.6. Notwithstanding the reference to the “ignorance” of
humans who enslave animals, Porphyry, like virtually every other ancient thinker, appears unable to
imagine a world without slavery. When he refers to “the assistance of too many slaves,” along with “a
surplus of property” and “a multitude (7An60vg) of objects,” as something “a person who has become
accustomed to being satisfied with the least” will have been “liberated from” (dnmnAidyBar), the problem is
the excess of slaves, not the possession of them per se (1.47.2). Porphyry refers to his own household
slaves in Marc. 35.

** For the Roman citizen as “the polar opposite of a slave” and the related notion of liberty as “non-
subjection to the arbitrary will of either a foreign power or a domestic group or individual,” see, e.g., Arena
2012, 8 and 14. The figurative sense of slavery is encapsulated in the Stoic doctrine that, as Baltzly (2014)
puts it, “only the sage is free while all others are slaves.” Cf. Porphyry’s reference to “the slavery of the
body and...servitude to bodily passions” (3.27.10-11). For a description of the mistreatment of animals
couched in the language of violated citizenship and slavery, see Esu 996f, where Plutarch insists that killing
animals should not also involve “mistreating (VBpilovteg) or torturing (Bacaviovteg)” them. Both verbs
have legal senses; the latter means “question by applying torture” or, simply, “torture” (LSJ s.v. I1.2), a

practice reserved for slaves when their testimony was required.
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opponents, the separation from the community is precisely what enables the use of
animals, including eating them, the analogy of slavery can be used in a different way, to
present the relationship between owner and owned as non-harmful and reciprocal. Within
this frame, the master is said to feed and clothe slaves and provide lodging in return for
their labor—and both parties are said thereby to “benefit.” The abhorrent force of this
logic, for us at least, casts doubt on whether “use” can ever be free of harm.?® What is
more, the logic of “reciprocity” can slip into an anti-vegetarian frame by which humans
are said to protect and feed animals, and they in return are said to “give” their bodies to
feed us.”’

Like reciprocity, the concept of “necessity”” must be clarified. In one passage, for
example, Porphyry seems to offer a slight rhetorical opening for meat-eating as a notional
necessity while condemning, as he often does, harmful acts committed for pleasure or

luxury.”®

*® As previously noted, ypdopon is employed at Abst. 1.4.2-4 both in the sense of “using” as a resource (the
way one would use a slave or a material commodity) and “treating” like a human, just as Xenophon
employs the verb in the phrase “treat them as...friends” (Xen. Cyr. 4.2.8). However, the exploitative
coloration of words related to ypdopat comes through even in the case of friendship, as we see in
Aristotle’s discussion in Nicomachean Ethics (8.2-4)—it is only in the rare (craviag) case, he says, that
friends are such not “on account of pleasure or usefulness” (dt" H160vnv 1j 10 yprHoov) but rather “on
account of each other” (1" avtovg) (1156b24, 1157b1-3). Cf. Phaedimus’s observation in Plutarch’s On the
Cleverness of Animals: “To the dolphin, alone and beyond others, belongs by nature that thing sought by
the best philosophers: friendship without use (ypeiag)” (Soll. 984c-d).

%7 On this notion of “reciprocity” in Lucretius, see note 36 below.

*¥ The distinction between pleasure and necessity is a running theme in Abstinence, on which see below.
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Harms (BAdPoacg) against plants and the consumption of fire and spring water and
the shearings and milk of sheep and the taming (¢&nuépwotv) and yoking of
oxen—the god grants pardon to those who use (ypopévoig) them for preservation
(compiq) and endurance. But to subject animals to slaughter...not for the sake of
food (tpoofig) or fullness (TAnpdoewc) but making a goal of pleasure (1100vi|g)
and gluttony (Aarpapyiag) is exceedingly lawless (Gvopov) and dreadful (dewvov).
(3.18.5)
Notwithstanding the specific examples—“the shearings and milk of sheep and the taming
and yoking of oxen”—which hew to abstinence, the rejection of “subject[ing] animals to
slaughter” for “pleasure and gluttony” does not appear to foreclose slaughtering them
“for the sake of food or fullness,” as Porphyry puts it. Such an opening threatens to
reduce Porphyry’s program to an anodyne call for moderation or simplicity by allowing
meat-eating to be cast as in some sense necessary—though the necessity is weak or
derivative, a “necessity” derived from the necessity of food itself. Within this framework,
one could feel justified in eating meat “for the sake of food or fullness” even when other
sources of nourishment are available. But by immediately adding, “It is enough (&pxe?)
that we use as toilers and hard laborers those who have no need to toil” (3.18.6),
Porphyry suggests that such non-lethal use constitutes the limit of the acceptable. In the
context of the work as a whole, the opening is further limited by other statements—such
as when Porphyry proposes an alternative culinary pleasure, citing Pythagoras for the
idea that “committing injustice (dd1kelv) against no one and flavoring (épndvvewv) with
justice (dtkauoovvn) are the seasoning (&yov) [of food]” (3.26.8). More to the point,

Porphyry says, “We do a great injustice (ToAv...0dwov)...because we kill [tame
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animals]...and...feed on them, and their death is referable merely to food (Bopav)”
(3.26.4). Humans, Porphyry concedes, have needs and so cannot avoid inflicting some
harm. The impossibility of utter harmlessness, however, does not absolve people of the
responsibility to reduce harm as much as possible, in imitation of the highest god, who
needs nothing and thus harms nothing. Throughout Abstinence Porphyry is clear that
justice requires not killing harmless animals, and not eating them, except in the case of
strong necessity: when meat is the only food one can obtain, as with the inhabitants of
barren lands (4.21.1). In such cases, one may say, the god’s pardon is indeed apposite.

For Porphyry, even if “using” animals may be considered a necessity, harming
them, particularly by killing them for food, is not necessary, at least under what he
construes as normal circumstances, when food can be drawn from the land.
Notwithstanding the proto-vegan objection, Porphyry envisions human-animal
relationships that are non-harmful and reciprocal. The ability of animals to have such
relationships with humans is, in fact, of a piece with the justice relationships that they
share with each other—relationships that Porphyry casts as different from human ones
only in degree. Contrary to his opponents’ argument, by way of Hesiod, that Zeus gave
justice (8ixnv) to humans alone (1.5.3),” Porphyry asks, “Who does not recognize
gregarious animals (cuvayeiaotikd), how they maintain (tnpei) justice (dixoov) toward
(mpdg) each other?” (3.11.1). Later, speaking of Stoics, he observes that though

“considering tender love (ptiootopyiav) for children the origin for us of community

¥ See Hes. Op. 277-79. The passage, which “constitute[s],” Newmyer (2011, 82) says, “the earliest Greek
attempt to differentiate human beings from other animals on philosophical grounds,” posits an
undifferentiated mass of animals such that even in eating other species, as humans do, they are cast as

lawless cannibals.
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(xowamviag) and justice (dwkaioovvng), and seeing that it is present, both great and strong,
in animals, they say that animals do not have and are not worthy to have a share in
justice” (3.22.7).°° As he goes on to observe:
The extent to which the human differs from animals in ease of understanding and
shrewdness and in matters of justice (dwkaiocvvnyv) and community (kowvmviav) is
not extraordinary. For in fact many animals have left behind every human, one in
magnitude and fleetness of foot, another in strength of vision and precision of
hearing; but a human is not on account of this deaf or blind or impotent. (3.23.7)
Although the passage is lifted from Plutarch’s On the Cleverness of Animals, we will see
that the positing of differences of degree rather than kind, of gradations rather than
dichotomies, is characteristic of Porphyry’s thought throughout the treatise,
encompassing reason, purity, virtue, and piety.’' By casting animals as moral agents, not
just among themselves but in their relations with humans, he implicitly addresses a
further argument of his opponents: “In the case of those for whom exercising justice
toward us is not possible, neither does injustice by us occur toward them” (1.6.1).>
Animals, like some humans, may not possess the fullest measure of justice, Porphyry
suggests, but, even if reciprocity is posited as a prerequisite of justice, many of them have
a sufficient share of it to be treated with justice, to be thought of as part of a community,

to be free of harm.

3% For more on the Stoic theory of justice, see section IIT below.
3 For discussion of these attributes as matters of degrees, see, respectively, chapters 2, 3, 4, and 5.
3% See also Plut. Soll. 964b-c, from which the argument, offered by Soclarus (aligned with the Stoics), is

taken verbatim.
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ITI. Foundations of Justice

If justice is to be understood as a relationship, what is its basis? Toward the end of book
3, Porphyry polemically distinguishes his perspective on justice and the goal of life from
the views of his opponents, both Epicureans and Stoics. “True justice
(dvtmc...0wcarooHvn),” as he puts it, “is not preserved (cmletor) either when pleasure is
the goal (téhovg) or when the primary things (mpdtwv) in accordance with nature (kotd
@bowv)> make happiness (eddatpoviav) complete—or, in any case, are all presented
(éxkeyévav ye mhvtwv).” Rather, Porphyry says, “when the goal is assimilation to god
(opotodcBan Be®) as much as possible (wg &vi pdiiota), harmlessness (dpAapeg) is
preserved (oc®etar) with respect to all beings (év dnacwv)” (3.27.1). These allusions to
Epicureanism and Stoicism, though misleading®* allow Porphyry to contrast self-directed
goals (pleasure, primary things) with his own other-directed notion of justice as
consisting in harmlessness, as the striking verbal parallelism indicates (1] dvtog omleton
dkatoovv.... et 10 dPAaPeg). This is, notably, a harmlessness that extends beyond
humans to all beings (év dmacwv). In this section, examining the Epicurean idea of justice
as based in contracts and utility, the Stoic idea of it as based in “appropriation,” and
several other conceptualizations (“just war” against animals, justice as an external force,
and natural law), I will consider how Porphyry confronts each of them, steadily pushing

moral concern beyond the human.

3 In his engagment with Stoics, Porphyry often employs their terminology. Beyond t@v mpdhrov katd
@vov, we find, e.g., adidpopog, 0 KabfjKov, oikeimotg, and oppy. For more on oikeimwoig, see below.

** As Long and Sedley observe (1987, 1:357), “The bastion of Stoic ethics is the thesis that virtue and vice
respectively are the sole constituents of happiness and unhappiness,” whereas “primary things in

accordance with nature,” such as health and strength, are in the class of “indifferents.”
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In the context of Abstinence, the most notable feature of the contractarian theory
of justice offered by Epicurus’s successor, Hermarchus, is that it excludes animals.>
Hermarchus declares that animals are not rational, not able to make contracts, and thus

not able to have a justice relationship with humans:*°

33 Epicurean contractarianism has an antecedent in Nicomachean Ethics (1161b6-7), where Aristotle
observes that “there seems to be some justice (dikatov) between any human and any other capable of
sharing (kowovijoar) in law (vopov) or an agreement (cuvonkng).” For a complementary Aristotelian
notion—of “a common justice and injustice, even if there is no community with each other and no
agreement”—see the discussion of R4. 1373b4-17 in the context of natural law below.

*% Epicurus’s own formulation is less categorical, with a chiasmic but otherwise identical treatment of
animals and humans (6ca T@v (Dav...tdV €0vav doa). As he puts it: “As many animals (‘Oca t@v {DoV)
as were unable to make agreements (cuvOnKog) concerning not harming (BAdntewv) others and not being
harmed, toward these there was no justice (dikaiov) and no injustice (&5wov). And the same goes for the
nations, as many of them (t@v €0vdv doa) as were unable or unwilling to make agreements concerning not
harming and not being harmed” (Epicur. Sent. 32 ap. D.L. 10.150). See also the inscription of Diogenes of
Oenoanda (frr. 43 and 56 in Martin Ferguson Smith 1993). In On the Nature of Things, the Epicurean poet
Lucretius famously discusses a covenant between humans and domesticated animals (5.855-77), which
Shelton describes (1994, 52) as a “tacit agreemen[t] to swap goods and services: food and protection from
predators in exchange for meat, milk, wool, and labor, tutela for utilitas.” In its basis in reciprocity, such an
arrangement resembles Porphyry’s notion of non-harmful use—with the essential distinction that Porphyry
excludes killing and meat. Lucretius, it should be noted, does not refer to meat in the passage, though in
another passage that Shelton points to (1994, 56n22) he refers to a chain of edibility from animal to human
as well as from human to animal (2.875-78). Like Homer, Lucretius portrays animals with compassion,
such as the mother cow inconsolably grieving the calf led off to sacrificial slaughter (2.349-66), and he

describes the sacrifice itself in a way that “makes the event seem repugnant” (Shelton 1994, 57).
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By all means, if [people] were able to make an agreement (cuvOnKnv) with (Tpog)
the other animals, as with humans, concerning their not killing and not being
killed without judgment (dxpitwg) by us, it would be good to lead out justice
(dikoov) as far as (uéypy) this, for it would be stretched toward safety
(dopdielav). But since it was in the realm of the impossible for animals that do
not receive reason to share (kowwvijcat) in law (vépov), our advantage
(ovpeépov) could not be procured through such means with respect to safety from
other ensouled beings (£uyOymv) any more than from the unensouled (dyvywv).
Only by taking the power, which we now have, to kill them can we have the
safety that is possible. (1.12.5-6)
Regarding Epicurean contractarianism as such, Porphyry is briskly dismissive. The task
he had set out for himself,”” he says, was “to show that [animals] are rational (Aoyika),
not that they have made agreements (cuvOnKoac) with us, since even among humans not
everyone makes agreements (cuvtifetar) with us and no one would say that a person who
did not make an agreement is non-rational (dAoyov)” (3.13.1). However, as we can see
from Hermarchus’s formulations, the contracts, and thus justice itself, are based on
utility—specifically, “advantage” (cupeépov). In this, Hermarchus follows Epicurus,
who says, “Natural justice (10 Tfig @VUce®g diKkaoV) is a guarantee (cOpuPforov) of
advantage (ovpeépovtoc) for the purpose (gig) of not harming (BAdmtewv) each other and

not being harmed (BAdmtesdar).”®

7 At Abst. 3.9.1.
*¥ Epicur. Sent. 31 ap. D.L. 10.150. As Alberti (1995, 190n47) notes regarding Epicurean justice theory,
“Utility and contract are both necessary factors for making a law just, and the loss of either one...is enough

to make the law no longer just.”
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Hermarchus’s argument posits utility not only as the basis for justice among
human beings but also as the reason for excluding animals.>® The first part of the
exclusion argument relates to the advantage (cupeépov) of killing violent animals to
provide “freedom from fear” (dpofiav) (1.10.1, 1.11.2) and nonviolent animals to protect
the food supply. Speaking of the latter, Hermarchus says, “There is not, so to speak, any
such animal of those allowed by the law [to be killed], which would not become harmful
to us if allowed to take on an excess of abundance...devouring what is sent up for us by
the earth as food.”*’ Conversely, in language that recalls the opponents’ discourse of
“use” (1.4.4), discussed in the previous section, Hermarchus says that such an animal
(cattle or sheep), “conserved in its current multitude, provides some uses (ypeiag) for our
way of life (Biov)” (1.11.3-4). The second part of Hermarchus’s argument for excluding
animals from justice relates to edibility. Speaking of “the people establishing these things

in law from the beginning,” he says that when it came to determining the non-edibility of

%% Epicureans, it should be noted, use utility in a particular way, as something posterior to rather than prior
to existence—that is, as something divorced from internal or external teleology. See, e.g., Lucr. 4.834-35.
As Long and Sedley observe (1987, 1:63), “Much effort on the part of the Epicureans goes into combating
the idea, common to both Platonists and Stoics, that the world is governed by divine providence.” With
respect to the useful in social life, Long and Sedley (1987, 1:135) cite Hermarchus’s discourse at 4bst.
1.7.1-2 while observing that “uncontrived patterns of behaviour, which turned out to be collectively useful,
were recognized to have this feature, thus stimulating rational and deliberate efforts to institutionalize what
was ‘useful to the general structure of human life.” ” This conception, of course, sets itself apart from the
idea of a divinity as the origin of laws or customs.

* For related common-man arguments, see 1.16.2 and 1.24.1.
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some ensouled beings, “advantage (cvupépov) and disadvantage (doOp@opov) were the
reason (aitov)” (1.12.1).*!

For Porphyry, the Epicurean orientation toward utility, as it relates to food, risks
slipping into an unacceptable quest for pleasure itself—not the simple removal of a need,
like the satisfaction of hunger, but something more sybaritic:

If someone says, “The person extending (mapekteivmv) justice (dikaov) as far as

(&ypr) animals destroys (@Beipet) justice,” he does not recognize that he himself is

not rescuing (Stao®el) justice (dtkatoocvvnv) but increasing pleasure (1100viv),

which is hostile (moAépov) to justice (dikatooHvn). Certainly, with pleasure as the
goal (téhovg), justice is shown to be destroyed (évarpovpévn). For to whom is it
not clear that justice grows by means of abstinence? (3.26.5-6)
While arguing against the necessity of meat, Porphyry depicts it repeatedly as a matter
merely of pleasure, a choice people make even if a vegetarian diet is easier to obtain and
even if meat-eating goes against human nature. As he says at the beginning of book 3,
“The human is a harmless being (dpAafec) by nature (pOoet) and one who tends to
abstain (dpextikov) from providing pleasures (1100vacg) for himself through the harming

(BrGPNG) of others” (3.1.3).** Indeed, as Porphyry later says, citing Plutarch, “To kill

*1 Cf. the common-man argument at 1.14.3: “A pig is not a useful thing (ypfoiov) for anything other than
meat (Bpdowv).”

*2 The claim that humans are “harmless by nature” (4propic...pvoet) may perhaps be understood as
aspirational, referring to the true self, i.e., nous (see 1.29.4) rather than embodied humanity. Still, Porphyry
leans on arguments from nature throughout Abstinence, as can be discerned from the frequency of ¢vo1g
and related words, which occur well over 100 times in the course of the text. An opposing argument from

nature, offered at 1.13.2, declares, “Flesh eating is in accordance with nature (katd ¢vow) for a human
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others (&tepar) gratuitously (ék meplovoiag) and for pleasure and to destroy them
(pBépewv) is an act of absolute savagery (dyptotnroc) and injustice (6duciag)” (3.18.3).%
One of Porphyry’s strategies for challenging animal sacrifice as well as meat-
eating is to cast the putative necessity behind each of them as a matter of mere pleasure—
that is, to recast them as false necessities. In the case of animal sacrifice, he undermines
the sense of divine necessity by presenting the ritual as something humans do for their
own sake. As he puts it, “We sacrifice to the gods none of the dishonored (dtipmv)
animals, which provide no use (ypeiav) for our way of life (Biov), and none of the ones
that give no enjoyment (&mérowotv)” (2.25.1-2).** With respect to meat as a material
necessity, he says, “If there are crops, what need (ypeia) is there to use (ypficOar) the

sacrificial animal (Bopatt)?” (2.12.1)* and, later, “It is not the case that, since famines

being, but raw-flesh eating is contrary to nature (mapd evOotv). When fire was discovered, then, [people]
recovered, by cooking, what was in accordance with nature (katd @Oowv), and they started to accept meat.”
In On Flesh Eating, Plutarch repeatedly refers to the practice as mapd Oowv. Unlike natural predators, he
argues, humans have bodies ill-suited to killing, eating, and digesting other animals (Esu 994f-95b).

* Representing an unknown work of Plutarch’s, Sandbach fr. 193 continues from this citation through
3.20.6.

* The exclusion of “dishonored” (dtipmv) animals from sacrifice—that is, of those considered “unworthy”
of it—provides an interesting counterpoint to the opponents’ fear, discussed above, that “justice is
muddled...if we do not use (ypdpevor)...some [animals] for food while considering them...deprived of the
rights (&tipa) of community (kowwviag)” (1.4.1-2). From the opponents’ perspective, an animal must be
dtov, in the sense of being excluded from the community, precisely because it has a use (ypeiag) (1.4.4),
while from the Porphyrean-Theophrastean perspective people avoid sacrificing any animal that is dtiov in
the sense of not having any use (2.25.2).

45 For more on pleasure versus necessity, cf. 1.38.2, 3.18.3, 3.18.5-19.1, 3.20.6, and 3.26.5.
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and war have been causes of eating other animals, it is necessary to accept this for
pleasure (10ovnv)” (2.57.3). From Porphyry’s perspective, pleasure, in fact, is what
drives the discourse of meat apologetics—and, by extension, the denial of reason to
animals, which he attributes, in an earlier passage (3.16.1), to gluttony (Aopapyiov). As
he says at the beginning of book 4:
Those who approve flesh eating [do so], in truth, because of their lack of self-
control (dxpaciag) and their intemperance (dxolaciag), having provided brazen
defenses for themselves drawn from need (évdeiag), which they impute to nature
as something greater than they ought to.... The promise of advantage
(ovpeépovtog) especially beguiles (¢€amatd) those suborned (dedekacpévoug) by
pleasure. (4.1.1-2)
If utility ranks below necessity as a moral basis for eating animals, Porphyry suggests,
pleasure is even lower. In the discourse of meat-eating, as he describes it, one can see
claims of necessity (avéykn, &voeln) made for what amounts to utility or advantage (10
oupeépov), their interchangeability perhaps enabled by the fact that all three meanings
are encompassed by ypeio. But pleasure, Porphyry argues, is the true motive for animal
sacrifice and meat-eating. In excusing what Porphyry would characterize as the gratuitous
infliction of harm for pleasure or enjoyment (1100v1}, dmdrAavoig), Hermarchus’s
Epicurean justice, then, yields its opposite: “absolute savagery and injustice” (3.18.3).
In the case of a related idea of justice presented soon in the text after
Hermarchus—that of a “just war” between humans and animals—Porphyry breaks down
the dichotomy that reductively pits one category against the other. According to this

common-man argument, “The one urging people not to eat [animals] and considering it
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unjust will also say that it is not just either to kill them or to take away (dparpeicOor)
their souls. But surely our war against beasts (Onpia), at least, is innate (§pputog) and at
the same time just (dixaog)” (1.14.1). The animals with which people are at war, the
argument continues, include those that “willingly attack humans” (wolves and lions);
those that “attack unwillingly” (snakes); and others that destroy crops (1.14.1). “How is
it,” the argument goes, “that we would be unjust in killing [animals] that attack
(émyepodvta) humans, or [the animals] living with humans (cvvavBpomnodoiv), or
crops?” (1.20.2). While, in this case, opponents attribute to vegetarians an absolute
position on the killing of animals, Porphyry challenges what he presents as their all-or-
nothing framing of justice, a dichotomy between, on the one hand, “living ({fjv) and
treating (ypopévoug) no [animal] with justice (dwatoovvn)” and, on the other, “treating
every [animal] with justice and not living” (3.18.4). The opponents, it is true, suggest that
human beings are not at war with all animals, and that they rightly abstain from “many
living with humans (cuvavBporovvtwv),” such as dogs, horses, and donkeys (1.14.3), but
they do not speak of any possible justice relationship. As Porphyry argues, we need to
think of justice relationships that distinguish non-harmful from harmful animals:
Just as, though there is a kinship (oikelidtnrog) for us with (mpog) other humans,
we consider it necessary to kill and punish all the wrongdoers (kakomotovg) [who]
harm (BAdmtewv) the one who encounters them,*® so too, among the non-rational
animals, it is equally appropriate (mpoonxket) to kill the unjust in nature and the
wrongdoers who are driven by nature to harm those who approach them, but it is

unjust, in fact, to kill and slaughter those of the remaining animals that commit

6 For a similar idea, cf. 3.26.2.
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injustice against no one and are not driven to harm by nature, as is the case also
with such humans. (2.22.2)"
Porphyry says that it is in fact more reasonable to posit a justice relationship with loyal
animals than with beastly humans:
Seeing that many people live by perception (aicOncet) alone, not having intellect
(vodv) and reason (Adyov), and many, in turn, have outstripped the most
frightening beasts (Onpimv) in cruelty (opotTt) and anger (Boud) and greed
(mheovediq)...how is it not irrational (dAoyov) to think that there is some justice
(dikaov) for us toward (mpog) such men but none toward the plowing ox and the
companion (cHvtpoeov) dog and the ones that nourish (tpépovta) with milk and

adorn their nurslings (Opéppata) with fleece? (3.19.3)*

*" While dangerous animals may be killed in self-defense, Porphyry touches (disapprovingly) on
aetiological tales that explain sacrifice as a punishment for non-dangerous animals (“They first subjugated
a goat at Ikarios in Attica, because it had cut back a grapevine”; “Diomos was the first to slaughter an ox”
because it “came forward and took a taste of the consecrated cake” [2.10.1-2]). Porphyry says that harmless
animals should not be killed and harmful animals are unsuitable sacrifices even if killing them is allowed
(2.23.1-2).

*¥ The claim in this Plutarchan passage that “many people live by perception alone (61 aicOfoet povov
{@dvtag), not having intellect or reason (vobv 8¢ kai Adyov obk £yovtac),” seems to be in tension with the
passage, at 3.1.4, in which Porphyry identifies as “true and also Pythagorean” the opinion that “every soul
in which there is a share of perception (aicOncewc) and memory is rational (Aoywnv).” However, in the
context of the work as a whole, the phrase ovk &yovtac—rendered by Girgenti-Sodano as “senza far uso”—
seems not so much to reinscribe the dichotomy of having/not having reason as to make a point about the
degree to which people use (or do not use) their natural endowment of reason. Cf. nearly identical language

in Plot. Enn. 3.4.2 (cicOfoel povov Enoav) regarding those humans who, living “by perception alone,” are
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One may detect in the passage a virtue-ethics-style appeal: who would wish to be the
kind of person who shows ingratitude to such animals?*’ At the same time, there is again
a suggestion of reciprocity between humans and domesticated animals, the basis of a kind
of justice relationship. There is also a clear evocation of the tender love of animal parents
for their children, transferred here to humans (their “nurslings”). Such tender love of
parents for children, as we have seen, is referred to three chapters later (Tpo¢ td Ekyova
euhootopyiav 3.22.7) in reference to the Stoic idea that it is “the origin for us of
community and justice.” While the Stoics are criticized in that passage for recognizing
tender love toward children among animals and still refusing them a share of justice, here
we see an alternative, if only poetically suggestive, basis for a justice relationship
between humans and animals: not so much reciprocity as their tender love of us.”
Porphyry’s breaching of the divide between human and animal is reflected in
language that throughout the work assimilates humans both negatively to savage animals

and positively to tame animals (who except for dogs tend not to eat meat).”' In a sense,

bound to be reincarnated as nonhuman animals or, in cases of even greater mental sluggishness, plants. The
context is a discussion of how in humans “the greater” (t0 kpeittov), i.e., reason, does not always “hold
sway” (xpatel). The Plotinian conceit of what me might call “downward” reincarnation—through turpitude
as well as mental torpor—picks up on themes explored in Pl. Phd. 81e-82b and 7i. 91-92. Reincarnation is
notably absent from Porphyry’s argument in Abstinence, however.

4 For more on virtue ethics, see note 95 below.

" For the Stoic recognition of animals’ concern for their children, see, e.g., Cic. Fin. 3.62.

> The permeability between man and “beast” in the context of “just war” brings to mind Aristotle’s
observation that “the art of war (1] moAepikn)...must be used against (rpdg) both wild animals (6npic) and,
among humans, as many as are suited by nature to be ruled (mepukoteg dpyecOoar) but who are not willing

(un B€hovowv)—this war being just by nature (pvoet)” (Pol. 1256b24-26). In assimilating wild, dangerous

58



we can conceive a distinction between animals—actual ensouled beings—and “the
animal,” a trans-species category that connotes gratuitous pleasure-seeking and
violence.” The “animal” can be mapped onto the “bestial’—against which war (literal or
figurative) might be considered just. For example, Porphyry names “the bestial”
(Inpudoeg)—along with “the bloodthirsty” (povikov) and “the impassive (dnabc) to
pity”—as a quality that is fortified in us when “we slaughter...animals with wanton
violence (OPpetr) or for the sake of luxury, or...for sport in theaters and hunting” (3.20.6-
7).>® Forms of &ypog (“savage”), including the verb £Enypimton, appear often, contrasting
with mpéiog (“gentle”), oixtog (“pity, compassion”), and especially fjuepoc. The last of
these is used to describe, alternately, domesticated animals and cultivated or civilized and

therefore gentle human beings.>* Furthering the theme of harmlessness, Porphyry’s use of

animals to “wrongdoers,” Porphyry reverses the trope by which “barbarian” peoples are assimilated to
wild, dangerous animals, on which see, e.g., Clark 2011b, 80-81.

32 On “the concept ‘animal’ ” and its possible “associat[ion] in the Greek mind with...uncontrollability
(akolasia) and immodesty (anaidia),” see Korhonen and Ruonakoski 2017, 100. On the association
between anaideia and dogs, see Franco 2014, 9.

>3 The line, from 3.20.7, marks the beginning of Porphyry’s long excerpt from Plutarch’s Cleverness. In
that work, when Soclarus argues (959c¢) that hunting “provides a pure (kaBapav) spectacle of skill (téxvng)
together with intelligent daring (toAung vodv €yovong) set against mindless (dvontov) strength and force
(Biav),” Autobolus responds (959d), “And yet from that...they say that insensitivity (dmd0giav) has come
upon human beings and savagery (dypiotnta) that feeds (yevoapévnv) on slaughter.” Autobolus goes on to
say (959e-f) that through meat-eating humans “strengthened as much as is murderous in themselves by
nature and brutal (Bnpi®deg) and made it unbending to pity, and blunted most of the gentle (quépov).”

% Cf. Arr. Epict. 4.1.120: “A human is not a wild beast (dnpiov) but a gentle animal (fjuepov {Hov).” Cf.

also Arist. Pol. 1254b: “Tame animals (fjpepa) are better (Beltio) in nature (pvow) than wild animals
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the word assimilates the domesticated animals his treatise aims to protect to the sort of
gentle people who abstain from eating them, while, conversely, the killer and eater of
harmless animals is construed as dyptog and Onpioonc—Ilike a savage, wild animal,
which may be killed in self-defense. In book 4, the two uses of fjuepog, in reference to
cultivated human beings and tame animals, appear in the same sentence (4.22.4):
“Wishing to make life (Biov) civilized (fjuepov), [Triptolemus] attempted to rescue
(drodlewv) the animals living with humans (cuvavOpwnedovta) and most of all the tame

ones (fjuepa).” Abstinence uses fjuepog and Onpddng for both human and nonhuman

(dypiov), but for all of them it is better (BéLtiov) to be ruled by a human, for in this way they obtain safety
(cotnpiag).” Porphyry also uses fjuepog in a couple of instances (2.5.6, 2.14.2) to refer to cultivated plants.
Regarding €é&nypiotat, which Porphyry uses to speak of “some nations [that] have become savage
(&EnypiowTor) or are bestial (Onpiddn) by nature” (4.21.2), cf. Theophrastus on trees grown from seeds
(instead of slips), which he says “become wild” (¢€ayprodtar) and “degenerate from their class” (éiotoTon
oD yévovg), with the result that they produce inferior fruit or no fruit at all (HP 2.2.4 and CP 1.9.1; see also
HP 3.2.3).

>> A momentary departure from this valorization of gentle and domesticated animals may be detected when
Porphyry notes that “while some animals, those that are strong, dwell far away from (ékmodmv) humans, the
less noble (&yevvij) ones dwell far away from stronger wild animals (Onpieov), but, on the contrary, dwell
with humans, either a bit removed...or living [closely] with humans (cuvavBpenodvta), as dogs do” (3.9.3).
Though Montanari casts dygvvic as “low-born, not noble, lowly,” Girgenti-Sodano and Bouffartigue-
Patillon render it, respectively, as “fearful” and “weak”—and indeed the context of the passage is
knowledge of one’s own strengths and weaknesses as a sign of rationality. From a different perspective, we
might understand dyevvng in light of Porphyry’s observation concerning philosophers and society: “If
someone thinks he remains free from passion (dra0ng) while living with people (cuvavBponedwv), filling
his perceptions (aicOfogig) with corresponding passions (maf@v), he is unaware that he is deceiving

himself...and does not recognize how greatly he is enslaved to the passions precisely by his non-alienation
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animals.”® Accordingly, Porphyrean justice may be thought of as a separation, as it were,
from “the animal” that does not exclude animals themselves.

As with Hermarchus’s contractarianism, the exclusion of animals is precisely the
fault that Porphyry finds in oikeiosis (“appropriation”), the Stoic basis for justice, and
why he supplements it with Theophrastean oikeiotes (“kinship”).”’ For Stoics, oikeiosis

refers to the fact of considering, or the process by which one comes to consider, oneself

(ovk drAotpidoet) from the masses” (1.36.2). One of the common-man arguments (1.15.1) is that flesh-
eating animals are more intelligent (cuvetdtepa), since they are hunters (Onpevtica) and have skill
(téxvnv). Presumably, the threat they pose to humans and the animals that humans eat outweighs the
recognition of their similar faculties.

%% Korhonen and Ruonakoski (2017, 189) make a case for the trans-species application of these terms in
Plato and Aristotle. As they put it, “The distinction between predatory/wild and tame/civilised is not
between humans and other animals.... It is between some humans (and some animals).” For discussion, see
esp. 79 and 100-101.

>7 As Schofield (1995, 193) notes, the prime testimony for oikeiosis as a Stoic basis for justice is in fact
Abst. 3.19.2: “Perceiving (aioBdvecsOar) is the origin (&pyn) of all appropriation (oikeudoewg) and
alienation (dAAoTpidoemg), and those around Zeno posit appropriation as the origin of justice
(dwaoovvng).” Cf. Cic. Fin. 3.62-68 and Plut. Soll. 962a. Aside from Theophrastean oikeiotes, there may
be an antecedent for oikeiosis in Aristotle’s discussion of friendship in EN 1155a16-22, where he speaks of
a natural philia between parents and children, both human and nonhuman, and among “those of the same
species (Opogbvéot),” especially humans. “Anyone, even in travels,” he says, “would see that each person is
‘proper’ (oikeiov) and dear (pilov) to every other.” See, e.g., Sorabji 1993, 132, and Fortenbaugh 2011,
559. For human solidarity from the common man’s perspective, see 4bst. 1.14.2: “There is not anyone
who, seeing a snake, would not kill it if he is able, so that neither he nor any another person would be
bitten, for there is not only hatred for those that are killed but also fondness (ctopyn) of human for (zpog)

human.”
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and others as “proper to oneself” or “one’s own,” with a corresponding “impulse to care
for” them”®—we might say, “include” them. As Clark puts it, “We begin with what we
need for self-preservation.” With time, “we also recognize other people, beginning with

»>% In Porphyry’s critique, “those who

our families, as appropriate objects of our concern.
undertook to introduce justice (dtkotocvvng) from appropriation (oikeidoewc) of (mpdg)
humans seem perhaps not to have recognized its specific property (idiopa).” Such
appropriation, Porphyry says, “would, in fact, be a sort of love of human beings
(prravBpomio)”—and here Porphyry uses gilovOpwmia, conventionally “benevolence,”

in a particular way that reinscribes the word’s etymology, emphasizing its

anthropocentric limitation.®” “But justice,” he continues, “consists in (kgitat) abstinence

*¥ Schofield 1995, 196. The concern for self and other constitute what Vander Waedt (1988, 104) calls “two
species of oikeimoig,” i.e., “personal” and “social.” For personal oikeimoig, see 3.9.2, where Porphyry
observes, “Each [animal] knows whether it is weak or strong, and it guards some things and uses others.”
Along with German renderings, Martins (2018, 139) lists “appropriation, familiarity, belonging, and
endearment” as “often-used translations” of oikeiosis in the English-speaking world, and he cites Plutarch’s
definition in On Stoic Self-Contradictions: “Oikeiosis appears to be the perception (aicOnoic) and
apprehension (avtiAnyic) of what is one’s own (tod oikegiov)” (St. rep. 1038c). For a new perspective on
personal oikieosis as the concept is employed by Epictetus, see Magrin 2018.

* Clark 2000a, 124n17.

% Martins (2018, 160) observes that aside from the first appearance of plavOpmmio—as a pejorative
atttached to the eponymous Titan in Aeschylus’s Prometheus Bound—Porphyry’s use of it represents the
only case where it has a negative valence. Martins also notes (2018, 183) the apparent response at Abst.
3.26.9 to the opponents who refer at 1.5.2 (= Plut. Soll. 964f) to “us, the ones who think they live in a
civilized manner (Mpuépwg) and benevolently (pilavOpdnwc).” Plutarch offers vegetarianism as “an
excellent process of habituation toward benevolence (piAavOponiav)” and asks, “Who could commit

injustice against a human while so gently and benevolently (piAavOpdnmg) disposed toward the alien
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(8v 1® doextik®) and in the non-harming (&PAaPel) of anyone at all who does not harm
(BAémTovToc)” (3.26.9). For a wider circle of consideration than allowed by Stoic
oikeiosis, Porphyry draws on Theophrastus’s On Piety in a passage (4bst. 3.25) generally
taken as a discussion of oikeiotes (“kinship”), although the term is employed only
obliquely, in a reference to “the kinship (oikeld0tng) of passions (mabdv)” (3.25.3)
between humans and nonhumans. (An earlier Theophrastean passage [2.22.2] speaks of
“a kinship [oikeidtnrtog] for us with [tpog] other humans™). At 3.25.3, Porphyry says,
“We hold (tiBepev) that all people are related (cvyyeveic) to each other, and indeed to all
the animals.” That is because “the principles (apyai) of their bodies are the same by
nature,” not just “fundamental elements (ctoygia), since plants also come out of these,”
but rather “skin, flesh (cépxoag), and the class of humors innate (cOpputov) in animals.”
More important, Porphyry refers to “there being in [animals] souls that are not different
(ad10pOpovc) by nature...in desires (émBopiong) and anger (dpyaic), and furthermore in

reasoning (Aoyiopoic) and most of all in perceptions (aicOfceow).”® The difference,

(dAAGTpar) and unrelated (aoOpevAa)”? (Esu 995f-96a). See also Abst. 3.20.7 (= Plut. Soll. 959f-60a, with
slight variations): “Pythagoreans made gentleness to animals practice for love of human beings (tod
ouavBpdmrov) and for proneness to pity (prhoktippovog).” In Cleverness, the dolphin is said by Phaedimus
to have a “love of humans” (10 iAévBpwmov) and indeed to be the only animal that “cleaves to a human
precisely because he is human” (Plut. Soll. 984c).

%! Dierauer, it should be noted (1977, 172), asserts that this sentence “can certainly not come from
Theophrastus,” since he and Aristotle “both differentiate between human and animal souls, and...consider
rational thought to be a privilege of man” (172). Dierauer’s assertion is based primarily on his attribution of
Arist. HA 588al17-b3 to Theophrastus (166) and on a Theophrastean passage transmitted by Photius
concerning the ostensibly “grudging” behavior of animals (168). In H4 588a18-b3, as we have seen,

2 <

“intelligence” in animals is cast as a matter of “traces,” “similarity,” and “analogy.” In the Photius passage
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Porphyry suggests, is one of degree not of kind, since “as with bodies, so too with souls,
some animals have them in perfected form, others in a weaker (fjrtov) form, but certainly
all alike have the same principles by nature.”

Though employed, in effect, as an alternative, Theophrastean oikeiotes could have
had some part in the evolution of Stoic oikeiosis.®* Later Stoics, according to Brink, could
have “grafted on to their own doctrines the whole range of Theophrastus’s oikeld0Tng™—

that is, its concentric structure.® This point refers back to Brink’s observation that “the

(Bibl. 278 528b13-14 Henry = fr. 175 Wimmer), Theophrastus asks, “How does such wisdom (cogia),
which even the rational (o1 Aoytkol) acquire (povOdvovotv) with long practice, come to the irrational

(toig droYo15)?” (For a response regarding the Photius passage, see Cole 1992, 57-60.) Perhaps more
strikingly, in On the Senses (Sens. 48 Diels), Theophrastus describes as “silly” the idea of Diogenes of
Apollonia that “humans differ [from other animals] in the fact that they breathe purer [air], but not in their
nature (Trjv 0owv) just as ensouled beings differ from the unensouled.” As I noted in the introduction, I do
not mean to impute to Theophrastus (or Plutarch or Porphyry) a single, fixed view of animals. However, in
the context of Abstinence at least, the views expressed in 3.25.1-3 (and the corresponding first-person
voice—AEym, papév, etc.) may be understood as belonging to both Theophrastus and Porphyry. For the
connection drawn here between physical and mental sameness (skin, flesh, and humors on the one hand;
desires, anger, reasoning, and perceptions on the other), see chapter 2, section II1I. Whether from a
Theophrastean or Stoic perspective, it would seem to go without saying that one ought not to kill, much
less eat, those who are oikelotl (“related” or “appropriate”) to oneself—and that “someone not abstaining
(&meyopevog) from injustice toward those who are related (tdv oikeiov) would rightly be judged impious
(&oePng),” as Porphyry says at 3.26.1.

62 For the history of scholarly perspectives on the relation between the two ideas, see Gorgemanns 2002,
166-68.

% Brink 1956, 141. This structure of concentric circles would be elaborated by the second-century CE Stoic

Hierocles. The first circle, as he puts it, is the one, “which someone himself has drawn around his own
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original feature in Theophrastus’s scheme...is the chain of relationships from the smallest
group among men all the way along to the largest and from thence to other living
things.”®* That structure, by which relatedness is extended to ever larger groups, emerges
from the first part of the Theophrastus passage in Abst. book 3:
We say that those who have been brought into being from the same...father and
mother are related (oikeiovg) to each other by nature (pvoet). And...those sown
from the same forefathers...and of course also citizens.... In this way, I think, we
say that both Greek to Greek, and non-Greek to non-Greek, and all human beings
to each other are related and of like kind (cvyyeveig). (3.25.1-2)
While perhaps impinging, then, on Stoic oikeiosis, “a developmental theory,” as
Fortenbaugh puts it, Peripatetic oikeiotes is, in contrast, “an objective, reciprocal
relationship.”® As Clark clarifies with reference to her translation of oikeios in 3.25 as
“related” instead of the usual “our own” or “appropriate,” Theophrastean oikeiotes “is a
biological fact, from which moral consequences should follow,” while Stoic oikeiosis “is
a process of recognizing and identifying what is ours.”*® Alternatively, as Martins

formulates the distinction, oikeiotes is “static” while oikeiosis is “dynamic.”®’

thought (d1dvoiav) as a fixed point.” As for “the outermost and biggest circle,” this one includes “the entire
class of humans” (LS 57G = Stob. 4.27.23 Wachsmuth). Cf. Porphyry’s aspirational extension of
harmlessness at 3.27.2, discussed in chapter 2, section IVA.

% Brink 1956, 135.

% Fortenbaugh 2011, 558.

% Clark 2000a, 176n510.

57 Martins (2018, 181). For Martins (185), “the dynamic [principle of] oikeiosis forms a horizontal axis,

which can extend justice to other living beings in the context of normal, everyday life,” while the
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From Porphyry’s perspective, animals are indeed oikeia (“related” or
“appropriate”) to humans, suitable objects of oikeiosis and, consequently, justice.
Speaking of the time “when friendship (@1Aiag) and perception of relatedness (cuyyeveq)
held fast all beings (wdvta),” he says that “no one killed any being (ov6&v), considering
the other animals (1d Aowd t@v {OwV) to be oikeia” (2.22.1). Picking up the theme in
book 3, he observes, “Someone who has brought about for himself oikeiosis toward
(mpdg) animals (t0 {dov) will not commit injustice (ddknoel) against any individual
animal” (3.26.7). Porphyry notably uses the same word (oikeia) to connect humans both
to animals and to a higher ontological level, “the things that truly belong to us” (& évtwg
oikein), to which we must strive to “return” (émaviévan) in our quest for spiritual ascent
(1.30.4). Savage humans do not cause us to “cut off our relationship (oxéowv) with (mpog)
the civilized (10 fjpepov),” he observes (3.26.2), nor should we cut off tamer (fpuepdtepa)
animals (3.26.3). Indeed, Porphyry says, “we a do a great injustice (moA\v...a01kov) by
killing both the tame and the savage (ypia) and unjust (6dwa), and by eating the tame
ones” (3.26.4). In Porphyry’s schema, “civilization” or “tameness,” aligned with the
harmlessness of “the Greater” (referred to at 3.26.11), generates a chain of relatedness

and appropriation from human to animal and from the human to the divine.*®

assimilation to god “forms...a vertical axis, which seeks the transcendence of physical existence.” It is the
dynamism of oikeiosis versus the static quality of oikeiotes that makes him lend more weight to the former
as an element of Porphyry’s thinking in Abstinence.

%% Cf. the movement of the divine (fciov) between both humans and animals, as recognized by Egyptian
priests, at 4.9.1. The idea of “the Greater” (xpeitt@v) itself links the divine, divine law, the priest, and

vegetarianism. See 1.28.4, 1.50.3, 2.50.1, 3.17.2, 3.26.10-11, 4.18.5 (discussed below), and 4.20.8.
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Even as Porphyry disrupts the dichotomy of human and animal and as he pushes
justice beyond the border of the human, Abstinence is, nonetheless, pervaded by a
discourse of norms and boundaries, a thematics of the fixed and immobile. All three
major themes of Abstinence—justice, piety, and purity—concern limits on human
behavior, and the treatise is accordingly shaped by words that relate to boundaries and
laws: from dxivntog (“not to be stirred or touched, inviolate...proverbial of sacred
things”)* to yopilw (“to separate, divide, exclude).”® Palmer sees the Greek notion of
justice as grounded in a cosmic “order that was the result of an elemental act of
apportionment” in which “each component of the universe, gods, men, and natural
objects had its allotted portion.””" In this system, “the just man is &vducoc.... He remains
‘within his marks or limits’; unlike his opposite, who is &€kdikog,” while violators are

subject to “Nemesis, ‘distribution’ or ‘distributor’ ”—a jealous, watchful spirit which

®LSJs.v. 112,

7 Other words relating to boundaries and limits, the crossing of which violates purity as well as justice,
include 6pog derivatives and mapa- words such as mapafaive and mapdvopoc. In such words and others,
the appearance of the root vop- (the o-grade of Indo-European *nem-, which means “assign, allot”)
provides a further elaboration of the theme of limits. For *nem-, see Watkins 1992. The discourse of
boundaries and limits is also employed by opponents, as when they refer to “the ancient law (vopov) and
boundary (6pov) by which Zeus” allowed fish, land animals, and birds to eat each other while to human
beings alone “he gave justice (diknv)” (1.5.3).

! Palmer 1950, 168. The related notion of justice as giving what is due, though not generally welcome in
Platonic thought (see, e.g., Porph. Sent. 40.75-77), has some relevance in Porphyry’s discourse on piety, as
laid out in Abst. book 2. In that discourse, piety is regarded as rendering what is due to the gods. Thus

Porphyry refers to “offer[ing] first fruits, exactly as was just (dikowov)” (2.8.2; see also 2.24.1.).
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. 2
punishes trespasses and encroachments.”’

Indeed, alongside the more relationally
oriented understanding of justice prevalent in Porphyry’s treatise, justice (6ikn) as an
external force, an enforcer, along with Nemesis, of boundaries and proper portions,
makes several appearances. Near the end of book 3, Dike, Aidos, and Nemesis are
mentioned as goddesses who “kept company” (opilet) with the golden race “because
they were contented with the fruit of the land” (3.27.10). In book 2, speaking of sorcerers
who are punished “for their transgression (mapovopiag),” Porphyry notes that some
penalties are “at the hands of the justice (ikng) overseeing all mortal matters, both deeds
and thought” (2.45.3).” In book 4, justice, appears as an agent of the law (vopoc) of the
city, which, “having permitted others to eat meat,...allowed [the abstinent] to be self-
ruling (avtovopovc) and revered (é6€p0On) them as greater (kpeittovag) than itself.” That
law, Porphyry says, “surely brought the others, not [the abstinent], under its justice (dikm)
as initiators (Katdpyovrog) of injustice (ddikiag)” (4.18.5). Some people, in other words,
need the threat of punishment to avoid harm to their fellow citizens, but not the abstinent
philosophers, whose autonomy is to be respected because they adhere to a higher law.
The law of the city, we might say, has an immovable, unchangeable, universal part,
which justice enforces—as in the prohibition against murder—and a mobile, changeable,
and particular part reflected, in Porphyry’s view, in the permission to eat meat.

The suggestion of the immovable and unchangeable in Abstinence points to a

notion of natural law, a final theoretical basis for justice, which, because it is also

7 Palmer 1950, 162-63.
7 For justice as a punitive force, cf. Marc. 22, which speaks of those who “can neither evade nor escape the

notice of the gods and justice (8iknv), the gods’ attendant.”
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universal, has important implications for the work’s universalizing aspirations.”* In
Rhetoric (1373b), Aristotle distinguishes “particular” (id1ov) from “general” (kowdv)
laws, which, he says, are those “based upon nature” (kotd @vowv)’> and—citing Antigone,
as well as Empedocles and Alcidamas’°—observes that “there is by nature, as all men in
a manner divine, a common (kowov) justice and injustice, even if there is no community
(xowamvia) with (tpdg) each other and no agreement (cuvOnkn).” In Nicomachean Ethics
(1135a3-5), he says, “Just things (dixoia) that are not natural (pucuca) but man-made
(avBpmmva) are not the same everywhere, since not even forms of government
(molteion) are the same, but one form of government alone is in accordance with nature
(xotd eVOowv) everywhere, and that one is the best (épiotn).” The Stoics, for their part, as
Schofield observes, “could invoke Heraclitus, Pindar, Empedocles, the Antigone, [and]
Plato...for a...view, well expressed by Cicero”: “Law was not contrived by human
ingenuity, nor is it some popular decree, but it is something eternal, which rules the

whole universe by means of wisdom in commanding and prohibiting.””” Voiced by

" For positive law, the opposite of natural law, cf. the reference in Marc. 25 to “the [law] variously
established in nations and city-states (0 Ogtog xat’ £€6vn kol ndrelg),” which “strengthens community
(kowmviav)” but is “written (ypapdpevog) now in one way, now in another (dAlote dAloiog).”

5 See also Arist. Rh. 1368b7-9: “Law (vopoc) is, on the one hand, particular (id10¢) and, on the other hand,
universal (kowdg). I call the written (yeypappuévov) law in accordance with which (ka®’ 6v) [cities] are
governed (molitevovrar) ‘particular’; but I call ‘universal’ as many unwritten (&ypoea) things as seem to
be agreed on among all.”

7® Antigone is cited for her illegal burial of Polynices; Empedocles, for his universal prohibition against
killing animals (discussed below); and Alcidamas, for his un-Aristotelian affirmation that “god sent forth
all people as free; nature has made none a slave” (Alcidamas fr. 3 Avezzu).

" Schofield 1995, 205-9, citing Cic. Leg. 2.8.
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Laelius in Cicero’s Republic (3.33), “the classic Stoic statement of natural law,” as
Sorabji puts it,”® declares that “true law (vera lex)...is spread among all (diffusa in
omnes), unvarying (constans), and permanent (sempiterna).” Elsewhere, Cicero describes
law as “the highest reason, innate (insita) in nature, which orders the things that must be
done and prohibits the contrary.”” As Striker has observed, the term “nature,” by
appealing to “the nature of the universe...[,] of man...[,] of human society, or...all of the
above,” promises “a solution to the problem of objectivity” through
“standards...independent of human conventions or beliefs.”*

It is, in fact, “standards...independent of human conventions or beliefs” that
Porphyry appeals to several times in defense of abstinence. In book 1, for example, he
posits an unwritten divine law separate from and above ordinary laws:

Certainly, in fact, if lawgivers, had arranged legal matters for their cities in order

to lead them up (&vayovteg) to the contemplative (Bewpnrikov) life (Biov) and to

life ({wnv) in accordance with intellect (katd vodv), it would be necessary, while
obeying them, also to accept their approvals concerning food. But if, having in
view the life according to nature (tOv kot @Vow...iov), called the “middle

(néoov) life,” they legislate things that would also be approved of by the many—

for whom external and likewise bodily matters have been understood as the things

that are good or bad—why would someone, citing the law of these men, overturn

a mode of life (Biov) superior (kpeittova) to every law that is written and

8 Sorabji 1993, 151.
" Cic. Leg. 1.18.

80 Striker 1996, 219.
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ordained for the many, a life pursuing the unwritten (&ypagov) and especially
divine (O€iov) law? (1.28.3-4)
In carving out a space for himself and like-minded people committed to “the

29 ¢¢

contemplative life,” Porphyry here appeals to a law that is “superior,” “unwritten,” and
“divine”—all three adjectives pointing toward attributes of natural law.*' “Life according
to nature” (tOv kot @Vov...iov), as the context makes clear, refers to something
different, the life of the non-contemplative masses, “for whom external and likewise
bodily matters have been understood as the things that are good or bad.”®* The similar-
sounding phrase “laws of nature” (toV¢ t|g pUGE®G vOpoLG), which Porphyry uses in
book 2, points in the opposite direction, away from the body and up toward the gods:
It would, in fact, be extraordinary for the Syrians not to eat fish; the Hebrews,
pigs; and the greater part of the Phoenicians and the Egyptians, cows—and
besides, with many kings striving to change them, to endure death rather than the
transgression (mapdpaciv) of the law (vopov)—but for us to choose to transgress
the laws of nature (tovg tfig PV¥oemg vopovg) and the divine rules (Osiog

napayyeAiiag) on account of fears of people and of some slander from them.

2.61.7)

8! The phrase &ypagov kai Ogiov (“unwritten and...divine”) at 1.28.4 is unique in the extant Greek corpus.
%2 As Clark (2000a, 133n96) observes, “The ‘middle life,” according to Aristotle (EN 1095b14-23)...aims at
recognition (#imé)” in contrast “with the life of enjoyment chosen by ‘ordinary vulgar people’ and with the
contemplative life.” Porphyry here seems to conflate the middle life of the political elite and lower life of

the masses—devoted, respectively, to honor and “bodily matters.”
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The proximity of “laws of nature” and “divine rules” here expresses their close
relationship.®’ The unchanging, transcendent law, which in Porphyry’s view calls for
abstinence from animals, is contrasted with the ephemeral dictates and concessions of
rulers.*

In his use of natural-law language in these passages and elsewhere,*’ Porphyry
invites us to reconsider his suggestions that vegetarianism is for just a few people.
Natural law is, in its essence, universal. We see this, for example, in Aristotle’s reference
to Empedocles, in whose view the prohibition against killing animals is explicitly

extended to everyone, not just a priestly-philosophic elite.*® What might be called

%3 Whereas “divine rules” at Abst. 2.61.7 seems to correspond to “the [law] of god” (6 Tob 0£0d) in Marc.
25, there appears to be a looser correspondence between “the laws of nature” (tovg tfjg @Hoemg vopovg) in
the former (a matter of prohibition) and “the [law] of nature” (0...tf|g @Ooewg) and “of mortal nature (6 Tfig
Ovntiig eVoewc”) in the latter, which acts as a force of moderation in matters of the body, “pointing out the
necessary (avoykaiov)” while it “cross-examines (éAEyyet) what is zealously pursued in vain or
superfluously.” Speaking of the divine law and the law of nature, in Marc. 27, Porphyry says, “Starting
from these, you will nowhere have a care for (evAafnion) the written (€yypagov) law.”

In Cels. 5.37, written about two decades earlier, the Christian polemicist Origen draws a similar
distinction between “the written law of cities” (tod €v taig méAect ypamtod) and “the law of nature
(tod...10g pvoewg vopov), which God would legislate,” and which ought to take precedence even at the
cost of death.

% Quoting Asclepiades (a historian of the third century CE “known only through this passage,” according
to Girgenti and Sodano [2005, 523]), Porphyry says, “Initially no ensouled being (§uyvoyov) was sacrificed
to the gods, and there was no law about it on account of its being forbidden by natural law (vop® ouowkd)”
(4.15.2).

% See Arist. Rh. 1373b13-15: “As Empedocles says concerning not killing («tetvew) the ensouled

(0 &pyoyov), this indeed is not just (dikatov) for some and unjust (o0 dikaiov) for others, ‘but the law
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Porphyry’s quasi-universalism may be understood, in contrast to the Empedoclean stance,
as conditionally framed. If you want to fulfill the true nature of a human being, Porphyry
suggests, you must abstain from eating animals; if, on the other hand, you do not want to
fullfill that true nature—if you are among the ordinary people more concerned with
external and bodily matters—then, the law of the city permits you to live your life that
way. The city’s concession of meat-eating to ordinary people (and Porphyry’s putative
concession of the same) does not negate or limit a universal law against killing harmless
animals. There is a fundamental difference between positing a high standard applicable
only to a few—which is how the stance of Abstinence is usually received—and setting a
high standard that many people will be disinclined to pursue or unable to achieve, even if,
as Porphyry observes, “The things apart from which [nature] could not endure...can be
provided (mopilesOar) both easily and together with justice (dwkaioovvng) and freedom
(8hevBepiag) and peacefulnesss (Movyiag) and much gentleness (paotdvng)” (1.51.7). To
the extent that his program is difficult, Porphyry could be compared with the early Stoics,
whose own form of assimilation to god, the condition of the sage, was thought to be
achievable by only a few. The difficulty of living in complete harmony with the /ogos of
the universe was not thought to compromise the universality of natural law or to exclude

anybody, however abject, from the Stoic program. At the same time, as with later Stoics,

(voppov) of all (mdvtov) has been extended (tétatot) without a break both through the wide-ruling sky
and, in turn, through the boundless earth’ ” (Emp. fr. 135 DK). See also Cic. Rep. 3.11.19, where Philus,
channeling the skeptic Carneades, attributes to Empedocles, as well as Pythagoras, the idea that “there is
one legal status (unam...condicionem iuris) for all living creatures (omnium animantium)” and that

“inexpiable penalties hang over those by whom an animal is violated.”
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Porphyry recognizes progress toward the goal rather than a dichotomy of success and
failure.”’

Notwithstanding the programmatic exclusions, the ethos of Abstinence is
expansive. From the standpoint of the moral patient, Porphyry consistently pushes
justice’s extension beyond the human boundary policed by Hermarchus and the Stoics.
From the standpoint of the moral agent, he posits a divine law of harmlessness that, like
Empedocles’ law, “has been extended (tétatan)...through the boundless earth,”*®
regardless of the particular, contingent laws in individual cities and nations. The laws of
such places, Porphyry insists, fall short of, and cannot be taken to override, the unwritten,
divine law—mnatural law—which prescribes non-harming and abstinence. That higher law
encompasses the philosopher, but not only the philosopher, because the practice of
harmlessness is at the heart of justice itself and at the heart of what Porphyry takes to be

the true nature of a human being.*’

7 On “the rigidity of early Stoic ethics” and the second-century BCE scholarch Panaetius’s “readiness to
admit ‘likenesses of virtue’ ” as a probable “methodological concession which made Stoicism both less
rigid and more humane,” see Long (1974) 1986, 214.

% See again Emp. fr. 135 DK.

% In considering the varied universalizing tendencies in Abstinence, such as its allusions to natural law,
seek to temper or nuance the demographic exclusions from vegetarianism (1.27.1, 2.3.1) that most readers
take to be decisive. Porphyry offers examples of self-sufficient contemplative communities, including fully
vegetarian ones, in Abstinence book 4; for imaginings of non-contemplative vegetarian societies, see his
tendentious use of Sparta, discussed in chapter 3, section III, and his treatment of the people of the Golden
Age, discussed in chapter 5, section V. To the question of what would happen if everyone chose a
vegetarian life, Porphyry responds, “No one in fact would be so mad as not to believe it is incumbent on all

people to strive to be virtuous” (4.18.6), as I discuss in the introduction.
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IV. Justice as a Virtue

Throughout this chapter, I have considered justice as an external relationship of
harmlessness that is extended or not extended to animals. At the same time, as we have
seen, justice in the Platonic tradition was often conceived as an internal quality—a virtue.
The play of internal and external, of self-directed and other-directed, maps onto our basic
dialectic of purity and justice, and, as we will see in chapter 4, contemplation and
action.” I will now take a brief look at justice as a virtue in both its internal and external
aspects as it is presented by Aristotle, Plato, and Porphyry himself, with the aim of
showing that justice for Porphyry cannot be reduced simply to a soul state.”’

In antiquity, justice emerges as one of four canonical virtues (along with wisdom,
courage, and self-control), whose inner and outer aspects are negotiated in various ways
by Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics. In the Republic, Socrates referring to the perfect
polity, says that “it is clear that it is wise (co@n) and courageous (dvdpeia) and self-

9992

controlled (co@pwv), and just (dikaia).””” In that work, in which the well-governed city-

state and the just soul are reflections of each other, the latter is conceptualized as a

% In chapter 4, section IIB, I examine the four-level schema of virtue presented in Porph. Sent. 32 as it
relates to action, contemplation, and the ontological hierarchy laid out in that work.

°! Cf. Edwards 2016, 270-71, discussed below.

2Pl Rep. 427e6-11. Adam ([1902] 1905, 224) identifies this as “apparently the earliest passage in Greek
literature where the doctrine of four cardinal virtues...is expressly enunciated.” In Rhet. 1366b1, Aristotle
offers a more expansive list of “the parts (uépn) of virtue (dpetiic),” including not just “justice”
(dwcatoovvn), “courage” (avdpeia), “self-control” (cwepocidvn), and “wisdom” (coeia), but also
“magnificence” (neyalonpéneia), “greatness of soul” (peyaroyoyia), “generosity” (élevBeptotng),

“gentleness” (mpaotng), and “intelligence” (@pdvnoig).
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tripartite complex of reason, spirit, and appetite—with “reason in command™®> and “each
part doing its function and not interfering with that of another.””* Such a conception of
the just soul is reflected, for example, in Porphyry’s observation that “the essence of
[justice (dtkawoovvn)] is in the rational governing the irrational, and the irrational
obeying” (3.26.10). In Aristotle’s definition, virtue is “an acquired condition (8£1g) of
freely choosing (nmpoaipetikn}), which is in a middle position (pecdtntt) in relation to us,
determined by reason (Ady®) and by what the person with intelligence (¢povipog) would

f 9995

establish for himsel For the Stoics, as Long observes, “virtue is...a unitary disposition

of the soul which can be analyzed into...practical wisdom, justice, moderation and

courage.””® In Parry’s general formulation, virtue is “a settled disposition to act in a

certain way.””’
The way a disposition of the soul would inform one’s relationship to the external

world is not hard to imagine. In the Republic, it is accepted as a given that the person

with a just soul would not, for example, ever commit theft or adultery, violate oaths, or be

%3 Sorabji 1993, 155.

% Parry 2014, citing P1. Rep. 441d-e and 443d. Cf. also the chariot in P1. Phdr. 246a-b.

% Arist. EN 1106b36-7a2. The Aristotelian approach to ethics has re-emerged in recent years in the form of
virtue ethics, which shifts the emphasis away from rules for actions (deontology) and evaluation of their
consequences (utilitarianism) toward the aspirational ethical character of the agent. Such an approach
arguably reduces the burden of proving that animals are “rational” or possessors of some other morally
relevant trait. As Bryant (2013, 108) puts it, “Ideally one would ask, ‘What would a [kind, courageous,
honest, temperate] person do?” and not ‘“What does the moral status of this entity require of me?’ ”’

Or, “ ‘What kind of person do I want to be?’ rather than ‘what rule am I to follow?’ ” (113).

% Long (1974) 1986, 200

°7 Parry 2014.
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impious.”® In a further development of this line of thought, Porphyry, as we have seen,
says that with the soul in proper order, “there is a complete necessity for a human being
to be harmless toward anything whatsoever.” Here Porphyry imagines “the passions
drawn in and desires and anger extinguished, and the reasoning power holding its
appropriate sovereignty” (3.26.10). In such a condition, perfect internal justice produces
immediate “assimilation to the Greater” and perfect external harmlessness.

On the other hand, when the question emerges of how justice as external behavior
can serve one’s self-interest, the Platonic tradition is able to point to the eudaimonia that
comes from justice as an inner state.”” As Porphyry puts it, “The just man (dikonoc) is
perceived as diminishing his share in bodily things (t®v katd c®pa), but he does no
injustice (ovk adwel) to himself: for by means of his training (rodoywyiq) of himself and
his self-control (é¢ykpazteiq), he will increase (ad&etar) his inner good (16 €vtog
ayaB6v)—that is, his assimilation to god (mpdg 0oV Opoiwoic)” (3.26.13). Porphyry’s use
of 10 €évtog dyaBov calls attention to itself, as this is the only occurrence of the phrase in
the extant Greek corpus. As a substantive, dya86v has the dual sense of “benefit” or
“advantage” and “moral good.” In speaking of the “inner good” of the just man, Porphyry
concisely captures the nexus in eudaimonistic ethics between goodness and being good to

oneself.

% Pl. Rep. 443a.

% See, e.g., Pl. Rep. 353e-54a. Eudaimonia (“happiness, well-being, success™) is, according to Blackburn
(2016, 163), “the central goal of all systems of ancient ethics.” As Sharples (1996, 84) observes, “The
question, for Plato, Aristotle, Epicureans, and Stoics alike, is what sort of life is best, what sort of life

constitutes ‘happiness.” ”
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The interplay of inner and outer justice can be illustrated, in part, by the ways
Porphyry uses forms of dikatog and dwkarocvv. The latter, an abstract noun, is derived
from the former, an adjective, by the addition of the suffix -cOvn, as with another

canonical virtue, co@pocvvn (“moderation in sensual desires, self-control,

100 101

temperance”),  which is derived from the adjective co@pwv. ~ Porphyry identifies
justice (Suconoovvn) as a virtue (Gpetiy) both explicitly'®” and by grouping it with other
virtues'” and often uses dikonog for the “just” man as well as “just” groups of people.'*
At the same time, as we have seen, he frequently uses the neuter form of dikatog as a
substantive that, together with tpdg and an accusative object, represents a justice
relationship, namely one of harmlessness. We see the dual aspects of “justice” as both an
internal virtue or disposition (dikatoctvn), on the one hand, and a quality of external
relations (dikoua), when Porphyry notes that before eating, the Essene initiate “swears
oaths...first to be pious to the divine, then to preserve justice (dikoa) toward (mpog)
people and to hurt no one...but always to hate the unjust (&dikovg) and succor the just
(0waiog)” (4.13.1).

As the overall thrust of book 3 strongly suggests, Porphyry’s theory of justice is
not simply about justice as a virtue, much less justice as an inner state, but also about

justice as a relationship, a being-toward (npog) another. I began this chapter with a

passage in which Porphyry defines justice (dikatocvvn) by saying its “essence (ovcia) is

0 LST s, 2.
"1 For a pairing of these words, see Abst. 2.36.1.
12 See 4.18.6.

' See 1.51.7,2.60.4,3.1.1, and 3.13.2.

104See 3.26.9 and 4.16.9.
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in the rational governing the irrational, and the irrational obeying” (3.26.10). In isolation,
this formulation could lead one to conclude, as Edwards does, that for Porphyry, “justice
is not, in essence, harmlessness towards harmless animate beings, but is itself a state of
soul in which the rational part ‘rules over’ the irrational part.”'” According to Edwards’s
reading, “those actions which necessarily result from a just state of soul are just, while
those which result from an unjust state of soul are unjust.”'°® Granting this, we still need
to consider the two preceding sentences and the transitional phrase 10 kai (“for this
reason”), which provide the context, the reason that “the essence of [justice] is in the
rational governing the irrational”—namely, that it produces harmlessness.

While inviting us to focus on harmlessness rather than the soul state as such, the
sentences preceding the definition also suggest that the causal arrows between justice and
harmlessness do not go in just one direction. As we have seen, Porphyry says, and partly
repeats, that “justice (dikaoovvn) consists in (keitar) in abstinence (€v t@ deekTik®) and
in the non-harming (&pAapel) of anyone at all who does not harm” (3.26.9). Here
Porphyry uses a formula (A + keicBat €v + B) that he employs elsewhere in Abstinence,
as well as in Sententiae, to indicate that a condition or disposition (A) is produced, at
least to some degree, by an action or set of actions (B). At Abst. 3.1.3, for example, he
paraphrases Socrates to observe that “human happiness (10 €ddaipov) [does not] consist

in (&v...kelo0ar) enjoying pleasure”—i.e., happiness is not produced by pleasure.'”” At

15 Edwards 2016, 270-71.
1% Edwards 2016, 270-71.
7 Sokpdtne pév odv mpdg Tode NSOV dtappiopnrodvag eivar T Téhog, 008’ dv Tavteg, £on, oves Kai

TPAYoL TOVT® GLVOVAGL, TelctnoesBat &v 1@ 1(decbat 10 ebdaov MUY kelcbat, E61” dv voig év 101G Thot

KPATH.
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Abst. 4.20.2, he says that “purity (dyveia), in all cases, [consists] in putting aside and
abstaining from many opposite things”—i.e., purity is produced by “putting aside and

abstaining from many opposite things.”'*®

To say, then, that “justice consists in
abstinence and in the non-harming of anyone at all who does not harm” is to suggest not
just that harmlessness emerges from a just mind state but that the just mind state also
emerges from the practice of harmlessness and, more specifically, abstinence, even if the
precise way this dynamic operates is not detailed or theorized here.'” Such a causal
relationship is in line with what Porphyry suggests at the beginning of book 3, when he
says that meat-eating does not “contribute” (cuppdrieron) to the virtues of self-control,
simplicity, or piety, “but rather opposes (évavtiodtar) them,” as well as his observation
that “it is not possible with simply any diet whatsoever, and not at all with flesh eating, to

achieve appropriation to god” (1.57.2). While Edwards acknowledges that her reading is

“in fact...a simplification of Porphyry’s position, since...actions which result in a just soul

198 810 év miow 1 dyveio &v amodéoel pév kol GeéEet TV ToAL®Y kai évavtiov. For the keioOat év formula,
see also Sent. 32.6-8 and 32.15-16: “The civic virtues consist in (€v...keipevar) moderation of the passions,
in obeying and being guided by the reckoning of proper function in relation to actions” (ol pév 100
moAtikoD v petpromabeiq keipevorl @ Enecbot Kol dkolovbelv @ Aoyiopud oD KabNKOVTOG KATAH TAG
npa&eg); “The [virtues] of the person making progress toward contemplation,” i.e., purificatory virtues,
“consist in (év...keivtan) standing away from the things that are here” (ai [apetai] 8¢ T0d TpoOg Bewpiav
TPOKOTTOVTOG {BepnTIKOD} €v AnocTdcel KevTal TdV Evtedbev).

1% One can begin, e.g., with the Aristotelian idea of virtue as a ££1¢ mpoonpetikii (“an acquired condition of
freely choosing” Arist. EN 1106b36-7a2) that results from practice or habituation. As Aristotle says,
“Doing just acts, we become just” (ta pev dikowa mpdrroveg dikatot yivopeda EN 1103b1). For Porphyry’s

most systematic treatment of virtue, see again Sent. 32.
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11911 taking as

state are also just,” she adds, “For our purposes...this is unimportant.
important the just soul state both as the producer and the result of harmlessness, we can
put forth a reading that encompasses the conventional Platonist definition of justice and
the innovative way that Porphyry employs it, with harmlessness emphasized and
extended beyond the human. We can, in other words, remain mindful not just of the

belatedly appearing human moral agent in chapter 26 but also of the nonhuman moral

patient whose treatment and status preoccupy Porphyry throughout the length of book 3.

"0 Edwards 2016, 271n59.

81



Chapter 2: Rationality, Sentience, and Justice

I. Introduction

It has been aptly observed that “since antiquity” the question of “the moral standing of
animals has...tended to center...on the nature of [their] mentation.”' The possibility of a
justice relationship with them has, in other words, been made to depend largely on the
criterion of reason. In the matter of rationality, Aristotle conceived a division between
humans and animals that reached full expression with the Stoics,” who “denied animals
memory, emotion, foresight, intention, and voluntary acts,” excluding them from justice.
Since rationality has always been central in the debate over animals, I will first consider
two opposing models for animal minds in relation to human minds, one positing a
difference in kind, a dichotomy of rational and non-rational; the other, a difference of

degree.* Specifically, I will look at the various ways Porphyry’s opponents assign and

' Newmyer 2006, 11.

? Aristotle’s denial of reason to animals was preceded by that of Alcmaeon of Croton (fifth century BCE),
as reported by Theophrastus: “[Alcmaeon] says that a human differs from other [animals] because he alone
understands (§vvinot), and the others perceive (aicOdverat) but do not understand, since to think (@poveiv)
and perceive are different and not, as Empedocles says, the same” (Alecmaeon T 5 DK = Theophr. Sens. 25
Diels, p. 506). For the idea that thinking necessarily goes along with perceiving, in line with the
Empedoclean position, see Strato’s argument (at Abst. 3.21.8), referred to in section III below.

3 Sorabji 2003, 90.

* Gilhus (2005, 76) says that the notions that animals are either “categorically different from humans
or...different from humans only in degree” are exemplified by the Stoics and the Academic skeptics,
respectively. (For more on the skeptics as a source for Plutarch and, in turn, Porphyry, see note 75 below.)
Calarco (2015, 11-12) contrasts the perspectives of Aristotle, Descartes, and Kant, which he says,

“maintai[n] a sharp break between human and animal life,” with a contemporary one “influenced by
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categorize mental functions and behaviors to construct and maintain the border between
human and nonhuman—and the ways Porphyry responds. While opponents apportion
perception, “appearance,” and belief to exclude rationality; distinguish memory and
recollection; impute instinct to animals instead of rational choice; deny them virtue, vice,
madness, and emotion; and, most of all, deny them language, Porphyry finds ways to
trouble or break down such separations, distinctions, and exclusions. After focusing on
reason, | turn in the next section, “Perception and Body,” to a different, more capacious
criterion for moral consideration and a justice relationship: sentience itself. Drawing an
analogy between bodies and souls under the rubric of “more and less,” Porphyry invites
us to think of bodies, perceptions, and reason as packaged together—and to consider just
such bodies, with their perceptions, as the ground on which the choice between harm and
harmlessness toward animals becomes meaningful. In the last section, “Justice as
Harmlessness,” I consider the condition of being in a body from a different angle: that is,
the harm that is necessary for the survival of the body. While Porphyry concedes the
necessity of harm, he—more than his intertextual counterpart Plutarch—emphasizes the
possibility or at least the aspiration of justice-as-harmlessness toward ensouled beings,
whose bodies, it is suggested, because they come with perception, also bring lives that

those animals wish to preserve and that humans ought to respect.

Charles Darwin” that “stresses...fundamental continuities...among human beings and animals” and (like
Porphyry) finds “differences of degree rather than of kind,” with “no huge leaps, abysses, or breaks

between species.”
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II. Reason and Language

In arguing for reason in, and justice toward, animals, Porphyry steadily pushes against the
dichotomy of rational and non-rational. We see this perspective emerge repeatedly in
book 3, as when Porphyry says, with respect to reason, “Let it be conceded, then, that the
difference (S1apopd)” between humans and animals “is in the more and less

(udAAov koi fjrTov), not in complete deprivation (ctepficet), and not in absolutely having
(&yew), on the one hand, and not having on the other” (3.8.7).” Later, asserting that the
arguments he has presented prove that animals are rational (Aoywd), Porphyry concedes
that “the /ogos in most of them (wieioTo1g)” is “imperfect (dtelodc)” but, as he puts it,
“surely not stripped away (£otepnuévov) entirely.”® More important, he adds, “if there is
justice (dtkaoovvng) toward (mpdg) rational beings (Aoyikd), just as our opponents say,
how would there not be justice (8ikatov), for us, also toward [animals]? (3.18.1).” The
difference between humans and animals “in readiness in learning (eopofeiq) and
shrewdness (dyywoiq) and all that concerns justice (dikaiocvvnv) and community
(xowvaviav)” is not surprising, Porphyry says (3.23.7). Animals may think

(ppovel/dravocitar) “more sluggishly” (voBpdtepov)” or “more badly” (kdkiov) or

> Cf. the use of Stapopd in Isag. 10.10-14 Busse, discussed in the introduction, section III. The contrast
between diopopd as a creator of dichotomies in the logical treatise and as a marker of non-dichotomous
difference here is striking. For the use of udiAAov koi fttov in reference to animal intelligence, see also
Plut. Soll. 963a and Esu 992d.

% But cf,, again, 3.2.4, where Porphyry says that logos in “many” (toA\oic) animals “also holds starting-
points (bmofoAag) for perfection (mpog t0 Téletov).” As logos encompasses both reason and language, 1
leave it untranslated throughout this discussion.

" The passage concludes the discussion of internal (endiathetos) logos that begins at 3.7.1.
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“possess logos that is weak (do0evi)) and turbid (Boiepdv), like an eye that is short-
sighted and troubled” (3.23.8), but none of that removes their fundamental possession of
reason. Indeed, neither Porphyry nor his opponents propose “weak and turbid /ogos” as a
reason for excluding animals from justice. The former appears too committed to
inclusion, while the latter are too committed to maintaining the boundary between human
and nonhuman to grant even inferior /ogos to fellow beings.

Both the insistence on reason as a matter of degree and the reluctance of
opponents to concede any measure of reason to animals are set in relief when we examine
Porphyry’s tendentious claim that Aristotle—along with Plato, Democritus, Empedocles,
and Pythagoras—*‘recognized the participation (10 petéyov) [of animals] in logos”

9 6

(3.6.7). Setting up his discussion of animals’ “[/ogos] within, the one residing in the mind
(endiathetos),” Porphyry cites Aristotle for the opinion that “the difference (napoiiayn)”
in reason “is not a difference (dtaAldtTovcn) in essence (ovoia), but is observed
(Bewpovpévn) in the more and less (pdilov kai fttov)” (3.7.1). Here, it seems, Porphyry
exploits Aristotle’s use of the phrase pdilov kai f)ttov in reference to certain
characteristics (#0m) of animals (but not reason)® and, more broadly, his reports of
animals’ emotions and cleverness in his zoological works. Such material was congenial
to later Peripatetics (Theophrastus, Dicaearchus, and Strato),” as well as to practitioners

of a hybrid genre of natural history that combined it with paradoxography, folklore, and

fable.'® And Aristotle’s language does in fact seem to drift at times toward an affirmation
guag

® Arist. HA 588a18-28.
® For Dicaearchus and Strato, see Preus 1990, 97-98.
' For the use of Aristotle in natural-history works such as Plutarch’s Cleverness, Aelian’s On the Nature of

Animals, Pliny’s Natural History, and Philo’s On Animals—and the overlap among them—see Helmbold
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of something that sounds like reason, or a “more and less” model of it."' Even in the
zoological works, however, descriptions of animals’ cleverness are qualified: the
appearances of reason may evoke the intelligence of humans, but they are framed by a
discourse of “traces” ({yvn), “similarity” (opotdteg), and “analogy”

(t®/d...avéhoyov).'* Categorically denying animals “reason (logos), reasoning

1957, 311-12; Terian 1981, 54-56; French 1994, 179; and Vallance 2003. Porphyry cites Aristotle on
animals’ cleverness and learning (3.6.5, 3.8.6, 3.9.20), and their lack of savagery when food is abundant
(obrte...8oyev av aypimg 3.12.4). He also uses natural-history-style anecdotes (3.5.1, 3.11.1), and appears to
acknowledge the genre when he says, “These things, in fact, have been gathered in a greater number by the
ancients in their [treatises] concerning the practical wisdom (ppoviicewc) of animals” (3.9.5)—perhaps
alluding to Theophrastus’s On the Intelligence (ppoviicewq) and Character of Animals as well as other
works with ppovnoic in the title. When Porphyry employs the genre’s descriptions of animals’ stereotypical
good and bad behavior (3.23.4 = Plut. Soll. 962e-1), they serve, in a way, the discourse of positive and
negative exempla that informs much of Abstinence.

' See, e.g., the references to “practical intelligence” (ppovnow), “learning” (nodioemc), and “teaching”
(ddaokarioc) at H4 608al4-21 and to animals that are “more intelligent” (ppovipmtepa) and “share
(kowmvobot) most in practical intelligence (ppoviicemg)” at GA 753al-15. For ppovipdtepa, see also
Metaph. 1.1 (980b), where it appears along with padnticdtepa (“better able to learn) and pdvipa
(“intelligent™), and Abst. 3.8.6 (“Aristotle says that animals with keener perceptions [gboioOntoTEpQ] are
more intelligent [ppovipdtepa]”). For Aristotle’s explanation of how @pévytog has different meanings for
humans and animals, see EN 1141a22-28.

12 As we see at Arist. HA 588a18-b3. As Sorabji (1996, 313) notes, “If Aristotle refers in passing to
technical knowledge and thought..., this is to be understood in the light of the programmatic warnings at the
beginning, as is sometimes emphasized by an ‘as if.” ” Sorabji (1996, 313n3) cites H4 631a27, in which
dolphins are said to “hold back their breath as though they made a calculation (donep dvaroyisdpevor).”
Earlier in the passage, we are told that they buoy a dead baby dolphin “as though having compassion (oiov

Kotereobvteg)” for it (HA 631a20). Plutarch, for his part, ridicules the “as it were” (doavel) trope while
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(logismos), thought (dianoia, nous), intellect (nous) and belief (doxa),” as Sorabji notes,

and declaring that of five elements of the soul—nutritive, sentient, appetitive,
locomotive, and rational—the last belongs to humans alone,'* Aristotle decisively
belongs not with those finding “more and less” reason in animals but rather with those
finding none.

While an outright denial of animal reason, such as Aristotle’s or the Stoics’, made
for a clean division between human and nonhuman, one could say that those like
Porphyry who cast the difference between human and animal minds as a matter of degree
rather than kind had an easier task of explaining how animals could function and survive,

as individuals and species, in a world of endless peril."” They could more readily, more

referring to people who say that “the bee ‘as it were’ (dcavel) remembers, and the swallow ‘as it were’
prepares, and the lion ‘as it were’ gets angry, and the deer ‘as it were’ becomes seized with fear,”
statements that he suggests are “contrary to manifest facts” (mapa v évapyewov) (Soll. 961e-f, quoted
nearly verbatim at 4bst. 3.22.5). Clark (2000a, 175n494) explains that @oavei was used by the Stoics
“when a term applied not strictly but analogously.” (See also note 68 below.) Aristotle himself neither uses
the word @cavei in reference to animals’ faculties nor denies that, as Plutarch puts it, they “experience
pleasure or get angry or become seized with fear or make preparations or remember.”

" Sorabji 1993, 12 with n30, citing On the Soul, Parts of Animals, Metaphysics, On Memory, Politics,
Nicomachean Ethics, and Eudemian Ethics. For logos and logismos, see, e.g., Arist. Metaph. 980b28. For
dianoia and nous, see De an. 414a29-15al14. For doxa, see De an. 428a19-24.

" See Arist. PA 641a23 and De an. 414a29-15al14.

1% See, e.g., Porphyry’s observation at 3.21.5 that “nature (Vo1c)...did not make the animal sentient
(aicOnTkov) for the sake of mere (WiA®) experiencing (ndoyewv) and perceiving (aicOdvesOar), but since
there are many things appropriate (oikei®v) to it, on the one hand, and alien (dAAotpiwv) on the other, it
would not be possible to survive even briefly for one who did not learn (pa86vtt) how to be on guard

against (puAdttecOor) some things and associate (cupeépeobar) with others.”
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supplely, explain behavior that appeared purposive and rational. Those arguing that
animals are devoid of reason had to find ways of defining it that would include humans
and exclude all others, an operation that entailed dividing up and apportioning mental
functions, as though from an a la carte menu. Porphyry, as we will see, strives to keep
such functions together, emphasizing the unity of perception, “appearance,” and belief as
well as the continuity between human and nonhuman in memory, rational choice, virtue
and vice, emotion, and, most consequentially, language—that metonym for reason itself.
We find examples of apportioning mental functions to deny reason to animals—
and, conversely, bundling those functions together to maintain it—in the case of aisthesis
(“perception”), phantasia, and doxa (“belief,” “opinion”).'® In On the Soul, Aristotle says
that all animals have a share in aisthesis (427b6-9), but he denies doxa to animals
because it entails “conviction” (mwiotig) and “being persuaded” (neneicOar), which in turn
require something Aristotle says that animals do not have—reason (Adyoq) (428a19-24).
Many animals, Aristotle says, do have phantasia, which he describes as a “faculty”
(d0Ovapuc) or “disposition” (£€16) “according to which we say that an image (@dvtacpio)
comes into being for us” (428a1-2)."” A bit later, he says that animals have “perceptive”
(aicOntikn) phantasia but not “deliberative” (BovAgvtikn) phantasia, which only rational
beings (Loyiotikoig, i.e., humans) have (434a6-7). Stoics likewise made a distinction
between the rational (Aoywai) phantasiai of rational beings (i.e., humans) and the non-

rational (&Aoyot) ones of non-rational beings (i.e., animals), noting that the rational

99 ¢er

' As with logos, 1 will leave phantasia (“imagination,” “impression,

2 <

appearance”) untranslated
throughout this discussion.
7 Exceptions include ants, bees, and grubs (De an. 428a9-11). Aristotle also describes phantasia in De an.

427b17-19 as an “experience” (1460¢).
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phantasiai are noéseis (“thought processes” in Long and Sedley’s rendering).'® But while
Aristotle and the Stoics both allow animals a certain non-rational phantasia, Porphyry
argues that being ensouled in itself provides access to aisthesis, phantasia, doxa, and, in
some measure, rationality itself. The case is made most extensively when Porphyry
challenges an argument based on antitheses (3.21)."” Specifically, the argument goes, if
the rational exists, so must the irrational. Porphyry says that one can easily attribute the
irrational to the un-ensouled (&yvyov) rather than to animals, as his opponents wish to do
(3.21.2). He further suggests that anyone insisting on a division “within the class of
ensouled beings (tod uyiyov)” between “the sentient (aicOnrtikdv) and the insentient
(dvaicOnrov), the phantasia-forming (pavtaciovpevov) and the non-phantasia-forming
(doavraciotov),” would be “ridiculous” (dtomoc), since “every ensouled being

(Epyoyov) is sentient and phantasia-forming (povtactikov) from the hour of its birth”

1S 39A =D.L. 7.51, citing the doxographer Diocles of Magnesia. Long and Sedley (1987, 1:240),
among others, have connected such rational phantasiai with propositional content. See also Inwood 1985,
73-74; Frede 1987, 152-5; and Clark 2000a, 162n381; 3. Cf. Sorabji (1990), who argues that the Stoics,
perhaps despite themselves, also allow animals a kind of propositional phantasia, although this would
“mea[n] no more than that one thing is predicated of another” (307) and that the phantasia is “verbalisable”
without being “verbalised” (309). Sextus Empiricus reports in M. 7.275-76 the Stoic view that humans do
not “differ from ‘irrational animals’ (aGAdyov (Ddwv)...by simple (anAf)) phantasia alone but by inferential
(uetoPatic])) and synthetic phantasia”—that is, in Long’s rendering ([1974] 1986, 125), phantasia
“created by inference and combination.” As Labarriére notes (1997, 265), although Porphyry, Plutarch, and
Philo (in On Animals) discuss the phantasia of animals, “we do not find among any of them a trace of this
distinction,” which amounts to a “Stoic counter-argument.” Labarriére finds the omission striking, since
“no doubt none of this was unknown to the neo-Academics.”

1 See Plut. Soll. 960b-c, where the argument, voiced by Soclarus, is attributed to the Stoics.
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(3.21.4). The same applies, he continues, with the demand that “there be within the class
of ensouled beings both a rational (Aoyucov) and an irrational part (dAoyov).” The
ridiculousness is heightened, Porphyry suggests, when such demands are made “in
dialogue with people”—such as himself, presumably—*“who believe that nothing
partakes (petéyewv) of perception (aicOnoewc) that does not also partake of intelligence
(ovvéoemc) and that there is no animal that does not naturally (katd @Ocv) possess some
belief (86&a) and reasoning power (Aoyiopog), just as it has perception (aioOnoic) and
impulse (6pun)” (3.21.4).%° For Porphyry, then, aisthesis, phantasia, and doxa are
packaged together with reason in a soul, which every animal has. Although, from a
different perspective, he will observe the dangers of perceptions, imagination, and belief
as potential vehicles of irrationality, the point stands that neither any of these mental
faculties nor rationality itself separates humans from other animals.'

In the matter of memory, too, Porphyry asserts against the Stoics and Aristotle
that it functions in animals more or less as it does in humans. Cicero, influenced by the
Stoic Panaetius, distinguishes human and “beast” (belva) in On Duties (1.11-12) by
saying that “inasmuch as it is moved by sensation (sensu), discerning (sentiens) very little

(paulum admodum) of past or future,” the latter “adapts itself only to what is at hand and

* Edwards (2016, 283-84, and 2018, 43) interprets “people who believe that nothing partakes of perception
that does not also partake of intelligence” as referring to the Stoics, but it is difficult to maintain this
reading in light of the next clause (“and that there is no animal that does not naturally possess some belief
and reasoning power”). The Stoics are rather the ones raising the objection concerning antitheses in the first
place (Bouffartigue and Patillon 1979, 2:246n1); the people with whom they are “in dialogue” must be
opponents of Stoics in the matter of animal reason, i.e., Porphyry and like-minded thinkers.

! For more on these dangers, see chapter 4.
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what is present.” In contrast, as a “participant in reason” (rationis...particeps), a human
“discerns consequences, sees the causes of things...compares resemblances, and joins and
9

»22 Though Aristotle attributes the faculty of

connnects future things to what is present.
remembering (puvnpovede) to other animals, he distinguishes it from recollecting
(avoppvnokesBor)—a kind of inference (cuAloyiopdg)” or “inquiry” ({ntoig) that he
says only humans are capable of.> As Sorabji observes, “One of the central concerns of
Aristotle’s treatise” on memory “is to show that it, like appearance [phantasia], belongs
to the perceptual part of the soul, and so is available to animals, unlike deliberately
reminding oneself.”** Thus, “perception and memory would not prove rationality.”*
Porphyry, however, asks what happens between perceptions if we posit that “perception
(aicOnowv) does not need intellect (vod) for its own function (€pyov).” If no intellect is
involved, Porphyry asks, “what is the thing in [the animal] remembering (uvnpovedov)
and fearing painful things and desiring useful things and”—more to the point—
“contriving (unyovopevov) how things not present will be present and setting up
(mapackevalopevov) lairs and hideaways and, again, traps for those that will be caught
and escapes from those that are attacking?” (3.22.1). In order to “contriv[e] how things

not present will be present,” to prepare and plan, a mind would need to do more than be

reminded by present things or have unconnected memories appear to it. It would need to

*2 For a discussion, see Schofield 1995, 202. See also Sen. Ep. 124.16-18, which offers the example of a
horse that “remembers the road when he has been moved to the beginning of it but in the stable has no
memory of the road, however often trodden.”

** See Arist. Mem. 453a8-14. See also HA 488b25-26.

* Sorabji 1996, 322.

25 Clark 2000a, 162n381.
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follow some sort of chain of inferences, to grasp that a certain sequence of actions will
bring about a desired result. In that respect, a form of passive memory without
recollection, without reason, becomes hard to conceive. (Earlier, Porphyry speaks of the
principal role of memory “in the acquisition [&vainywv] of reasoning [Aoyiopod] and
intelligence [ppovncemg]” [3.10.3].)

When, in various passages of book 3, Porphyry turns to the outward behavior of
animals, he challenges the tendency to dismiss as products merely of nature or
unreasoning “impulse” those actions that would be considered purposeful, intelligent, and
even moral if performed by humans.*® In Politics, Aristotle says that while “a human
being lives also by reason (AOy®),” animals, on the other hand, “live especially by nature
(pboer), and some, a little bit, also by habits (§0eowv).”>” Against the use of “by nature” to
mean something like “preprogrammed,” Porphyry argues that reason is inborn in both
animals and humans and develops through learning. As he observes, “In each animal
some characteristic (idia) virtue (épetn) is prominent to which it is naturally disposed
(mepuoimtar), with neither nature nor the steadiness [of the virtue] taking away
(Gdparpovpévov) their rationality (Aoyucov)” (3.11.2). A bit earlier, he follows up on a
reference to “the intelligence (ppovrcemg) of animals” with the observation that “the one
who says these things belong to them by nature (¢¥oet) does not know he is saying that

they are rational (Aoywucd) by nature (pvcet).” The alternative, he says, is that “/ogos is not

*% In reference to the “analogs” discussed in Arist. H4 588a17-b3, and the idea of “a natural ability that can
only be compared with the intellect in function,” Dierauer (1977, 167) speaks of the “paradoxical
phenomenon that we would call instinct,” whose “double aspect of apparent rationality and factual
irrationality seems to elude any more precise definition.”

27 Arist. Pol. 1332b5-6.
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constituted (cuvictapévov) in us by nature (pOoet)” (3.10.1). As Porphyry says,
“Regarding the other animals, just as with humans, nature (pVo1g) inculcated (£610a&ev)
most things in them, and learning (nd6noig) furnished other things” (3.10.3). On learning,
Porphyry says, in another tendentious use of Aristotle, “Animals have been seen teaching
(010dokovta) their children not only to do other things but also to speak (p8¢yyesOar), as
the nightingale teaches her nestling to sing.”® And indeed as [Aristotle] himself says,
animals learn (pavBdéver) many things from each other, and many things also from
humans” (3.6.5).%° Porphyry also challenges the Stoics’ conception of 6puy or impetus
(“impulse”), which they construe as irresistible to animals but mediated by reason in
humans.’® As Seneca puts it, for animals, “natural (naturales) are the impulses (impetus)
toward useful things; natural, the aversions to the harmful (contrariis)—without any

reflection (cogitatione) that would dictate it, without deliberation (consilio), whatever

% On the nightingale, see Arist. HA 536b171-79. (Plutarch uses similar phrasing in Soll. 973b and Esu
992b-c.) Porphyry offers examples of animals learning circus skills (téyvog) from humans at 3.15.1. Cf.
Philo De animal. 23-28.

¥ As Porphyry continues, “Everyone bears witness to [Aristotle’s] speaking the truth—every trainer of
colts and every groom and horseman and chariot driver, and every huntsman and elephant driver and
herdsman and all the instructors (di13dckaiot) of animals (Onpimv) and birds” (3.6.5). Cf. also 4bst. 3.22.3,
where Porphyry raises the efficacy of punishment of domesticated animals in the framework of his
argument for their rationality: “[Our opponents] themselves punish errant (apoptovtag) dogs and horses,
not emptily (310 kevijg) but for discipline (co@povioud), creating in them through physical pain
(dhyndovog) the mental pain (Avznv) that we call repentance (petdvoiav).”

%% For Stoics as “the most typical ‘instinct’ theorists,” see Preus 1983, 154 and 158n18.
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nature has commanded (praecepif) is done.”™' According to a testimonium from Clement,
Stoics believed that while animals “are moved (kwveitat) according to impulse (Opunv)
and phantasia”—that is, without the ability to withhold assent—*the rational faculty
(0Ovapug Aoyikn) proper to the human soul is not obliged (0¢eiAer) to rush ahead
(6ppav)...but rather obliged to judge (Swakpivewv) phantasiai and not be borne along

32 Porphyry, however, attributes to animals what a

(ovvamoeépesOar) with them.
Stobaeus passage calls “species of practical impulse” (mpaxtikiig Opufig €10m)—"a term
which is synonymous with rational impulse,” as Inwood observes.” Speaking of émpoAy
(“design”), defined as opun mpod opuig (“impulse before impulse”)—along with tpdOecig
(“objective”), mapackevn (“preparation’), and pviun (“memory’’—Porphyry not only

identifies all of them as “rational” (Aoywkdv), but says that “all are proper to every animal

(t0ig {doig dmapyet miow)” (3.22.2).%

1 Sen. Ep. 121.21. With respect to this agency of nature, unmediated by an individual’s reason, Seneca
links nonhuman animals with human infants (Ep. 121.11-13) but not, of course, with adults. As he says,
“Each period of [human] life has its own constitution, one for an infant, another for a boy, and another for an
old man” (121.15). The preceding responds to his imagined interlocutor’s query concerning “how an infant
is able to appropriate itself (conciliari) to a rational constitution when he is not yet rational” (121.14-15).
2 SVF 2.714 (= Clem. Strom. 2.20.111.1-2 Stihlin). According to Sorabji (1996, 318), Stoics would say
that “assent is the special human prerogative which makes our actions “up to us,” ” and since in animals “it
could not be given by reason, it would amount to no more than an impulse to follow appearances.”

* Inwood 1985, 225. See SVF 3.173 (= Stob. 2.7.9a Wachsmuth).

* See Plut. Soll. 961c¢. For npodeoig, mapackevn, and émBorn—all classified as “species of practical
impulse” (mpaxtikiig Oppig €16n), along with Eyyeipnow, aipecwv, Tpoaipeciv, Bodinotv, and BEAnowv, see

again SVF 3.173 (= Stob. 2.7.9a Wachsmuth).
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While opponents posit rational choice as a requirement for virtue, vice, and even
madness, and thereby cast them as impossibilities for irrational animals, Porphyry casts
these behaviors as markers, precisely, of rationality. Among the deniers of animals’
rationality, we see an effort to hold them responsible nevertheless for what they do, as
with Aristotle’s claim that children and animals participate in “the voluntary” (t0
ékovotov) but not “deliberate choice” (mpoaipeoic).®® As Aristotle later clarifies, “The
unjust act (adiknpa) and the just act (duconompdynua) are defined by the voluntary and

involuntary.”°

Whereas Aristotle decouples the “voluntary” from rationality to open a
space for blaming irrational animals, Porphyry implicitly keeps the “voluntary” and
rationality together. We see this, for example, in his treatment of animals’ praiseworthy
acts as evidence in themselves of rationality. If, as he suggests, “the acts of virtues
(&pet@dv)” are seen as “proper (oikein) to rational (Aoyiktic) aptitude (évipeyeiag)”
(3.11.2), then the evidently virtuous acts of animals could be taken as evidence of

rationality’ —though, of course, opponents would classify such acts as mere analogs of

virtuous behavior.>® On the other hand, while acknowledging that “there are both vices

%% Arist. EN 1111b7-10. See also EN 1111a25-26. Sorabji (1996, 326) notes that Democritus (frr. 257-58
DK) was similarly interested in preserving the culpability of animals. As Democritus puts it, “The man
killing [animals] that commit injustice (ddwkéovta) and wish (Bélovta) to commit injustice is unworthy of
punishment (40®10¢).”

% Arist. EN 1135a19-21.

7 See Abst. 3.11-13 and 3.22-23. Cf. Philo De animal. 62 and 64, Plut. Soll. 962a-63b and Gryllus 986f-
92e¢, and Sext. P. 1.67-68.

¥ See, e.g., Cic. Leg. 1.25 (“There is the same virtue in human and god and not in any other species

[genere] beside”) and Sen. Ep. 124.20: “There will be a certain good (aliquod bonum) in a mute animal;
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(xoxiot) and jealousies (@B6vot)” in animals, Porphyry adds that “they are not so heaped
up as they are in humans” (3.10.4).* From a different perspective, Porphyry implicitly
raises the question of why the Stoics, who “conced[e] that vice (kakiav) is rational
(Loyucipv),”* do not then attribute reason to animals when “every beast (Onpiov) is filled
full (dvaméninotar) of vice”—including, in many cases, “lack of self-control”
(dcorooiav) and “injustice” (&duciav)” (3.22.8).*' The probable answer—again, that such
qualities in animals are not vices in the strict sense but analogs or likenesses—is not
entertained here. Just as vice could be taken as evidence of reason, so too could madness,
since it presupposes a prior non-mad (i.e., rational) state, as Porphyry argues.** As he

says, “It is not possible to come into a state of dysfunction (nd6s1) without possessing the

there will be a certain virtue (aliqua virtus); there will be a certain perfection (aliquid perfectum)—but not
absolute good or virtue or perfection. This in fact is granted (contingunt) to rational beings alone.”

%% To illustrate his theriophilic argument here, Porphyry notes that “nearly everyone begets children while
drunk. But animals...procreate for the sake of children,” i.e. intentionally (3.10.4-5). As Porphyry later
wryly notes, “One vice does not belong to [animals], treachery against one who is kind,” while “humans
plot against no one so much as the one who feeds them” (3.13.3).

0 For Stoics, as Clark (2000a, 169n431) observes, “vice indicates rationality because it is disobedience to
reason.” See Sen. De ira 1.3.4-7 (“Animals have been excluded [prohibita] not only from human virtues
but also from their vices”).

*! Here, Onpiov seems to be used advisedly. (Not every {@ov would be said to be “full of vice.”) As with
humans, Porphyry employs animals, on occasion, as negative exempla—such as the hogs and male goats
who might “agree” (cuvawvdot) that “pleasure (1dovnv) is the goal (téAog)” or the wolves and vulture who,
though they may “approve” (doxiualwowv) of meat-eating, will not make us “concede...that they say
(Aéyew) just things (dixara)” (3.1.3). Even in the service of vice, the rationality of the animals emerges
from the verbs describing their discursive activities: cuovawv@®ot, dokipudlmotv, and, most notably, Adyswv.

*2 For this passage, see also Plut. So/l. 963c-f.

96



faculty (60vapv) of which the dysfunction is either a deprivation (ctépnoig) or
mutilation (mpwaoig) or some other suffering (kdkwoig).” The case of rabid dogs, for
example, “testifies (naptopel) that animals have logos and the faculty of thought
(d14vorav), and not an inferior (pavAnv) one,” since “rabies and madness (povia) are a
dysfunction of [this faculty] when it is troubled (tapattopévnc) and mixed up
(ovyyeopévne)” (3.24.3-4).%

While, as with vice, the Stoics denied animals anger and other emotions as
requiring reason, Porphyry, imputing reason to animals, restores them in a way that has
implications for the possibility of a justice relationship. For the Stoics, emotion properly
entails a judgment (right or wrong), which can be made only by a rational being. In the
case of anger (ira), as Seneca observes, though it “is an enemy of reason (inimica

2944 In

rationi), it is, nevertheless, born nowhere except where there is a place for reason.
Sorabji’s analysis, animals participate in the first two stages in Seneca’s schema of anger:
an appearance (species)—we could say of something inimical—and then an “involuntary

reaction (impetus) of the mind.”** This sequence falls short of “genuine anger” for

Seneca, since that “involves the voluntary and rational assent of the mind to the

9 ces

* Cf. De ira 1.3.7, where Seneca refers to animals’ “impressions”—visus and species—as “turbid (turbidas)
and mixed up (confusas)” under normal circumstances. (As the context makes clear, visus and species
correspond here to Greek phantasia. For visus as phantasia, cf., e.g., Cic. Acad. 2.145.) Porphyry, as we have
seen, concedes that Jogos in animals may be “weak (dc6gvi}) and turbid (BoAiepdv)” (3.23.8).

* Sen. Deira 1.3

> Sorabji 1996, 319. We can accept Sorabji’s general analysis without also accepting his claim that the
appearance in question is an “appearance of injustice.” For his explanation of this claim, based on a

conflation of De ira 1.3.3-8 and 2.3-4, see 1996, 319n37.
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appearance,” followed by “an uncontrollable surge that carries us away.*® Expanding his
purview, Seneca says that “mute animals (muta animalia) lack human emotions
(affectibus)” even if “they have...certain impulses (impulsus) similar (similes) to them.”
Thus, “the mental attacks (procursus) and disturbances (fumultus) of [animals] are violent
(vehementes), but they are not fear and anxiety and unhappiness and anger but certain
things similar (similia) to these.” As for “love and hate,...friendship and animosity,
dissension and harmony,” Seneca says that animals have “traces” (vestigia) of those.”’
Such a denial of emotions to animals, based on the assumption that human minds are
fundamentally different from those of animals, is challenged by the ostensibly
Theophrastean perspective presented by Porphyry, according to which human and animal
souls are “not different (dd10pOpovc) by nature...in desires (émBopiong) and anger
(6pyaic), and furthermore in reasoning (Aoyiopoic) and most of all in perceptions

(aicOfoeov)” (3.25.3).*" In this passage, the observation about emotions, reasoning, and

* Sorabji 1996, 318-19. We see the four stages (impression; agitation; approval, the part requiring reason;
and impulse) at De ira 2.3.5, where Seneca says that anger is not “the first confusion (agitatio) of the mind
that the impression (species) of a wrong (iniuriae) has struck (incussit)” but rather “the subsequent impulse
(impetus), which not only has received (accepit) the impression of the wrong, but approved (adprobavit)
it.” Anger, Seneca says, is “an excitement (concitatio) of the mind to revenge, which proceeds from choice
(voluntate) and deliberate resolve (iudicio).”

“7Sen. De ira 1.3.6 and 8

* With some works of Theophrastus, who is credited with having written a treatise titled On the
Intelligence (ppoviioewq) and Character of Animals (D.L. 5.49) and who was possibly a collaborator on the
later books of Aristotle’s History of Animals, we see a stepping away from the human-animal division. See,
e.g., Sorabji 1993, 177. For two different views that bring Theophrastus closer to Aristotle, cf., Dierauer

1977, 172, and Cole 1992, 61. While Dierauer argues that Theophrastus could not have claimed the souls of
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perceptions is offered as an even stronger support (moAv 6¢ paAiov) for the overarching
claim that “all people are related (cvyyeveic) to each other, and indeed to all the animals”
(3.25.3),” which is justified first with reference to the fact that “the principles (Gpyoi) of
their bodies are the same by nature”—specifically “skin, flesh (cépxag), and the class of
humors innate (cOp@utov) in animals” (3.25.3)—and then, again, with the reference to
“the kinship (oikewdtnc) of passions (mad@dv)” (3.25.3).”° Based on the kinship of passions
described here, Clark observes that Porphyry’s animals “are angry or afraid, envious or

»3l_which would, of

grudging,” and each of these “implies an assessment of the situation
course, run counter to the Stoic perspective on animals’ passions, as laid out by Seneca.

Speaking of the passage, Fortenbaugh says, “Theophrastus attributes calculation to

_ . .. 52
animals and seems to say that animals feel emotions in the same way” as humans.™ If

humans and animals are “not different by nature” (see note 61 in chapter 1, section III), Cole, on the other
hand, argues that perceived differences in “approaches to animal intelligence and character” between
Aristotle and Theophrastus “partially resolve themselves into questions of emphasis.” The heightened
sympathy for animals seen in the later books of HA4 is what has caused some to credit Theophrastus. On this
attribution, however, cf. Balme 1991, 7-10. As I have noted, my main interest is in a textual tradition taken
to be sympathetic to animals, not in philosophers’ beliefs as such.

* For further discussion of this point, see again chapter 1, section III.

0 snhot 8¢ 1) tdv maddv oikerdtng (“The kinship of the passions makes this clear”). In the absence of an
explicit object for dnioi (i.e., the thing that the kinship of passions makes clear or demonstrates), the
structure of the argument, including the fact that the sentence is perhaps the final line of the Theophrastus
excerpt, invites us to see the implied object—the thing that is demonstrated—as human-animal kinship
itself. On the extent of the excerpt, see Bouffartigue and Patillon 1979, 2:148n5.

*! Clark 2000, 90.

>? Fortenbaugh 2003, 185 ad Abst. 3.25.1-4.
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Porphyry accurately cites Theophrastus, Fortenbaugh says, “it may be that Theophrastus
means” that “when an animal experiences the emotion of anger, it thinks itself treated
unjustly; and...may...act deliberately in the way...a human does when he takes
vengeance.” At the same time, in the passage, the discourse of “more and less” emerges
through an analogy between bodies and souls, both of which, we are told, “some animals
have...in perfected form (dmnkpifopévog), others in a weaker (frrov) form,” though,
again, “all alike have the same principles by nature” (ndci ye unv awtoig ai ool
nepikacy apyai) (3.25.3).° Speaking of this “reference to less finely honed souls,”
Fortenbaugh says, it “may be motivated by the belief that animals lack the capacity to
formulate moral principles and therefore cannot be virtuous and vicious, just and unjust,
in the way that humans can be.”>* Such a lack could of course be used to justify

excluding animals from a justice relationship, although Porphyry does not make that

>3 Regarding ammkpipopévag (from amoxpipoopar), the word also appears three chapters earlier (4bst.
3.22.8 = Plut. Soll. 962b), in a “more or less” context, where Porphyry criticizes those who “accuse animals
(Bnpicwv) of not being pure and perfected (annkpipopévov) with respect to virtue, as if this were deprivation
of reason, not poorness and weakness of reason.” We may take the idea of “perfected” bodies at Abst.
3.25.3 to refer back to the point made at 3.23.3: “Just as there is a difference [among animals] of sight in
relation to sight and of flying in relation to flying—for cicadas and hawks do not see equally, nor do eagles
and partridges fly equally—so not every rational being (Aoyw®) has a share in like manner of the versatility
(evotpogiag) and sharpness (0£0tnT0G) that has obtained the summit (0 dkpov).” (Indeed there is an echo
of sorts between Gkpov and dmakpiBoopot.)

>* Fortenbaugh 2003, 185.
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move. The positing of a difference of degree rather than a difference in kind between
human and animal minds points us in a more-inclusive direction.”

Having considered perception, phantasia, and belief, memory; choice; and
emotions, we can now turn to the most important division drawn between human and
animal minds—Ilanguage—which Porphyry attributes to animals despite efforts to defend
it as the exclusive domain of humans. Of all the faculties and mental properties taken
away from animals, of all the absolute lacks used to justify their exclusion from justice,
language stands out, its metonymous association with reason strengthened by the dual
meaning of logos (“reason” and “language™).’® In an early philosophical expression of the
human-animal divide, Xenophon mentions the ability “to articulate (dpBpodv) the voice
(pwvnv) and indicate (onpaivev) to each other all the things that we wish,” ostensibly
given by the gods to humans alone.”’ In Stoicism, as Long observes, “being ‘rational’
connotes the ability to speak articulately, to use language.”® An apparent lack of
language was taken as evidence that animals also lacked reason—and, to this day, some
deniers of reason in animals question how they can have anything so much as a thought

without the concept-building facility and communicative suppleness of human

> While Dierauer aligns Theophrastus with Aristotle on the question of animal reason (1977, 172), he does
note something “new and revolutionary” in Theophrastus: “less the idea of human-animal kinship than the
apparently derived claim that killing harmless animals is an injustice” (1977, 177).

% See, e.g., Sorabji 1993, 80.

%7 Xen. Mem. 1.4.12.

¥ Long (1974) 1986, 124.
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language.”™ Aristotle says in Politics that animals have voice (pwvy) without speech
(AOyog); their vocalizations, he says, expressing nothing more than pleasure and pain,
cannot communicate the just and unjust—nor can animals perceive the just and unjust.*’
In History of Animals, Aristotle distinguishes among @wv1| (“voice”), which requires a
throat (pdpoy&); woeog (“sound”), which is produced with other body parts; and
dbhextog (“speech™), which requires both a throat and a tongue. “Sound” includes the
buzz and chirp of insects, for example. As for the other two, Aristotle says, “Each live-
bearing four-footed animal sends forth one voice (pwvrv) or another, but they have no
articulate speech (diéextov),” which is “a characteristic property (i{dtov) of a human.”
Aristotle suggests that what might be called the d1dAextog of animals is only a likeness of
the true d1dAextog of humans—*“[voice] that is articulated (¢v 1oig &pBpoic), which one

0! According to Diogenes

might say is, as it were (®domep), articulate speech (diddexTov).
Laertius (7.57), the Stoics made a distinction, first, between ewvi and Aé€1g by which the
former encompassed pure sound (fy0c), while the latter was “articulate sound (2vapov)
alone,” and then between AéEig and Adyog, the latter “always signifying (onpovtikog),”
whereas A¢€1¢ included meaningless words, like pritvpt.®?

Porphyry offers a number of arguments for language in animals as

communication that is sometimes comprehensible to humans but that is in any case

meaningful to its users. Starting with the Stoic distinction between internal (endiathetos)

%% See e.g., Davidson 1982, 322. For language as a prerequisite for moral consideration, see also Frey 1980,
86-100.

% Arist. Pol. 125329-18.

o Arist. HA 4.9 (536b1-2b and 11-12).

62 See Blank 1996, 148n154.
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and expressive (prophorikos) logos, he defines the latter as “voice (¢pwvn)) signifying
(onuavtikn) through the tongue what is experienced (nafdv) within (évdov) and
throughout the soul” and asks, “What of this is absent from the animals who speak
(pB&yyeton)”? (3.3.2).% He goes on to argue that “since logos is what is uttered by the
tongue—however it is uttered (emvn01)), whether non-Hellenically or Hellenically,
doggishly or in the manner of oxen—vocal animals ({®a...oovnticd) share (uétoya) in
it” (3.3.3). Our inability to understand their utterances is immaterial, he says, since, after
all, we cannot understand the meaningful speech of foreigners, either (3.3.4-5).°* What
we can discern is that animals’ speech (@0¢yEemg) has a “signifying quality” (t0

onpavtikdv)” made evident both by its “intricacy” (10 mowciiov) and its “variety”

% He adds, parenthetically, that “this definition is the most common and by no means attached to a
philosophical school (aipéoemg)” (3.3.2). As Sorabji (1996, 323-24) notes: “Plato had defined thinking
(dianoia, dianoeisthai) as silent inner speech (logos) [Tht. 189e-90a, Soph. 263e ff.]. And a tradition had
grown up that speech and reason were two sides of the same coin, /ogos, one being externally directed
(prophorikos) and one internal (endiathetos).” In Labarriére’s view, “It seems more likely to think...that it
was the Stoics”—rather than the Academic skeptics—“who were the first to mobilize this distinction” in
the polemics over the reason or non-reason of animals (1997, 275). For the Stoics, “the possession of logos
prophorikos [did] not suffice to assure the possession of logos endiathetos”—conversely, the distinction
could be used by Stoics to argue that “the latter [logos] could not exist independently of the former” (1997,
278). In Plutarch’s Cleverness, Aristotimus attributes prophorikos logos as well as pwvr £vapBpog
(“articulate voice”) to starlings, crows, and parrots (So/l. 972f-973a).

6% Cf. Sextus Empiricus’s argument (P. 1.74) that “even if we do not understand (cvviepev) the voices
(pavag) of the so-called (kadovpévamv) irrational (GAdyw@v) animals, it is not at all unlikely (Gmeucog) that
they speak (StoAéyeoBar), but that we do not understand (cvviévat),” since, “hearing the voice (pwvijg) of
non-Greeks, we do not understand it, but we think it is undifferentiated (novogidf]).” On this argument, see

note 75 below.
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(014popov) (3.4.2). And in fact animals and humans do communicate with each other,
Porphyry adds, as in the case of the tame partridge that he himself reared (3.4.7) and
other tame animals who “appropriately (oikeimg) heed (Vmkovoav)” human voices,
whether “angry, showing favor, summoning, pursuing, demanding, or giving” (3.6.1)—
nor does a lack of a voice entails a lack of rationality (3.5.4).%

Porphyry then proceeds to make a more-extensive argument for internal
(endiathetos) logos in animals®®—for Stoics, the logos that mattered. As Sextus
Empiricus reports in Against the Professors (8.275 ff.), “The Dogmatists [i.e.,
Stoics]...say that a human differs from irrational animals not by means of uttered
(mpopopik®) speech (Loyw)—rfor ravens and parrots and jays produce (mpo@épovta)

articulate voices (£vapOpouc...pmvac)—but by means of internal (évdia0éte) speech.”®’

6% “That way,” Porphyry adds, “one would say that even the god who is above all (tov émi niot 0gov), and
the others, by not speaking (¢8éyyecOar) are not rational (Aoywovg) ” (3.5.4). There is a striking
interpolation of Porphyrean theology here, in the midst of an ostensibly Plutarchan section—and a subtle
assimilation of what is taken to be a low ontological level, the animal, with the very highest level.
Regarding the assumption that there can be no internal Jogos without external logos, modern science
distinguishes Broca’s area of the human brain, which controls the ability to speak, from the Wernicke area,
which controls the ability to understand language.

% From 3.7.1 roughly until his transitional language at 3.18.1.

67 Speaking of “logos endiathetos, ‘inner reason, thought,” ” Newmyer (2007, 164) explains, “[it] was felt
to arise in the hégemonikon,” which, in the Stoic view, “never attains rationality in animals.” Chrysippus is
said by Aetius (LS 53H = SVF 2.827 and 836) to have conceived of the soul as composed of eight parts —
all of them springing like the tentacles of an octopus from the fyepovikdv, which directs them: sight,
hearing, taste, smell, and touch; “seed” (oméppa, the reproductive function); and “utterance” (pwvn). Cf.

principale, the term used by Seneca in De ira 1.3 for that governing principle.
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According to Varro, Chrysippus grouped children speaking their first words with ravens
or a crow in that they cannot “talk” (logui) but only “quasi-talk” (ut loqui).°® That is, “as
the likeness (imago) of a human is not a human, so in the case of ravens, crows,-and
children beginning to speak for the first time, their words are not words, because they are
not talking.” The one who genuinely talks (loquitur) “places each word in its own place

%% According to Diogenes Laertius’s description of Stoic doctrine

with knowledge (sciens).
(7.55), taken from Diogenes of Babylon, “The voice (¢wvr]) of an animal is air struck by an
impulse (0ppfic), but that of a human, which is perfected (teketobron) at the age of 14,...is
articulate (8vapBpog) and sent forth from reason (Swavoiag).” Atherton notes that “the Stoic
concession that some animals ‘talk’ may have been confined to their mimicry of human
vocalisation,” though “how that concession was handled theoretically may have changed

70 If sometime after Chrysippus Stoics came to attribute prophorikos logos to

over time.
animals, it was necessarily divorced from internal reasoning (endiathetos logos), as Sextus
Empiricus notes in the passage above. We can, then, in line with the Stoics, imagine the
logos of prophorikos logos in scare quotes—or, on the contrary, like Porphyry and
Plutarch, cast the prophorikos logos of animals as arising, as with humans, from
endiathetos logos.

Porphyry’s arguments about animal communication raise the objection, as

Atherton notes, that “recognition of the crucial role of syntax in human languages, and of

% Varro Ling. 6.56. Atherton and Blank (2013, 321) note that “the original Greek was probably hdsanei
legei.”
69 .

Varro Ling. 6.56.

0 Atherton 2012, 4.
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> Ror

the crucial role of knowledge of syntax in language mastery, is altogether absent.
Chrysippus, as reported by Varro, syntax was a prerequisite of anything that could
accurately be called language. The “language” posited by Porphyry does indeed seem to
be non-syntactic, though the references to “intricacy” and “variety” are perhaps
suggestive of a kind of patterning. As previously noted, Porphyry says that tame animals
“appropriately heed” human voices, whether “angry, showing favor, summoning,
pursuing, demanding, or giving” (3.6.1), on which Clark comments, “Animals may

72 Edwards observes that

respond to a tone of voice rather than to words as signifiers.
“the vast majority of Porphyry’s examples of animal communications are of a rather
rudimentary sort...capable of signifying that, say, they are pained by

something...or...afraid of something.””

However, while Porphyry’s discussion does not
demonstrate that animals have or use “language”—understood as a system of
recombinable signs governed by convention’*—he does point to the communicative

space that animals create with each other and with humans through vocalizations and

body language. It is communication of that sort—encompassed in a more capacious

7! Atherton 2012, 6.

7 Clark 2000a, 166n404.

7 Edwards 2016, 284.

™ See, e.g., Arist. Int. 16a20: “A noun (6vopa) is a vocal sound (wviy) that is significant (onpovticiy)
according to convention (katd cuvOnknv).” See also Ammon. in Int., which says that “Greeks reached an
agreement (cuvéBevto) with one another to name things with these nouns (ovopact), Indians with others,
and Egyptians with others” (30.33-35), and clarifies that a “convention (cuvBnKn) concerning vocal sounds
(pavag) is the work of humans alone” (31.22). As with the contract (cuvbnkn) posited by Hermarchus in

Abst. 1.12 as a basis of justice, the convention (cuvO1kn) of language is cast here as excluding animals.
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understanding of language—that Porphyry adduces as evidence of reason (in the register,
again, of “more and less” rather than possession/deprivation).

In defending the model of the difference of degree and positing a unity of mental
functions, Porphyry leans heavily on the skeptical tradition, offering arguments that are
often epistemological in nature.” The suggestion that our inability to understand the
vocalizations of animals does not constrain us to declare such vocalizations meaningless
is matched by a later argument: “If we do not understand (cvviepev) how [their deeds] are
done on account of not being able to enter (¢icdvvewv) their reasoning (Aoyiopov), we will

surely not predicate (katnyopnoopev) non-rationality (drloyiav) of them because of this”

> Such arguments, pioneered by Carneades, are an important source for Plutarch’s—and consequently
Porphyry’s—writings on animals. On the influence of Carneades’ criticism of Stoic animal psychology, see
Haussleiter (1935, 209). As Labarriere (1997, 261-62) notes regarding the polemics concerning animal
reason that were waged between the Academic skeptics and the Stoics, “None of our sources is, properly
speaking, Stoic or neo-Academic.” Labarriére (1997, 263n6) identifies “the principal texts providing a
report of this polemic” as Philo’s On Animals and On Providence; Plutarch’s On the Cleverness of Animals,
Gryllus, and On Flesh Eating; Sextus Empiricus’s Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1.62-78 and Against the
Mathematicians 8.275-76 and 285-88; and, of course, Porphyry’s On Abstinence book 3. Although “the
animal cause” was, as Labarriére says (1997, 266), “able to reinforce itself thanks to the use of certain
arguments” of the Academic skeptics against Stoic dogmatism, that cause “probably was not that of the
neo-Academics, since they professed no doctrine.” Whatever their motivations, skeptics throughout the
ages have tended, as Floridi observes (1997, 47-48), to be at least open to the possibility of animal
intelligence. (Floridi focuses on the much-cited “dialectical” dog of Chrysippus, ironically alluded to at
Abst. 3.6.3. On the misuse of this Stoic illustration of the universality of logic, see Labarriére 1997, 276-
77.) From a different perspective—that of uncertainty about metempsychosis, and thus about the possibility
that “a human soul might linger still in a substance that is usually eaten,” Sissa (2016, 22) observes, “A

vegetarian is a skeptic.”
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(3.11.3).7° Here, it seems, Porphyry touches on a crucial point. Aristotle, the Stoics, and
others start from the assumption that animals are not rational, then look for alternative
explanations for their apparently rational behavior. However, given the impossibility of
accessing animal minds, on what basis does one select non-rationality rather than
rationality as a starting point? And which approach allows for a more supple reading of
animal behavior? Porphyry goes on to observe that “no one is able to penetrate the
intellect (vobv) of god, but from the deeds of the sun we agree with those proclaiming
him intellectual (vogpov) and rational (Aoywkov)” (3.11.3). The Stoics see “a logos which
directs all things” behind the “orderly structure” of the universe, as reflected, for
example, in celestial movements.”” They decline, however, to recognize any rationality in
animals from the orderliness of their behavior, preferring to bump explanation of
animals’ apparently purposeful actions up to the level of Providence.”® If, in the end,
reason is defined as requiring some mental faculty that animals are said to lack—thought,
intellect, belief, language—the claim that animals lack reason because they lack that

faculty risks circularity.”” One could say that putting all the mental functions together in

76 See also Porphyry’s contradiction of Aristotle (HA4 1 488b24-25): “[People] say [animals] do not
deliberate (BovAevovtar) or hold assemblies or sit as jurors (ducélovow).... But on what basis might
someone prove (émdei&eiev) that animals do not deliberate?” (3.15.4).

" Long (1974) 1986, 146.

8 Cf. Labarriére on Philo (1997, 278): “When it was needed, one could use the apparent intelligence of
animals to praise the benefits of Creation, but...as soon as there was the opposite need to assure the
preeminence of the human, there was no hesitation in appealing to Providence again.”

" The construction and reconstruction of “reason” as that which animals lack is part of the ongoing project
of locating something, whether psychological or behavioral, that decisively separates humans from other

animals. As Bryant (2007, 212) observes, “New information that appears to prove similarity between
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one package, as Porphyry does—and establishing a fundamental continuity between
human and animal minds—allows for more elegant explanations of animal behavior,

even if it troubles the sense of human uniqueness.

I1I. Perception and Body

In a sense, the unified package of mental functions that Porphyry affirms against division
and apportionment starts with perceptions and thus with the body, which for him is not
just that from which one wishes to escape but also the shared ground of human and
animal experience.® Porphyry takes stock of animals’ embodiment—their fleshly,

physical existence, their morally significant exposure to pain and injury as well as

humans and animals may only result in a redefinition of the term ‘human’ so that the oppositional
categories of ‘human’ and ‘animal’ remain intact.” See also Bryant’s observation (2008, 18-19) that any
“characteristic of an animal...put forth as justifying” meaningful protection—including cognition,
capacities, and even sentience—*"is countered by evidence that...animals do not have those characteristics
quite the way that humans have them” (emphasis added). In other words, one could say that the “ought” in
relation to animals, the way people feel we ought to treat them, remains steady even as the “is” continues to
shift.

% For purposes of this discussion, I use “body,” along with “embodiment,” to encompass the entirety of the
physical, flesh-and-blood experience, which, in the ancient context, could be thought of as arising from the
interaction of material c®po and immaterial yoyn (from a Porphyrean perspective) or of material cdpa and
material yoyn/Aoyog (dispositions of a fire-and-air mixture, prneuma, in Stoicism). For o®pa used both for
“material substance” and “human body” in a Stoic context (a citation of Cleanthes), see Nem. 2.21.6-9

Morani (LS 45C = SVF 1.518). On the materialism of Stoic psychology, see, e.g., Long and Sedley 1987,

1:273-74.
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pleasure.®’ The formulations he uses suggest that bodily existence is not just about being
alive, as plants are, but about sentience. As he observes, “The comparison of plants to
animals is certainly forced (Biocnov),* for animals are naturally inclined to perceive
(aicBdvesBan), to feel bodily pain (dAyeiv), to fear (pofeicBar), to be harmed
(BAGmtesOon) and therefore to suffer injustice (aoikeicBat)” (3.19.2). Porphyry further
argues that the senses that come with a body would be of no use without some means by
which an animal could learn to “guard against (pvAdttesOat)” those things that are
“alien” (dALotpiwv) and “associate with” (cupeépesOar) those that are “appropriate”
(oikeimv) (3.21.5). As he goes on to say, “If you altogether take away

(GEANG)...expectation (Tpocdokiav), memory (Lviunv), objective (tpdbeowv),

#1 On this notion of “embodiment,” cf., e.g., Diamond’s observation (2008, 74) that “the awareness we each
have of being a living body, being ‘alive to the world,” carries with it exposure to the bodily sense of
vulnerability to death, sheer animal vulnerability, the vulnerability we share with [animals].” See also
Elizabeth Costello’s speech in Coetzee’s short story “The Lives of Animals” (1999, 33): “To thinking,
cogitation, I oppose fullness, embodiedness, the sensation of being—not a consciousness of yourself as a
kind of ghostly reasoning machine thinking thoughts, but on the contrary the sensation—a heavily affective
sensation—of being a body with limbs that have extension in space, of being alive to the world.” Korhonen
and Ruakoski (2017, 23) look for signs of recognition in Greek literature of “the bodies of nonhuman
animals as centres of subjectivity” and a corresponding ability “to experience empathetic sensations
pertaining to the movements of animals.”

%2 Since it also means “violent,” Biaiog here carries a suggestion of discursive violence against animals, on
which see below. Cf. Odysseus’s suggestion in Gryllus 992¢ that it is “terrible, even violent (Biaiov) to
concede logos to those in whom a concept (vonoic) of god is not possible (€yyiverar)” (i.e., animals).
Gryllus, the human-turned-pig, answers with a riposte that ends the extant text, a reference to Odysseus’s

atheist father (in some accounts), Sisyphus.
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preparation (mapackevnv), hoping (éAnilew), fearing (dedowkévar), desiring (mbopeiv),
being distressed (doydAdew), there is no advantage (6pelog) of eyes’ or ears’ being
present” (3.21.7).% Citing the Peripatetic Strato, Porphyry makes the more fundamental
point that “perceiving (aic0dvesOar) is not at all possible without thinking (vogiv),” since,
for example, “letters often escape our notice as we traverse them with our eyes, and
speech (AOyou) falling upon our ears escapes us when we have our mind (vodv) on other

things” (3.21.8).% Near the beginning of book 3, as we have seen, Porphyry identifies as

% For mpobeoig and mopackevn as “species of practical impulse”—rational impulses from the Stoic
perspective—see again SVF 3.173 (= Stob. 2.7.9a Wachsmuth) and Inwood 1985, 225.

% See Plut. Soll. 961a. The passage in question (4bst. 3.21.8-9) encompasses the Strato excerpt (= Wehrli
fr. 112), which itself includes a quotation from Epicharmus, a fifth-century comic writer; an anecdote
concerning the Spartan king Cleomenes III that Plutarch must have added (see Bouffartigue and Patillon
1979, 2:246n3 and 247n5); and Plutarch’s conclusion, abbreviated by Porphyry as “Whence it is necessary
for all who have perception also to have intellect.” According to Edwards’s reading (2018, 37), Strato’s
argument “that sense-perception requires intellect, and is thus a rational capacity (which would make
animals—who perceive—rational) is immediately dismissed by the phrase ‘but let us suppose that sense-
perception does not require intellect [vo¥] to do its job’ [Abst. 3.22.1].” Far from being dismissive of
animals’ rationality, however, this transitional language sets up a rhetorical question that reinforces it: “But
whenever perception, having produced in the animal the distinction (diapopav) between the appropriate
(oikeiov) and the alien (dAAOTpLOV), has departed, what is the thing in [the animal] remembering and fearing
painful things and desiring useful things, contriving how things not present will be present and setting up
lairs and hideaways and, again, traps for those that will be caught and escapes from those that are
attacking?” (3.22.1). In the reference in the following sentence (3.22.2) to “those men (€k&ivot) saying
these things (tavti),” the men in question are Stoics and “these things” evidently refers back to 3.21.1,
where Porphyry sets up the Stoic argument from opposites or antitheses (discussed above in relation to

aisthesis, phantasia, and doxa) in order to deny that if rationality in the universe requires the existence of
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“true and also Pythagorean” the opinion that “every soul in which there is a share of
perception (aicOncemg) and memory (uvnung) is rational (Aoywmv)” (3.1.4). In
Porphyry’s discussion of the body and the senses, then, perception, is connected with
thinking and reason and, in turn, justice. And though the possibility of harm to
unensouled but living thing (i.e., plants) is contemplated, such harm is treated as
categorically different from that which can be inflicted on ensouled beings—that is,
living beings with bodies (i.e., animals both human and nonhuman).®

For Porphyry, the commonality of human and nonhuman bodies, especially their
sensory apparatuses, becomes a reason to posit a similarity of mind or soul. “Just about
everyone has conceded,” he says, “that [animals] are disposed (didkettar) similarly to
us—at any rate, as far as perception (aicOncewg) and the rest of their organization with

2986

respect to sense organs (aicOnpia) and the flesh (cépxa).”” In fact, he says, “they

irrationality the latter must be imputed to nonhuman animals. The anti-Stoic polemics of 3.21-22 are just a
portion of a stretch of Plutarchan excerpts, from an unknown text or texts (3.18.3-3.20.6) and from
Cleverness (3.20.7-3.24), which Porphyry concludes by saying, “Such things, then, were said in many
books of Plutarch for the purpose of opposing the Stoics and Peripatetics.”

% While Porphyry casts animals and plants as, respectively, souled and unensouled, perceptive and non-
perceptive, in conformity with the Aristotelian scala naturae, his evident anxiety over the possibility of
harm to plants (discussed below) opens a space for extending ethical concern imaginatively and
capaciously beyond animals, as various contemporary thinkers have sought to do. For bibliography and a
discussion of resistance in the field of animal studies to such an extension, see Nealon 2016, xi-xiii. For a
sympathetic perspective on the aisthésis of plants, through the frame of Galen, see Holmes 2016.
Regarding plant “minds,” see note 95 below.

% Cf. “The Cambridge Declaration on Consciousness” of July 7, 2012, in which a group of neuroscientists

declares, “Convergent evidence indicates that nonhuman animals have the neuroanatomical,
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participate (kexowdvnkev) equally with us...in the passions (ta®dv)” (3.7.2)*" and
“seem...to have a larger share (mAeovekteiv)” of perception (3.8.1-3). In a Theophrastean
passage, discussed above in section II, Porphyry notes that the bodies of animals and
humans are also made of the same material—“skin, flesh (cépkag), and the class of
humors innate (cOpeutov)” in them—and that this materiality coincides with souls that
“are not different (4d10pOpovG) by nature...in desires (€mBvpioig) and anger (6pyais), and
furthermore in reasoning (Aoyiopoic) and most of all in perceptions (aicOnceotv)”
(3.25.3). In that passage (3.25.1-4), we see, in Kahn’s words, how in “emphasiz[ing] the
anatomical and psychological features that we share with the animals, above all, sense
perception and feeling,” Theophrastus offers, “for the first time, a philosophical basis for

the notion of a moral community between us and the animals™*®

—a very different
argument from the transmigration of souls.* This emphasis on the similarities of human
and nonhuman bodies stands in contrast with the philosophical topos of the upright

human body as uniquely suited to reason, which we see in Cicero’s Laws (1.26), for

example, when he speaks of how nature has given humans “a corporal form fit and

neurochemical, and neurophysiological substrates of conscious states along with the capacity to exhibit
intentional behaviors.” http://fcmconference.org/img/CambridgeDeclarationOnConsciousness.pdf, accessed
June 17, 2020.

%7 As Dillon (2005, 2:801n44) notes, in reference to Porph. Sent. 32, “néog comports both the sensory
experience and the emotional reaction to it.”

% Kahn 2001, 150.

% Cf. Esu 997d-e, where Plutarch privileges the inherent qualities of an animal’s soul—its share of
“perception, sight, hearing, phantasia, and intelligence (cvvécewg)”’—over the Empedoclean possibility
that, in a former life, it might have belonged to one’s mother, father, friend, or child. On Plutarch’s use of

the reincarnation argument, see note 125 below.
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convenient for the human mind..., cast[ing] the other animate beings (animantes) to the
ground for their pasture” while “it has elevated humans alone, and has stirred them to

contemplation of heaven.”””

Porphyry, in a sense, replies to this line of thinking, by
observing that while “differences (mrapoiiayai) between bodies can make [animals]
sensitive (eomaBi)) or insensitive (dvomadn)” and cause them “to have reason more or less
(udAAov koi fjrTov) at hand (npdysipov),” such variations “cannot utterly change
(8&oAAdrTewv) the soul in its essence (ovsiav), since they did not change (Etpeyav)
perceptions (aicBnoeig) or passions (nd6n) and did not cause them to have exited
completely” (3.8.6).

While connecting animal and human bodies and minds, Porphyry dismisses the
assimilation of animals and plants, which, as we have seen, he describes as “certainly
forced” (Biotov). Since for plants “there is no object of perception (aicOntov),” he says,
“nothing is alien (4AAOTploV) or bad (kokov) to them, and there is no harm (BA&fn) or
injustice (adkia)” (3.19.2). The argument appears to respond to a comment about how
“superstition does not stop (iotacBat) at animals but presses hard (BialecBar) even
against plants,” followed by a demand to know “why the person who cuts the throat of an

ox and a sheep commits injustice (601kel) more than one who cuts down a fir or an oak, if

indeed a soul is implanted in the latter through reincarnation (petapudpemorv)” (1.6.3).”!

% See also Xen. Mem. 1.4.11, Arist. P4 686a27, and Cic. N.D. 2.140.

*I Note the verbal echo of B1aecOar here with Biatov at 3.19.2. On the innocence of the ox and the sheep,
see, e.g., Ov. Fast. 1.362, and chapter 5. According to Bouffartigue and Patillon (1977, 1:4), the opponents’
argument appears to refer to Empedocles’ claim to have lived as, among other things, a bush, as noted in
D.L. 8.77. At M. 8.286, Sextus says, “Empedocles...thought (f&iov) that everything happened to be rational

(Aoywka), and not animals alone but even plants, writing expressly: ‘Know indeed that all beings (ndvta)
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A later iteration of this point of view refers to the “souls” of plants, though this time
without any reference to reincarnation: “If, as they say, even plants have a soul, what sort
of life (Biog) would there be if we did not cut off pieces (dmotepvoévtwv) from animals or
plants? But if the one who cuts up (katokdénT®v) plants is not impious (doepel), neither is
the one who cuts up animals” (1.18).”* Since Porphyry excludes arguments based on
reincarnation, his concern is, contrary to the assumption of the first objection, to draw a
bright line between animals and plants in terms of their mental life, or lack of it. As he
says, “We will not, in fact, extend (mapotevodpev) the matter of justice (to THig
dkaroovvng) also to (mpog) plants because their disconnection (dovykAmotov) with
respect to (mpdg) reason (AOyov) appears great (moiv)” (3.18.2).

The bright line that Porphyry draws between plants on the one hand and animals,
including humans, on the other, can be seen in 7o Gaurus, where he takes pains to clarify
that Plato did not attribute any genuine mental life to plants. As we have seen, Porphyry
observes that for plants “there is no object of perception (aicOntév)” (3.19.2). This may
seem, at first glance, to go against language in Plato’s Timaeus (77b-c), where the title
figure says:

Certainly, everything that shares in (petaoyn) life ((fiv) may most truly

(6pBoOTaTa), with justice (év dikm), be called a living creature ({®ov). Surely this

[living being] that we now speak of [i.e., a plant] shares in the third kind of soul

59

have intelligence (ppévnotv) and a share (aicav) of thought (véparog).” ” We need not, however, take
navta to include plants, as Sextus does, especially since there is no extant claim that Empedocles rejected
eating them.

%2 See also 1.21.2, where opponents say, “I have kept silent regarding the maxim (Aoyov) of the Egyptians

that we commit injustice (ddwcovpev) against plants too by laying hands on them (antopevor).”
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(tod Tpitov youytig €ldovg)...to which there is no share at all of opinion (86&ng) and
reasoning (Aoyiopod) and intellect (vod) but [only] of perception (aicOnoewq),
pleasant (§d&iac) and painful (éhyewic), accompanied by desires (émBvudv)....">
Therefore, in fact, it lives ({f})) indeed and is not other than a living creature
(Cwov), but it has been fixed, stationary and firmly planted, on account of having
being deprived (otepiicbar) of the ability to move itself (V¢ Eavtod Kivicemg).
As Wilberding explains, Porphyry’s “Platonic objectors” argue on the basis of the
Timaeus passage that “seeds (and thus embryos) must be animals,” as we see at Gaur.
4.1.°* However, as Porphyry says:
In making the distinction (didpopov) between life ({ot|g) and the absence of life
(alwiag), [Plato] appropriately (gikdtwc) includes plants (pvtd) too, since they
would certainly be living (g v 1jon {dvta), together with animals ({do1g). But,
all the same, he concedes (didwot) [only] as far as (¢ypt) their name
(mpoonyopiag) their commonality (10 kowvov) with the beings specifically called
(& 1diwg kaloOueva) animals ({®a), who share in (ueteoynkdota) the self-moving

(avtokwvntov) soul. (Gaur. 4.3)

%3 The “third kind of soul” referred to here evidently coincides with the “appetitive”: “the [part] of the soul
that desires food and drink” (t0 8¢ o1 citv te Kol TOT®V EmBvUNTIKOV TTig Wuydg) (PL Ti. 70d), which is
situated in humans between the midriff and the navel.

 Wilberding 2011, 20. The “main thesis” of To Gaurus, as Wilberding (2011, 7) notes, is that “the
offspring becomes an animal only at birth.” Although the authorship of the work was once uncertain (TLG
still lists it under Pseudo-Galen), Wilberding (2011, 9-10), refers to “the [current] virtually universal

consensus that Porphyry is indeed the author.”
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Porphyry similarly suggests that “one must understand ‘perceptions’ (aicOnoceLg),
‘tendencies’ (0pé€etg), and ‘desires’ (émBopiag)” in plants “as spoken of [by Plato]
homonymously (opovipwmg) and analogously (kata dvaioyiov) and not as [features]
rendered (dmodidopévac) out of the self-moving soul (ék yoyiig Thg avtokvnitov)” (Gaur.
4.8). As he goes on to say, “[Plato] does not fit together (cuvapuodcag) the sensual
impressions (mAnyoc) that are void of understanding (dovvétovg), unknowing
(dyvodortovg), and without phantasia (dpavtdotovg),” i.e., what plants are subject to, with
the mental phenomena of “the opinionative (So&aotuctic) soul” (Gaur. 4.10).” The point
is elaborated when Porphyry again draws a line between animals and embryos (and by
extension plants) with respect to mental life, noting that even in a state of deep sleep, “an
animal generates phantasiai (pavtdletor),” whereas “the embryo is without means to
generate phantasiai since it is not even active (évepyficav) in relation to perception
(aicOnow)” (Gaur. 15.2). In Gaurus, then, the line between plants and embryos on the
one hand and all animals, including humans, on the other, is drawn on the basis of

perception (aicOnoi), phantasia, and cognition.” Plants are alive, but lacking a mental

% Although the passage is vexed, Wilberding (2011, 62n60) observes that “the idea seems clear enough:
Plato is entitled to say that sensation belongs to plants only because he has carefully distinguished the
passive motions of sensation from the active motions of the self-moving soul.” At Gaur. 7.3, Porphyry
again notes that, though plants respond to their environment, they lack the crucial element of phantasiai. In
that regard, their “pleasures” and “pains” can only be figurative. For a contemporary argument that, under
the rubric of “enactivism,” plants have minds qua living beings, see Maher 2017. For a critique, see Allen
2017.

% While Edwards (2016, 279-83) cites, e.g., Gaur. 14.3.1-8 to argue that Porphyry separates these mental
functions from true (i.e., noetic) reason, it is the distinction between the vegetative (tv @utiknv) and the

self-moving soul (yvyfic Tiig avtokivnTov) that matters in that passage and throughout the work.
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life, they are presumably unable to experience harm the way a sentient being, an animal,
can. In other words, Porphyry is consistent in Gaurus and Abstinence on the non-
sentience of plants—and, conversely, the possession by non-embryonic animals of a
mental life that encompasses perception and phantasiai.

While in Abstinence Porphyry excludes plants from logos and perceptions—and
thus, apparently, the possibility of meaningful harm or injustice—he uses a more
equivocal formulation in the context of regretfully acknowledging bodily necessity.””’
“We are accustomed to use (ypficBar) the fruits (kopmoig),” Porphyry says, “but not,
indeed, also to cut down (kotakontew) the trunks with the fruit, and we gather
(ovAAéyopev) cereal grain and pulses when they have withered and are falling to the
ground and are dead.” Our nature, he adds, “grants (3idmot) and allows (mwapéyet) harm
(BAGPnv) for necessary things (dvaykaiolg) with some limit (&ypt Tivog)—if, at any rate,
it is a harm (BAGPn) to take (Aappdverv) something from plants (put@v), even if they
remain living ({ovtov pevovtov)” (3.18.2-3). Since the force of the argument seems to
rest on the gathering of fruit and crops that have already fallen,”® one is left to wonder
about vegetables (stems and roots) that cannot be obtained without killing the plants from
which they are taken.”” The lack of perception should suffice to answer that concern, and
yet here and elsewhere, Porphyry seems to leave open the possibility that killing plants

might indeed involve harm, something that he ruefully notes our mortal condition (i.e.,

°7 For the exclusion of plants from logos and perceptions, see again Abst. 3.18.1-2 and 3.19.2, which
sandwich the more equivocal language here.

% See also 2.13.1 and 3.26.12: “Acquiring necessities does not harm plants, when we take what they cast
off, or their fruits, when we use the fruits of those that have died.”

% Clark (2000a, 172n460) notes the omission of vegetables from Porphyry’s discussion.
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our embodiment) prevents us from entirely avoiding. “Through [our own] justice
(dwcatoovvnv),” he says, “we are harmless (apAofeic) to all, but through our mortality
(t0 Bvntov) we are lacking (évdeeic) in necessities (dvaykaiov)” (3.26.11). Soon after,
when he floats the possibility of extending harmlessness ““as far as (&ypt) plants,” he adds
that if such an extension is not possible, “from that source there is the defect in our
nature,...that we are not able to preserve the divine as untouched and harmless in all
things, for we are not self-sufficient (dmpocdeeic) in all things” (3.27.2-3). In book 4, he
says, “If only it were possible to abstain (dmootijvor) without trouble even from the food
that comes from crops (kapm®v).... If only...we did not need (¢6en6nuev) food or drink,
so that we might truly (6vtwg) be immortal (d0dvator)!” (4.20.13). While the
contrafactual points to an ideal of perfect harmlessness and self-sufficiency that is
unavailable to embodied humans, it is, as we will see, complemented by a discourse of
possibility, according to which we ought to strive for, and are in fact able to achieve, a
level of harmlessness that protects our souls while protecting the lives of harmless
animals—even if bodily necessity demands some harm to non-sentient, but still living,
plants.'®

If the body—with its fleshy needs and perceptions—unites human and animal
(and separates them from plants), we might wonder about the ethical consequences for

animals of an aspiration to transcend it. Conventionally, we are human by virtue of a

divine connection that separates us from mere body, understood as what is “animal” in
p Y,

1% 1 will have more to say on this discourse of possibility in the next section and in chapter 3, section IIL.
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101 . . . .
us.  As Renehan notes, “The most awesome claim in the entire ‘man alone of animals’

series is that man alone is, in one sense or other, divine.”'"?

In book 2, Porphyry refers to
“the most divine (Belotdte) thing in us,” which “is of like kind (cvyyevel) by nature” to
the god (2.19.4).'” Bodies, because they tend to bring passions as well as perceptions,
risk drawing the philosopher away from his goal of “assimilation to god.”'** As Porphyry
puts it in book 1, “We must shed (drodvtéov) our many tunics,” including “this visible
and fleshly (cdpxivov) one” (1.31.3). Our shared physicality with animals, because it is
implicated in bodily desires, becomes problematic, as we saw with the casual reference to
pleasure-centered hogs and he-goats, as well as meat-approving wolves and vultures
(3.1.3). Yet Porphyry’s emphasis is clearly not on the sheer bodily grossness of animals,
on which he has less to say than he does about bad human behavior. The pleasure-loving
hog will be recast as the victim of the philosophical reductio ad absurdum that makes

105

him the putative beneficiary of his own reduction to flesh on a plate (3.20.3).”" The goat

%1 See, e.g., Wolfe (2010, xv), who refers to “perhaps the fundamental anthropological dogma associated
with humanism...namely, that ‘the human’ is achieved by escaping or repressing not just its animal origins
in nature...but more generally by transcending the bonds of materiality and embodiment altogether.”

192 Renehan 1981, 251, citing, e.g., Pl. Prt. 322a and Arist. PA 656a8 and 686a27-28.

19 But cf. Porphyry’s observation, discussed in chapter 3, that Egyptian priests “came to know that the
divine does not pass through a human alone...and almost the same soul passes through all animals” (4.9.1).
104 As Johansen (2004, 18) observes in relation to Plato’s Timaeus: “The irrational affections are a
necessary result of embodiment.... The challenge we face as human beings is to reassert our rationality over
the influence of necessity that arises through embodiment.”

105

The reductio ad absurdum regarding external teleology and animals, is as previously noted, part of a

polemic originally between Academics and Stoics, in which Chrysippus extended the utility of animals to
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will appear among the animals in whom nature (pVo1g) has “furnished justice (dikaiov)”
toward humans as an “innate” (pugutov) quality (3.12.3). Book 3 is concerned with
animals not as exemplars of appetites (“the animal”)—nor as mere bodies—but as fellow
vulnerable creatures.'” It is precisely that shared physicality that provides the substance
of a practice of virtue, for justice as harmlessness to ensouled beings has no meaning

unless actual harm to them is possible.

IV. Justice as Harmlessness
A. Porphyry on “Taking Away”
In Abstinence, Porphyry says that justice consists in harmlessness, provides a basis for
believing that animals can be meaningfully harmed and thus made to suffer injustice, and
develops a thematics of unjust deprivation not just of the tangible (life and tranquility)
but also of psychological attributes and ethical consideration itself. Against the claim that
infliction of pain or death on animals cannot constitute a significant harm because they
are unable to suffer the way humans do or have no interest in self-preservation that
humans are bound to respect, Porphyry draws out animals’ self-ownership and self-
interest—and the autonomy humans should strive for by not taking away what does not
belong to them.

Porphyry’s virtual equation of justice with harmlessness can be seen in the

parallel ways he discusses “preserving” and “extending” the two principles. As

humans even to tough cases such as bugs and mice, which he observed “usefully” (evypfiotmg) wake us up
and keep us tidy, as noted in Plut. De stoic. repugn., 1044d.

1% For more on the distinction between animals and “the animal,” see chapter 1, section III.
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previously noted, Porphyry makes both “justice” and “harmlessness” the subject of the
verb o@letan (“is preserved”) in his programmatic discussion of them (1) dviowg odletan
KaloovV.... omletar 10 aPrapeg 3.27.1). “When the goal is assimilation to god as much
as possible,” Porphyry says, “harmlessness (dfAapeg) is preserved (c®dletan) with respect
to all beings (&v dmaow)” (3.27.1)."%" In the same passage, he lists a series of
relationships that progressively enlarge the circle of harmlessness or ethical
consideration, as the Stoic Hierocles does, while breaking beyond Hierocles’ outer limit,
all of humanity. Thus comparing “the man led by passions (mé6ecwv)” who is “harmless
(aBrapng) only to (mpdg) his children and wife” unfavorably with “the man led by reason
(MOY®),” who “preserves (tnpel) harmlessness toward (mp0g) a citizen (mwoAitnv) and still
more toward foreigners (£évouc) and all human beings,” Porphyry goes on to say that the
person “who does not bring harmlessness to a standstill (ctc0g) among humans but
extends (mapateivog) it also to (gig) the other animals (GAAa (®a) is more similar to god
(naArov dpotog Be®)” (3.27.2). In this language of salutary extension, we can see a
response to opponents, who fretted that “justice (dikaroctvnv) is muddled and motionless
things are moved if we extend (teivopev) justice (dikaiov) not to (mpdg) the rational
(Aoywcov) alone but also to the irrational (&Aoyov)”—that is, “the other beasts (&ALa

Onpia)” (1.4.1-2).

%7 The corollary to the alignment of justice and harmlessness—the idea that injustice entails a harm against

another—can be seen, e.g., in P1. Cri. 49¢7-8, in which Socrates says, “Doing harm (kak®¢ moteiv) to
people, I suppose, differs in no respect from committing injustice (dduceiv).” Aristotle refines the idea at
Rh. 1368b6 by observing: “Let committing injustice (dwkeiv) be for someone willingly (éxovta) to harm

(BAdmtew) [another] contrary to the law (mapd Tov vopov).”
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While opponents are concerned with the quality of life that would be taken away
from someone who treated animals like humans, “sparing and not harming (BAdntwv)
them” (1.4.3-4), Porphyry concerns himself with the harm constituted by taking from
animals something that belongs to and is valuable to them: their lives.'”® The idea that
animals and their lives belong to them, of course, runs contrary to the conventional
notion, ancient and modern, that domesticated animals belong to humans and the Stoic

199 Byt the notion of animals as

view that animals in general exist for the sake of humans.
belonging to themelves is raised several times, first by opponents, who attribute it to
vegetarians: “Someone urging [people] not to eat [animals] and regarding it as unjust
(&ducov) will say that it is not just (dikaiov) to kill them or to take away (dparpeicBar)
their lives (yuyac)” (1.14.1). The implication is developed in an argument in book 2: “If
someone should say that not less than crops (kopn@®v) the god also has given us animals

to use (&ig ypfiow), it is at least the case that when animals are sacrificed it brings some

harm (BAGPnVv) to them because they are deprived (voopilopévav) of life (woyfic)”

"% The Epicurean claim “Death is nothing to us” presents a possible objection to death-as-harm, though

even in that framework loss may be found among the living, as in Lucretius’s description (2.349-66) of the
bereft cow whose calf has been led to slaughter.

1% Graf (2012, 44), noting that “animal sacrifice almost always concerns domesticated animals alone,
and...is understood by its performers as a gift for the gods,” adds that “gift giving presupposes undisputed
individual ownership of the thing...given away.” The OLD notes that proprius, referring to “one’s own
absolutely or in perpetuity,” is also used as a technical term “for sacrificial victims.” For the Stoic idea that
animals were created for the sake of humans, see again Cic. Fin. 3.67 and Leg. 1.25, as discussed in chapter

1, section II.
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(2.12.3)."% In what follows, animal sacrifice is likened to giving away the possessions of
others (dALotpiov) against their will (ur| €0élovtoc) (2.12.4)—the possessions at issue
are the animals’ lives:'"'
Sacrifice...is something holy (6cia), but no one is holy who gives thanks out of
another’s belongings (ék t@v dAlotpiwv), with that one unwilling (un €0éAlovtog),
even if he takes crops and plants.... But if not even the one who took away
(Gperduevog) others’ crops sacrifices in a holy manner (0ciwc), certainly it is
utterly unholy to sacrifice while taking away things that are more valuable

(tyudtepa) than [crops].... But soul is much more valuable... (2.12.4)'"?

HOCE. Plut. Esu 994e: “For the sake of a little bit of flesh we take away (apoaipodueda) life (yuyfv), the
light of the sun, lifespan (Biov xp6vov), things for which (¢¢’ ) they have come into being (yéyove) and
grown (néQukev).”

"1 Cf. 2.24.3, where Porphyry compares the animal sacrificer who seeks to “retur[n] just recompense
(dwcaiav apopnyv) for a good deed that is equal to the beneficence” to someone “who would wreathe others,
to return gratitude and honor, after having plundered (dpmdoag) his neighbor’s possessions.” Cf. also
2.13.3: “Crops seem to be ours (3u®dv), for we sow them and plant them and make them grow with other
forms of attention. We ought to sacrifice, therefore, from our own belongings (f|uetépov), not from the
possessions of others (dAAotpiwv).” For a use of dAAdTpiog to refer to animal bodies as “foreign bodies”
that meat eaters take in, see 1.34.4.

"2 A similar observation about the relative value of plants and animals appears in Gaur. 14.2, where
Porphyry criticizes opponents for “rendering the ‘soul’ characteristic of plants (t1v @utik?v) superior
(kpeittova) to the self-moving soul (tiig avtoKv)TOL WVXT|G),” i.€., that which belongs to animals. For my
use of scare quotes here, cf. Gaur. 16.1: “Let the seed have a soul—if someone wishes to call the power
characteristic of plants (tnv gutiknv d0vapuv) a soul.” (Wilberding [2011], indeed, renders v @utiknv as

“the vegetative [power].”)
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Though the immediate context of the passage is sacrifice, we are invited to extend the
concern to the killing of animals in general by the priority of morals in relation to the
gods and by the aspiration to assimilate oneself to them. In Plato’s Euthyphro (10d) we
are told that the gods love what is pious because it is pious; the pious is not so simply
because the gods love it. According to Grube, this passage, “gives in a nutshell a point of
view from which Plato never departed. Whatever the gods may be, they must by their
very nature love the right because it is right.” If, conversely, the gods disapprove of
animal sacrifice because it involves taking away a life that does not belong to you—a
taking away identified, as we have just seen, as a harm (2.12.3)—then such an act must
be objectively wrong.''? For Porphyry, at least in the context of the arguments presented
in Abstinence, taking away the life of a harmless animal, in a sacrifice or otherwise, is to
be recognized as an instance of wrongdoing—especially by those whose aspiration is
“assimilation to god.”"*

Such acts of harm necessarily have the cast of force and violence, a leitmotif in
Abstinence, in which Bio and related words appear frequently in association with the

body and meat-eating. “No one would eat animals that died on their own (6vnoeidia),”' "

'3 Grube 1980, 152. Striker (1987, 92) contrasts a consequentialist Plato with deontological Stoics, for
whom “what is right or good is so, in a way, because it is prescribed by the gods.”

"4 See Abst. 1.57.2: “It is not possible with simply any diet whatsoever, and not at all with flesh eating, to
achieve appropriation (oiketobo0at) to god, not even to any of the individual gods (pepic®dv)—to say
nothing of the god who is above all (¢nl ndowv) and is beyond (vnép) incorporeal nature.” See also 3.26.10-
11: “The greater in the universe is absolutely harmless, and through its power, it is salvific of all, beneficent
to all, and self-sufficient in relation to all.”

'3 For the taboo against Ovnoeida, cf. Abst. 4.16.6 (on Eleusis) and D.L. 8.33 (on the Pythagoreans).
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Porphyry says, “except for fish, which we also take (dvoaipodpev) with violence (Big). So
the injustice (10 dducov) in these things is great (moAv)” (3.18.2). I have already noted the
verbal echo of BrdlesOat in opponents’ objection at 1.6.3 and Biaov in the response at
3.19.2—as well as Soclarus’s claim in Cleverness (959c) that hunting “provides a pure
spectacle of skill together with intelligent daring (toOAung vodv €xodong) set against
mindless (&vontov) strength and force (Biov).” Toward the end of his discourse on
asceticism in book 1, Porphyry shifts the terms of Soclarus’s construction, positing a
choice among humans—between the “violent” (Biaioig) laws of the body, on the one
hand, and “the laws (vopoig) of the intellect (vod) and [its] roads, which are salvific
(compiog)” (1.56.4). Earlier, referring to meat-eating, he observes that “the delight
(x&pw) it holds is violent (Biaiov)” (1.51.6). Crucially, the language of violently taking
away the soul of an animal is picked up in Porphyry’s peroration at the end of book 3:
Those set free (éAevBepmBévteg) provide themselves with the things that formerly,
in servitude (bmpetodvrec), they provided to their masters (deomdTang).''® Not
differently, then, you too, after you are freed (dmailayeic) from the slavery
(0ovAeiag) of the body and from service (Aatpeiog) to passions that arise through
the body (t0ig méBeot toig o1 0 odpa), will feed yourself in all kinds of ways
with internal things, just as you used to feed them in all kinds of ways with

external things, justly (ducaimg) regaining (dmolapfdavmv) what is yours (ta id1o)

1 Speaking of a passage of Marcella, Wicker (1987, 122 ad 33.524) observes: “éAev0epia, a term which
began as a political concept, was appropriated by Socrates to describe the internal freedom of the
philosopher within the corrupt state. The concept was then extended to include the freedom of the soul

from the passions through the achievement of self-sufficiency.”
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and no longer taking away (d@opovpevoc) with violence (Big) what belongs to

others (ta dALOTPI). (3.27.10-11)

The fact that book 3 ends with the phrase ovkétt ta dALOTPIa Big dparpoduevog lends
particular emphasis to this idea. Packaged in the language of freedom versus slavery, this
conclusion maps out a self-directed goal of autonomy. Yet the use of “justly” (dwaing) in
the last sentence and the evocation of “taking away with violence” as a harm against
others maintains a vivid connection between that self-directed goal and the other-directed
concept of justice as harmlessness toward others, specifically animals.

The violence of taking away another’s life or tranquility (when causing pain) does
not, however, exhaust the range of harm sketched out in Abstinence, which is
characterized by a thematics of unjust deprivation. We can see this in the frequency of the
verb doaipéw, supplemented by otepém and otépnoic—the away-ness of dmo- (for
deprivation as well as willing separation) standing in continual contrast with the toward-
ness of mpog (for relationships). The references to “taking away” from animals are
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numerous, including “taking away” their souls; "' “taking away” their logos and

constituent mental faculties;''® and, correspondingly, “taking away” their connection with

119

humans. "~ We might, indeed, see the verb’s intratextual resonance as connecting the

"7See 1.14.1,2.12.4, and 4.20.1. See also voopilopévev at 2.12.3.

" See 3.2.2 and 4; 3.8.2, 7, and 8; 3.9.1; 3.11.2; 3.21.7; and 3.22.8. See also the last sentence of Plutarch’s
Cleverness, in which Soclarus, previously aligned with the Stoics, commends Aristotimus and Phaedimus
for “contend[ing] well together against those who deprive (to0g...anoctepodvrac) animals of Jogos and
intelligence (cuvéoewg)” (Soll. 985a).

"% See 3.13.1. The verb agpoipéw is paired with aducéw by the opponents who adopt a quasi-vegan critique

of vegetarianism at 1.21.1, likening the shearing of a ewe with depriving a human being of clothing. In a
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explicitly named injustice of killing with the more subtle ideological injustice of

deprivation of logos—and thus see even the latter as a form of violence.

B. Plutarch on Harming and Necessity

We have already seen, in reference to the Epicureans, how Porphyry critiques pleasure as
“hostile” to justice (3.26.5), and meat-eating as in most cases a matter of pleasure rather
than necessity. We have also examined the issue of restricting vegetarianism to
philosophers. It is worth considering how these issues play out specifically in Plutarch, a
champion of animals and vegetarianism in several works, who seems however to
condone meat-eating in other writings. In several cases, Porphyry’s revision in
Abstinence of Plutarch’s discourse of necessity shifts the emphasis to the possibility of
harmlessness.

The claim that “Plutarch would agree...vegetarianism is a lifestyle that is
incumbent upon the philosopher, but...considers it supererogatory for the majority of
human beings” is based on several passages suggesting a tolerance, even if a grudging
one, for meat-eating.'*” In Advice about Keeping Well (131d-32a), Plutarch recommends

a diet light on, but not free of, meat:

metaphysical register, cf. the reference to “badness” (kakiq) as “a deprivation (otépnow) of the good”
(3.27.5).

120 The quotation, from Newmyer (2006, 100), initially aligns his reading of Plutarch with Dombroski’s
(1984, 126), though Newmyer goes on to posit “the person of ethical convictions” rather than the
philosopher per se as the target of Plutarch’s arguments for vegetarianism (2006, 102). As we have seen,

Gilhus (2006, 77), Helmbold (1957, 537), and Dalby (2003, 341) assume that Plutarch’s vegetarian treatise,

On Flesh Eating, represents a less-mature phase of Plutarch’s career, “a foible of...early manhood,” as
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One must contrive by means of the quality of his food to make the largest part of
it lighter (éAappdtepov) and to be given to eat, with due caution, foods that are
both solid and nutritious, such as the fleshy (kpe®dr) and cheesy ones and dried
figs and boiled eggs—for it is difficult (§pyov) always to refuse them
(maporteicOar)—but to cling to (€puevecOor) delicate (Aemtoig) and light foods
(kob@o1g), such as many of the garden vegetables (Aaydvwv), and birds, and fish
that are not fatty.... It is best (kpdticTtov) to accustom (€08icar) the body not to
need any meat (copxogayiog) in addition. For the earth bounteously (dpBova)
sends up many things not only for sustenance (Siatpo@nv) but also for comfort
(evmaberov) and enjoyment (AmOAALGLY).

Going on to say that “custom (£00¢) has become, in a manner, nature contrary to nature

(pvoig...mapa evoy),” Plutarch cautions that “we must not use meat (kpeogayiq) for the

fulfillment (dmomAnpwaoiv) of appetite (0pé&ewg), like wolves and lions. Rather,

“throwing it in as a prop (Unépeiopa) and belt (dtalopa) of our food, we must use other

Helmbold puts it—and similarly, in the case of Gryllus, which has its own vegetarian passage, Helmbold
(1957, 490) describes the work as “written, perhaps, when [Plutarch] was quite young.” In Gryllus, the title
character, a formerly human pig, says that “out of luxury (tpvefic) and a surfeit (k6pov) of necessary things
(dvaykaiov), [a human] pursues foods that are unfit, and impure (00 koBapag) because of the slaughter
(opayaic) of animals.” Notwithstanding his ostensibly “civilized (Wpuépovg) tables,” the human engages in
this pursuit “much more cruelly (molv...0opdtepov) than the most savage wild animals (t@v dyprotdtov
Onpiwv),” voraciously “using (ypdpevog) every species” rather than “abstain[ing] (dnéyetar) from most and
mak[ing] war on a few because of the necessity (dvédyknv) of nourishment (tpofic), as wild animals do”

(991c-d). We see much of this vocabulary in Abstinence as well.
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foods (o1tiowg) and dishes (6yo1g) that are more in accordance with nature (Kot VOGLV)
for the body and also do less to dim (aufAvver) the rationality (Aoyikdv) of the soul.”

In The Dinner of the Seven Wise Men (159b-c), Plutarch’s Solon presents a tragic
view of eating in which humans are hard-pressed by biological necessity to avoid “the
pollution (piacpa) of our flesh (capkdcg),” particularly the digestive organs, which, like
Tartarus, are “quite full of certain terrible (dewv®v) streams (pegopdtov) and wind and fire
kneaded together and corpses (vekpdv).” As he says, “in putting to death (Bovatodvreg)
ensouled beings (§pyvya) and destroying (dmoiAvvteg) the products of the earth (ta
euopeva),” i.e., plants, “which also share (petéyovta) in life (tod (fjv) by being nourished
(tpépecbar) and growing (ab&ecOat), we commit injustice (ddikodpev).” Be that as it
may, we are told, “to abstain (dnéyecBar) from eating (£dwof|g) meat (capk®dv), just as
they record that old Orpheus did, is an example of sophistic thinking (cé¢@icpa) rather
than an escape (@uyn) from acts of injustice (ddiknudtwv) regarding food (tpoerv).”
Although “the one escape and complete (télelog) purification (kaBappog) toward justice
(dwkatoovvnv) is to become self-sufficient (avtdpkn) and without any need (dnpocded),”
Plutarch’s Solon says, “the god has imposed (npoctéfeicev)...a nature (pvotv) that is the
origin (apynv) of injustice (adwkiag),” since “he has made self-preservation (tnv avtod
cwtpiav) impossible (auryavov) without the oppression (kaxmcewg) of another.”

We can observe striking adjustments away from the discourse of necessity toward
the discourse of possibility if we compare the language in this passage and others with
what we find in Abstinence. For example, Porphyry notably borrows much of the
language of the last sentence regarding survival, harm, and injustice, but to make the

opposite point. As he puts it, “The god did not in fact make self-preservation impossible
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for us without the oppression of another, since in that way he would impose (Tpocetifet)
on us a nature that was the origin of injustice” (4bst. 3.26.9). We similarly see Porphyry
(3.27.9-11) recast language in Seven Wise Men (160b-c) concerning the aporia the
Danaids would experience if their eternal labor of filling perforated jars with water were
to cease. Both Porphyry and Plutarch analogize that feeling to what people would
experience if liberated from their slavery to food, but Plutarch treats that as an adynaton;
Porphyry, as a real possibility.'*' Plutarch asks what would happen if we stopped
bringing things to our tireless flesh; Porphyry, what would happen if we stopped bringing
things for our passions and desires. Plutarch’s flesh is intractable; it must be fed.

Porphyry’s passions and desires can be weakened and even, theoretically, eliminated.'*

2! For more on Porphyry’s discourse of possibility as an optimistic supplement to the discourse of

necessity, see chapter 3, section III.
122 With respect to passions or emotions, one can perhaps locate different orientations on the part of
Porphyry and Plutarch. Porphry refers favorably a number of time in Abstinence to andfeia, an absence of,
or freedom from, passions or emotions, with aradng as the corresponding adjective (see 1.30.1, 1.36.2,
1.37.1,2.34.3, 2.43.3, and 2.45.4). While a kind of dnd0sia is also a Stoic goal and petpronddein
(“moderation of the passions”) is associated with the Peripatetics, “in the Platonist tradition,” these distinct
orientations toward emotion “can be used as two stages in moral progress,” as Dillon (2005, 2:809n106)
observes regarding Porphyry’s discussion of the civic virtues at Sent. 32.6-16. (See chapter 4, section IIB.)
In a discussion of grief (Cons. Apoll. 102¢-d), however, Plutarch valorizes petprondfeio against Stoic
amdBeta, characterizing the latter as “cruel” (&yprov) and “rigid” (ckAnpav). In Abstinence, the one negative
use of amadng appears at the beginning of an excerpt from Plutarch’s Cleverness (Abst. 3.20.7 = Soll. 959f)
as part of the claim that the gratuitous slaughter of animals for luxury and entertainment strengthens “that

which is unfeeling to pity” (10 mpdc oiktov amabéc), though, as Clark (2000a, 174n478) notes, Plutarch

himself has dxaunég (“unbending”) instead of amabéc. Plutarch does, however, use dndfein in the same
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The difference is between a tragic view (there is nothing we can do about our need to eat
and therefore do harm) and a more-hopeful view (we can stop bringing things for our
passions and desires that will never satisfy them). Another important marker of this
difference: the Plutarch passage says, “We are utterly at a loss regarding what we would
do” (Sramopodpev fueic...ti mpa&opev), but Porphyry asks, “What, therefore, will we
do?” (i toivuv mpd&opev;). And he has an answer: “We shall imitate the race of gold, we
shall imitate those who have been liberated.” Overall, if we compare language that

123 . .
.3 " with Solon’s discourse, we see a

Porphyry explicitly attributes to Plutarch at 3.18
marked shift in emphasis from the impossibility of avoiding harm to the possibility of
limiting it. In the Solon passage, it is an “example of sophistic thinking” to avoid all
meat; in Abstinence the argument is that “as Plutarch also says, just because our nature
(pvo1g) has need (d€itai) of some things and we use (ypopeda) them does not then mean
we should extend (rpoaktéov) injustice (ddikiav) universally (éni dv) and against all
beings (npog mavta).” Here a clear line is drawn between plants and animals:
If, as with air and water and plants (pvt®v) and crops (kapn®dv), without which it
is impossible (d00vatdv) to live ({fv), we happened (étvyydvopuev) to need
(0edpevor) the slaughter (pdvov) of animals and the eating (Bpodoewc) of flesh
(capkdv) for life (Biov), nature (¢vo1c) would have a necessary (Gvoykaiov)
intertwining (cvumioknv) with this injustice (ddwiav). But if many priests of

gods, and many kings of non-Greek peoples, considering it part of purity

discussion, when Autobulus refers to hunting (959d) as a source of “impassivity” (dndfewov) and even
“savagery” (ayplomta).
123

The attribution introduces a passage from an unidentified work of Plutarch that extends through 3.20.6.

See Sandbach 1969 fr. 193.
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(ayvevovteg), and countless species of animals that do not touch (Bryydvovta)
such food (Tpo@i|) at all, live ({®owv) and attain (tvyydvovot) the perfection
(téhovg) of their nature (pOowv), how is he not senseless (dtomoc), the one
insisting (keAevwV)...[we are constrained] to live by treating (ypmpévovg) none
with justice (dwaiocvvr)—or, by treating all with justice, not to live ({fjv)?
(3.18.4)
It should be noted that while Advice about Keeping Well and The Dinner of the
Seven Wise Men both, in various ways, condone meat-eating, we find an element of this
stance even in Flesh Eating, where Plutarch, while arguing for abstinence, acknowledges
human intractability. “We would do well (xoldg elyev...Mudc),” he says, “having cut out
(éktepovrag) our gluttony (yaotppapyiav) and bloodthirstiness (poipoviav), to be pure
(ayvedoan) for the rest of our lives.” On the other hand, he adds with a measure of
exasperation, “if, by Zeus,'** through habit (cuviifeiav), lack of error (to dvopdptnrov) is
indeed impossible (ddvvatov), feeling shame (aioyvvopevor) for our error (T®
apaptavovtt) we will deal with it (ypnooueba) with the help of reason (514 tov Adyov).”
Thus, he says, “we will eat (§66peba) flesh (cdpkag), but feeling hunger (newvdvreg), not
living luxuriously (tpvedvtec). We will kill (dvarpricopev) an animal, but pitying
(oikteipovtec) and grieving (dAhyodvteg) it, not mistreating (VPpilovreg) or torturing

(BooaviCovtec) it” (996e-1).'

124 Here I follow the Loeb text (Helmbold 1957), with Bernardakis’s emendation of fj 81t as vij Ao S1d.

125 1t should be noted that when Plutarch says, “if, by Zeus, through habit, lack of error is indeed
impossible,” the phrase rendered here as “if...indeed” is &i xai, which often implies “though I should be

surprised if it were so,” according to Goodwin (s.v. kai, p. 301). The implication, then, would be that it is

not at all impossible to avoid the “error” of meat-eating. Even with the measure of equivocation on meat-
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The Plutarch passages, then, deal with the intractability not just of nature but,
specifically, human nature. Though they need not be taken as superseding the defenses of
animals and vegetarianism in Cleverness, Flesh Eating, and Gryllus, they at least provide
a different, more status quo-enforcing perspective. Porphyry, like Plutarch, recognizes
both varieties of intractability but chooses to emphasize the possibility of abstinence. For
though nature may be immovable, human beings are not, and indeed, as he notes, they are
“harmless by nature” (3.1.3). Unlike Plutarch’s Solon, who flattens the difference
between plants and animals, licensing his audience to eat both, Porphyry preserves the
distinction. He may wish that humans did not have to eat even plants, but he says that in
the face of this necessity plant-eating remains a much less consequential harm than the

killing and eating of perceptive, feeling, embodied animals.

eating evident in the passage, the concern for animals—a powerful and consistent theme of the work—is
vividly conveyed by “pitying” and “grieving.” On such concern, cf. Edwards (2018, 50), who treats
Plutarch’s peripheral reincarnation-based argument (998c-f) as though it were presented (along with “the
gluttony of meat eating”) as “a central reason for adopting a vegetarian diet.” According to Edwards’s
reading of the reincarnation argument (2018, 32), “if we could be certain that any particular animal did not
possess the soul of one of our dead human relatives, then we would have no reason at all not to kill and eat
that animal” (emphasis added). But after referring to the life/soul (yvynv) of an animal killed for a meal,
Plutarch says, “Not yet do I say, perhaps, [the soul] of a mother or a father or some friend or child, as
Empedocles said, but [a soul] partaking of perception, sight, hearing, phantasia, and intelligence” (997d-e).
The innate faculties of the animal are what make the life hold value here, not the possibility that the soul

belongs to a reincarnated loved one, even if Plutarch later entertains the possibility of reincarnation as well.
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V. Conclusion

As we saw above in “Reason and Language,” whereas opponents tease apart mental
functions to maintain rigid dichotomies of rational and non-rational, human and
nonhuman, Porphyry packages the range of mental functions together with reason in the
service of a model of “more and less” reason in animals. At the same time, as we saw in
“Perception and Body,” the moral criterion for justice consideration in Abstinence
appears to be perception rather than the rationality that accompanies it. Even if human
life entails harm to other living beings, Porphyry is clear that the goal should be to
minimize such harm. To emulate the highest god, who is utterly harmless, people must
seek harmlessness in their own lives. Similarly, if stealing a harmless animal’s life
offends the gods, it should equally offend those seeking to emulate the highest god. It
could be that harmlessness in emulation of the gods is precisely why animals’ faculty of
perception is important to Porphyry’s vegetarian argument. If animals were no more
liable to be harmed than the unensouled, the case for not eating them would be undone,
and if animals were without perception, injuring or killing them would not be a harm to
them—or would, at most, cause only as much harm as taking away the life of a plant. But
“justice,” as Porphyry says, “since it consists in harmlessness, extends as far as (&ypt)
ensouled beings (pyvywv)” (3.26.9). The bottom line of book 3 in particular, as we saw
in “Justice as Harmlessness,” is that ensouled beings, as such, are to be included in the
circle of justice—and a life in which one avoids harming them is possible. If one insists,
on the contrary, that the killing of animals has no greater gravity for Porphyry than the
harm of harvesting a tuber, one risks depriving Abstinence as a whole of its hortatory call

for justice, purity from pollution, and piety. That is, one risks reducing it to a rump of
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asceticism and dialectic—personal purity plus an argument for the sake of argument with
Stoics and others—while ignoring the insistence with which the text puts forward a
unified moral argument. As a practice tending toward assimilation to god, Porphyry’s
vegetarianism needs its other-directedness, for it would be emptied of meaning if it were

not in our power to harm—and thus choose not to harm—other animals.
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Chapter 3: Purity and Abstinence

I. Introduction

Referring to the various biographies of Pythagoras and of the Pythagorean Apollonius of
Tyana, among other texts, Larue identifies “three major types of motivation” for
vegetarianism: “pity for animals, the refusal of defilement, and asceticism.”' Having
looked at justice for animals—which, like pity, is directed outward>—I now turn to the
other concerns referred to by Larue, both of which I group under the self-directed
principle of “purity.” Asceticism receives a lengthy treatment in book 1 of Abstinence
and further consideration in book 4 through a series of exemplary philosopher-priests,
religious sectarians, and laypeople stretching from Greece as far east as India.” Refusal of
defilement—what we might call purity in the strict sense—emerges most notably in the
final chapters of book 4, with a discussion of ayveia (“purity”), defined, above all, as an
absence of mixing—or, more to the point, an avoidance of mixing with that which is

“alien.” As we will see, mimésis (imitation) is like mixing inasmuch as imitating positive

' Larue 2015, 16-17.

* Though pity is other-directed like justice, one could say that it requires less of the moral agent than
justice, as, for example, when Plutarch calls for pitying animals (oikteipovtec) while killing them (Esu
996e-f). For “kindness” (ypnototng, evepyeoia, xapig) toward domesticated animals and human slaves in
the absence of justice, see Plut. Cat. Ma. 339a.

? The discussion in book 4 begins where the exhortation at the end of book 3 had left off: with Golden Age
people, identified in book 4 as Greeks. From this example of pure vegetarianism, discussed below in
chapter 5, Porphyry proceeds to the Spartans and then non-Greeks (including Egyptians, Jews, the Magi,
and Brahmans), whose selection reflects, to an extent, a canon set by Numenius, the second-century CE
Neopythagorean Platonist. At the end of book 4, Porphyry offers brief discussions of Cretans and early

Athenians before the text is cut off, curtailing the promised discussion of partially or fully abstinent sages.
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exempla (things that are “appropriate” to oneself)—Ilike the philosopher-priests and, best
of all, god—is conducive to purity, while imitating negative exempla (i.e., that which is
alien) is conducive to impurity.

Although the principle of non-mixing can be applied in any number of ways and
Porphyry’s discussion of contamination in 4.20 encompasses sex, birth, death, and even
thoughts, he begins, fittingly, with the non-pollution of vegetarian foods and the double
pollution arising from meat.* “The holy men” (oi igpot), Porphyry says, “believed that in
administering (rpoc@épovteg) food (tpognv) from crops (kapndv)’—that is, food “not
taken (An@0O<cicav) from corpses or ensouled (£pyvyov) by nature”—they “did not stain
(paivesBar) that which is ordered (Siotcovpeva) by nature (pvoewc).” Conversely, “they
held that the slaughter (coayac) of sentient (aicOnTc@®v) animals and the taking away
(dparpéoetg) of their lives (yoy®dv) is pollution (pacpovg) for the living ({dvtag), and,
much more, to mix (pyvoewv) a once-sentient body that has been deprived (donpnpévov)
of its sentient faculty (10 aicOntikov) and is a corpse with the sentience (aicOnoet) of a
living being” (4.20.1).° Porphyry suggests here that meat eaters harm themselves by
harming others—Xkilling them and “taking away” their souls—and then compound the

harm to themselves by taking those dead bodies into their own. There is, in other words, a

* For Poprhyry’s general principle of non-mixing, see the beginning of the next section below.

5On ol iepoi, see note 17 below.

% It should be noted that the force of defilement emerges from the taking in of “a once-sentient body,” not

from the taking in of an animal as such. The souls of slaughtered animals, Porphyry cautions, stay close to
their bodies, disturbing the souls of those who eat their flesh. However, in clinging to lost bodies, animals’
souls are not different from those of humans who have been killed or who have taken their own lives

(2.47.1-3). See also 1.38.2.
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loss of purity, a defilement, arising first from injustice against another and then from
something one does to oneself—we might say an other-directed impurity followed by a
self-directed impurity.’

The interplay of internal and external, of purity and justice, is the ultimate
concern of this chapter and the next one. I will start here by discussing Porphyry’s
conception of purity as non-mixing. I will next look at how he capitalizes on the
philosophical-ethical notion of simple living while prescribing a more profound change
in life, a form of asceticism. Surveying his Greek and non-Greek exempla of abstinence
in book 4, I will show how they represent varying degrees of purity and justice, varying
degrees of good and bad mixing. As with Porphyry’s discussion of justice, this model of
“more and less” in the category of abstinent exempla offers an alternative to a simple
dichotomy; instead of the “pure” and “impure,” there are people with different measures
of purity, each of which attains some recognition and approbation while the goal remains

full abstinence and harmlessness “as much as possible.” In each point of discussion—the

7 Contrary to Edwards (2018, 51)—who says that “there is nothing particularly special about the avoidance
of meat in Porphyry’s mind” but it is “simply one of a number of things”—including sex, wine, perfume,
and overeating—"that makes philosophical contemplation difficult”—Porphyry’s references to “the
slaughter of sentient animals and the taking away of their lives” and to the mixing of “a once-sentient body
that has been deprived of its sentient faculty...with the sentience of a living being” mark meat-eating as a
preeminent form of pollution. This preeminence is of course what one would expect in a treatise on
vegetarianism. However, the list of Porphyry’s works, both extant and lost, includes nothing on abstinence
from sex, wine, or perfume. Nor is there is any work on overeating as such, though in Abstinence meat-
eating is treated as inherently gluttonous (e.g., 3.16.1 and 3.18.5). For more on meat-eating versus sex, see

the discussion below.
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ascetic recommendations in book 1 and the exempla and theory of purity in book 4—we

will see how justice for animals, the theme of book 3, remains a persistent concern.

I1. Impurity, Mixing, and the Belly

When Porphyry theorizes purity in the strict sense—as a refusal of defilement—he points
to mixing as the source of that defilement. As he puts it, “Holy men (igpoi), indeed,
regarded (€ti0evto) purity (dyveiav) as the condition of being unmixed (épu&iov) with
one’s opposite (tovvavtiov)” and “mixing” (Ui&w), conversely, “as contamination
(poivopdv)” (4.20.1).° Defining purity in language strongly reminiscent of his
characterization of justice at 3.26.9—language that has the effect of aligning the two
concepts—Porphyry says, “Purity, in all cases (év ndow), [lies] in putting aside
(dmoBéoel) and abstaining (dpéEet) from many opposite things (évavtiov),” as well as
“isolating (novwoet) and taking (Aqyetl) what is appropriate (oikeimv) and akin by nature
(mpoopudv)” (4.20.2).° As he adds, “Both corruption (pBopd) and staining (piovoic) are

mixing (ui€wc) with the contrary (évavtiov)” (4.20.6)."

¥ Although Porphyry makes this theorization very much his own, Absz. 4.20 lifts language from various
Plutarchan sources that employ that language for different purposes. 4bst. 4.20.5 and 8 borrow from
Quaest. conv. 725¢-d, which concerns the Nile’s variable muddiness and clarity; 4bst. 4.20.8, from Trang.,
on making the best use of what fortune gives you; 4bst. 4.20.13, from Plut. Conv. 160a-b, in which Solon
complains of the nuisance of having to eat; and 4.20.14, from Sanit. 135e, which briefly defers to
Theophrastus on the high cost to the soul of being in a body while making the opposite point: that the body
is mistreated by the soul.

7 810 v miiow 1 Gyveio év amobéoet pdv kai apéiet Tdv ToAMY Kol évavtiov. For similar wording, see

4.20.9. Cf. 3.26.9 (1] 8¢ dwkaroctvn €v 1@ ApekTik® Kol APAafel keltan TavTog 6tovodv 10D ur PAdrTovTog)
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While in its outlines this perspective on purity coincides with some traditional
Greco-Roman ideas and is expressed through some of the same language, practices such
as ritual cleansing after exposure to birth, death, and sex and temporary abstinence from
food and sex were, as Finn observes, distinct from Porphyry’s ascetic vision of “a
discipline of soul and body for the good of the soul.”!! For Porphyry the passions of the
body and the actions and thoughts associated with them are to be avoided as a general
matter, not simply washed off before one enters a temple.'> A surface cleaning will not
do when the corruption is internal, not just in the mind but in the belly, as we will see in
the anecdote Porphyry reports of Egyptian funerary dissmbowelment. Though
contamination is, for him, a given of incarnation, we have in his schema the crucial
choice of working to overcome it—or compounding it—through the way we conduct our
lives, which inevitably encompasses not just what we do with ourselves but also what we
do to others, particularly with reference to food.

Although diet remains paramount, Porphyry briefly considers other ways that

being in a body entails pollution. Regarding birth, he says, “a soul has been stained

and the definition of the purificatory virtues at Porph. Sent. 32.15-16 (ai [apetai] 6 tod npog Bempiav
TPOKOTTOVTOG {BepnTIKoD} €v AnocTdcel KevTal TdV Eviedhev).

' See also 4.20.4: “Both ‘contamination’ (uéAvopo) and “staining” (piovog) signify the mixing of one
class (yévovg) with another, especially when it is hard to wash out.” On mixing and impurity, cf. Douglas’s
observation (1966, 53) regarding Leviticus: “Holiness requires that different classes of things shall not be
confused.” Porphyry’s range of “mixing” words in Abstinence includes piig, uyvoew, auiéia, and
EmyiyvocBat.

" Finn 2009, 15 and 18. See also Clark 2000a, 192n662.

12 See again 4.20.4, in note 10 above.
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(nepodrvvror) when it is embodied (évompdtwtar)” and “the one being begotten (6
YeEVVOLEVOG) stains (paiver) by the mixing of soul with body.” Conversely, “the one who
died (6 dmoBavav) stains when he leaves behind the body as a corpse, which is foreign
(6ALO@UAOV) to the living ({@vrt) and alien (6AAGTpLOv)” (4.20.7)." As for sexual
pleasures (dppodicia), as with meat-eating, Porphyry posits a bad mixture, an
overdetermined pollution. As “the conjunction (c0vodoc) of female and male,” he says,
sex has the effect of staining whether conception occurs or not. “If sperm is retained,” he
says, “it produces a staining (piavow) of the soul by means of its communion (opuAiq)
with the body; and if it is not retained, by means of the death (vexpdoet) of that which
was deposited” (4.20.3).'* Elsewhere, Porphyry appears to advocate celibacy, as he says
that the philosopher “does not sink (kafinowv) to marriage” (2.52.3), and that “it is
necessary to abstain from everything just as from sex” (1.41.4).

In connecting fundamental elements of biological necessity to pollution, Porphyry
invites consideration of what can be done in a life to limit it. With respect to sex, we may
say that Porphyry’s more urgent concern is not the biological pollution (male-female
mixing, lively or dead sperm) but rather the effect that passion has on the soul. When he

says that “both sex and nocturnal emissions [stain] because [they occur] when soul has

" The pollution brought by birth and death, along with meat, is captured in a single sentence, a citation
from Euripides’ Cretans at 4.19.2 (= fr. 472 Kannicht): “Wearing all-white garments, I flee (pevym) the
birth (yévesiv) of mortals (Bpotdv), and not approaching (ypyimtdpevoc) a coffin (vekpobnkng), I have
been on guard against (mepvAaypar) the eating (Bpdov) of ensouled (pydymv) nourishment (£dectdv).”
For the Orphic echoes of this passage, see chapter 5, note 34.

'* Homosexual intercourse is polluting for Porphyry because the sperm will die and because the act itself is

“against nature” (mopd eOow) (4.20.3).
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been mixed (peprypévng) with body and pulled down (katacrtopévng) to pleasure
(Mdovnv)” (4.20.3), it is evidently the reference to pleasure that sets up the next
observation—that “the passions (146n) of the soul also stain by the intertwining
(ovumhoxiy) of the unreasoning (dAGyov).” As he goes on to note, “The soul is also
stained by anger (0pyaic), desires (émBvpiaig), and the mass of passions (tab®dv), of
which also diet (diatta) is in a certain way partly responsible (cuvattia)” (4.20.8). Here
we see something distinct from the biological necessities of birth and death, as well as
from seminal emissions, which, on the species level at least, are equally necessary."
Actions and mental states, which are connected, as Porphyry’s nearly anagrammatic
reference to dlouta...cvvartia has the effect of emphasizing, are in our control—and, for
Porphyry, diowto, which generally means “mode of life,” is overwhelmingly about diet.'®
Indeed, after his excursus on sex, Porphyry returns to food, comparing “the soul
administering (Stowodoa) its own business (10 €ovtiic) in a dry (Enpod) body” with the
soul in a body that is “flooded with the humors (yvpoic) of alien flesh (dAlotpicv
ocapk@®v)” (4.20.8). As he adds, “One must feed [the rational (Aoywfg) soul] with intellect
(v®) and be earnest in fattening it from this [intellect]”—that is, nous, one’s real self, as
he observes at 1.29.4—*rather than fattening our flesh (cdpxa) from meat (BpotdVv)”
(4.20.11).

Going a step further, we might find a suggestion that even the necessity of birth is
less than absolute, while diet can mitigate the congenital stain. Referring variously to

“eternal life” (aidviov...Lomnv), “blessed life” (paxapiog (ofic), and “immortal life”

15 See, e.g., Finn’s observation (2009, 10) on celibacy, discussed in note 43 below.

1 See, e.g., the references to the doapiog diorta (“fleshless diet™) at 1.2.1 and 1.52.1.
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(a0dvatov Biov), Porphyry says that nous (“intellect”) supports them, whereas the
fattened body, which “augments that which is mortal (16 Ovntov),” has the effect of
“ruining (mapopodv) and thwarting (€umodiov)” the soul and “stains it by embodying
(évompatodv) it and pulling it down (kotacndv) toward the alien (dALOTpLOV).”
(4.20.11). The negative formulations expressed here presuppose an alternative, positive
outcome, whereby the soul is not ruined, thwarted, and pulled down by a fattened body
but rather attains a kind of transcendence. In the meantime, Porphyry says, “being mortal
(év Bvntd), we do not recognize (dyvooduev) that we make ourselves—if it is necessary
to put it this way—still more mortal (£11 Bvnrotépouc) by taking in [these provisions
(206010v)]” (4.20.14). We are, in other words, made more or less pure, drawn closer to or
farther away from nous, by our actions. And here, quite differently from the Christian
tradition, eating occupies a position of primacy even ahead of sex, perhaps in part
because, unlike meat-eating, sex per se involves no harm to another, no taking away of
that which does not belong to oneself, the source of pollution that Porphyry raises when
he cites “the holy men” for the view that “the slaughter of sentient animals and taking

away of their lives is pollution (iaopodc)” (4.20.1)."

17 According to Patillon and Segonds (1995, 4:94n301), the phrase “the holy men” (ot igpof), which
Porphyry employs only once in Abstinence, does not appear to refer to any specific group but rather to the
range of ascetic exempla that Porphyry has described in the course of book 4. If so, the claim is
tendentious, since it is not at all clear that the widely varying and often only partially abstinent holy men—
even as he has described them—could be said to have subscribed to the idea that killing animals in itself
constitutes pollution. As with other tendentious claims in Abstinence, and significant interventions in
source material, we are invited here to make a judgment about what is important to Porphyry rather than

about the accuracy or cogency of what he says.
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Beyond the mini-treatise of 4bst. 4.20, and the treatise’s pervasive surface
language of purity and mixing, we can find traces of violence against animals encoded in

wordplay relating to “bad mixing.”"®

Most notably, the word dxpoacio with a short middle
alpha, meaning “lack of self-control,” appears at important transitional moments such as
near the beginning and end of book 1 (1.2.3 and 1.56.4) and in the first sentence of book
4. The same sequence of letters with a long middle alpha means “bad mixture.” However,
the virtual identity of the two words means that “lack of self-control” always carries the
suggestion of impurity by means of an unwholesome mixing of opposites that must be
kept apart. In Abstinence all the references to axpacio concern food, and occasionally
they appear in a context suggestive of violence, as when Porphyry refers to “the laws of
the body, which are violent (Blaiog)” (1.56.4), and when he pairs dxpacio with doelyec,
whose definitions include “brutal” as well as “licentious” and “wanton” (1.52.4).
Likewise, ovyyéouat and ovyyvoic, both employed to describe confusion of various sorts

(concepts, thoughts, arguments, human affairs), have the underlying sense of a bad

mixture.”” As we have seen, Porphyry presents opponents as saying that “justice is mixed

' The Greek discourse of purity adopted by Porphyry includes overlapping terms for ritual purity (Gyveio),
cleansing or cleanliness (kafap-), and holiness (6c10¢ and derivatives), all three of which appear at 4bst.
1.57.2. Cf. D.L. 8.33, on Pythagoras. For a discussion of purity terms, see Kearns 2003. Referring to dc10g,
Kearns notes that it “tends to specialize into meaning that which is proper and lawful with regard to holy
things, or to traditional morality.” At Abst. 2.12.4, as we have seen, Porphyry observes in reference to
sacrifice, “No one is holy (6c10g) who give thanks out of another’s belongings, with that one unwilling.”

¥ For cuyyéopa, see 1.4.1,2.4.1, 3.24.4, and 4.18.4; for chyyvotc, 3.20.5 and, again, 4.18.4. While the
Stoics distinguished three types of “mixing” (ni&ig), of which “fusion” (c0yyvo1g) is one—the others being

“juxtaposition” (mopabeoig) and “blending” (kpdoig)—here, as elsewhere, I use “mixing” in a broadly
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up (ovyyeioBot) and motionless things are moved if we extend justice (dikatov) not to the
rational alone but also to the irrational” (1.4.1). Such language, suggesting sacrilege
accompanying a bad mixture,* is structurally in line with Porphyry’s theorization of
purity, though in this case it is expressed in Porphyry’s formulation of an opposing point
of view. The different outcomes presuppose different sets of opposites. For Porphyry’s
opponents, as he presents them, mentally “mixing up” rational man and irrational animal
generates sacrilege, a kind of pollution. For Porphyry, it is the literal mixing of the living
and sentient with the dead through killing and eating animals that has this polluting
effect. The opponents’ view—Iinking justice for animals and abstinence from them with
bad mixture and sacrilege—then, has an analogous opposite in the prevailing view in
Abstinence, which, conversely, locates a bad mixture and sacrilege in the denial of justice

toward animals that goes along with eating them.

thematic, non-technical sense. (See note 48 below.) On the Stoic distinction, see Al. Mixt. 216.14-218.6
Bruns (LS 48C = SVF 2.473).

2% “Moving things that are motionless” (or “immovable”)—that is, things that are “not to be stirred,
inviolate” (LSJ s.v. dxivntog)—is “proverbial for sacrilege,” as Clark (2000a, 124n15) notes. On the
theological importance for the Stoics of excluding animals from justice, see Labarriére’s discussion (1997,
267-68) of the passage (M. 9.123-32) in which Sextus Empiricus presents, in order to debunk it, a Stoic
argument that if justice exists, so too must the gods. The opposing claim of justice for animals, as imputed
to Pythagoras and Empedocles in the passage, is based on the idea that “there is one pneuma (breath), the
one pervading the whole universe in the manner of a soul, the one that also unites us with them [animals].”
The Stoic response, as presented by Sextus, is that “humans have some kind of justice and connection with
each other and the gods” not because of the aforementioned pneuma but because of logos. Since justice is
offered as a proof of the existence of the gods themselves, undermining it, from the Stoic perspective, by

extending it to animals also would undermine a proof of the gods’ existence.
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The language of purity, which is pervasive in Abstinence, figures as well in
Plutarch’s On Flesh Eating in a limited but intertextually significant way that illuminates
the entanglement, for Porphyry, of injustice and impurity. In that work, Plutarch uses
kabap- words only three times, and a ayv- word only once, as well as poilvoudg
(“‘contamination’) on the opening page (993b). There is, however, a concentration of this
language of purity and pollution (including dxpacic) in the passage (996e-97a) where
Plutarch speaks of the Egyptians, who, “having removed (¢£eAovteq) the belly (kokiov)
of the dead and held it up toward the sun, throw it out as the cause of all the things the
person did in error (fuaptev).” As for us, he observes, “we would do well (kaAdg
glyev...uac), having cut out (éxtepdvrag) our gluttony (yastpipapyiav) and
bloodthirstiness (poeoviav), to be pure (dyvedoar) for the rest of our lives, since our
belly (yaotnp) is not the murderous, polluting thing (pioipovov) but something that is
polluted (povépevov) by our lack of self-control (dxpaciag).” This is the anecdote about
an Egyptian funerary practice also used by Porphyry in 4bst. 4.10, with some of the same
language (xokiav é£glovtec, Tpog TOV iAoV, fjuaptov, yaotnp)—but prefaced (4.10.1)

. ’ \ : 21
with references to “reverence (cefdopotoc) toward (mpog) animals”

and “abstain[ing]
(4méoyovto) from them as much as possible (g 01dv T4 éotv).” Whereas Porphyry
reports the concern for a purification after death that makes one suitable to be received by
the gods, Plutarch’s version pivots toward one’s present, physical existence. That is,
while in both accounts Egyptians remove a part of the body (the belly) to remedy the

pollution of the soul, Plutarch exhorts his audience to remove an accretion of the soul—

“our gluttony and bloodthirstiness”—to remedy the pollution of the body (specifically,

*! patillon and Segonds emend kai to {@a as Tpdg To {Pa.

147



the belly).” In Porphyry’s account, the Egyptians “thought that they needed a speech for
the defense before divinity (10 Oglov) concerning what they had eaten and drunk, and that
on account of these things (610 tadta) they needed to commit violence (vfpicar)”—the
ritual disembowelment” (4.10.5).> Plutarch uses the same verb (VPpilovtec) just after the
discussion of Egyptians and purification to refer to the violence inflicted on the bellies of
sows in a particularly cruel agricultural practice. It is such tortures that make Plutarch

invoke Zeus the Purifier (Zed xa@dpote).”* For Plutarch, then, eating violently obtained

2 We can connect Plutarch’s apparently ironic concern here about what the soul does to the body (as
opposed to the conventional Platonic concern with what the body does to the soul) with the passage in Plut.
Sanit. 135e discussed in note 8 above, and also perhaps with the programmatically physical opening of
Flesh Eating itself (Esu 993b), a visceral evocation of the sensorium of slaughter and meat-eating that
strongly contrasts with Porphyry’s spiritual appeal to reasoned argument and his allusion to the trajectory
of the soul at 4bst. 1.1.3 (“from what sorts of things and to what sorts of things you have descended
[xatapépnkac]”).

2 obtog droroyiag dsichar GRONcay Tpdg o Bgiov Hngp GV Epayov kai Emiov kai St Tadto OPpicat. In
rendering this sentence, Patillon and Segonds (1995, 4:65n138), along with Girgenti and Sodano, take
“belly” as the understood object of VBpicat. On this point, Clark agrees (2000a, 185n607), though her
translation (“on account of this violence should be done”) is more equivocal. Alternatively, one could make
vPpicat depend on ®rOncav and understand the Greek to mean something like “they thought that they
needed a speech for the defense before divinity concerning what they had eaten and drunk, and that on
account of these things [i.e., what they had unlawfully consumed] they had committed violence.” In that
case, the object of the violence could be understood as the gods they had offended—and perhaps also the
animals they had eaten. The density and multivalence of the sentence invite us not to limit ourselves to a
single possibility of meaning.

** Esu 996f-97a. (In the same passage Plutarch also refers to the practice of pushing red-hot spits down

pigs’ throats.) While characterizing these acts as “disgusting,” Edwards (2018, 48-49) emphasizes the
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food (such as the horrifying delicacy generated by stamping on a pregnant sow’s belly)
leads to impurity of the human belly; for Porphyry’s Egyptians, the impurity of the
human belly requires violence against it (the ritual disembowelment). But such violence
(OBpioar) occurs not only “on account of” what one ate (o1t tadta) but perhaps also “by
means” of it, in which case the very consumption of impure food would be, as in
Plutarch’s reading, violence against the self. As we have seen, Porphyry imputes a double
pollution to meat-eating comprising the impurity of “taking away” a soul and, then,
taking in a dead body (4.20.1). In both uses of the Egyptian anecdote, there is the
suggestion that meat-eating constitutes wrongdoing (fjuaptev/fjuaptov), a source of
impurity, and thus a harm to the eater stemming from a refusal to extend justice—or, as
in Abst. 4.10, reverence—toward (mp0og) the eaten. The dkpacia spoken of by Plutarch
and Porphyry, a bad mixture coded as a lack of self-control, is both the cause and effect

of this refusal.

I1I. Simple Living and Asceticism

If lack of self-control (dkpaocia) leads to a bad mixture, the alternative that leads to purity
(ayveia) is co@pocvvn, self-control, one of the canonical virtues. The term has a
programmatic force, appearing in the opening chapter of book 1, when Porphyry
expresses incredulity at Firmus’s return to meat-eating despite his coppoctdvn, and,
again, at the beginning of book 3, when Porphyry claims to have shown that meat-eating

“does not contribute but rather is contrary to self-control (cowppoctvn), simplicity

intemperate desire for culinary pleasure as the source of Plutarch’s moral indignation rather than animal

suffering as such. But see, e.g., 993b, 994e, 996a-b, and 997d.
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(MtoTnTa), and piety, which especially contribute to the contemplative life (Biov).”** In
Porphyry’s defense of vegetarianism, which begins at 1.27 and casts it as good for body
and soul, he speaks, in turn, of “a simple (AMtév), self-sufficient (adtdpkn) life” (1.37.4),
a goal supported by Stoics and Epicureans alike. However, Porphyry, developing a theme
of Platonism, goes further in that passage, adding the notion of a life “filled

(éppopovpevov) as little as possible (fikiota) with mortal things.””

Porphyry’s
construction of self-control is, in other words, more radical than anything proposed by his
philosophical opponents; as an ideologically motivated form of abstinence going beyond
moderation, it qualifies as asceticism.*’ While this is not the sort of extreme asceticism
that involves gross neglect or injury of the body, it demands more than the self-control,

simple living, frugality, and self-sufficiency that constituted a common basis for the

philosophical notion of the good life. For Porphyry, not just simplicity but abstinence

** The formulation appears to refer to the themes treated in books 1 (self-control and simplicity) and 2
(piety), respectively. The concept of self-control is also invoked in Abstinence as £ykpateia.

*® Vegetarianism itself is never advocated in the Platonic dialogues, though favorable or neutral references
to it appear in Rep. 369d-73e, Plt. 269-274, and Lg. 781e-83b. Plato’s successors Xenocrates and Polemon
may have favored vegetarianism (see note 62 below). Plato’s direct influence on Abstinence is manifested
in a host of citations, which Bouffartigue and Patillon (1977 1:xxxiii-xxxiv) note are “much more
numerous in the first two books” and “concentrated in a limited number of dialogues: Phaedo, Theaetetus,
Republic, Laws, and Symposium.”

7 See, e.g., Finn (2009, 1), who defines asceticism as a “voluntary abstention for religious reasons from
food and drink, sleep, wealth, or sexual activity.” The term doknoig itself appears at Marc. 5.87, and in
Abstinence to refer to the “spiritual practice” (doknow) of the Egyptians (4.6.3, 4.9.1) and the Essenes

(4.13.6 and 9).
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from meat is a necessary means of purification for anyone seeking salvation—necessary,
that is, because greater harmlessness brings one closer to a likeness of god.

Repeatedly placed beside abstinence, simplicity in life emerges in Porphyry’s
treatise as a common goal among both philosophical schools and the non-Greek priests
and sect members that Porphyry casts as philosophers. As he puts it, “I think nearly every
philosopher, choosing frugality (evtéhetav) instead of luxury (roAvtereiog), would
approve the person satisfied with few things rather than the person who needs more”
(1.48.1), even Epicureans, or as he says, “those for whom pleasure (0ovrv) is the goal
(téh0g)” (1.48.2). Most of them, he says, “starting with their leader, appear to be satisfied
with a barley cake and tree fruits, and they have filled their written works asserting
nature’s need for few things (10 0Aryodeéc) and presenting that which is necessary (10
avaykaiov) for it as sufficiently cured by things that are simple (Mt@®v) and very easy to

obtain (evmopiotwv)” (1.48.3).%° We find similar language in the descriptions of his

*® This notional consensus would presumably include Stoics, most notably the first-century CE vegetarian
Musonius Rufus, whose “ideas and formulas,” as Bouffartigue and Patillon (1977, 1:31-33) put it, are
“obstinately recall[ed]” in Abst. 1.45-55, possibly because of a shared Epicurean source. (For an analysis of
the Epicurean framework of 4bst. 1.48-55, see Bouffartigue and Patillon 1977, 1:18-24.) Words used by
Musonius in his discussion of vegetarian foods and meat (such as gvndpictov, evteri], Arotdrolg, and
Kovgotdtny, and, conversely, émBopiq, Tolvterodg, Ndoviv, and Eunddiov) are reflected in Porphyry’s
language (evmopwtépa, gvterecTépa, kKovpotépa, and émbupiag at 1.46.2; molvtereiog, ndoviyv, and Mtdv
at 1.48.2-3; and éumodilet at 1.52.1). Stoic simplicity, such as it was, had an antecedent in the Cynics and
then in the Cynicizing habits of Zeno, the school’s founder, even if, as Finn (2009, 25-26) says, his
“contempt for wealth was not generally understood by later Stoics as requiring them to adopt a life of
voluntary poverty.” For the frugal diet of Zeno, including figs, bread, honey, and legumes, see D.L. 7.1,

7.3,7.13, and 7.26-27. For the benefits of a simple diet, see, e.g., Epicurus in D.L. 10.130-31.
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Hellenized non-Greek exempla.” The Egyptian priests “pursued simplicity (Mtotnra),
dignity (katactoAnv), self-control (éykpdteidv), endurance (koptepiov), justice (dikaiov)
in everything, and lack of greed (dmieovékntov)” (4.6.4). Accordingly, “their diet
(dlouta) was simple (Aitn)) and unrefined (qpeAing)” (4.6.8). Speaking of the Essenes,
Porphyry refers to “their simplicity (Atdtng) with respect to their diet (diatav), and its
small quantity (6Ayomg)” (4.13.5).%°

At times, Porphyry goes so far as to present exemplary frugality as a kind of
surrogate for abstinence. As Bouffartigue and Patillon note, regarding Porphyry’s use of
Plutarch’s Life of Lycurgus, he omits a long portion of the account (12.46¢) on hunting
and sacrifices, “preferring to underline...the frugality and temperance” of the Spartans’
shared meals.’' As Porphyry puts it, “Intending to attack...luxury (tpvefj),” Lycurgus
“brought in...the preparation of common meals (cvcctitiov), so that, people, gathering
together, would dine with each other on fixed portions of shared dishes (&yo1g) and bread

(o1tiog)” (4.4.1). In Porphyry’s description, meat can be detected only in dyoig and the

* While the non-Greeks are cast in familiar Greek terms, as philosophers as much as they are priests or sect
members (see, e.g., 4.6.1 and 4.11.2), the device of featuring non-Greeks underlines a Neoplatonic topos,
according to which wisdom is shared among the nations, on which see Clark 1999, 126, and Johnson 2013,
190-91 and 298.

3% Porphyry’s account of the Essenes (4bst. 4.11-14) is drawn from several works of Josephus, esp. BJ
2.119-33 and 2.137-59. (See Clark 2000a, 185n610.) Speaking of this account, Finn (2009, 48-49) observes
that it casts their diet “in terms of a Greek philosophical frugality which restricts food to a necessary
minimum,” in contrast to the evidence of the Qumran scrolls, which explain these “patterns of
abstention...above all, by a predominant concern for advancing in holiness through the strict observance of
ritual purity, and...by a penitential understanding of fasting.”

*! Bouffartigue and Patillon 1977, 1:xxxi. See also Bouffartigue and Patillon 1979, 2:xviii.
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diminutive dywvio, which comes up in a list that is otherwise limited to vegetarian fare:
barley, wine, cheese, and figs (4.4.6). Regarding the Essenes, Porphyry, again out of
frugal fare, creates the sense of a vegetarian diet, saying that sect members, “pure
(xoBapoi) themselves,” enter the dining hall as if it were a “holy (&ywov) precinct
(tépevog).” There a baker (crtomotdg) and a cook (pdyepog) serve, respectively, loaves
(&pTovg) and, to each person, “one bowl of one dish (£déopatog)”—“food (tpoefig) that
is holy (&yviic) and pure (xa@apdc)” (4.12.2-3).%

However, it is not just a simple diet but vegetarianism that Porphyry argues is best
for the aspirant “eager (omehdwv) to live, as much as possible (dg &vi pdhota), in
accordance with nous and to be unhindered (dnepicmactog) by the passions (mabdv) in
accordance with the body” (1.46.2). Porphyry challenges such a person to “show that
meat (kpeopayia, literally ‘flesh eating’) is easier to obtain (evmopwtépa) than dishes
(8ywv) made from fruits and vegetables”;>” that it is “cheaper” (e0teheocTépQL),

comparatively free of the hazard of pleasure (dvridovog), and “lighter (kovpotépa) in

digestion and swifter in bodily assimilation”; and “that it rouses desires (émifopiog) less

32 Although &8eopo can mean “meat” as well as “food,” and pdyeipog “butcher” as well as “cook,” nothing
suggests that Porphyry would describe meat as “holy and pure,” a phrase that he added here, as Clark
(2000a, 186n616) notes.

33 Cf. 1.49.4, where Porphyry says that vegetarian foods—cast as “everyday things” (té ToxdvTo)—“are
adequate (ikova) to support what nature necessarily needs” and that they are “very easy to obtain
(evmopiota) on account of their simplicity (AMtdtnrta) and small quantity (oArydtnta),” whereas “there is a
need for unensouled foods (t@v ayvywv) even for the person who attaches himself (t@...antopéve) to
meat-eating, but for the person satisfied with unensouled foods the need is half as much.” For more on the

ease of obtaining plant foods, see note 67 below.
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and contributes less to the thickness (ndyog) and strength (pdunv) of the body than the
unensouled diet” (Gyvyov dwaitng) (1.46.2).>* Whereas “the fleshless diet (doapkov
dtoutav),” Porphyry says, “contributes to health and suitable (cOpperpov) endurance
(bmopovnv) of the labors (mévwv) of philosophy” (1.2.1), meat (td kpéa) not only “does
not contribute to health” but actually “thwarts (¢éumodiCet) health” (1.52.1). Bodily health
itself, as Porphyry later says, is something that “it is necessary to take care of (tnp&iv) not
out of fear of death, but for the sake of not being thwarted (¢umodilesOar) in relation to
the goods (éryofd) that come from contemplation (Bswpiag)” (1.53.2).%

The path that Porphyry maps out in Abstinence generally matches what Wellman
calls “moderate asceticism,” that is, “the theory that one ought to repress one’s desires as
far as is compatible with the necessities of life,” rather than “extreme asceticism, ...the

3% Porphyry’s stance also

theory that one ought to annihilate one’s desires totally.
corresponds to one of several philosophical arguments for asceticism enumerated by

Wellman: “Lower desires interfere with the pursuit of knowledge, which is essential for

the good life...either by causing an agitation that destroys one’s power of reasoning or by

** Regarding bodily “strength” (péun), as the context makes clear, this is not a desideratum. Here it is
notably paired with “thickness” (ndyoc), and at 1.47.2 it appears among “an //iad of ills” including “thicker
exhalations, an abundance of excretions, [and the] thickness (way¥tntog) of the chain.” Cf. 1.52.2, where
the philosopher is said to have “no need either for strength (pdpung) or an increase of physical force
(ioyvog) if he intends to dedicate himself (mpocéyev) to contemplation (Bewpiq), not to action (npa&eot)
and debauchery (dkolacioig).” On npd&ig, see chapter 4, note 54.

33 Contemplation can, it turns out, also help the body, since “the thing[s] that [are] especially suitable for
maintaining [health] are the condition of an undisturbed (&tdpayog) soul and the disposition of thought
(d1avoiag) toward (mpog) true being (to 6vtwg dv)” (1.53.2).

36 Wellman 1967.
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fixing one’s attention on sensory objects that distract from the transcendent reality.”” In
Porphyry’s way of life, actual harm to the body is not encouraged, although, in Marc. 34,
he does say, “Often people cut off (kéntovoi) a limb for survival (cotnpig); be ready to
cut off (6mokémtew) your whole body for the sake of your soul.”*® In Abstinence,
Porphyry speaks less figuratively of those who “did not spare (¢peicavto) even their eyes
in their desire (m60w) for undistracted (dnepiondotov) inner contemplation
(8vdov...0empiac)” (1.36.1). In book 4, we are told that often the Samaneans, “alleg[ing]
that they are well (v &ygtv)...consign their bodies to fire so that, in fact, they may
separate the soul, at its purest, from the body” (4.18.2-3). Such actions, however, serve as
illustrations of an extreme commitment to contemplation and purity—a kind of outer

limit—not as models to be followed in every particular.”

%7 Wellman 1967.

** The observation is, of course, reminiscent of Matt. 18:7. Speaking of Origen, the third-century Christian
theologian, Finn (2009, 100) notes that his alleged self-castration under the influence of Matt. 19:12 was
possibly a “slur given undue credence by Eusebius.” Telling Firmus, “I would not say you are inferior in
nature to the laypeople (idiwtdv) in some places (napd ticwv),” Porphyry refers to the self-castration
(topdg...popiov) and abstinence from certain animals of the Galli at Abst. 1.2.3, apparently suggesting that
if even they can show willpower, Firmus should be able to remain fully abstinent.

3% As Patillon and Segonds note (1995, 3:xlii), the passage on suicide (4.18.1-3) is drawn from Josephus,
specifically a speech that the Jewish leader at Masada gives while it is under siege by the Romans (BJ
7.352-57). The speech, with its appeal to the example of the Indians, is meant “to fortify [the men] in their
resolution” to die. Since the Samanaeans’ actions appear to be at odds with Porphyry’s critique of suicide
as creating a tighter bond with the body rather than an escape from it (4bst. 1.38.2 and 2.47.1), the

emphasis would seem to be not on the suicide per se but on the subordination of body to soul.
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The relative moderation of Porphyry’s approach becomes clearer in light of the
generic distinction between Greek philosophical asceticism, centered on frugality and
virtue, and the Judeo-Christian variety, in which fasting operated “as an expression of
mourning,” of “penitence and humility...accompanying prayer for divine aid, whether for
forgiveness or revelation.”*’ Although in Clark’s view the ideal philosopher of
Abstinence “is more isolated and more austere than either Pythagoras or Plotinus,” she

9 41

finds “more extreme” behavior in “the role models of Christian texts,” " including

99, ¢ 99, ¢

“coarse,...probably dirty clothing ”; “withdrawal into solitude”; “virginity for life and

99, ¢

acute concern with any manifestations of sexual desire”; “severe deprivation” of “food,
drink, and sleep”; ““a marathon of prayer and Bible study”; and “lasting, and sometimes
punitive, damage to health.”** Although Porphyry says that “it is necessary to abstain
from everything just as from sex” (1.41.4), he immediately adds that “one must concede

to nature a little nourishment (6Aiyov...tpoe®dv) on account of the necessity (dvéryknv)

arising from ‘becoming’ (yevéoewc)” (1.41.4).%

40 For this distinction and the formulation, see Finn 2009, 63.

#! Clark 2000c, 29.

* Clark 2000c, 47.

* Apparently reading yevécewng here as referring to procreation, Finn (2009, 10) observes that Porphry’s
asceticism “did not demand renunciation of all sexual activity, but a reduction towards the minimum which
nature necessitated for the survival of the species.” Clark (2000a, 139n150), interpreting yevécewc as
something closer to “embodiment,” observes, “The philosopher can abstain entirely from sex, but, in this
world of coming-to-be, he cannot abstain entirely from the food he needs to stay alive.” Along these lines, I

render yevéoemg as “becoming” (see LSJ s.v. yéveoig I111.2).
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For Porphyry, the discourse of necessity is, however, optimistically
complemented by one of possibility. When, in book 4, he wishes “it were possible (0i6v
T’ 1v) to abstain (&mootfijvar) even from the food that comes from crops without trouble”
(4.20.13), such an aspiration, cast as an adynaton, is neither a prescription for starvation
nor an invitation to eat whatever one might.** With respect to diet, we are told, Lycurgus
organized Spartan society so that there would be “the least possible (fjikiota)” need to eat
animals (4.3.1). The Egyptians abstain from animals “as much as possible” (¢ 0i6v té
gotwv) (4.10.1). More generally, as we have seen, Porphyry recommends a life “filled
(2ppopovpevov) as little as possible (fixkiota) with mortal things” (1.37.4), one lived “as
much as possible (0g &vi pdhota) in accordance with nous™ (1.46.2), with the goal of
“assimilation to god as much as possible (o¢ &vi pdAiota)” (3.27.1). Faced, in other
words, with the necessity entailed by embodiment, we must push ourselves to the limits
of possibility toward that which is godlike.

Though one could say that the push beyond simple living and simple food to full
abstinence from meat allows Porphyry to distinguish “a way of life opposed to that of
ordinary people,” one should not lose sight of the bondage and harm he imputes to meat

itself.** For Porphyry, bondage to the body is compounded specifically by the “double

* Cf. 1.38.1: “As long as someone is in disagreement (S1opépntar) about meat (Bpwtédv) and pleads the
case that one must eat (Bpmtéov) this too, but does not have in mind (diavofitor) that if it were possible (i
016V 1€ 1v) one should abstain (dgektéov) from all food (tpoofic), he is seeking popularity while speaking
in favor of (cuvayopedwv) the passions (nébect).”

* For the quotation and hypothesis that Porphyry’s vegetarianism is motivated by a desire to differentiate
the philosopher from the ordinary person, see Bouffartigue and Patillon 1977: 1:1xv. For “the renunciation

of edible animal flesh” as “a practical, embodied philosophical performance,” see Sissa 2016, 20.
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chain” (duthod...decpo) of meat-eating—one being “that which the passions coming out
of taste fatten (miaiver)”;* the other, “that which we make heavy and potent (duvatdv)
from the greedy consumption (éppoprcemg) of alien (dArotpicv) bodies” (1.34.4). For
Porphyry, simplicity is a necessary but not sufficient condition for assimilation to god, a
preliminary clearing away of clutter. Speaking of “the father of all things,” Porphyry
describes him as “more impassive (drabéotepoc) and purer (kabapdtepog) and more
self-sufficient (avtapkéotarog)” than “the one who approaches him” (1.57.3). And since
“a god is a god” (Be6g éott BdC) not just by “being in the presence (npog...dv) of the best
things (dpictoig)” (4.20.15) but also through radical self-sufficiency and its corollary

harmlessness, it is vegetarianism, and not just moderate self-control or simple frugality,

that brings us closer to that divine ideal.

IV. Purity and Imitation

Proximity to the divine ideal of harmlessness, we might say, is mediated by exempla,
models for imitation. Indeed, a recurring feature of Abstinence is what might be called the
hortatory rhetoric of imitation, seen in words such as pipunocig (mimésis), pupéopar, and
gxpipéopat. Porphyry urges imitation of god (2.3.1) and—short of that—of “the priests”
(iepéag) (4.18.9) and “[the nations] that are pious (e0ogffi) and dedicated to the gods”

(4.21.6), “the holy (6ciovg) and ancient (maAaiovg) men” (2.35.2), and, alternatively, “the

* For the image of “fattening,” cf. 4.20.10: “It is one thing to nourish (tpépewv), another to fatten (mioivew),
and one thing to give that which is necessary (&vayxaiov), another to furnish luxuries (tpv@dg).” For meat
as that which “thickens” (mwayOvovow) the soul, cf. Plut. Esu 995d-e. Cf. also Gryllus 991c-d, where
humans are criticized for “pursu[ing] foods that are unfit, and impure because of the slaughter of animals”

and for doing so “out of luxury and a surfeit of necessary things.”
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golden race” (ypvoodv yévog) and “those who have been set free” (tovg
éhevBepmBévtac)” (3.27.10).* Conversely, he cautions against imitating negative
exempla, such as “the nations that eat flesh out of necessity” (4.21.6). The thematics of
imitation (pipnoig), expressed in positive and negative exempla, can, in turn, be mapped
onto the thematics of mixing (ni&ic), both good and bad, with the striking similarity in
sound of the two words, piunocig and pigic—and the proximity of the themes—serving to
heighten this sense of analogy. If bad mixing is with an opposite or with something that is
alien (GAAOTPLOG), good mixing is with something that corresponds to one’s true nature,
something that is appropriate (oikeioc). The positive and negative exempla are,

respectively, appropriate and alien.**

*" Porphyry himself, of course, serves as a prime exemplum. Cf. his self-description via Plotinus’s words of
praise in Plot. 15 as “at once poet, philosopher, and hierophant (iepo@davtnv).” Although Porphyry uses the
phrase pipnoig tod Oeod only once, other expressions convey a similar notion of assimilation or
appropriation, including opoincig mpog Beov (3.26.13), opoinoig tpog 1o kpeittov (3.26.10), oikeimoig
pog 10 Oglov (2.45.2,4.9.1), and Oe®...twvi...oikeo00c00t (1.57.2).

* In terms of thematic proximity, we find three uses of ppeicOar at 4.18.4 and again at 4.18.6, followed by
a prescriptive puntéov (4.18.9), just before the discussion of purity and mixing commences at 4.20.1. For
the contrast of t0 dAAOTprov and 10 oikeiov, see, e.g., 1.30.7. As previously noted, I use “mixing” in a non-
technical, broadly interpretive sense, referring, one might say, to a coming together of subject and object,
whether it is cast as an approach, an association or relationship, an offering, a mingling, a union, or a
process by which the subject becomes the object or something like it. In my use of “mixing,” what matters
is not so much the precise mode of this coming together as the question of whether subject and object are
similar or dissimilar. The good mixing that looks for similarity and proximity to god could be contrasted

with Lévi-Strauss’s notion of “good distance” between humans and gods, on which see Sissa 2016, 12.
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But since flesh-and-blood humans tend to fall short of perfection, their
appropriateness as exempla is a matter of degree, of “the more and less”—and in this we
may see something analogous to Porphyry’s treatment of the difference in reason
between animals and humans. That is, we may see his entire schema not as a series of
rigid dichotomies of possession and lack but as one that encompasses differing levels of
participation—and this principle applies not just to reason but also, we might say, to
justice and purity. Thus, while Porphyry sets up his discussion as a rebuttal to “testimony
that neither anyone among the sages (co@@®v) nor any nation has rejected meat (Bpdov)”
(4.1.2)"—testimony that he says “sufficiently drives hearers on to great injustice
(néyebog thic adwciag)”—his accounts favorably present the partially abstinent along with
the fully abstinent. The varying degrees of abstinence represent varying degrees of
closeness to the interwoven goals of harmlessness, justice, and purity. As Porphyry
observes, “For some priests it is prescribed (rpootétaktar) that they abstain (dnéyecBor)
from eating (Bopdc) all animals; for others, that they abstain, at any rate, from some.” In
view of the differing restrictions in different places, he says, “drawn from all over
(movtoayod mapoinedévrag), they appear to abstain from all animals if someone should
interpret (bmoAdfor) all of them [i.e., the priests] (tovg mavtag) as one” (4.5.5). This
argument, though hardly cogent in its own terms, appears to be connected to an idea of
complete abstinence, on the individual level, as the sum of partial abstinences. As
Porphyry says, “It is necessary for the completely (teleiwc) law-abiding (voppov) and
pious (e0oefj) person to abstain from all [ensouled beings]; for if some people, in a

partial manner (Kot pépog), abstain out of piety (e0oéBeldv) from some animals, the

¥ Cf.1.13.5and 1.15.3.
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person who is pious in every respect (mpog mévta) will abstain from all of them”
(4.18.10). Each partial abstinence is, in other words, cast not as an unacceptable failure to
reach full abstinence but rather as a kind of exemplary ascetic discipline that
demonstrates the possibility of something more thoroughgoing. The suggestion appears
to be that if it is possible to exercise the discipline of eliminating some animals from
one’s diet, to merely “taste” meat,” or to be fully abstinent at certain times, it is indeed
possible to be fully abstinent from all animals at all times.

While presenting abstinence as a matter of degree, with full abstinence as the best
course to pursue, Porphyry also gives us, in book 4, reason to think that his treatise’s
purview extends beyond just a few people. In Porphyry’s use of positive exempla such as
Spartans and Essenes and various far-flung negative exempla, we can find suggestions of
a universalizing orientation that runs counter to the exclusive language he occasionally
uses. Nor does he seem to be thinking only of the purity of the individual in book 4, as he
often brings the discussion back to animals, reinforcing his earlier justice arguments. We
see the interplay of justice and purity, as well as the question of universality, in
Porphyry’s treatment of the contested figure of Pythagoras in Abstinence and perhaps
also his omission of Plotinus, a vegetarian who, at least in the Enneads, rejects any
concern for the lives of animals.”'

In his discussion of non-Greek exempla, Porphyry constructs a hierarchy of
abstinence both within and among groups of priests and cult members. Within the

Egyptian priestly caste, for instance, general dietary restrictions prohibit fish and certain

% See Abst. 2.28.2, regarding the Pythagoreans, as discussed below.

51'See Enn. 3.2.15, discussed below.
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cattle—including males that have been “tamed” (dedapacpéva)—as well as carnivorous
birds and certain hooved animals (4.7.2-3), but, as Porphyry also notes, “many abstained
absolutely (kaBdmra&) from ensouled beings (pyvywv), and, in periods of purification
(toig Gyveioig), at least, all did” (4.7.2).> The different practices correspond to different
hieratic levels. Thus, while there was “philosophizing in accordance with truth” among
“prophets” and several other levels of functionaries, those at the lower levels “were
similarly pure (kaBapevet...opoimc) for the gods, by no means with such exactness
(axp1Peiag) and self-control (€yxpateiag)” (4.8.5). Likewise, in the case of the Persian
Magi, as Porphyry explains, the “most erudite (Aoyidtaror) neither eat nor kill
(povevovotv) an ensouled being (Epyvyov), but remain faithful (éppévovot) to the ancient
(modoud) abstinence (dmoyt)) from animals™ (4.16.2), while a second group “use
(xpdvton) animals but do not kill (ktetvovowv) any of the tame (Muépwv) animals,” and a
third group, “similarly to the others, do not partake of (épdntovtar) all animals.” Thus,
the three typologies of abstinence range from the best, complete abstinence, to a justice-
oriented partial abstinence (one that spares the more-innocent “tame” animals), to a

presumably more arbitrary partial abstinence.”® Appearing last among the non-Greek

>2 In the Theophrastean account in book 2, full abstinence is suggested: “Someone could learn by observing
the most erudite people of all, the Egyptians, who were so far (tocobtov dneiyov) from killing any of the
other animals that they made images of them as imitations (ppnpata) of the gods—to such a degree did
they think animals are related (oixein) and of like kind (cvyyevi)) to the gods and to humans” (2.26.5; cf.
the phrase oikelovg te Kai cvyyeveig at 3.25.2).

>3 As Clark (2000a, 187n634) observes, “The claims here that the Magi were divided into three groups, that
they did not kill or eat animals, and that they believed in reincarnation, sound like assimilation to

Pythagoreanism.” In Porphyry’s explanation, abstinence among the Magi derives from a belief in the
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exempla of book 4, the fully abstinent Brahmans and Samanaeans represent “the high
watermark of ethnically specific virtue, piety, and wisdom,” as Johnson puts it.>*
Speaking of the Samanaeans, Porphyry says, “Their provisions consist of rice, bread,
fruit, and vegetables” (4.17.8).> Among the Brahmans, he says, “to touch (Oy€iv)
ensouled food (tpofic) at all is considered tantamount to the most extreme (€oydtn)
impurity (dxaBopoiq) and impiety (doefeiq)” (4.17.4-5).

While the emphasis in book 4 is on asceticism and purity, the justice concerns of
book 3 remain a leitmotif as Porphyry speaks of animals in terms of psychic similarity,
community, reverence, abstinence, and “sparing and not killing.” In his discussion of
Egyptian priests, he refers to their “spiritual practice” (dokrcewc) and “appropriation
(oikeudoemq) to (ntpdg) the divine (Belov)” as sources of knowledge that “the divine does
not pass through (61jA0ev) a human alone” and that “almost (oyed0v) the same soul
passes through all animals” (4.9.1). The priests’ “reverence (c€pag)...for animals,”

Porphyry says, similarly comes “from intelligence (ppoviicewc) and thorough knowledge

transmigration of souls (petepydyowow) between human and animal bodies (4.16.2). For more on tame
animals, reciprocity (under the rubric of justice), honored and dishonored animals, innocent animals, and
sacrifice, see chapter 1, sections II and III; chapter 5, section V; and also the discussion below. On the
value of domesticated animals (sheep, goats, pigs, and cattle) as providers of resources and labor and their
consequent worthiness as sacrificial victims, see Shelton 2007, 107-12.

>* Johnson 2013, 28.

> Regarding the Samanaeans and Brahmans, Porphyry observes that “others have such reverence (c&Bag)
for them..that even the king...comes to supplicate them” (4.17.10). We can see here an assimilation of
Porphyry’s exempla and animals in that both are described as “revered” or “reverend” (cepuvog, cepvoTng)
or as objects of reverence (c€fac, oePfdoiog, céBopat). See 4.6.2, 5, and 7; 4.9.6 and 9-10; 4.10.1-2;

4.11.2; and 4.16.1. Cf. the reference to those “reverencing” (céBovtog) nous (2.53.2).
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of things divine” (4.9.9) and from understanding that, when liberated from the body, “the
soul of every animal is rational (Aoywnv), prescient of the future (rpoyvwotikny 10D
péAlovtog),” and “capable (dpactiknv) of all the things of which a human mind is
capable when set free (Gmoveic)” (4.10.1).°° The Egyptians, he notes, “employed every
animal for their god-making (Bgomotiav), and mixed together (dvepiav), in a more or
less similar way (Opoiwg mov), animals (Onpio) and humans™ (4.9.2), showing that
animals, “in accordance with the will of the gods, form a community (kowmvel) with one
another” and that both domesticated and wild ones (dypia) “are nurtured together with us
(cOvTpopa NHiv)” (4.9.3).”” “Appropriately (gikdtwc),” Porphyry says, the priests
honored (étipncoav) [animals], and abstained from them as much as possible (dg 016V T4
éoTv)” (4.10.1).>® For Jews, in turn, he says that, aside from the familiar prohibition
against eating pigs or shellfish, “it is also forbidden (dnnyopevto) to kill (dvorpeiv) those
[animals] who are suppliants (iketevovta) and, in a manner of speaking, flee for refuge

(mpoopevyovta) in houses—much less to eat them” (4.14.1-2)"—just as it is forbidden to

%% Cf. Porphyry’s final observation concerning the Essenes, of whom he says, because of their lifestyle,
discipline, and piety, “appropriately (eikdtmg), among them, there are many who have foreknowledge of
the future (ta péAlovta npoywmokovow)” (4.13.9). The common theme that emerges from this verbal echo
seems to be that a purified soul, a liberated soul, can see the future, whether it comes from a human or
animal body.

" The “mix[ing]” (&vepifav) referred to at 4.9.2 constitutes a “good” or at least acceptable mixture
precisely because of the fundamental kinship of human and nonhuman animals.

¥ More categorically, he also says, “As one must abstain (dpextéov) from a human, so must one abstain
from the other animals (6ALA®V) too” (4.9.6).

%% As Clark (2000a, 187n627) observes, “much less to eat them” is Porphyry’s addition to Josephus (see

Joseph. 4Ap. 2.29.213-14).
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“jointly kill (cuve&apeiv) parents with their young” (4.14.2). Evoking in a positive sense
a phrase used negatively by opponents of justice for animals, Porphyry says that the
Jewish lawgiver “bids sparing (@&idecOat) and not killing (povedev) animals who labor
together with humans (cuvepyalopévov), even in enemy land.”®

Turning to early Athens again at the end of the extant portion of book 4, Porphyry
notes an ancient local law—*“not to harm (cives6at) animals” (4.22.2)—that brings us
back to kinship and community, with a hint of the universal.' With regard to this law,
still active at Eleusis in the third century BCE, though it was promulgated by
Triptolemus, “the most ancient of lawgivers in Athens,” we are told that Xenocrates was
“in doubt as to what in the world Triptolemus intended when he enjoined abstaining from
animals” (4.22.3).%% “Did he believe it is terrible (Sewov) to kill (kteivew) one’s relatives

(t0 opoyeveg),” Porphyry asks, “or did he see it was happening that the most useful

% For opponents’ negative use of “sparing (p£186pevoc) and not harming (PAdntov),” see Abst. 1.4.3.

%' Two other such laws mentioned in the passage are “to revere (tudv) parents” and “to honor (&yéArew)
the gods with crops (kapmoic).” As Patillon and Segonds (1995, 3:1i) note: “Porphyry resumes...the
idea...developed in...4.2 that the customs of Greeks, formerly good, were subsequently corrupted.”

62 Porphyry draws the account of Xenocrates and Triptolemus from Hermippus of Smyrna, a biographer
active in the third century BCE, who “revelled in falsified senationalism, particularly in death scenes”
(Sharples 2003). Hermippus is also one of the sources of Diogenes Laertius’s account of Pythagoras,
discussed below. Regarding Xenocrates, Clement (Strom. 7.6.32.9 Stihlin) imputes to him and Polemon,
two of Plato’s successors at the Academy in the fourth century BCE, an apparently purity-based rationale
for vegetarianism—namely that “the food from flesh (capx@v) is harmful (doOpEop6v)” because “having
been digested (gipyacpévn), [it] assimilates (¢opo10?) [the eater] to the souls of the irrational (dAdywv).”
However, other testimonia suggest Xenocrates had some interest in animals for their own sake, on which

see Sorabji 1993, 209.
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(xpnowdtata) animals were being killed (dvaipeicOat) by people for food?” In that case,
he continues, “wanting (BovAduevov) to make life (Biov) civilized (fjuepov),
[Triptolemus] tried to save (dtac@®Cewv) the animals living with humans
(ovvavBpomevovta) and especially the most tame (fjuepa) of them” (4.22.4). The
adjective opoyevng (rendered here as “one’s relatives”) can refer either to blood kin—
assuming the passage of human souls into animal bodies, a Pythagorean or Empedoclean
notion, which Porphyry also imputes to the Magi—or to things “of the same kind or
general character,” a Theophrastean notion of kinship based on similarity of features. The
second explanation, which proposes sparing “the most useful animals”—as opposed to
eating them—evokes Porphyry’s ethos of “use” without harm,* just as
ocuvavOporedovta and the double use of fjuepog (uepov...fjpuepa) to refer both to
civilized human life and tame animals goes back to the Theophrastean idea of kinship.
Civilized/tame humans, as we have seen, have a kinship with tame/civilized animals, a
shared character of gentleness that breaks down the human/nonhuman dichotomy.** As
Porphyry begins to speak of “such a law (vopoc) of Drakon...an eternal (ai®viog) rule
(Beopog) for those who inhabit Attica” that requires honoring gods and heroes with cakes
and first fruits of crops (4.22.7), the timelessness and applicability to an entire region
offer another suggestion of harmlessness that extends beyond priests and philosophers—
just before the text breaks off.

The possibility that vegetarianism might cover a whole people, not just an elite

class, emerges also toward the beginning of book 4 when Porphyry observes that

% On the idea of “use” without harm, see chapter 1, section II.

6% See chapter 1, section III.
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vegetarianism was “appropriate” (oikeiov) for the Spartans (4.5.2). Referring to “the
simplicity (Mtdtng) of the Lacedaemonians concerning their diet (dioutav), even though it
was established by law (vevopoBetnuévn) for the multitude (eig mAfj00¢),” he compares
them favorably to other people, “who have been corrupted both in their souls and
bodies.” For a polity (moAtteiqt) such as Sparta, Porphyry says, “it is clear that complete
abstinence is appropriate (oikelov),” while meat-eating (Bpmdcewc) is appropriate “for
corrupted [polities].” Regardless of the historical dietary habits of the Spartans,
Porphyry’s formulation has the important effect of opening up a space for the possibility
of a vegetarianism that encompasses not just priestly or philosophical elites or religious
sects but a whole city or nation. The description of the Spartans also invites us to
reconsider Porphyry’s earlier reference to the livelihoods to which, he says, his treatise
“will not bring its exhortation” (1.27.1): “those who pursue handicrafts,” “bodily
athletes,” soldiers, sailors, orators, or “those who have undertaken the political life”
(1.27.1). Taken at face value, a categorical exclusion of soldiers and athletes of the body
would exclude the Spartans from the very abstinence that Porphyry declares to be
“appropriate” to them. We can either see a contradiction here or entertain the possibility
that the earlier exclusion was not as categorical as it seemed. On the other hand, Sparta,
as presented by Porphyry, is more or less free from sailors and orators. As he puts it,
“Neither did commercial cargo sail into the harbors, nor did experts in speeches tread
upon Laconia or any vagabond seer, fosterer of courtesans, or handicraftsman of gold or

bronze ornaments, since there was no coinage” (4.3.5).° In the case of craftsmen,

65 Referring to crafts and courtesans, Abst. 4.18.7-8 in a sense, resumes 4.3.5. For approval of the absence

of sailing because of its association with “foreign luxuries,” see also Porphyry’s discussion of Egyptian
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Porphyry draws an implicit distinction between “useless crafts” (4.3.5), which he says
were banned (presumably things like gold and bronze ornaments) and “everyday
necessary objects: beds, chairs, tables,” which were skillfully crafted (4.3.7). While this
valorization of useful or necessary crafts does not fully negate the exclusion of craftsmen
from abstinence at 1.27.1 or the elitist-sounding language at 4.18.7 (“[The law] would not
accept into the citizen body [people] from every craft”), it does make the exclusion, like
that of soldiers and athletes, seem less categorical. Sparta, a society fit for full abstinence,
had craftsmen who, “having been set free from useless things, displayed beauty of
workmanship in necessary things” (4.3.8).° In the case of the Spartans, then, Porphyry
points to a more expansive conception of vegetarian possibility than his elitist discourse
suggests elsewhere in the treatise. Even though their laws were made for the multitude,
he says, the post-Lycurgan Spartans maintained the sort of simplicity of life that makes
complete abstinence appropriate. Just as the contemplative life is one that Porphyry
would wish for the individual, the purity, simplicity, and abstinence that he associates
with the Spartans, not just a priestly elite, would appear to match a wish for society. If the
Spartans could practice a universal simplicity (construed as at least potentially
vegetarian), Porphyry seems to suggest, why should other societies not aspire to do the
same?

Toward the end of his discussion of ancient Greeks and of non-Greek exempla,

Porphyry similarly suggests a universalizing impulse in his brief treatment of negative

priests (4.8.4).
% Likewise the exemplary Essenes were each assigned a craft, which they spent much of their day

practicing (4.12.2 and 4).
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exempla, those peoples whose meat-eating is excused by necessity and those who are
merely savage and therefore unworthy of emulation. In the first category, Porphyry
mentions the Nomads, Troglodytes, and Ichthyophagi, who, he says, “out of necessity
(0v avayknv) brought [themselves] around to this need (10 dvayxaiov) of food, since
their land is barren (dkdpmov) to such a degree that it does not even bear plants
(Botavacg), but only dunes and sand” (4.21.1). In the second category, he says, “some
nations have become savage (é&nypiotat) or are bestial (Onpudon) by nature.” Even so,
he adds, “it is not appropriate (o0 Tpoonket) for sensible people (edyvopovag), on the
basis of [such nations], to slander human nature (dvBpomnivng...p0cemg). For in that way,
at least, not only the matter of animal-eating ((oopayiag) but even the matter of human-
eating (avOpomopayiag), and the rest of civilized gentleness (MpepodtT0C), Will be up for
debate” (4.21.2). The implication in the first case is that those who do not live in such
harsh environments are not constrained to eat animals. For these people (indeed, most
people), vegetarianism remains a choice they can make—or, at least, a goal they can
strive for, as Porphyry’s discourse of possibility repeatedly reinforces.®” As for those
people who “have become savage” (énypimtar) or are “bestial (Bnpicddn) by nature,”

both the verb and the adjective point to the assimilation of violent humans to violent

87 Cf. 1.47.2, where Porphyry refers to “the unensouled and simple diet” as “available to all” (ndotv
eumopiotoc). The idea that vegetarian fare is readily available to ordinary people is underlined by 12 uses of
gumopiotog in 1.47-51, 2.13-14, and 4.20.12. As Martins (2018, 188) observes, “Porphyry is above all
interested in a feasible (durchfiihrbaren) ethics.... In the end, [Abstinence] is an attempt to present
vegetarian ethics as a possible (mdgliche) way of life.” That said, Martins adds, “Ultimately, this ethic is
still very demanding and accessible only to a few, as [Porphyry] acknowledges by calling his audience

‘philosophers.”
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animals—the opposite of the assimilation of animals and humans who are characterized
by “tameness”/“civilized gentleness” (uepdtrog). Though the items up for debate in
case human nature should be “slander[ed]” are not parallel, we can understand both “the
matter of animal-eating” and “the matter of human-eating” to be resolved in favor of
abstinence, and such abstinence, along with “the rest of civilized gentleness,” to be
aligned with true “human nature.” The effect, then, is the suggestion that vegetarianism is
available to human beings in general and is in accordance with human nature, which is
civilized rather than beastly. After a litany of barbaric behaviors among the Massagetai
and others (4.21.3-5), Porphyry observes, “Just as we have not undone (KateAOGAEY)
civilized gentleness (fjuepdtnra) toward (mpdg) humans on account of these people, in
like manner we will not imitate (pipunoopeda) the nations that are flesh-eating by
necessity, but rather those that are pious (evogfi) and dedicated (dvakeipeva) to the
gods” (4.21.6)—the best exempla rather than the worst.

The matter of universality connects notably with Pythagoras and his followers,
who represent, in Abstinence, perhaps Porphyry’s foremost Greek exempla. We see this
connection made both in the context of a critique of vegetarianism and Porphyry’s
response to that critique. In book 1, when a critic says, “There is a sign, not a small one,
that Pythagoras did not hold a sound opinion (ur Vy1®¢ do&doar),” since “none of the
sages was persuaded,” his next thought—“But suppose that all human beings were
persuaded by his doctrine”—is followed by a vision of environmental despoliation from
the overpopulation of animals (1.15.3-1.16.2). In book 4, when the question returns twice

(“If all imitate [pupnowvtot] you, what will happen to us?... With everyone imitating
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[nypmoapévev] such people, what will happen?”),°® Porphyry brings in Pythagoras to
respond: “If all people become kings, life (Bioc) will be hard to get through
(dvodie&aktog), but kingly dominion should not in fact be fled,” and “No one in fact
would be so mad as not to believe it is incumbent on all people to strive to be virtuous”
(4.18.6).%

Although, when it comes to his dietary rules, Pythagoras is beset by a complicated
and contradictory tradition, as we will see, Porphyry consistently aligns him both with
vegetarianism and with concern for animals. At the beginning of Abstinence, though
without naming him, Porphyry refers to the “reverence” (evAafeiog) he and Firmus had
“practiced toward those ancient and godfearing (Beop6fovc) men who taught these
things” (1.1.1).”% In that passage, Porphyry tells Firmus that the Peripatetics, the Stoics,
and the Epicureans are “the ones extending most of the contrary arguments (évtihoyiog)
to the philosophy of Pythagoras and Empedocles, of which you have been eager
(é¢omovdaxkag) to be a follower ((nAwg)” (1.3.3). Thus, the sides are drawn up:
Porphyry, aligned with Pythagoras and, to a lesser degree, Empedocles, will rebut the
opponents of vegetarianism. In book 3, Porphyry refers to “the opinion that is true and
also Pythagorean,” that “every soul in which there is a share of perception and memory is

rational” (3.1.4). Pythagoras is named among those who “recognized the participation (t0

% See 4.18.4 and 6.

89 Cf. 3.27.8: “But, people say, if everyone should be persuaded by these things, what will happen to us? It
is clear that we will be happy with injustice banished from human beings and justice governing as a citizen
beside us, too, just as in heaven.”

" As Clark (2000a, 121n2) says, “ ‘ancient and godfearing’ probably refers to Pythagoras and Empedocles,

asin 1.3.3.”
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petéyov) [of animals] in logos”—in a tendentious list that includes Aristotle, Plato,
Empedocles, Democritus, and “as many as cared to understand the truth (dAn0g10v) about
them” (3.6.7). And Porphyry attributes to Pythagoras the belief that animals “have been
assigned (giAnyota) the same soul (yoynv v avtv)” as humans (3.26.1). Pythagoras
also serves, in book 3, as a paragon of compassion. We are told that “the Pythagoreans
made gentleness (tpadtnta) to animals (Onpia) practice (uerétn) for love of human
beings (tod @ihavOpdmov) and for proneness to pity (prhowktippovoc)” (3.20.7).”" And
Porphyry says that “Pythagorean seasoning (&yov) is tastier (fjdtov) than the Socratic
one: for Socrates said that the seasoning of food is to be hungry, but Pythagoras said that
the seasoning is to commit injustice (aduelv) against no one and to flavor (épndvvewv)
with justice (dwatoovvn)” (3.26.8). At the same time, Pythagoras and his followers are
presented as models of the ascetic life. Porphyry uses Homeric language to cast them as

¢ ¢

heroic, referring to ““ ‘the glorious actions (kAéa) of men of old,” of Pythagoreans and
sages (cop®dv), of whom some inhabited the most desolate (épnuotata) places, others,

also cities’ temples (iepd) and sacred groves (§Aon), from which disturbance (topfpn) had

been entirely excluded (dmeMiazon)” (1.36.1).”

™ Abst. 3.20.7 = Plut. Soll. 959f. Cf. Theophrastus’s argument that abstinence from animals entails, a
fortiori, nonviolence toward men (2.31.3); cf. also Abst. 3.26.6, Plut. Esu 995f and 997¢, and the
Pythagorean discourse in Ov. Met. (15.463-65). However, Porphyry later argues that “love for human
beings” is inadequate as a basis for justice (4bst. 3.26.9).

7* Regarding topp, cf. Latin turba “crowd,” which comes from the Greek word. The quiet corners of a city
would create a space for contemplation without enforcing a complete isolation from society. The fact that
£pnpog is an anagram of fjuepog reinforces the connection between measured solitude, self-cultivation, and

gentleness.
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In casting Pythagoras and his followers as exempla of abstinence, Porphyry
emphasizes one part of the tradition while downplaying another—perhaps shaped by
social necessity—that cast them as only partly abstinent or unconcerned with animals.
While, indeed, many in antiquity took Pythagoras’s vegetarianism for granted, others
sought to debunk what Aulus Gellius calls “the old false opinion that [he] did not eat
animals.” Diogenes Laertius, whose account is drawn from multiple, often contradictory
sources of dubious historical reliability, reports both that Pythagoras sacrificed a
hecatomb when he discovered his eponymous mathematical theorem (8.12) and,
alternatively, that he sacrificed only inanimate objects (8.19); that he was the first to train
athletes on meat and, alternatively, that this was a different Pythagoras from the
philosopher (8.12-13). Speaking of the philosopher, Diogenes says he “forbade
(amayopevewv) even killing (povevewv), not to mention eating (émtesOar), animals, which
have in common with us (Kowov...uiv €xévtwv) the just claim (dikaiov) of a soul
(yuyxng)” (8.13), and here perhaps we have a suggestion, in alignment with Abstinence,
that animals are worthy of justice for their own sake.” But further complicating matters,
Diogenes reports that the foregoing was a “pretext” (mpdoynua) and that “in truth

(10...6An0¢c) [Pythagoras] forbade eating (dmtesBat) ensouled beings (pyvywv) for the

7 The complete phrase (tdv {HoV Kowdv dikatov fipiv &xéviov yoxfc), which explains why Pythagoras
forbade killing and eating animals, seems to emphasize not the transmigration of souls but the shared
possession of a soul by humans and animals as an attribute that in itself entails a justice claim. An anecdote
attributed to Pythagoras’s near-contemporary Xenophanes in which Pythagoras, recognizing by its voice
the soul of a human friend (@ikov dvépoc) in a puppy’s body, intervenes to stop him from being beaten
(D.L. 8.36-37) also bespeaks a concern for animals, albeit a derivative one based on the idea that they may

be animated by human souls. Edwards (2018, 31) emphasizes the derivative character of the concern.
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purpose of training people (cuvack®v) and accustoming (cuvedilwv) them to
contentedness (evkoAiav) in life (Biov), so that food (tpopdc) was very easy to obtain
(evmopiotovc) for them” (8.13). Diogenes also reports that Pythagoras forbade eating
only certain animals or parts of animals (8.19-20 and 34). Gellius, for his part, cites
Aristotle’s student Aristoxenus as claiming that Pythagoras “ate tiny piglets too and
rather tender goat kids” (4.11.6). Whether such attributions of meat-eating to Pythagoras
and his followers reflect an effort to “refashio[n] Pythagoreanism in order to make it
more rational” or whether they, “in fact, recogniz[e] the non-rational dimension of
Pythagoreanism” such as the possible “religious motivations” of “Pythagoras’ eating of
kids and suckling pigs,””* it seems likely that these denials or vitiations of Pythagorean
abstinence reflect the force of social necessity. Given that “animal sacrifice was the
central act of Greek religious worship and to abolish it completely would be a radical
step,” as Huffman puts it,”” the allowance of some flesh eating, rational or not, would
serve to make Pythagoreanism appear less subversive.’®

While the polemics of opponents appear to inform Porphyry’s own description of
Pythagoreanism in Abstinence, the limited, highly circumscribed meat-eating that he
acknowledges among (at least some) Pythagoreans makes sense in relation to the

framework of exempla and the theme of “more and less.” In the opponents’ discourse, we

" The quotations are from Huffman (2018), who argues for the latter position against Kahn (2001, 70) and
Zhmud (2012, 228).

7 Huffman 2018.

7 As Thope is clear, my concern here is not with the historical Pythagoras but rather with his contested
reception through the centuries. For a critical analysis of testimonia on Pythagoras and his followers,

however, see Burkert (1962) 1972, 97-109, 180-82, and 192-208.
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read, as in Diogenes Laertius, that “Pythagoras was the first to strip away the old diet and
give meat (kpéa) to men training in athletics” (1.26.2)"" and that “some people record
(iotopodo) that even the Pythagoreans themselves eat (dntecOat) ensouled beings
(épyoyov) when they sacrifice to the gods” (1.26.3). What would seem to be Porphyry’s
rebuttal, that “Pythagoreans...abstained (dneiyovto) from eating animals ({@opayiag)
their whole lives (tov mévta Biov),” is in fact qualified by the claim that “when they
distributed (pepioceiav) some animal to the gods as an offering (dmapynv) instead of
themselves (4v0’ ¢avt@®v), having tasted only that [or, having only tasted that] (tovtov
yevoapevot povov), they lived (£Cwv) for truth (dAn0eiav), not touching (&0ktot...6vteq)
the rest (Aowdv)” (2.28.2).”® However, while Porphyry seems to acknowledge in this way
that occasional meat-eating took place among some Pythagoreans, his emphasis, as with
the virtuous philosopher-priests in book 4, is on their abstinence, and he continues to hold
them up as models to emulate. As he says in book 2: “We will faithfully imitate
(éxppunoopeda) the holy (6ciovg) and ancient (maiaiovg) men, offering first fruits
(amapyopevor), for the most part (to6 TAéov), to the gods from the contemplation
(Bewpiag) that they themselves have given us, and which we have come to stand in need

of (év ypeiq) for true salvation (6vtwg compiav)” (2.35.2). The Pythagoreans, he then

7 For Porphyry’s own use of the same anecdote, see VP 15. In another version, the trainer was
Pythagoras’s pupil (Iambl. VP 25). While rejecting the idea that meat-eating is healthful, Porphyry includes
athletes among his list of people for whom vegetarianism may not be appropriate at Abst. 1.27.1.

" For “tasting” as a marker of participation in civically required sacrifice, specifically at the time of

Decius’s edict (250 CE), see Townsend 2011, 220 and 229n38.
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says, made their main offerings to the gods from numbers and lines (2.36.1).” As with
the book 4 exempla, in the case of Pythagoras and his followers, nearly complete
abstinence is a step below complete abstinence in the hierarchy of purity and justice.*
While “Pythagoreanism seemed to offer Porphyry, for his theory and his practice,
a sort of institutional framework,”®' another obvious exemplum of vegetarianism,
Plotinus, the teacher whose ideas Porphyry was largely responsible for preserving in his

arrangement of the Enneads, goes strikingly unnamed in Abstinence, an absence that

7 The equivocation on Pythagorean vegetarianism in Abstinence is magnified in Porphyry’s Life of
Pythagoras, a collection of contradictory anecdotes that is more in line with the encyclopedism of
Diogenes Laertius than the treatise framework of Abstinence. In VP 7, Porphyry cites Eudoxus for the
claim that “Pythagoras practiced such purity (ayveiq) and avoidance (puyf}) of acts of slaughter (¢ovovg)
and of the ones doing the slaughtering (t@v povevovt@v) that he not only abstained (dnéyecOar) from
ensouled beings (£éuyvywv), but also never even approached (tAncidlew) butchers or hunters”—a
testimonium to which Burkert ([1962] 1972, 200-201) attaches particular weight, since Eudoxus was a
pupil of Archytas, a prominent fourth-century Pythagorean mathematician. At Porph. VP 15 and 34,
however, we read that Pythagoras pushed meat as an athletic trainer; ate sacrificial victims “rarely”
(omavimg); and “propitiat[ed] the gods...least of all with ensouled beings (éuwiyo1g), unless it was ever
(v €l uf mote) hens or the tenderest of pigs.” See also Porph. VP 43 and 45. The unequivocal abstinence
spoken of by Eudoxus, then, is sedimented with various accretions that are mostly but not entirely cleared
away in Abstinence.

% For the idea of a hierarchy among Pythagoreans, along the lines of the Egyptians and Magi, see lambl.
VP 150, in which we are told that Pythagoras himself and his “contemplative” followers (t®v Ogwpntikdv
@ocdewv) did not sacrifice animals, but he ordered (npoctétaxto) other followers, “hearers” (toig
axovopatikoig) and “politicians” (toig moAitikoisg), “to sacrifice ensouled beings sparingly (omaviog),
perhaps a rooster, a lamb, or some other newborn animal but not an ox.”

81 Bouffartigue and Patillon 1977, 1:xxxvi.
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could be connected with his unambiguously negative views concerning animals.**
Referring, in phrasing reminiscent of Hesiod, to “the other animals’ practice of eating
each other” (tiv éAAnhogayiav tédv dhav (dwv),* Plotinus observes that instances of
that practice “are necessary (Gvoykaiot), since they are transformations (dpoipai) of
animals ({®wV) that are not able to remain unchanged (obtw pévew) for all time, not even
if no one kills them.” Given this inevitable changeability, he asks, “why is it necessary to
hold a grudge if, at the time when it is necessary to depart from life, they depart in such a
way as to provide a use (ypeiov) to others?” Also: “If dying is an exchange of body just as
of clothing...or even for some a putting aside (dmoBéoeig) of body...why would animals’
changing (petofolin) into each other be terrible, since it is much better than for them not
to be born in the first place?” (Enn. 3.2.15).%* One might think that Plotinus’s own strict
abstinence, referred to in Porphyry’s biography of him, was motivated by straightforward

purity concerns, a wish to keep “the animal” at bay.*> A difference of opinion, of course,

%2 Cf. Bouffartigue and Patillon (1977, 1:xxxv-xxxvi), who attribute the fact that Plotinus’s “name does not
appear a single time in Abstinence, even when Porphyry cites him almost literally,” in part, to “Plotinus’s
not yet having the status of author.” In addition, speaking of “all [the] cases of possible influence of
Plotinus on Porphyry,” they say that “Plotinus is always in concurrence with an earlier source: Pythagorean
literature, Orphic literature, Numenius, Plato, Homer” (1979, 2:5).

%3 Cf. Hes. Op. 277-78 (£c0etv GAAMLOVC).

% Plotinus’s point of view emerges oddly at 4bst. 1.19.2 in the voice of opponents, who suggest that killing
animals might be a favor to them, since “their return (érdvodog) to the human (éni tov dvOpwnov) would be
swifter, and bodies that are eaten would not create pain (A7) in their souls.”

% Cf. Clem. Strom. 7.6.32.9 Stihlin, on Xenocrates, discussed in note 62 above. As Porphyry reports in
Plot. 2, Plotinus “did not abide taking remedies made from wild animals (Bnplakag avtiddtovg), saying that

he did not even allow foods from the bodies of tame (uépwv) animals.” The logic is perhaps that to take in
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would not in itself have prevented Porphyry from citing Plotinus (as we have seen, he
erroneously claims Aristotle for his side on the issue of animal reason at Abst. 3.6.7).
Still, Plotinus’s understanding of killing as a non-harm with respect to animals would
have contravened what is perhaps the core tenet of Porphyry’s treatise—even if, in

Porphyry’s biography of him, he is presented as a clear exemplum of the contemplative

life.3°

V. Conclusion

“There being, in reality, [two] models (mopaderypdtmv), the divine (Beiov), which is
happiest (evdaipovestdtov), and the ungodly (dB€ov), which is most miserable

(60 wtdTov),” Porphyry says, paraphrasing Plato’s Theaetetus, “will [the philosopher]

not make himself like (6powboeton) the former and unlike (Gvopoidoetar) the latter?”™’

“the animal” is bad enough with tame animals but worse with wild animals. As Grmek (1992, 2:336-37)
explains, “theriac” concoctions, “in vogue in the Roman world” from the time of Nero, were made from
dozens of ingredients, including the flesh of wild animals such as vipers.

% See chapter 4 below. Like Plotinus, Orpheus, another vegetarian figure, albeit a mythical one, goes
unmentioned except, possibly, in the last, lost part of the work, which may be gleaned from Jerome’s
Against Jovinian. After a summary of 4bst. 4.11-19 and 4.22 in Adv. Jovinian. 2.14, there is the
observation that “Orpheus in his song thoroughly execrates flesh eating.” (The next sentence reads, “I
would refer to the frugality of Pythagoras, Socrates, and Antisthenes, with the result of our confusion,
except that it would both be tedious and require its own work.”) In the extant text of Abstinence, possible
references to Orpheus and Orphism are coded, as in the “theologians” (8goAdyor) referred to at 4.16.5 and
perhaps also 2.36.3-4, as well as in the prophets of Zeus in Crete referred to at 4.19.1. See Clark 2000a,
154n297, 189n641, 190n658, and 191n660.

87 4bst. 1.37.4; PL. Tht. 176¢.
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Whether fully or partly abstinent, Porphyry’s models point toward a life that is not just
“simple” (Mtév) and “self-sufficient” (avTdpKn), in the parlance of Hellenistic
philosophy, but “filled as little as possible (fjxiota) with mortal things”—which in
Abstinence means a life characterized by radical coppoctvn, free of the bad mixture,
impurity, and harmfulness that meat-eating entails. Though not to be followed in all
particulars, the non-Greek priests and sect members featured in book 4 offer paradigms
not just of frugality but of contemplation and abstinence. The imperfection of abstinence
in some cases is secondary to the message that—contrary to any claims of necessity made
for meat-eating—full abstinence is possible. Indeed, Porphyry saves the fully vegetarian
Brahmans and Samanaeans for last, just before his quotation from Euripides’ Cretans (“1
have been on guard against the eating of ensouled nourishment” 4.19.2) and the mini-
treatise on purity, with its urgent call not to mix one’s body with the flesh of creatures
whose lives were forcibly taken away. Purity, in other words, is found in conjunction
with justice, and one might infer that they make a good mixture because, as virtues, they
are appropriate to each other.* Disbelief in vegetarian models, on the other hand, leads to
“great injustice” (4.1.2) along with impurity. For Porphyry, even when the focus is on the
individual’s purity and ultimate salvation, concern for the related other, including

animals, is never far away—nor is it limited to just a few.

% See again the structural similarity of Porphyry’s descriptions of justice and purity, and the resonance
between them: 1) 6¢ dikatocVvn &v T@ AEeKTIKG Kol ABAaPET KeTTal TAVTOG OTOVODY TOD PR BAATTOVTOG

(3.26.9); 810 év macw 1 ayveio &v amoféoetl pev kal aeéEel TV TOA®Y Kkal Evavtiov (4.20.2).
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Chapter 4: Purity and the Soul

I. Introduction

Porphyry’s ideas on purity are closely connected with his theory of soul, which posits a
descent from a higher ontological level into the merely physical, in the form of a body.
As Johnson says, “The doctrine of the descent of the soul, its imprisonment in the
material world and forgetfulness of its divine origins, and its need for an ascent from this
world as the only true salvation was at the center of the Neoplatonist cosmological
framework.”" Since, for Porphyry, the true self is intellect (nous), the goal of the
individual is a return, an ascent back up to that level. In this chapter, which focuses on
Porphyry’s perspective on the soul, I will begin with the soul’s necessary fall and its
possible path to re-ascent. While it is easy, in such a discussion, to fix one’s gaze on the
self, I will try throughout to reclaim some of the other-directedness—the harmlessness to
human and nonhuman alike—that remains a crucial part of what Porphyry sometimes
calls “salvation” (cowtpia). After a consideration of the relationship between purity and
ethics, I will turn again to the question of Porphyry’s elitism and how it coexists with

what I argue to be his universalizing aspirations.

I1. Porphyry’s Metaphysics and Theory of Self
A. The Fall of Soul
When Porphyry speaks of “imitation (pipnoig) of god” (2.3.1), “assimilation (opoiwoic)

to god” (3.26.13), or “appropriation (oikeimoig) to the divine” (2.45.2, 4.9.1), he frames

! Johnson 2013, 110.
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the best imitation in theological or quasi-theological terms.” But in another register, the
best imitation is a “union” not with god or the divine per se but with the most
“appropriate” thing, nous or “intellect,” which is at the same time one’s true self. As
Porphyry observes, once again employing the discourse of possibility (kotd dOvapy thv
fuetépav)’:
Our goal (téL0og) is to obtain (tvyeiv) the contemplation (Bswpiog) of what is real
(tod 6vtog), since this attainment accomplishes, to the extent of our ability (katd
duvapy v Nuetépav), the union (ovuevotv) of the contemplator (Bewpodvrt)
and contemplated (Bewpovpévew). For the ascent (dvadpoun) is to nothing other
than one’s real self (t0v dvtwg €avtov); and the union is with nothing other than
one’s real self (tov adtov dviwg). And nous is one’s real self (a010g...0viwg), so

the goal is also to live ((fjv) in accordance with nous (kotét vodv). (1.29.3-4)*

* With these phrases, Porphyry refers to the abstinent philosopher (“imitation of god” 2.3.1); the just man
(“assimilation to god” 3.26.13); and “men who are divine and have knowledge of divine things” (Bgiov kol
Be0c6@mv avdpdv), along with Egyptian priests who “recognized that the divine does not pass through a
human alone...but that almost the same soul passes through all animals” (“appropriation to the divine”
2.45.2,4.9.1). In each case, we are looking at a proximity to or approximation of god that entails discipline,
harmlessness, and knowledge—all oriented, in some sense, around the human-animal relationship. Cf.
Plato’s observation in Theaetetus (176b) that “assimilation [to god] is becoming just and holy with
wisdom” (Opoimotg 6¢ dikatov Kai dolov petd ppovioems yevéshat).

3 Cf. PL. Tht. 176b: guyi 8¢ 6poinoig Oed katd o Suvatdv.

* Cf. Abst. 2.61.1, where Porphyry says that “the best offering to the gods is pure (kafopdg) nous and an
impassive (dradng) soul.” Cf. also Sent. 32.44-47, where Porphyry says that “the good” (dyaBov) for the
soul “lies in joining (cvveivar) with what begot it (yevvnoavrt),” which as Dillon (2005, 2:811n125)

clarifies, is the intellect (i.e., nous). On the self as intellect, cf. Marc. 8: “I am not this man capable of being
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Pitted against life “in accordance with irrationality” (katd thv dAoyiav 3.27.7),
life according to nous (katd vodv)’ appears to evoke the system of hypostases (or levels
of reality) theorized by Plotinus and treated by Porphyry in Sententiae, encompassing the
One, Nous, and Soul.® Nous figures in that system as the realm of the Platonic Forms,’
midway between the One (the highest reality, the source of all being) and Soul (yvyn),
while the material, sensible world (not itself a hypostasis) lies at the bottom or, one could

say, at the farthest extension.® (With Intellect and Soul as being, non-being lies both

touched (amtog), who is subject to (Vmomtmtdg) perception (aicBncet), but the one that is to the greatest
extent (€mi mAglotov) removed (dpeotnkmg) from the body, the one that is colorless and without form
(doynudtiotog), not at all touchable (éragntdg) but capable of being grasped (kpatntog) by thought
(drwavoiq) alone.”

3 For other uses of this phrase, see 1.31.2, 1.40.1, 1.48.1, and 3.27.7. For nous as reason, rationality, or
simply paying attention, see, e.g., 3.10.4, 3.19.3, 3.21.8-9, and 3.22.1. Nous is also “food (tpoen) of the
rational (Aoyikfic) soul” (4.20.11). For the soul as the “body” of nous, see Marc. 26.

% While the hypostases are considered throughout Enneads and Sententiae, Plot. Enn. 5.1 “constitutes both
an exposition of Plotinus’s metaphysical system, and a guided ‘ascent’ for the [individual] soul” (Dillon
1991, 347). In Porphyry’s work, Sent. 30 encompasses the terms vootdoelg, yoyn, vodg, and to TpdTtov in
a discussion of the orientation of body to Soul, Soul to Intellect, and Intellect to the One.

7 Cf. the reference to “nous and the intelligibles (vont@®v)” at Abst. 1.31.2.

¥ The capitals are a convention for distinguishing the hypostatic levels, the “universal realities,” as Smith
(2005, 66) puts it, from “individual realities such as intellects and souls.” See also Wicker (1987, 97), who,
in his translation of Marcella, differentiates between “vodg as the state of the soul deriving from
Intelligence” and “Nodg as Intelligence itself, one of the triple hypostases,” as in Plot. Enn. 1.1.8. Wicker
adds that, “as with other technical terms of Neoplatonism, it is often difficult to determine with certainty
which sense is meant.” Precisely because of this indeterminacy, I avoid capitalizing the term in my

translations of Abstinence.
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above and below, respectively in the One and the material.)’ Although the One is never
mentioned by name in Abstinence and the term hypostasis appears only once,'’ we are at
least invited to think of the hypostasis Nous by the repeated suggestion of a fall from
being and an aspiration to return to it. In Abstinence, nous is aligned with nature (¢vo1g)
(2.53.2), and with incorporeality (dcopatiov) and truth (4An0eiag)” against falsehood
(Cdvteg...ywevddc) and “the things of the same class with bodies” (t@v 10l cOpHAGT
ocvopevAwv) (1.31.2). At the same time, nous has a salvific character, as when Porphyry
refers to the “the laws (vopoig) of nous” and its “saving (cmtnpioic) roads (6801g)”
(1.56.4)—in opposition to “the laws of the body, which are violent (Biaioig)”—and when
he says that nous “maintains our eternal life (trv ai®viov nuiv {onv cuvéyer)” (4.20.11).
Vegetarianism, Porphyry says, is seen as “necessary” (dvaykaiov) by “those who
undertake as a goal the life in accordance with [rnous]” (1.48.1). Likewise, Porphyry says,
in people “whose perception turns back (dnéxivev) from attacking (émtesOot) animals of
other kinds (A Ao@Orwv...LdwV), nous is quite clear in abstaining (qpe&opevoc) from

[animals] of the same kind (opo@OAwV),” i.e., humans (2.31.3).

? As Porphyry gnomically puts it in Sent. 26, “With respect to non-being (uf) dv), we beget (yevvdpev) one
kind [i.e., the kind below] because we have been separated (ywpisbévteg) from being (tod dvtog); we
preconceive (mpoevvooduev) the other kind [the kind above] by holding fast (¢xopevor) to being.” More
fundamental, however, is the distinction between the material and immaterial—as Porphyry says in Sent.
39, “the perceptible (aicOntod) and material (vOdov)” versus “what really exists (109...6vtwg §vrog) and
subsists (VpeotKOTOC) in itself (ka®’ avtd) as immaterial (GdOAov).”

% In Abstinence, the sole use of hypostasis refers to the “existence” (bndotactv) of “badness” (kakiq),
which “the fall of the soul into the material produced (mopnyayev) as a deprivation (ctépnowv) of the good”

(3.27.5).
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The descent of the soul, in Porphyry’s account, is a matter both of an inherent
“incapacity” (ddvvapiog) or “fault” (poybnpiav) and of a readiness to compound the ill
effects of that fault through a bad mixture with what is foreign (dALOQLAOV, EKOA®V) Or
alien (GAAOTprov)—the material and the bodily, preeminently meat—instead of what is
oikeios. At the beginning of Abstinence Porphyry refers to the fall of the soul when he
promises to tell Firmus “from what sorts of things (¢’ oiwv) and to what sorts of things
(gig ola) you have descended (xotaBépnrag)” (1.1.3). The soul’s ascent—*“returning
(émaviévan) from here (évtedBev) to (mpog) what truly belongs to us (td dvimg oikeia),” as
he puts it—entails, in turn, “putting aside (dmo8€c0au) all the things that we have taken as
an addition from our mortal nature (éx tf|g OvnTiic...eV0emC), together with the passionate
clinging (npoonadeiag) to them, through which our descent (katdfaocig) arose (yéyovev)”
(1.30.4)."" In our fleshly bodies, Porphyry suggests, we are like exiles in “a foreign
(6ALO@LAOV) nation (£6vog)” who “are not only banished (é€opictoic) from their own

people (t@v oikeiwv)” but “filled full of the foreign (éx@OAmV) passions (mrabdv) and

' Cf. 1.45.1, where Porphyry says, “For virtuous people (cmovdoaioig), abstinence (émoy?) from touching
both meat (Bpwt®dv) and pleasures and actions through the body is much more appropriate (oikelotépa.),
because it is necessary for the one partaking of bodily things to descend (kotafaiverv) from (4mo)
appropriate (oikeimv) habits to administer (eig madaywyiav) to the irrational in us.” Though the imagery in
the chapter (1.45) is complex, involving a human subject; reason (a tutor or charioteer); and unreason (a
child), the point seems, as elsewhere, to be that bodily things (including, of course, animal bodies) cause us
to “descend” from that which is “appropriate” to us (i.e., that which is “proper to” or “belongs to” us),

namely contemplation.
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habits (¢06v) and customs (vopipwv)” (1.30.2)."* From the perspective of our true selves,

13
7> However,

Porphyry says, “we were, and still are, intellectual (voepai) beings (ovoion).
on account of our “incapacity (ddvvapiog) for eternal (aiwviov) communion (Guvovciog)
with (mpoc) the intelligible (vontov) and our inclination (dvvdapemg), as it were, toward
the things that are here (ta tfid¢), we have become entangled (cuvenAdxnuev) with the
perceptible (aicOnt®)” (1.30.6). Once the descent from the intelligible into the
perceptible has occurred, Porphyry continues, “all the capacities that operate

(évepyodoar) through perception (aicOfcewg) and the body shoot forth” because of

“some fault (poyOnpiav) of the soul” (1.30.7)."* And even if the soul “does not destroy

'2 Cf. Plotinus’s exhortation in Enn. 1.6.8: “Let us flee to our own dear (¢iAnv) country (motpida)...from
which we came (60ev mopnABopev).” Cf. also August. C.D. 15.1 in which the citizens of God’s city are cast
as “pilgrims” here on earth, awaiting the day when they will be reunited with God.

13 As a translation, “intellectual” does not fully convey the metaphysical force of vogpdc, which is made
clear by the context.

' Citing this passage as well as 1.33.3 and 1.38.4, Edwards (2016, 281-82 with n155) observes that
“Porphyry is incredibly negative about such capacities” as “perception..., perceptual impressions...,
memories..., and opinions..., as well as passions,” all of which, she says, Porphyry associates with the
irrational soul in both humans and nonhumans. For Porphyry’s wariness of the unreason and passion that
can follow perceptions, phantasiai, memory, and belief (not quite the same as casting the faculties
themselves as irrational), see also 1.31.1, 1.34.7, and especially 4.20.9. As Clark (2000a, 193n671) notes,
the problem here is that “thought, which should be directed to the intelligibles, becomes involved with the
material world and its effect.” Though Edwards says that, for Porphyry, “the rational part of the soul is
responsible for the contemplation of the Platonic forms” (281)—and that, consequently, the evidence he
presents in Abstinence for animals’ rationality “fails to make them rational according to his own [theory]”
(288)—Porphyry does not assign any mental faculty, including nous, to humans exclusively. Rather he

observes that “reverence...for animals” among Egyptian priests came from understanding that, when freed
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(pBepovong) the essence (ovoiav) of itself by engendering (yevvioet) irrationality
(aAoyiag),” still, through irrationality, it “is connected (cuvantopévng) to mortality
(Bvntov) and dragged down (kaBehiopévng) from what belongs to it (oikeiov) to what is
alien (&AAOTprov)” (1.30.7)." In a related image, Porphyry speaks of perception
(aicOnoic) as “a nail (RAoc) of soul to bodies, which by the very wound of its passion
(maBovg) glues and as it were nails the soul to enjoyment (dmorlavcwv) through the body”
(1.38.2-3).'° Likewise, “the passions (160n)...and all of irrationality (éloyia), when it is
thickened, draw down (katdyet) the soul and turn it away (dmootpépet) from its proper
(oikeiov) love (&pwtoc) for reality (to 0v)” (1.33.3). Even if the body can never
fundamentally change the soul, one can still thicken (wayOvwv) the chain (deoudv)

binding the soul to the body through actions, including dietary choices (1.38.2)."” As

from the body, “the soul of every animal is rational, prescient of the future,” and “capable of all the things
of which a human mind is capable when set free” (4.9.9-4.10.1); indeed, the Egyptians realized that “almost
the same soul passes through all animals” (4.9.1).

"> On the unchangeability of the soul, see also 3.8.8: “Someone might grant, on the one hand, that the soul
is affected in common (cvpmdoyewv) with the body, and experiences something (wéoyev tt) from it when
[the body] is affected (draxeipévov) well or badly, and, on the other hand, in no way grant that [the soul]
changes (netafdiiew) its own nature (pOowv).” As Clark (2000a, 169n425) notes, “Arguments that the soul
is affected together with the body (sumpaskhein) were used by the Stoics to show that the soul is also
corporeal.”

' For “nailing,” see also 1.31.5. Regarding mdfoc, Dillon (2005, 2:801n44) notes that the term “comports
both the sensory experience and the emotional reaction to it.”

17 See the punning connection, at 1.55.1, of “prisoner” (Seopdtv), “meats” (£deopdtov), and a “chain”
(deopov) that anxious thought for culinary variety thickens (wayvvel). Cf. Plut. Esu 995d-e, where “the

eating of flesh (kpeopayiat)...thickens (wayvvovowv) souls” themselves “through repletion (mAnopoviic) and
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Porphyry elsewhere observes, the body “fattened” (motvopevov) on meat “makes the soul
suffer from hunger (Apdttew...moel) for the blessed (paxapiog) life ((wfic) and
strengthens (ab&et) the mortal part (Bvntov), carrying away and hindering (éumodilov)
[the soul] in relation to immortal life (mpog TOv d0dvatov Biov)” even as “it stains
(matver) the soul by embodying (évompatodv) it and pulling it down (katacndv) to that
which is alien (dAAOTpLOV)” (4.20.11). While the soul remains unchanged in essence, such
language emphasizes how it can be gravely obstructed—even “dragged,” “drawn,” or
“pulled” down (koOshiopévng, Katdyel, kotoondv)—by diet, particularly meat.'®

At the same time, if the soul is essentially unchangeable, a moral hazard—the
separation of purity from action—arises from the further idea that it never fully descends
from the intelligible. Plotinus’s position, as Karamanolis says, is that “the soul as such”—
“a transcendent, rational entity” as opposed to the derivative “soul in body”—"“always

remains in the intelligible realm.”"”

Based on Abstinence and other works, Linguiti says,
“it is difficult to tell” whether Porphyry accepted this doctrine, concerning which

. . . . 20 . . . .
Iamblichus accused him of inconsistency.”” “As it seems, however,” Linguiti continues,

surfeit (k6pov),” and Philostr. 4 1.8, where meat “thickens (mayvvovcoag) the mind (tov vodv).” The
Porphyry passage is, like the overall discussion of body and soul, a complex of metaphors. Clark (2000a,
136n115) notes “springs” and a “chain” at Abst. 1.33.2-6, where the springs are also “deadly drinks”
(Bavooipov topdtev) and perception is “the mother city” of “the foreign colony of passions in us” (tfjg &v
NUIv €kpHA0L TOV TAOOV ATOIKING).

' As I previously noted with regard to the defilement that emerges from the taking in of “a once-sentient
body,” such defilement—and likewise the dragging down of the soul—emerges not from eating animals as
such but from eating flesh. Human souls would also be dragged down by cannibalism.

" Karamanolis 2007, 100-101. See Plot. Enn. 4.8.8.1-3.

% Linguiti 2012, 191-94 with n27, citing lambl. De anima 30.2-13 (= Stob. 1.49.32.63-77 Wachsmuth).
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citing Abst. 1.42.1, “Porphyry’s main concern is to fight against the moral irresponsibility
that could derive from a distorted interpretation of the Plotinian doctrine of the

1 9921

undescended sou Following Clark, along with earlier scholarship, Linguiti identifies

the target of the passage as “some Gnostics,” possibly together with “some

Platonists...influenced by them.””

In the preceding chapter, as well, Porphyry asks,
“Why would it be necessary to extinguish the passions (1461) and be dead to them and to
practice this every day if it were possible for us to operate according to nous (Kotd vodv)
while attached (cuvantopévoug) to mortal things (Bvnta) without the supervision

(EmPAéyeng) of nous, as some have declared?” (1.41.1).% If, he continues, “you are able

to be in the presence of the immaterial (mpog toic dAowc)” while eating and drinking

*! Linguiti 2012, 191. At Abst. 1.42.1, Porphyry says, “Thinking that someone suffering passion
(maBavopevov) in his perceptive faculty (kata v aicOnow) is active (évepyeiv) with respect to the
intelligibles (rpog toig vontoic) has thrown off many of the non-Greeks too, who out of contempt (€x
Katappovioews) have advanced upon every species of pleasure, saying that it is possible to be concerned
with other things and leave unreason to deal with these.” (1 borrow the translation of the italicized portion
of the sentence, which is vexed, from Clark.)

*? Linguiti 2012, 192; Clark 2000a, 139n152. According to Bouffartigue-Patillon (1977, 1:36), “The
Gnostic origin of the ideas combated by Porphyry in 1.42.2-3 has long been recognized,” e.g., by Bernays.
See also Armstrong 1966, 1:44n2, on Porph. Plot. 16.

* Though the referent of tvec in <H¢> Tveg dmepaivovto (“some have declared”) is unclear, the theme of
moral hazard connects this group both with “the people saying we have two souls” at 1.40.2 (i.e.,
Numenius; see Porphyry ap. Stob. 1.49.25a.18-22 Wachsmuth) and the Gnostics apparently referred to in
1.42. (See preceding note.) Notwithstanding a possible ambiguity in émpAéyewc, Clark, Bouffartigue-
Patillon, and Girgenti-Sodano render it as a subjective genitive indicating the “supervision” or

“surveillance” conducted by nous.
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luxuriously, “why not also when having sex with lovers?” (1.41.2). The answer is that
one cannot, in fact, be concerned with the immaterial while indulging in sensual
pleasures, for “where there is perception (aicOnoig) and apprehension (évtiinyig) of
[perception], there is a standing away (dnodctacig) from the intelligible (vontod); and to
the extent there is an excitement (dvaxivnoig) of irrationality (dAoyiog), to that extent
there is a standing away from intellection (voeiv)” (1.41.5). That is why, Porphyry says,
“it is not possible, for the one being carried (pepopevov) here and there (tfide Kdkeioe) to
be there (ékel),” i.e., in the intelligible world, “while being here (évtadOa),” in the
material world. “We pay attention (mpocoydc moovpueda),” he says, “as wholes (01ot),
not with part (uépet) of ourselves” (1.41.5).>* What we do and what we eat, then, are
things that matter in the pursuit of transcendence, in the climb back to our “real self” and
what “truly belongs to us.” Although “the return to the life of divine intellect is always
available to us,” as O’Meara says, it does require “chang[ing] the focus of our lives, the

level at which we are acting.””’

** We may see here an affinity with Strato’s argument, cited at 3.21.8, that “perceiving (aicOdvesOar) is not
at all possible without thinking (vo€iv)” because, for example, “letters often escape our notice as we
traverse them with our eyes, and speech (Adyor) falling upon our ears escapes us when we have our mind
(vobv) on other things.” This is not to exclude the possibility of a dual focus on the immaterial and the
needs of others, as we see in Plot. 8.11-23 and 9.5-22. The “supervision of nous,” referred to at Abst.
1.41.1, seems key.

2> O’Meara 1993, 102.
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B. Virtue and the Ascent of Soul

Having looked at the body-soul relation in the context of the soul’s necessary descent, |
now turn to the relation of soul and nous in the context of the soul’s possible re-ascent,
which Porphyry casts as “the ascent to one’s real self” (gig OV dvimg EavtoOV 1 Avadpoun
1.29.4) or, alternatively, “salvation.” As with the notion of “assimilation to god,” we will
see that this ascent involves a kind of imitation and that it depends on actions as well as
thoughts.

Though the notion of ascent of soul, as Porphyry presents it in Abstinence, is not
identical with the schema in Sent. 32, there is enough overlap to provide a fruitful
comparison in relation to the issue of other- and self-directed virtue. Of the four levels of
virtues (petai) presented in the latter text (civic, purificatory, contemplative, and
paradigmatic)**—each including the same four canonical virtues (wisdom, self-control,
justice, and courage)—the civic (molrtikod) virtues are the easiest to associate with
justice in the conventional sense, since they are explicitly other-directed. Though the
purificatory virtues—“those of the person who is going up (dvidovtoc) toward (Tpog)
contemplation (Bewpiav)’—are at least notionally self-directed in the sense of aiming at
individual salvation, they have ramifications for behavior, and perhaps the same may be
said of the contemplative virtues: “those of the already accomplished (teAeiov)

contemplative (Bewpntucod) person and of the one who is a contemplator (Bgatod)

*® Here and below, I use the terms employed by Lloyd (1967) and, with one exception, Emilsson (2015). As
Emilsson (2015) notes, Sent. 32 elaborates on Enn. 1.2, a work in which Plotinus relates several levels of
virtue to the exhortation in P1. Tht. 176a-b to escape the material world and become like god through virtue,

as discussed below in section III.
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already.””” More remotely, the paradigmatic virtues are “those of nous, to the extent that
it is nous and pure of soul (6o Woyiig kabapdc)” (32.1-5).%

The civic virtues (ai...tod moAtikod), which “loo[k] toward the harmless
(&Brapn) community (kowwviav) of neighbors” (Sent. 32.6-10), “have their sights set on
making life in a group possible,” as Brisson observes, and perhaps “not only of human
beings...but also of animals who live in groups,” as suggested by cuvayelaoudg and
kowovia.” Such virtues, “lying in moderation of the passions (petpronadei)’® by
means of following and being guided by the reckoning (Aoyiou®) of proper function
(xaBnkovtog) in relation to actions (npd&eig)” (32.5-10), serve to “release”
(dmaArdtTovcar) the soul from one part of a “double evil” (SimAf)...kakia 32.46), which
Porphyry identifies as “joining with [inferior things] and [doing so] with an excess of
passion” (16 1€ T00TO1G GLVEIVAL Kol peTd TafdV vVepPorng 32.46-47). Addressing the
latter evil, civic virtues are “judged honorable (tipar)” even if the purificatory

(xaBapticai) virtues, which address the more fundamental evil of “joining with inferior

2T «A viewer (of the forms),” as Dillon (2005, 2:809n105) explains.

¥ As Emilsson (2015) explains, “paradigmatic virtues are the Platonic Forms, or paradigms, of the different
virtues.”

** Brisson 2005, 1:132. 810 npd¢ kowveviav Prémovoat Thv aBAapi tdv mAnciov ék Tod cuvayehaspod Kol
g Kowmviog Toltikal Aéyovtan (Sent. 32.8-10). Regarding the rarity of cuvayelaocpog (“gathering in a
herd”), Brisson (2005, 1:132n189) observes that at Abst. 3.11.1 Porphyry offers ants and bees as examples.

% On petpronddeia, see note 33 below.
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things (toig VoTépo1g)” in the first place, “are judged more honorable (tyumtepar)
because they release the soul from its badness (kaxiac) qua soul (d¢ yoyiv).”!

The purificatory virtues, less obviously connected with one’s actions toward
others, but perhaps not unconnected either, concern “the person making progress
(mpoxodmTovTtog) toward (mpdc) contemplation (Bewpiav)” and “lie in standing away

32 They are called

(dmootdoet) from the things that are here (T®v éviedbev).
“purifications” (kaBdpacelg), since they involve “abstinence (dmoyf)) from actions
(mpd&ewv) [done] with the body (petd 100 cdpatog) and from the passions shared with it
(cvumaBel®dv @V Tpog avtd)” (32.16-18). Whereas the civic virtues “set in order
(xotakoopodot) the mortal human (Bvntov dvBpomov)” (32.19-20), the purificatory
virtues are those of “a soul standing away (d@iotapévnc) [from the body] toward (mpdc)
true being (10 dvrwg &v)” (32.19). The civic virtues, Porphyry adds, “are forerunners
(mpddpopoi) of the purifications (kabdpoewv)” because “the one who has been set in
order (kooun0évta) in accordance with them necessarily stands away (dmootijvar) from
doing anything foremost with body (cvv copart)” (32.20-23). While “the disposition

(0140¢e015) in accordance with the civic virtues is seen (Bempeitar) in the moderation of

the passions (petproradeiq), holding as its goal (1€Log) to live as a human (10 {fjv g

3! Plotinus similarly says, “It is absurd (dAoyov) for [us] not in any way to be assimilated (6potodc8ar) [to
god] in accordance with these [civic virtues]...but for the assimilation (6poimotv) to be in accordance with
the greater ones” (Enn. 1.1.2.23-26). This is because “the civic virtues...do really (6vtwg) set us in order
(xatakocpodot) and make us better (dpeivovg) by delimiting (0pilovcat) and moderating (petpodcat) our
desires (émBopiag)” (Enn. 1.2.2.13-16).

*2 On the resonance of this wording with Porphyry’s characterizations of justice at Abst. 3.26.9 and of

purity at 4.20.2, see chapter 1, note 108, and chapter 3, note 9.
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dvBpwmov) in accordance with nature (kotd @Oowv),” Porphyry says (32.29-31), “the
disposition in accordance with the contemplative [virtues] is seen in impassibility
(amaBerar), whose goal (télog) is assimilation to god (1) Tpdg Bedv dpoiwoic)” (32.31-
32).” Purificatory virtues, accordingly, lie between the civic and contemplative, as the
disposition that bridges petpromddeia and andbero, moderation of the passions and
impassibility. While in Sent. 32, Porphyry casts the goal of impassibility as “assimilation
to god,” in Abstinence (3.27.1) he says that “when the goal is assimilation to god as much
as possible, harmlessness is preserved with respect to all beings.” Although we need not
assume perfect congruity, the overlapping language invites us to consider how the pursuit
of impassibility and assimilation to god through the higher virtues (those above the civic)
can be associated with an outer-directed avoidance of harm that extends beyond

neighbors and, again, beyond human beings.**

3 As Dillon (2005, 2:809n106) says regarding petpronédeto, the term “originally denoted the Aristotelian
ideal, as opposed to the Stoic one of dndBeia, extirpation of the passions, but in the Platonist tradition they
can be used as two stages in moral progress.” On Porphyry as the figure who “gave a decisive impetus to
the tendency to harmonize the philosophies of Plato and Aristotle,” as demonstrated, e.g., by his
employment of petprondfeta in Sent. 32, see Hadot (2015, 63-65). For the contrast between Peripatetic
petpromdOeto and Stoic amdbdeia, see, e.g., Cic. Acad. 1.38 and D.L. 5.31.

** On this extension of harmlessness, see Edwards’s reading (2016, 272-73) of Sent. 32 and Abst. 3.27.2,
which refers to “the man led by passions” who is “harmless only to (npoc) his children and wife”; “the man
led by reason,” who “preserves harmlessness toward (npoc) a citizen and still more toward foreigners and
all human beings”; and the person “more similar to god (udAiov Spotog Bed),” who “does not bring
harmlessness to a standstill among humans but extends it also to (eig) the other animals.” Identifying the

three respectively as “unjust, civically just, and purificatorily just,” Edwards says that “civic justice is

perfectly compatible with being a meat-eater, while purificatory justice (i.e., that of the philosopher) entails
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The ascent back to nous is undertaken, then—at least in its earlier stages—
through just behavior and non-harming, but also through “abstinence,” in this case, “from
actions [done] with the body and from the passions shared with it” (32.16-18). Here we
find another obvious intertext with Abstinence, in the word dmoyn—one that invites us, as
an effect of that intertext, to think of meat-eating as a prime example of those
aforementioned “actions.” We might say that Porphyry extends the intertext if we
consider his reference to “the passions shared with it” together with his observation (at
Abst. 2.45.4) that the pure person “approaches the god...with a truly pure freedom from
passion in the soul and the lightness of the body not weighed down by alien and foreign
juices and passions of the soul.”*” In Sent. 32, Porphyry’s program encompasses actions
(or, more precisely, abstinence from certain kinds of actions) with an emphasis on
internal work. As he puts it, “Accept (raparappdvor) only necessary pleasures and
perceptions that are for the sake of healing or the relief of suffering,” removing pains if
possible, but otherwise “endur[ing] them gently, reducing them by not being affected in
common with them (ur cvundoyewv).” Anger and fear should be suppressed. “Desire for

every inferior thing (pavAov),” Porphyry says, “must be expelled (é£oprotéov)” (32.111-

vegetarianism.” Though in her view, “Porphyry’s theory of justice has it that the justice of an action is
determined solely by reference to the soul state of the agent” (2016, 273), the repeated prepositions (npdg,
€lg) at Abst. 3.27.2 point to relationality and outer-directedness.

3% Cf. Abst. 1.32.2, where amoy is used for abstinence “from those sensations (aicOnudtov) that stir up
passions (md0n),” including those that “arise from food,” and 1.45.1 for abstinence “from contact with
pleasures (drolavoewv) and actions (npa&ewv) through the body (810 odpartog).” In calling attention to
these intertexts, I do not mean to suggest that Sententiae advocates vegetarianism or disparages meat-

eating, neither of which it mentions.
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23). Though in Abstinence the call to vegetarianism leads to a greater emphasis on
actions than we find in Sent. 32, the latter text notes that “whoever has the greater
[virtues] necessarily also has the lesser ones” ready to be activated “in the circumstances

2 9

of ‘becoming’ ” (katd mepictacty Th¢ yevésewc) (32.78-82), i.e., earthly human
existence, in which actions are required. In other words, the cohabitation of lower virtues
with higher ones provides a way of conceptualizing what harmlessness would mean at the
level of the contemplative virtues. One could say that the harmlessness envisioned at the
civic and cathartic levels would remain operative even in the person who has achieved
the contemplative level of virtues (if such an accomplishment is even possible in a
lifetime).*®

As in Abstinence, with its various exempla, the idea of imitation is suggested by
the schema in Sent. 32. At each level, there is not just a goal or target (1€Ao¢ or 6KomdQ)
concerning what one wants to achieve but also a model—what one wishes to become.
Thus, the person acting in accordance with practical (i.e., civic) virtues, we are told, is “a
good (omovdaioc) person”;’’ with purificatory virtues, “a divine (Sopévioc) person, or

even a good daemon (doipwv dyado6g)”’; with contemplative virtues, “a god” (6¢6g); and

with paradigmatic virtues (10 T®v moapaderypaTik@yv), “a father of gods” (Be®dv matnp)

%% On this point, see Sent. 32.94-96: “We must pay attention most of all to the purificatory virtues,
considering that the attainment of them [is] in this life (v t® Bi® To0t®), and the ascent (&vodoc) to the
more-honored [virtues] [is] also through them.” From another perspective, one could also pick up on the
reference to increasing one’s “inner good” at Abst. 3.26.13 and understand harmlessness at the
contemplative level to be a kind of harmlessness to one’s true self, i.e., nous.

37 As Dillon (2005, 2:813n145) points out, “crovdoiog [is] the (primarily) Stoic term for...the man of

virtue.”
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(32.90-93). Clearly the third level, a fully accomplished assimilation to god, sets the bar
quite high, while the fourth level goes further still, encompassing the perfection of the
Platonic Forms of virtues themselves. As the name “paradigmatic” suggests, these virtues
are the ultimate “example[s] for imitation.””® Although Sent. 32 lacks the pervasive

discourse of imitation that we find in Abstinence, one could say that the process of

9% ¢ 2 ¢¢

becoming “a good person,” “a divine person,” “a god,” or “a father of the gods™ entails
striving to imitate what each exemplum does at its level of virtue or what it has done to
reach that level.

The ascent of the soul has a counterpart in Porphyry’s notion of cotnpia or
“salvation,”™’ which he connects with abstinence. The LSJ definitions of the noun include
“deliverance, preservation”; “safe return”; “security, safety”; “bodily health, well-being”;

and, with New Testament examples, “salvation.” Abstinence’s use of cotnpia is divided

between references to physical safety or survival, as with two instances in Hermarchus’s
phy y 5

¥ Montanari s.v. mapadetypa. Cf. Plot. 7.44-47, where Porphyry says that Plotinus “continued putting
forward [one of his followers] as a good example (mapdaderypa) for those studying philosophy.”

%% In his focus on the ascent of soul, Porphyry has little to say in Abstinence on reincarnation—despite the
musings of Plato and Plotinus on the topic. Whereas both predecessors discuss the movement of souls
between human and nonhuman bodies, Porphyry avoids this line of argument against meat-eating, as well
as eschatology in general. As Bouffartigue and Patillon (1977, I:1viii) observe, “when Porphyry evokes
union with God, or the forms of relationship that one is able to have with him, he never situates them

2 9

explicitly after death. They appear to be realizable in the ‘hic et nunc.” ” (For what is perhaps a different
perspective in Sent. 32, see note 36 above.) For the view—not reflected in Abstinence—that “in Porphyry’s
interpretation of [Pl. Phdr.] 249, the cycle of rebirth (reincarnation) is broken permanently when the soul

chooses three consecutive philosophical lives, at which time [it] is perpetually in union with the One,” see

Simmons 2015, xviii and ch. 9.
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discourse (1.10.2), but also to the security of the soul, in which case we can justifiably

’ : 40
render cotpia as “salvation.”

Porphyry, in fact, draws a contrast between safety and
salvation in the penultimate chapter of book 1 while underlining the necessity of
abstinence. Having just observed that “the contemplative (6 Bewpntikdg)...will not search
out the meat of ensouled beings (Epyoymv Bpdoeig) as if not satisfied with food from that
which is unensouled (tf] T@®v dyOywv),” Porphyry says, “Even if the nature of the body
were not that way in the case of the philosopher and not so easily managed and easy to
heal with what happens to be around (t®v Tvyovtwv), but if it were necessary to bear
even pains (aAyno6vag) for the sake of true (dAnOivig) salvation (cwtnpiog), would we
we not bear them?”” (1.56.1-2). As elsewhere in Abstinence, the use of “true” (dAnOwiic)
here, as a modifier of campia, can be read as a marker of a core idea of the text.*!
“Salvation (cowtnpiag) for us,” Porphyry adds, “arises through deeds (£pywv), not through
mere listening (dKpodcewc...yiAfic) to teachings (A0ywv)” (1.57.1). As he says earlier, “If
being happy (10 €bdapov) had been defined (dpmdpioto) as the acquisition of teachings
(8v Moywv dvainyet), it would be possible to achieve the goal (télovg) [even] for those
who are heedless (dAympodvtag) of foods (tpoedv) and kinds of deeds (mowdv Epywv),”
something he suggests we must not be. Rather, “since it is necessary for us, having been

purified through words and deeds, to obtain life in exchange for our current life (Corv €1

avti Lofg aALaEacOot Thg vOVv),” he says, “come, let us consider what sort of words

%0 See, e.g., Girgenti and Sodano’s observation (2005, 538) that “salvation” (salvezza) in Abstinence
“consists in the return (émotpoen, dvactpoen) of the soul to God after the fall into the material.” It is
useful to contrast cotnpio with doedieto, which is used in Abstinence always with the sense of physical
safety.

*! For more on this point, see the introduction, section III.
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(Aoyor) and what deeds (€pya) bring us into this [life] (gig tadTv Nuag kabictot)”
(1.29.5-6). As Bouffartigue and Patillon put it, “For Porphyry, abstinence is a means, not

sufficient but indispensable, for arriving at salvation.”**

I11. Purity and Ethics

In his pursuit of purity, Porphyry follows a tradition that extends from Pythagoras and
Empedocles through Plato, the early Academy, the Neopythagoreans, and Plotinus.* It is
a tradition of seeking transcendence of the bodily for one’s immortal soul through a life
of virtue, asceticism, and contemplation. At the same time, the problem of how a
philosopher, a contemplative person, abides in the world runs through this tradition.
There is a steady negotiation between action and contemplation that we may map onto
the dialectic of justice and purity. Although, in the case of Porphyry, virtue—or, more
precisely, other-directed virtue—is an essential part of the program, asceticism and
contemplation have often been cast as the parts that truly matter.

It is indeed possible to find an ethics of self-directed withdrawal in two Platonic
passages that are clearly influential for Porphyry, but also, in both cases, an other-
directed element. In Phaedo (67a-c), we are told, “In the time in which we live
(C®dpev)...as it seems, we will be nearest to knowing if as much as possible (811 péiiota)
we have no association (undev opuAdpev) with the body and do not share (kowvovdpev)

anything with it, unless there is an absolute necessity (611 pur| mdca avaykn), and...we

* Bouffartigue and Patillon 1977, 1:liii-liv.
* One of Empedocles’ titles was Purifications (oi KaOappoi: see D.L. 8.63 and 8.77). For his declaration

of a universal law against killing, see Arist. Rh. 1.13, discussed in chapter 2, section III.

198



purify ourselves (kaBapedmpev) of it until the god himself sets us free (dwoAdon).” In the
same passage, purification (ka0apoic) is presented as “separating (10 ywpilew) the soul,
as much as possible (611 pddiota), away from the body, and accustoming (€8ican) it to
being gathered together (cuvayeipeoBai) and mustered (aBpoilecBar) into itself (kad’

44 .
™" The speaker is of course

avTnV) out of the body, from every side (mavtaydbev).’
Socrates, imprisoned and awaiting execution precisely for his other-directedness—“not

politics per se but a certain form of political life, a life of being ‘a busybody in private,” ”
as Weiss describes it, or as Timmerman puts it, an “erotic art...of seeking wisdom and of

% In Theaetetus (176a-b), we are told that because “it is

seeking it together with others.
not possible for ills (kakd) to be...seated among the gods, but, necessarily (€€ dvaykng),
they wander about this mortal nature (Bvntv @¥Oowv) and this place (témov),” one must
“attempt (melpdcoOar) to escape (pevyewv) from here (€vBévde) to there (ékeioe) as quickly
as possible (611 téyiota).” This “flight” (pvyn), however, is “assimilation to god
(opoimoig Bed®), as much as possible (kotd 10 dSvvatov),” which is a matter, in turn, of
“becoming just (dikaiov) and holy (6c1ov) with wisdom (petd ppovicemg)” because “god
is in no way, in any manner, unjust (&31koc)” but “as just as is possible (¢ 0iov t&
dwkandtarog), and there is nothing more like him (6poidtepov) than the one among us

who becomes, in turn, as just as possible.” Even construed as an inner state, justice as it is

presented here is inseparable from behavior in the world, with the way one interacts with

* Cf. Marc. 10.179-83, where Porphyry says, “Train yourself (ueAetgng) to ascend (Gvafoaiverv) into
yourself (gig ceavtnv), collecting (cvAréyovoa) away from the body all the parts (uéAn) of you that have
been scattered and cut up into a multitude of pieces (eig mAijfog) from the unity you had until then (4o tig
TEMG...EVDOEWDC).”

45 Weiss 2012, 132; Timmerman 2013.
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others, as Socrates makes clear when he presents “seem[ing] to be good and not bad” as
the wrong reason to “flee vice (movnpiav) and pursue virtue (@petijv).”*® Since Socrates is
talking about a quality of justice that other people can perceive, whether accurately or
falsely, his discourse here concerns visible behavior. For Porphyry, as we have seen,
assimilation to god is a way of conceptualizing purity and connecting it to justice, as his
use of this concept brings together ideas of self-sufficiency (avtdpkeia 1.54.6) and
universal harmlessness (10 dPropic &v dmaow 3.27.1), as Girgenti suggests.*’

Among those who cast Porphyry’s purity concerns as overwhelmingly self-
directed, there is a tendency to compare him unfavorably to Plato. Speaking of a passage
of Abstinence in which Porphyry cites Plato for the idea that “the philosopher should not
be carried along with (cuopmeprpépesBar) inferior (pavAoig) habits (€0161016),...but should
attempt to alter (petafdaiier) them for the better” or otherwise “go in quest of the true
(6pO1v) road (680v), traveling over it himself” (2.61.6), Bouffartigue and Patillon find
“two grand tendencies of Plato”—either to retreat into contemplation or serve as an
educator in the city. For Porphyry but not for Plato, they say, the educational role
“passes...into the background.”*® As they go on to note, Plato’s Republic book 6
“narrowly joins the two tendencies, showing that the obligation of the philosopher is to

contemplate the Good to reform the city according to this model,” even though “he runs

4 @A yap, & Gprote, 00 Tavy Tt Padlov TEicat GG Gpo ovY B Eveka o TOALOT pact SeIv movnpioy puév
QEVYELY, APETNV O& SIDKELV, TOVTOV XAPLY TO PEV EMTNOEVTEOV, TO &’ 0V, Tva d1) ) KoKOG Kai tva ayabog
Soxij slva.

7 Girgenti and Sodano 2005, 527.

* Bouffartigue and Patillon 1977, 1:XXXiv-XXxv.
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the risk of letting himself be deformed by it.”*

Elsewhere Bouffartigue and Patillon
observe, “From the beginning of his exhortation, at 1.28.3-4,” Porphyry “opposes two
ways of life”: the contemplative life in accordance with nous and the life according to
nature (the “middle life”). Speaking of the latter, which they align with Stoicism, they say
that “a Middle or Neoplatonic is only able to take it for inferior, since it is not made
uniquely for contemplation.” Porphyry, they say, “found in Plato the undeniable
guarantor of the attitude that he proposed, on the condition of retaining only one aspect of
his doctrine and forgetting that the political constitutes an essential element of the
original Platonic investigation.””

However, in the opposition between a civic-minded Plato and a hermetic
Porphyry and Plotinus, the social role of the two Neoplatonists tends to get lost. Referring
to “an ethics of giving” implied in Plotinus’s work, O’Meara says, “The vision of the One
(the Good) may...lead to the desire to communicate the Good...on the political level
(lawgiving in the image of the Good) and on the individual level through the example of
wisdom and virtue that can be given to others.” Indeed, “Porphyry’s Life suggests that
Plotinus was active...as a model and guide for his friends and followers”—an exemplum,

that is, to be imitated.”’ We see the other-directedness of Plotinus in that work, though the

emphasis is on his steady intellectual focus:

* Bouffartigue and Patillon 1977, 1:XXXiv-XXxv.

> Bouffartigue and Patillon 1977, 1:lix-Ix.

> O’Meara 1993, 108-10. Regarding the ethics of giving, see Hornum’s reference (2002, 25) to “the
donative nature of Form and the One,” which “give existence to all...things” and O’Meara’s discussion of
“The Derivation of All Things from the One” (1993, 60-78), which starts with Plotinus’s query (Enn.

5.1.6.3-8) concerning how the One “did not remain a thing unto itself but such a multitude flowed out,
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Warding off the anxieties and cares of life from so many people, he never, while
awake (8ypnyopdtmc), slackened his extension (tdowv) toward (mpog) nous. He
was both gentle (npdoc) and available (éxkeipevog) to all who in any way had an
acquaintance with him. Wherefore, having passed 26 whole years in Rome and
having arbitrated disputes for the greatest number of people, he never had any
enemy among the officials. (Plot. 9.16-22)
In Plotinus’s never-faltering concentration on nous, we might see the disposition of man
acting according to contemplative virtues, a god, as it were, in the schema of Sent. 32.
Elsewhere Porphyry refers to Plotinus as “this divine man” (tout® 1@ daipovie), which
would seem to identify him as someone at the cathartic, not the contemplative, level of

9952

virtue, though, in the same sentence, Porphyry appears to point higher.””” In either case,

which is seen in things that exist” (ovk uevev ékeivo €9’ €avTtod, Tocobtov 8¢ AT 00g EEeppin, 6 OpdTat
ugv év toic odowv). On a more mundane level, see Porphyry’s reference to Abstinence itself (at 1.1.3) as
“equal in worth” to his friendship with Firmus. See also Schniewind’s observations (2005, 54 and 58-59)
regarding Plotinus and the broader issue of the role of the Platonic sage: “The principle of generosity of the
Good means that the Good necessarily and automatically shares this quality with beings on every level of
reality.” Thus, “the more the sage imitates the Good,...the more he naturally imitates this principle of
generosity,...tak[ing] on himself the function not only of a model which should be looked at so as to know
how it would be good to act, but also of an active pedagogue.” For an extreme take on Plotinian ethics, see
Dillon 1996, 324: “[Plotinus] would, of course, observe the vulgar decencies.... One feels...that he would
have gladly helped an old lady across the road—but he might very well fail to notice her at all. And if she
were squashed by a passing wagon, he would remain quite unmoved.”

52 “Ty this divine man most of all, who often through reflection led himself on to the first god, the one
beyond...that very god appeared, the one who has neither shape nor any Form but is seated beyond Intellect

and everything that is intelligible” (udAioTa TOVTE T dopovie EOTL TOAAAKLG EVAYOVTL EQVTOV €ig TOV
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whether as a “god” or “a divine man,” Plotinus, in Porphyry’s account, was not self-
absorbed but someone who “associated (cuvijv) both with himself and others at the same
time” (Plot. 8.19). Whether through the magnetism of his thought or the attraction of his
benevolent care, Plotinus was able to attract “many auditors (dkpoatdg)” (Plot. 7)—
including doctors, politicians, and others with worldly roles—drawing them toward a life
that led, in turn, toward his own divine model (though it seems that only a few gave
themselves over entirely to philosophy, a further indicator, in Porphyry’s description, of
an ethos of difference of degree). Like Plotinus, “whose care for others...Porphyry
records so prominently in his Life of Plotinus,” as Smith observes, Porphyry can be seen
as an exemplum in his own life, in view of “the commentaries and philosophical
explanations provided for his friends, his words of advice to his wife and his general

concern with finding a way of ‘salvation’ for all.””’

The case for programmatic other-
directedness may be stronger still for the Porphyry of Abstinence, who presents
harmlessness as an essential element in the assimilation to god (3.26) and, unlike
Plotinus, extends that harmlessness to animals.

There is, as we have seen, a critical tendency to find a subordination of other-
directed justice to self-directed purity in Neoplatonist thought, starting with Plotinus and

Porphyry. According to Bénatouil and Bonazzi, for example, while “Philo and

Plutarch...both argued for a tight connection between Bewpia and npa&ic,” for “a deep

np@dToV Kol Emékeva B0V Tl Evvoialg...£pdvn Ekeivog O Be0c O PNTe LopENV pTe TIVE W0€av Exwv, DTEP
8¢ vodv Kol Tthv TO vontov 1dpvpévog). Porphyry says that one time he himself “approached (tAncidoar)
and was united (évo0Oijvar) with” this god beyond, i.e., the One (Plot. 23.7-14).

>3 Smith 2005, 71. For more on Porphyry’s possible concern for “salvation for all,” see the conclusion

below.
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transformation of oneself (i.e. of one’s own soul)” through the contemplation of divine
objects that “inevitably bears practical (ethical but also political) consequences,” such
consequences “were progressively neglected” by later Platonists.’* Neoplatonists, Gerson
says, “identify the contemplative life with the highest stage reachable by an embodied
person in the process of assimilation to the divine,” treating “the practice of ethical
virtue” as desirable but “inferior and belonging to a life of secondary value.””
Addressing Porphyry specifically, Johnson says of Sent. 32 that “the severely limited
place of civic virtues within the overall conception of the virtues must be emphasized.”°

Goldin goes so far as to assert that none of the four levels of virtue, including the civic

one, are other-directed. As he puts it, “Porphyry follows Plotinus in his belief that justice

>* Bénatouil and Bonazzi 2012, 10. The division between Oswpia and npaéig is referred to explicitly by
Porphyry at Abst. 1.52.2, where, as we have seen, the philosopher is said to have “no need either for
strength or an increase of physical force if he intends to dedicate himself to contemplation (Bswpiq), not to
action (npa&eot) and debauchery.” Several other reference to mpa&ic perhaps clarify that Porphyry is not
disparaging action as such but rather action that is tied in with the body. These include 1.45.1, where he
refers to abstinence “from contact with pleasures (dmolavcewv) and actions (npa&ewv) through the body
(010 cdpatog)”; 1.47.2, where he refers to “strength (pdung) that rouses (£ygipovong) one to actions (pog
npa&elg)”; and, as we have seen, Sent. 32.17-18, where he explains that the purificatory virtues are so
named since they involve “abstinence from actions (npd&emv) [done] with the body (peta 100 cdpatog)
and from the passions shared with it (copnafei®dv tdv Tpog avtd).” Similarly, at Abst. 1.31.5, when
Porphyry says that, “along with actions (pywv), one must also stand away from (droctatéov) the
passionate attachment (rpoomafeiag) to them and from passion (wédBovg),” the context is specifically
negative actions, such as eating (meat, presumably) and taking bribes.

33 Gerson 2005, 21.

3¢ Johnson 2013, 294n201.
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in all of its forms is not essentially other-regarding.”’ As an extension of Goldin’s
understanding of civic virtue, he observes that “abstaining from meat serves what [Sent. ]
32 called ‘purificatory justice,” ” adding that “according to this argument, the eating of
meat is to be avoided out of self-interest, not for the sake of the animal to be eaten.”® It
should be noted, however, that Goldin’s reading privileges Sent. 32 and Marcella over
Abstinence, and takes as confirmation of Porphyry’s self-interested perspective his
“repeatedly averring that his advocacy of a vegetarian diet is meant only for
philosophers™*—a claim that, as we have seen, is far from decisive.

We need not accept Brisson’s emphasis when, speaking of the civic virtues, he
observes, “The soul at this level is turned away from its true being, since it is turned

9560

toward the body and the city.””” Nor must we fully accept Annas’s notion of a “rift in

Plato’s thought” that Plotinus could not repair: “between conceptions of virtue as...an

uncompromising but committed engagement with the world and, on the other [hand], a

9961

flight from and rejection of it”” —that is to say, an entirely self-directed notion of

“becoming like god.” Plotinus, as we saw in Porphyry’s biography of him, “never, while
awake, slackened his extension toward nous,” yet at the same time “ward[ed] off the

95602

anxieties and cares of life from so many people.””” While care for others, including

nonhuman others, requires redirecting one’s soul from the body, the model of Plotinus

> Goldin 2001, 356.
*¥ Goldin 2001, 363.
> Goldin 2001, 363.
% Brisson 2005, 132.
%1 Annas 1999, 70.

52 Porph. Plot. 9.16-22.
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shows that in the human who has become “divine” or even like god, extension toward

nous does not exclude but indeed coincides with that other-directed gaze.

IV. Conclusion
When we consider the extension of purity, or salvation, to others—what might be called

“other-directed purity”®

—we encounter a limit corresponding to the one that Porphyry
appears to place on the obligation to be vegetarian. For if the text excludes craftsmen,
athletes, soldiers, sailors, orators, and politicians from its call to abstinence and addresses
only philosophers, even while casting abstinence as a requirement of salvation, then it
effectively limits salvation to philosophers alone. Such an outcome is liable to draw
criticism for its elitism, as we will see below, and one might consider such criticism to
run parallel to the criticism Porphyry’s limitations on abstinence have drawn from the
perspective of justice for animals. However, instead of concluding that Porphyry’s
supreme concern is purity, specifically the purity of a few, we might consider
“philosophers” here as a functional category, open to anyone willing to do what
philosophers are supposed to do, not as a fixed category of social class. From that
perspective, the barriers appear more fluid, the aspirations more inclusive.

Porphyry’s disparagement of non-philosophers has drawn much notice—and it is

reflected in an abundant lexicon of pejoratives, including oi Tvydvteg (“ordinary people™),

ot idudton (“laypeople”), oi moAloi (“the many™), and 0 dyrog (“the crowd”), 6 TAfiBog

%3 T use this phrase to mark a departure from the unmarked alignment of purity with the self-directed. In the
case of the generally outer-directed justice I have discussed, one aims not to harm others with respect to
their bodies. In the case of outer-directed purity, one aims to help others along to the purity of soul that one

wishes for oneself.
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(“the multitude”), and 6 yvdaiog (“the common person”). A mannered pessimism about
what such people are capable of comes through in a passage of book 1 in which Porphyry
answers the objection, previously raised, that vegetarianism, if widely adopted, would
cause animals to overrun the earth.
The ordinary person (6 ToA0g) is not intelligent (cuvetog) about what is
advantageous (tod cvupépovtoc) either for his own interest (tod idiov) or for the
public interest (tod kowvod) and unable to make a judgment (kpictv) between
good (Goteiov) and inferior (pavAov) habits (60v).** In addition to these things,
there is much wantonness (doelyeg)—full of intemperance (dkpaciog)—among
the many (toig moALoig). Therefore one should not fear there will ever not be
people eating (Bpwoodpevor) animals. (1.52.4)%
Here we may detect a note of exasperation or the air of a disappointed idealist, someone
predicting failure while still perhaps hoping for the realization of his vision, as in the
inspirational peroration of 3.27.10—"Let us imitate the golden race; let us imitate those
who have have been set free.” Recall that this exhortation is set up as a response to a
question concerning universality—“If everyone should be persuaded by these things,
what will happen to us?” (3.27.8)—which is resumed at 3.27.10: “What, therefore, will
we do?” At the end of book 3, then, one may infer, the “us” encompasses not just

philosophers, but everyone, an inference reinforced by Porphyry’s construction of the

6 Cf. Porphyry’s claim that animals “know everything that is advantageous (td copEépov)” (3.9.4).

% For the anti-vegetarian argument relating to the overpopulation of animals, see 1.11.3-5, 1.16.2, and
1.24.1. For another response to this argument, centered on animals’ mortality and their need for human
protection, see Abst. 1.53.1 and 4.14.3. Cf. also Lucr. 5.855-77 and Arist. Pol. 1254b, discussed in chapter

1, notes 36 and 54.
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Golden Age itself as a time of universal vegetarianism.® Indeed, we see in this passage
and in the following one that Porphyry’s pessimism about how people presently are
coexists with an idealistic sense of how they ought to be:

If in fact everyone thought (mévtwv...ppovnodvimv) the best (dpiota) thoughts,

there would be no need (ypeia) for bird catching, fowlers, fishermen,

swineherds.... But if manifold thoughtlessness (dppoctvnc) of all possible shapes

remains among humans, the ones who will eat [animals] voraciously (oi Tadta

Aopapynoovieg) will also be countless. (1.53.1)
In these passages, Porphyry notably picks up language that appears in his citation of
Hermarchus, the Epicurean, in book 1. Hermarchus says, “Even now,” the penalty of the
law is all that “holds back ordinary people (tovg Tvy6vtag) and hinders them from doing
that which is detrimental (dAvcitedéq) either in public (kowfy) or in private (idiq),”
whereas “if everyone (ndvteg) were similarly able to see and remember the advantageous
(10 ovueépov), they would not need laws in addition” (1.8.3-4). Porphyry, for his part,
suggests that if everyone not only could see the advantageous but “thought the best
thoughts,” meat-eating, which he aligns with “thoughtlessness,” would disappear, as
would the various servicers of those who “voraciously eat” the bodies of animals. If
everyone thought the best thoughts, human slaughterers of harmless animals would
disappear, and all, in fact, would be on a path to purity and salvation.

In part because of his dispararagement of non-philosophers, Porphyry’s stance on
what Augustine refers to in City of God (10.32) as “a universal way of liberating the

soul” remains a matter of contention. Commenting on Porphyry’s failure to grasp that

66 See the discussion of the origins of sacrifice in chapter 5, section IV.
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Christianity was the very thing he was searching for, Augustine claims that Porphyry “far
from doubtfully confesses that there is some such path”*’—both universal in scope and
singular—the path “by which all souls without exception are liberated” and without
which no soul is liberated.®® Accepting Augustine’s premise that Porphyry must have
believed in such a path, Smith refers to Porphyry’s “attempt to bring philosopher and
man on the street together in a common form of salvation” and to “his search for a way of
bringing the soul to god—he could call it salvation—which would be open to all men and
nations and not restricted to philosophers.”® Simmons, for his part, locates in the
fragmentary Philosophia ex oraculis “a hierarchical soteriology” that was “in a sense
universal,” encompassing purification of the “intellectual soul” (for “the mature
Neoplatonic philosopher”) and of “the lower or spiritual part of the soul” either through
continence (for “novice philosophers”) or through cults and theurgy (for “a vast majority

of human beings™).”’ In Clark’s view, however, the more likely scenario is that “Porphyry

%7 According to August. C.D. 10.32, “When Porphyry says in his book on the return of the soul...that [a
teaching] that contains a universal way of liberating the soul (universalem...viam animae liberandae) has
not yet been acquired in one particular sect, either by any true philosophy (philosophia verissima aliqua) or
by the morals and teaching of Indians or by the inductio of the Chaldaeans, or any other way, and that the
same path has not yet been conveyed to his awareness by historical investigation, far from doubtfully
(procul dubio) he confesses that there is some such path (aliguam), but that it has not yet come to his
awareness.”

% Nam quae alia via est universalis animae liberandae, nisi qua universae animae liberantur ac per hoc
sine illa nulla anima liberatur?

% Smith 2000, 187, and 2011, 2.

" Simmons 2015, xi-xiv.
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1”71

denied any claim that there is a single way of liberating the soul”’" (in the mode of

2 . .
72 since he “is

Christianity) and would not have believed in “a way accessible to all,
contemptuous of the common man...who cannot make the moral and intellectual effort
required by On Abstinence.”” Elsewhere, she asks, “What about the working classes, the
banausoi with their vulgar ideas, their material satisfactions and their failure to
understand, who need the concessions made by civic laws [Abst. 2.41.5]? Have we any
reason to think that Porphyry at any time sought a universal way of salvation accessible
even to them? Bluntly, no.” Clark goes on to say that Abstinence is “an unusually
isolationist account of the true philosopher” and that “in his surviving work, there is no
sign of interest in the souls of ordinary people.”””

While one could argue that Porphyry does in fact show signs of interest in the
souls of ordinary people,” the distinction between classes of people does not seem as
salient as the universal human condition of fallenness and the universal possibility of
overcoming it, at least as a notional goal. As always, a distinction remains between what
Porphyry thinks he can expect of people and what he would have them do—or what they

would be capable of with discipline, commitment, and the right principles. As we have

seen, the “incapacity (ddvvopiog) for eternal communion with the intelligible and [the]

7! Clark 2007, 136.

7 Clark 2000c, 48.

7 Clark 2000c, 48.

™ Clark 2007, 139.

> We see such interest in Marcella, e.g., to the extent that much of what it advocates is couched in the
language of conventional piety, “an assemblage of familiar quotations,” as Clark herself (2007a, 169) puts

it, though Simmons (2018, xi) interprets Marcella as “written for...novice philosophers.”
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inclination (duvdpewg), as it were, toward the things that are here” (4bst. 1.30.6) hinders
not just people construed as less worthy, but all human beings. Conversely, while
Porphyry says in Marc. 6 that “it would not be possible for those intending to remember
their homeward journey (vootov) from their foreign residence here (éx tfic évravfoi
Eévng kataymync) to make the return journey (éndvodov) with pleasure...and ease,” such
a journey remains, nonetheless, a possibility for anyone willing to undertake it.”* One
might say, the willingness (or lack of willingness)—the receptivity to the call to
philosophy—is the heart of the matter. One would expect the attraction of transcendence
to elude “the one who sleeps,” an overarching description for the excluded people
referred to at Abst. 1.27.2-3. However, anyone who sleeps can wake up, and in that
respect there remains hope that even the somnolent might open their eyes, perhaps in a
moment of crisis, and—if they are exposed to appropriate philosophical models—take
their first steps on the philosophical path. In Abstinence, as we have seen Porphyry
observes, that “with the passions drawn in and desires and anger extinguished, and the
reasoning power holding its appropriate sovereignty, assimilation to the Greater follows
immediately.” With an incantatory repetition of ndv, Porphyry evokes universality as he
goes on to say that “the Greater in the universe (t® mavti) is absolutely (ndvtwc)
harmless, and through its power, it is salvific (cwotikov) of all (mévtwv), beneficent to all

(mavtov), and self-sufficient (dnpocodeec) in relation to all (mévtwv)” (3.26.10-11).

" For a different view, cf. Johnson (2013, 10-11 with n44), who cites Marc. 6-8 and several fragments to
point not just to the “hardship and rigor” of “the life of the soul seeking God (or pursuing virtue)” and its
“ascent” as something “only a few would achieve” but also to the need for “specialists” who could be

“arbiters of the transmission of truth to a select coterie of students.”
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Like Porphyry, in a sense, Plotinus appears to cast the potential for salvation in
universal terms, when he asks, “Is there not at all a human being (008’ &€otv dA®C
dvBpwmoc) who does not have also this thing, either potentially (duvdpuet) or actually
(évepyeiq), that in fact we say is to be happy (gvdaipova)? (Enn. 1.4.4). No one, in other
words, is excluded from the path. Describing the means of “escape” (puyn), Plotinus
says, “It is necessary while, as it were, shutting down vision to exchange (dALGEacO) it
and awaken (dveysgipar) another vision (dywv dAAnv), which everyone (ndc) has but few
(6Aiyor) use (ypdvrtar)” (Enn. 1.6.8). The distinction is, again, between what people are
willing to do and what, in their essence as human beings, they are able to do. To the
philosophically inclined, particularly “those attaching their happiness (g0daioviov) to
god and the imitation (pupnoemg) of god” (2.3.1), abstinence will commend itself; to the
“one who sleeps,” it will not readily do so. And yet Porphyry himself leaves no doubt that
abstinence from meat is a crucial part of the process of purification that leads where
every soul ought to go—and where every soul is fundamentally able to go—away from

the body, up toward intellect.
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Chapter 5: Piety and Sacrifice
I. Introduction
According to a “common-man” argument, “we sacrifice animals to the gods themselves,
contributing (cuvteAodvieg) to piety (eig evoéfetav)” (1.22.1). In the last chapter of book
1, Porphyry himself remarks that “someone might be at a loss (dmoprceie) as to how we
place abstinence (dmoynv) in purity (év ayveiq), although, in sacrifices, we slay sheep and
oxen and consider this sacrifice pure (dyviv) and welcome to the gods™ (1.57.4)." In book
2, Porphyry takes up the question of piety and animal sacrifice, referring to it as “a matter
(AOyov) that is hard to decide (duodiaitntov),” one “needing much explanation if we are
to settle it both truthfully (6An0&c¢) and pleasingly for the gods.” His own opinion—
“things as they appear to us (& awvopeva Nuiv)” (2.1)—emerges most succinctly when
he says that Theophrastus “appropriately (eik6tmg) forbids (admayopevet) those wishing to
be truly pious (1® dvti evcefeiv) from sacrificing ensouled beings (Epuyvoya)” (2.11.3) and
again when he says that “the completely (teAeimg) law-abiding (vopipov) and pious
(evoefi) person must abstain (dpektéov) from all [ensouled beings]” (4.18.10).

The references to being “truly” and “completely” pious imply, by contrast, two
lesser forms of “piety”—the latter praiseworthy (albeit imperfect) within the framework
of “more and less”; the former simply erroneous, the product of a false necessity arising

from misconceptions about the gods. In this chapter, I will consider how Porphyry

" Sheep and cattle are the harmless animals par excellence. Though grammatically the participles
pnAoceoyodvtég and Bovbutodvreg modify the “we” of Tibgpev (“we place abstinence in purity”), the
perspective has clearly shifted.

* The components of dvodiaitntog (“hard to decide”) suggest that sacrifice is not just a difficult question

but the basis of a “bad diet.”
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responds to personal, civic, and religious claims of necessity in relation to sacrifice; his
theory of piety as a form of justice, of rendering what is due to the gods; and his theology
and demonology in light of the mimetic model of good and bad exempla that I have
previously discussed. That same model will help us make sense of the sometimes
contradictory accounts that Porphyry provides of the origins of sacrifice. Overall, the
chapter will consider how Porphyry seeks in book 2 to reconcile purity, justice, and piety
in the face of this fundamental civic-religious practice. I hope to show, ultimately, how
the lengthy discussion of sacrifice in book 2 is an integral part of Porphyry’s overall

argument for a vision of justice that includes animals as well as humans and gods.

I1. Piety and Necessity
While Porphyry says that animal sacrifice should be off-limits to the “completely law-
abiding and pious” person, other passages in book 2 use equivocal language that might be
seen at first as elevating personal purity over the justice claims of animals. When animal
sacrifice is necessary, Porphyry seems at times to be saying in these passages, one should
at least not eat the animal. We might gather, in other words, that the lives of animals are
of less concern than the need to preserve purity by keeping their bodies out of one’s own.
However, Porphyry never actually claims a personal necessity to sacrifice animals, nor
does he acknowledge a civic necessity, though its gravitational pull may be detected in
some of his formulations.

Although in book 2 Porphyry repeatedly refers to a personal “necessity” of
sacrificing animals and logically separates killing from eating, the necessity is far from

absolute and the separation need not be seen as salvaging purity at the expense of justice.
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The claim of a logical separation, a non-necessary inference, between killing animals and
eating them (2.2.1-2), is elaborated at the start of book 2. A need to kill some animals
(because of destructiveness or danger, or in sacrifice), Porphyry says, does not entail
either eating them or killing domesticated ones, just as the putative necessity of meat for
some people (athletes, soldiers) does not entail the same for philosophers and indeed for
everyone (2.4.1-3). Though in each case, Porphyry challenges the inference, it is worth
considering whether he even accepts the premise. While it does seem that Porphyry
concedes the necessity or at least the appropriateness of killing animals who are “unjust
in nature...driven by nature to harm those who approach them” (2.22.2), and perhaps the
necessity of meat for athletes and soldiers (based on his exclusion of them from the scope
of his discourse at 1.27.1),” it may well be the case, current translations notwithstanding,
that he never actually says animal sacrifices are necessary. When Porphyry says,
regarding such sacrifices, that he will “necessarily demonstrate (&

avérykng...émdeikvoton) that one must not eat [the animals] (1o p1 8€iv £o6iew),” the

? But see my discussion of Spartans, in chapter 3, section IV.

* Porphyry’s argument (2.44.2-2.46.2) is not in fact a “necessary” demonstration in any logical sense but
rather an appeal to the consensus view of people he identifies as “theologoi”—probably the authors” of
the Chaldaean Oracles (Clark 2000a, 153n292), a lost work “conventionally attributed to a certain Julian
the Chaldaean...or to his son, Julian the Theurgist” (from the second century CE) and quoted in
Iamblichus’s On the Mysteries of the Egyptians (Potter 2003). According to Porphyry, the theologoi
exhorted sacrificers “to abstain from [the sacrificial animals] and to purify themselves beforehand by
fasting, especially from ensouled beings.” The resulting holiness (ayveio) would serve as a “safeguard of
reverence (QUAOKTYV TpoOg DAAPEL0V) —a protection against harm from “those [the sacrificers]
approach[ed] and appease[d]” (2.44.2-4). The argument, then, seems to be that some of the wiser people

who recommended expiatory animal sacrifices—and indeed even sorcerers (2.45.1)—understood both the
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embedded clause (ginep kai Bvew dvaykn moté) might be rendered, as in Clark’s

> n that case, there

translation—*"“even if it is sometimes necessary to sacrifice them.
would seem to be an acknowledgment on Porphyry’s part that animal sacrifices, however
regrettable, may, on occasion, be required. However, there are good reasons to render the
clause with a contrafactual coloration, as “if indeed it is ever (mot€) necessary (Gvéryxn)
to sacrifice them” (2.44.1). Before Abstinence, the only extant example of the sequence
ginep Koi...moté is in Plato’s Theaetetus (199d), where it has a strong contrafactual force.’
More important, Porphyry’s actual discussion of the “necessity” of sacrifice establishes it
as contingent on false, worldly needs and tied up with the appeasement of lower
divinities that are best avoided. Speaking of such beings, Porphyry says, “If it is fitting
(mpootike) to sacrifice some ensouled being to daemones or to gods or to some powers
(dvvépeowy), for some reasons either known or even unknown by human beings, it is not,
because of this, necessarily required (ovk...£&§ avdykng d¢l) to feast (BowvacBat) on
animals” (2.2.2). The construction, as before, does not assert that it is ever proper to
sacrifice animals to daemones, much less gods—indeed, as we will see, Porphyry says it

is daemones, not gods, who “take pleasure (yaipovteg) in the ‘drink-offering and odor of

a burnt sacrifice (kvion)’ ” (2.42.3). What he does assert is that if one “must” perform

need to keep the forces engaged by these sacrifices at some distance and the danger of attracting those
forces by eating sacrificial animals.

> See similarly Bouffartigue-Patillon and Girgenti-Sodano.

% koADEL 00V Kai Byvolay Tapayevopéviy yv@dvai Ti otfjoat koi TupAdT T 138V, eimep Kai EmoThun
ayvofjcai moté tva motoet (“nothing stops both the ignorance that comes upon someone from making him
know something and blindness from making him see if indeed knowledge will ever make someone

ignorant”).
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such a sacrifice, one need not—or even must not—also eat the animal. As we will see
below, Porphyry indicates that there is every reason to shun the bad daemones who fatten
themselves on animal sacrifices as misguided humans do.

In view of Porphyry’s insistent separation of killing and eating, we might say that
the admonition to avoid eating sacrificed animals amounts to a strategy of harm reduction
traceable to other-directed purity concerns as well as concern for the animals themselves.
In the act of killing, harm inheres both in the injustice toward the animal (the taking away
of life) and in the exposure to impurity precisely through the act of injustice. The taking
in of that animal body through eating, in turn, compounds the harm to oneself, as
Porphyry also makes clear (4.20.1).” An additional harm in eating that pertains to the
animal can be gathered from Porphyry’s references to cannibalism, as in the analogy he
offers at 2.57.3: “It is not the case that, since famines and war have been causes of eating
other animals, it is necessary to accept this for pleasure, just as we have not allowed
cannibalism either, and neither is it the case, because people sacrificed animals to some
powers, that they had to eat them, since people who sacrificed humans did not on account

of this, at least, taste human flesh.”® Addressing the non-necessity of eating animals at the
g y g

7 See again 4.20.1 (discussed in chapter 3, section I), in which Porphyry tells us that the holy men “held
that the slaughter of sentient animals and taking away of their lives is pollution for the living” (4.20.1). See
also the discussion of how souls of the violently slaughtered, human and nonhuman, remain attached to
their dead bodies (2.47.1-3).

¥ 00 toivov énei Mpoi kad TOAepOL oiTion THG TV GAAGV {hov Pphoemg yeyovaoty, &xpiiv TavTy Koi '
Nndoviyv mapadé&achat, kabdmep 00dE TV dvBpemoeayiav Tpoonkapeda: oo Enel £Bvodv Tiol duvdapeoty
{da, Expfv kol Ecbiev avtd. 006€ Yap avOpmdmovg Bdcavteg Eyedoavto ToHTOL Ye Eveka GAPKDY

avOporivov. (2.57.3).
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beginning of book 2, Porphyry likewise says, “The laws allow (cuveydpnoav) defending
oneself against enemies that are attacking, but to eat them has been considered to be no
longer in accordance with the human (xoat’ dvOpwnov)” (2.2.1). In the lliad, which
Porphyry refers to multiple times, it is a horrifying desecration to have one’s corpse eaten
by birds and dogs, while the even-more-extreme act of eating one’s enemies subsists only
in feverish wishes.” In that work, Achilles, ritually sacrifices Trojan youth (23.175-83)
without, of course, eating them—one might say, demonstrating Porphyry’s principle. In
view of Porphyry’s claim that animals are not different in body or soul from humans
(3.25.3), one might suppose that the repeated separation of killing concerns not just
pollution of the soul of the person who eats an animal but also the desecration of the
animal, a harm beyond the harm of killing.

Beyond these considerations, we can understand the discussion of sacrificing
animals without eating them as responding to social necessity, a civic duty to
participitate. It is commonly held that the centrality of the ritual of sacrifice to the public
life of the ancient polis made opting out of it a highly significant and charged act.'’ With

a note of defensiveness, Porphyry himself says:

? For references to the Iliad, see Abst. 1.13.3,1.47.2,2.141.1,2.59.2,4.18.4, and 4.20.4 and 13. With the
phrase “having eaten Priam raw” (opov Befpdboig [piapov Abst. 1.13.3 = 1l. 4.35), our text takes up the
Iliadic idea, implicit in Zeus’s imagining of Hera’s vengeance, that eating an enemy is the worst thing you
can do to him. For this idea, see, esp. II. 22.345-49.

10 See, e.g., Detienne ([1979] 1989, 6): “To refuse to eat meat is not only to behave in a manner different
from one’s fellows, it is to decide not to carry out the most important act in civil religion.” Vidal-Naquet
([1981] 1986, 22) seems to go even further: “When Ephorus [the fourth-century BCE historian]...contrasted

two types of Scythians...one of them cannibal, the other vegetarian...he was rationalizing and locating
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I do not come to undo (Abowv) the prevailing customs (voppa) among each
people,'" for it is not now my task to speak concerning the government
(moMteiog). But since the laws (vopwv) in which we live as citizens
(moltevdpeda) have granted that we may honor (yepaipev) the divine power
(Beilov) even with the simplest (AMtotdtwv), unensouled things (dyvywv), in
choosing the simplest we will sacrifice following the law of the city. (2.33.1)"?
We see a similarly defensive tone when, setting up his cross-cultural discussion,
Porphyry says, “If those in charge of the security (cotnpioc) of cities, and entrusted with
their piety (e0céPerav) toward (npog) the gods, abstain from animals ({dwv), how could
anyone dare (toAunocelev) to censure (aitidoOat) abstinence as harmful (dovpgopov) for
cities?” (4.5.6)."> As with the many tales of meat-eating and animal sacrifice among

Pythagoras and his followers,'* it is conceivable that the apparent limitations that

geographically a mythical opposition that is also an equivalent. The vegetarian is no less inhuman than the
cannibal.” See also (1981) 1986, 4. Derrida (1991, 114), developing the idea of a sacrificial order
(carnophallologocentrism), asks, “In our countries, who would stand any chance of becoming a chef’
d’Etat...of thereby acceding ‘to the head,” by publicly, and therefore exemplarily, declaring him- or herself
to be a vegetarian?”

"' Cf. Jesus’s declaration in Matt. 5:17 that his purpose is not to destroy existing laws.

"2 Notwithstanding the first-person plural (moltevopeda), I take the claim here regarding the laws to be
general and not specific to Porphyry’s time (when as noted below, persecution for non-participation in
sacrifice must have seemed a real possibility).

' The force of moral indignation in response to the sheer effrontery conveyed by the verb (toAudo) is
perhaps heightened by its use in reference to acts of cannibalism (2.57.2) and the gratuitous slaughter of
animals for luxury and entertainment (3.20.7). See also 4.2.9.

' For the contradictory testimonia on Pythagorean sacrifice and diet, see chapter 3, section IV.
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Porphyry places on the scope of vegetarianism—his observation, for example, that
“abstinence from ensouled beings...is not prescribed (mopayyéAlietar) for all human
beings without qualification (dnAdg o dvBpdmoig), but for philosophers” (2.3.1)—
was informed by social pressure, such as the persecutions of non-sacrificing Christians
under Decius in 250 and Diocletian in 301."

Still, while pressures to conform can be found in Porphyry’s era, his emphasis
remains on the possibility of abstinence rather than the civic necessity of sacrifice and
meat-eating. Plato, Porphyry says, thought “the philosopher should not be carried along
with inferior habits,...but should attempt to alter them for the better” or otherwise “go in
quest of the true road, traveling over it himself, wary neither of dangers from the many
nor of some other slander, if it should come to pass” (2.61.6). As Porphyry goes on to
observe:

It would indeed be dreadful if, with the Syrians not tasting (yebcacOor) fish, and

the Hebrews, pigs; and many of the Phoenicians and Egyptians, cows—but even

when many kings strove to change them they submitted to death rather than

'> My point here is not that philosophers are free from social pressure. Rather, to limit the scope of a
heterodox practice—to cast it as just for a few, not for the many—is to formulate a heterodoxy that is
inherently less threatening to the social order. For the dating of Abstinence (between the late 260s and early
270s CE), see the introduction, section I. On Decius’s edict, requiring sacrificial meat-eating backed up by
a certificate, and Diocletian’s persecutions, see, e.g., Clark 2011, 47-48. On the surprising claim that
Porphyry was an active supporter of Diocletian’s Great Persecution of Christians, see Townsend 2011, 221
and 230n43. While rejecting animal sacrifice, Christianity also largely rejected vegetarianism, as in 1 Tim.
4:3. See also Tert. De ieiun. 15.1, according to which “[the apostle Paul]...condemns in advance the
heretics intending to command perpetual abstinence in order to destroy and despise the works of the

Creator.”
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transgression of the law—we would choose to transgress the laws of nature and

the divine commands on account of fears of people and of some slander from

them. (2.61.7)
If Porphyry’s exempla were willing to die before breaching their dietary prohibitions,
“fears of people and of some slander from them,” he suggests, are not a sufficient reason
to violate such precepts. While of course slander can lead to death, as in the case of
Socrates, Porphyry appears to contrast physical violence with the mere words of others.
Regardless of any danger, Porphyry suggests, and especially in its absence, there is no
legitimate civic necessity for the philosopher to participate in animal sacrifice. Nor, as we

will see, do the gods require it.

I11. Porphyry’s Gods and Daemones

Piety is itself a form of justice in that it entails rendering to the gods what is due to
them.'® Thus Porphyry refers to “offer[ing] first fruits, exactly as was just (Sikatov)”
(2.8.2)."" However, since for Porphyry “the gods” do not constitute a monolithic category
but rather a hierarchy, analogous to his hierarchy of purity, discussed in chapter 3, and his
ontological hierarchy, discussed in chapter 4, there are different sorts of sacrifice that one

can say are “due” to the different levels of divinity. Here too we can apply the

1 Cf. Cic. N.D. 1.116: Est enim pietas iustitia adversum deos (“Piety is in fact justice toward the gods”).
Speaking of Arius Didymus’s summary of Peripatetic ethics (Stob. 2.7.25.27-29 Wachsmuth), Fortenbaugh
(2003, 190) notes that “piety is grouped together with holiness, uprightness, good fellowship and fair
dealing (0016tG, ¥pNOTOTNG, gVKOWV@VNGia and gvcvuvariaéio)” and that all of these “mean dispositions”
are “considered subordinate to justice.”

17 See also 2.24.1.
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interpretive idea of “mixing.”'®

That is, as Porphyry theorizes in book 4, a good mixture
is with that which is appropriate or similar, while a bad mixture is with that which is alien
or different. Thus, in sacrifices to the gods, Porphyry suggests, what is due to each one is
that which is similar in nature. Likewise, those who sacrifice must be mindful of their
own relationship with the divine, honoring the immaterial divinities who reflect their true
nature as immaterial soul or nous and shying away from the material divinities, the bad
daemones associated with material bodies, the false selves, from which they must escape.
As Porphyry explains, different sacrifices are appropriate to different levels of the
divine hierarchy (2.34.1)—and, indeed, as we go down the list, we find sacrifices ranging
from immaterial thoughts to grossly material flesh. At the top is the utterly self-sufficient
god, “the one who is above all” (6e®...1® €ni ndowv), to whom one should offer only
“pure (kaBapdc) silence” and “pure conceptions (évvoi®dv) concerning him,” as well as
“our own spiritual elevation (Gvaywynv)” (2.34.2-3)." As Porphyry describes him in
book 1, this “god who is above all” (1.57.2) is “beyond incorporeal nature (Vép TV
acopatov eoowv).” The “first god” (0...mpdTOG Be0G), whom Porphyry refers to as
“incorporeal (dodpatog), motionless (dkivnrtog), and indivisible (dpuépiotoc), neither in

anything (&v tvi) nor bound (évdedepévoc) in himself (gic €éavtdv),” likewise “has need of

' See again note 48 in chapter 3, section IV.

' The same goes for the incorporeal “soul of the world,” referred to in a later schema attributed to “some
Platonists” (2.36.6-2.37.1), discussed below. Cf. Lucr. 5.1198-1203: “It is not any sort of piety (pietas)...to
sprinkle...altars with much blood of four-footed animals.... [Piety] is rather to be able to watch (fueri) all
things with a calm mind (placata...mente).” As Clark (2000a, 153n292) says, avayoyn is “a technical term
for the raising of the intellect towards the gods,” as seen in the Chaldaean Oracles. See also Porph. Sent.

30.8 and in Tm. II fr. 79.35 Sodano.
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(xpiCev) nothing external (0vdevoc TV EEmPev)” (2.37.1),% nor does “the soul of the
world” (k6cpov yoyn) (2.37.2). Elsewhere in this blended theological complex, there are
the “offspring” (éxyovoig) of the “god who is above all,” namely “the intelligible
(vontoic) gods,” to whom “one must add hymn singing arising from reason (ék Adyov)”
(2.34.4); “the gods within heaven (oOpavod), the wandering and the fixed,” to whom “the
theologian says to offer first fruits (dndpyecOar) that go as far as barley groats and honey
and the fruits of the earth, and the other blooms” (2.36.3-4);*' “the multitude (mAfjoc) of
invisible gods, whom Plato called daemones without distinction” (2.37.4); and “the rest
of the multitude (t0...8A 0 mAf|00¢),” which “is commonly called by the name daemones”

(2.37.5), who are not actually gods.** It is only the last group, Porphyry says, that ever
p, Forpnyry say

%% Clark (2000a, 152n291) assimilates the “god who is above all” to the “first god.” Based on the
description of the latter as “incorporeal” and the former as “beyond incorporeal nature,” it is possible to
read them as distinct here, though the modes of sacrifice may converge. On the other hand, Clark’s reading
appears to be in line with Porphyry’s reference at Plot. 23.7-14 to “the first god, the one beyond” (tov
npdTov Kol Enékewva 0edv)...who has neither shape nor any Form but is seated beyond Intellect and
everything that is intelligible.”

* See also 2.37.3: “To the remaining gods, the world and the fixed and wandering ones—visible gods made

of soul and body—one must give thanks in turn...through sacrifices of unensouled things.” According to

5 9 EL)

Johnson (2013, 74), in the Porphyrean corpus, “the visible or ‘heavenly gods,’ ” i.e., “the stars and planets,
are more or less aligned with the Olympians gods. Regarding the “theologian” (BeoAdyoc), the term is
“most often used for Orpheus but applicable to any inspired poet or interpreter...and in this context may
mean Pythagoras” (Clark 2000a, 154n297; see also Bouffartigue and Patillon 1979, 2:11). For the
identification of “theologians” (plural) with the authors of the Chaldaean Oracles, see note 4 above.

** The relationship of Porphyry’s divine hierarchy in Abstinence to Plotinus’s hypostases is disputed. As

Blank (1996, 146n124) observes, “the three hypostases of Neoplatonic theology” are “the One or the Good,

which is the...cause of all; the Creator God or Demiurge of Plato’s Timaeus, which is...a Mind or Nous;
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demands propitiation through blood sacrifice. Porphyry’s system of gods and daemones,
then, allows him to limit the “need,” such as it is, for animal sacrifice to the lowest level
of divine beings, particularly the “malicious” (kakoepyot) ones (2.38.4), which he
characterizes as a bad lot best avoided.*

Discussing bad daemones, Porphyry casts them as material and alien beings
whom one must not associate with or imitate. It is not, in fact, the gods, Porphyry says,
but these daemones “who take pleasure (yaipovteg) in the ‘drink-offering and odor of a
burnt sacrifice (kvion),” through which their pneumatic and corporeal part becomes fat

(maiveton)” (2.42.3). Animal sacrifice only attracts daemones, Porphyry says, which is

[and] the world soul.” In the schema(s) of Abstinence, Girgenti and Sodano (2005, 529) find that the
highest god is equivalent to the One, from which come Intellect and Soul, followed by the multitude of
gods and daemones, while Bouffartigue and Patillon (1977, 1:xxxix) describe the theology of Abstinence as
“clearly pre-Plotinian.” As they observe (1977, 1:xxxix-xl), citing Abst. 1.57.2,2.34.2, and 3.5.4, the
distinction Porphyry draws between the supreme god and the other gods is common in Middle Platonism,
while the phrase 0 émi wdot “is typically Porphyrean.” Cf. Abst. 3.1.3, where Porphyry uses a similar phrase
to refer to intellect (vo¥c), which he says “rules among all” (év toi¢ ndot kpatf]). Smith (2000, 183-84)
finds Middle Platonic influence in the hierarchy whose description starts at 2.37.1, specifically in the way it
“mov[es] straight from the ‘first god’ to the cosmic soul” while “omitting intelligible gods.” Bouffartigue
and Patillon (1977, 1:xxxix) trace the schema of 2.37—with the first god, the soul of the world, and the
visible gods—to the Timaeus.

# “It is clear (3fjhov),” Porphyry says, “that one should not sacrifice animals to the gods at all” (2.24.5).
Specifically, when he speaks of “the gods within heaven, the wandering and the fixed,” he endorses the
admonition of the theologos “not to sacrifice even one ensouled being (§pyvyov...unde &v)” to them
(2.36.4). As Porphyry puts it, “The person taking thought (ppovtiwv) for piety (evcefeiag) knows that no
ensouled being is sacrificed to the gods, but to other daemones, either good (dyadoig) or bad (pavAolg)”

(2.36.5).
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why “an intelligent (cuvetdc) and self-controlled (cd@pwv) man will beware

»2* The daemones, Porphyry says,

(evhopnOnoetar) of using (ypficBar) such sacrifices.
“do not attack (émtiBevrtar) a pure (kabapd) soul, because of its dissimilarity (dvopotov)
to them” (2.43.1). Though the class of daemones includes good ones that “res[t] upon
their pneuma® but rul[e] it (kparodoar) in accordance with reason (katd Adyov)”
(2.38.2), “the souls that do not rule the conjoined (cuveyodg) pneuma,” Porphry says,
“...might appropriately (gik6twc) be called malicious (kaxoepyoi)” (2.38.4). According to
Porphyry, these bad daemones, who “are themselves the causes (oitiot) of the
misfortunes (madnpdrwv) around the world”—such as plagues, crop failures,
earthquakes, and droughts—make people believe that the gods are the cause (2.40.1),
“turn[ing] us...to entreaties and sacrifices” (2.40.2). They “secur|e] the approval of the
multitudes (ta A1 01)),” Porphyry says, “by kindling people’s desires (¢mBopiog) with
sexual desires (pwotv) and longings (n66o1c) for wealth and power (dvvacteidv) and
pleasures (10ov@Vv), and in turn vanity (kevodo&iaig), from which factional disputes
(otdoeig) and wars grow” (2.40.3). To the extent that people pursue such worldly things,

they become dependent on, indeed imitate, bad daemones (2.42), rather than becoming

like god and separating themselves from such concerns in a life of contemplation.

** The bad mixing with daemones compounds the bad mixing of the sacrificer with slaughtered animals,
whose troubled souls, Porphyry warns, stay close to their bodies, disturbing those who eat their flesh. See
2.47.1-3.

* As Clark (2000a, 155n306) explains, “The pneuma, ‘breath,” sometimes called the ochéma, ‘vehicle’ or
‘chariot’ of the soul [as in PI. 77. 41d-e], is an intermediary between the incorporeal soul and the material
world...acquired in the heaven[s] and...envisaged as air or fire” that “becomes thicker and heavier as it

descends.” For the Stoics, soul was itself pneuma (DL 7.157).
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Although these daemones “want to be gods” (2.42.2), they are material beings who
provoke and strengthen material desires and the attachment to the body.

Imitation of and mixing with the higher levels of the divine hierarchy require a
different orientation toward the body and worldly things, a solitary detachment from
them and the clamorous crowd of daemones and disturbed souls. Those who aim higher
will not have to kill animals either to propitiate daemones (2.43.2) or obtain information
through divination (2.51-52), because they have practiced “standing aloof” (d¢ictacBar)
from the material of divination—marriage, trade, slaves, promotion, fame (2.52.2-3)—
that is, from false social necessity. In line with the harmless self-sufficiency of their
exemplum, aspirants will aim “to approach (npocépyesbar) the god alone (novot),” not
“troubled (évoyAovvtmv) or hindered” by a multitude (an dyhog, as it were) of daemones
(2.47.3). The solitude of the approach stands in contrast with the “multitude” (TAfi6oc) of
invisible gods (2.37.4) and daemones (2.37.5), who are not actually gods, and the
“multitudes” (mAn0n) whose approval they secure (2.40.3), as well as with the “crowd”

(8yhoc) contained in the words évoyhodvtav and évoxMioewc.”’ Overall, Porphyry says,

26 Regarding Porphyry’s demonology, Bouffartigue and Patillon (1979, 2:47) observe that although it
depends on Middle Platonic sources, the Chaldaean Oracles, and Hermetic writings (attributed to Hermes
Trismegistus, the Egyptian god Thoth), “it is more useful to think of Porphyry as the founder of a doctrine
than as a compiler.”

" See also 2.49.1, where Porphyry refers to “the philosopher and priest (iepedc) of the god who is above all
(éni maow),” who “striv[es] to approach (npociévat) god, alone to the alone (povog poéve), through himself
(01’ ¢avtov), without trouble (évoyAncewc) from accompanying entities (tdv mapopaptovviav).” For
another negative use of mAfjfoc, see 2.15.3: “Divinity (Sarpdviov) looks to the character (0oc) of the

sacrificers rather than the magnitude (mAf|00c) of that which is sacrificed.” See also 1.35.2.
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“we, as far as possible (katd dvvapuv), will not need what [bad daemones] provide.”
Rather, framing the choice in terms of positive and negative exempla, he says, “We make
every effort (mdioav omovdnv)...to assimilate ourselves (0po1odcOar) to god and those
around him (toic ape’ awtov)...and to make ourselves dissimilar (dvopotodsOar) to bad
(movnpoig) people and daemones and, generally, anyone that takes pleasure (moavti @
yaiipovty) in the mortal (Bvnt®) and material (VAk®)” (2.43.3). This, he says, we can
accomplish “through freedom from passion (érafeiag), articulated judgment concerning
the things that really exist (t®v dvtwg dviov), and a life oriented toward those very things
(tig mpog avtd tadta {ofc)” (2.43.3)—a life in other words, characterized by simplicity
rather than multiplication, contemplation rather than bodily pursuits; a life that in its self-
sufficiency and harmlessness is worthy of our divine model, allowing us to approach it in
a condition of suitable similarity. For Porphyry, the discourse of appropriation and
companionship in relation to the gods is, in turn, repeatedly connected with abstinence,
which he characterizes as a prerequisite for getting close to them. “It is not possible with
simply any diet whatsoever, and not at all with flesh eating,” Porphyry says, “to achieve
appropriation (oiketodoOat) to god, not even to any of the individual gods (pepikdv)—to
say nothing of the god who is above all (éri ndcwv) and is beyond (Vrep) incorporeal
nature” (1.57.2). Similarly, Porphyry asks, “Will the priest of the father himself bear to
become a grave of dead bodies, full (mAnpnc) of defilements (proacpdtmv), while striving

(omovdalmv) to become a companion (6pNTiS) to the Greater (kpeittov)?” (2.50.1-2).%

¥ Cf. Marc. 17: “[The wise man] both makes himself well-pleasing (e0dpectov) to god and becomes divine
(éxBeol) by means of the similarity (0poidtnty) of his own disposition (Si0écemc) to the blessedness that

goes with immortality (1@ peta dpbapoiog pakapie).”
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Because the gods are harmless and self-sufficient, the logic of mimésis dictates
that any sacrifices to them must also be both harmless (2.12.3) and simple (2.13.4). As
Porphyry says, “It is necessary to sacrifice those things, sacrificing which we will harm
(mpavodpev) nothing, for it is necessary for nothing so much as sacrifice to be harmless
(aBrapec) to all” (2.12.3). Correct understanding of the harmlessness and self-sufficiency
of the gods, Porphyry suggests, contributes to justice as well as purity and piety. For if, as
he puts it, a young man “has been convinced that the gods do not have a need (ypeiav) of
these things [animal sacrifices], but regard the character (j0oc) of those who approach
them (mpocidvimv), taking the greatest sacrifice to be correct judgment
(6pONV...81A V) concerning them and the circumstances (tpaypdrmv) [of nature],”
how will he not be self-controlled (cd@pwv) and holy (6c10¢) and just (dikarog)?”’
(2.60.3-4). The choice between animal sacrifice and abstinence, then, is between, on the
one hand, a vicious loop of desire, greed, passion, and harmfulness by which one mixes
oneself with bad daemones, and, on the other, a virtuous cycle of detachment,
contemplation, and harmlessness by which one draws closer to the gods and becomes
ever more like them. In offering as sacrifice “pure silence” and “pure conceptions”
concerning “the god who is above all,” as well as “our own spiritual elevation
(Gvaywynv)” (2.34.2-3), we offer our own ascent to what that god already is, and what, in
fact, we too already are in our true being. Animal sacrifices, in all their smoky, fatty
materiality and flesh-and-blood harmfulness, are precisely the wrong kind of mimésis.
Far from demonstrating purity or piety, far from elevating us toward the gods, and far

2 (13

from warranting the philosopher’s adherence to a city’s “inferior habits,” they drag us

1 take 16V mpaypdrov here to refer, more fully, to Tdv i pVoemS TpayUdTOY, as at 2.49.2.
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down to the appetites of the worst daemones and increase our burden of impious

contamination.

IV. The Origins of Sacrifice

While Porphyry’s theology and demonology invite us to consider mimésis and mixing
from the perspective of a hierarchy of divinity, the accounts of the origins of sacrifice that
he draws from Theophrastus and Dicaearchus, in books 2 and 4 respectively, present the
same invitation from a temporal perspective.’’ Instead of looking toward the highest
divine level for models to follow and the lowest level for models to shun, we are invited,
in these accounts, to locate a positive exemplum in the people of the distant past and a
negative one in the people of the present. Although the details are occasionally in
conflict, the temporal and ethical priority of crops in sacrifices (together with the non-
necessity of animal sacrifices) emerge unequivocally. Like the virtuous non-Greeks
described in book 4, who exist in the historical past or a kind of eternal literary present,

the people of Porphyry’s rationalized Golden Age offer a model, holding out the

%% A large portion of Abst. book 2 comes from Theophrastus’s On Piety, extending from 2.5 to 2.32, with
occasional acknowledgments of Theophrastus along the way, at 2.7.3, 2.11.3, 2.20.2, and 2.26.1. For a
possible schema of excerpts, see Bouffartigue and Patillon (1979, 2:29), whom I follow here when I credit
passages in this part of the treatise either to Theophrastus or Porphyry himself. (At 2.32.3, Porphyry says,
“These, in fact, are Theophrastus’s chief points concerning the necessity of not sacrificing animals [toD pn
delv Bvewy {da], except for the myths that have been thrown in and a few things added and shortened by
me.” At 2.33.1, he continues, “As for me...”). The Theophrastean discourse in 4bst. book 2 contains two

main elements: aetiologies of animal sacrifice and arguments against it.
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possibility that their harmless, abstinent way of life can, in some sense, be re-created and
even universalized.

When Porphyry refers to Theophrastus’s demonstration that “the ancient
[practice] (t0 madaov) of sacrifices was through crops (o1 t@v kapr®dv)” (2.20.2), he
offers the essential point of a collection of contradictory aetiologies of animal sacrifice.
Theophrastus’s general account (2.5-7) posits a trajectory in which the sacrifice of “first
fruits (dmapyai)” developed, first by nature and then by culture, before famine and the
moral degeneration of war—or sheer greed—Iled to eating animals and sacrificing them
(or vice versa). In this account, sacrifices followed the natural development of the earth,
consisting, first, of grasses, then of the wood and fruit of trees (2.5.2 and 5), until a shift,
with the advent of agriculture, to crops (kapn®dv), such as legumes and barley (2.5.6,
2.6.1). Eventually, however, Theophrastus says, “the succession to the most fearsome
(dewvotdtwv) sacrifices was brought in, full of cruelty (opodtToC)..., with people
slaughtering (cpa&avtwv), and bloodying the altars.” In this first iteration of the origin of
animal sacrifice, the cause was catastrophe—famine and war (2.7.2), or perhaps famine
caused by wars, i.e., man-made catastrophes. Further along in the Theophrastean
discourse, famine crops up again, as we are told that through a “careless[ness] of
holiness” (6c10ttO0C...E0ueAncavtov)” and a “lack (8voewav) of lawful (vopipov) food
(tpoeiic),” people “rushed (dpunocav) to eat the flesh (capkoaysiv) of each other,”
before they turned to “the bodies of the other animals” (& T®v Aowdv {Hwv copata)”’

(2.27.1 and 3).*! “Contrariwise (néAwv), because of a surfeit (kopw) of lawful food,” we

L Cf. Plut. Quaest. conv. 728¢-30f, which offers a strikingly different aetiology of sacrifice from the one in

the Theophrastean account that Porphyry picks up in Abst. book 2. Both accounts derive animal sacrifice

230



are then told, people “went toward forgetfulness (AnOnv) of piety (evcefeiag), treading
upon insatiate desire (dnAnotiog), leaving nothing untasted (&yevotov) or uneaten
(&Bpwtov)” (2.27.4). Greed, we might suppose, is what turned abundance into scarcity,
peace into war and meat-eating. What seems to be a different perspective follows: “With
the intention of not dishonoring their sacrifices (®g ovk gt ToovEVOL TA...00pOTA) tO
gods, they were induced to taste (yeboacBot) them, and by means of the origin (apynv) of
the practice (mpa&emc), eating animals ({woeayin) became for humans an addition
(mpocOnkn) to food from crops” (2.27.6). Here the logic seems to be that after offering
animal sacrifices, people began eating animals as a way of valorizing the sacrifices.
Elsewhere, however, Porphyry seems to suggest that eating animals preceded sacrificing
them.’® The matter of whether eating or sacrificial tasting, scarcity or greed, comes first

remains unresolved, then, a casualty, perhaps, of the encylopedic approach to

from a scarcity of crops, but in Plutarch’s account, the ancients began to sacrifice animals because “they
were hemmed in by the heaped-up multitude [of animals], and some oracle...from Delphi exhort[ed] them
to succour the crops that were being destroyed” (729f). Such an explanation seems to retroject into the past
the vegetarian future envisioned by Hermarchus in 4bst. 1.11—a world overrun with “harmless” animals
who, through sheer numbers, have ceased to be harmless. Cf. also the gloomy conception of early life in
Flesh Eating, in which a harsh environment made people turn, in desperate hunger, to eating animals (Esu
993d-f). Plutarch imagines someone from that time chastising the people of the present day for doing the
same even amid a relative abundance of “necessities” (avaykaimv) (994a).

32 As he puts it there, “Having eaten (yevodpevor) ensouled beings (épydyov)” because of famine, people
“made first offerings (ammp&ovto) of them...being accustomed to make first offerings of their food”

(2.10.3). See also 2.33.3.
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exposition.> Still, throughout Theophrastus’s discourse, the temporal and ethical priority
of crops in sacrifices (and the superfluity and wrongness of animal sacrifices) remains
constant.’* The Golden Age people, whose sacrifices never went beyond crops, are the
exemplum the present-day reader will be exhorted to imitate (3.27.10).%

The topoi of scarcity and abundance (or abundance in scarcity) configure what
Vallance refers to as “two broad lines of argument” emerging from “the variety of ancient
models of human history”: one emphasizing, as Porphyry does, a moral decline from a
Golden Age “through other ages of increasing metallic baseness”; the other (the
“developmental” model), emphasizing the “gradua[l] progress[ion]” of civilization

936

“through the discovery of technological, political, and linguistic benefits.””” The latter

*3 For the contradictory information that this encyclopedic approach entails, cf. Diogenes Laertius’s
treatment of Pythagorean vegetarianism and meat-eating and Porphyry’s own treatment of these themes in
his VP, both discussed in chapter 3, section IV,

% Cf. the litany of rituals in the passage from Euripides’ Cretans quoted at Abst. 4.19.2, where the initiates
speak of “having performed the thunder rites of Zagreus who roams by night / and the raw-flesh banquets”
before the final phase of their initiation, in which, as they say, “I have been on guard against (re@OAorypot)
the eating (Bpdowv) of ensouled (Epyvywv) nourishment (€6eot®dv).” The transition from raw meat to
vegetarianism would be a chiasmic undoing of the devolution from vegetarianism to meat-eating posited
earlier in book 4, a symbolic return to a pure origin. Zagreus is the name for Dionysus in Orphic legend, the
son of Zeus and Persephone who was killed and eaten by Titans before being made immortal. The ashes of
the Titans, who were punished with incineration, in turn, formed the raw material of human beings (Clark
2000a, 191n660). Cf. Esu 996b-c, in which the Orphic story is connected with Empedocles’ notion that
human embodiment is a punishment for meat-eating and other crimes.

** For the Golden Age as a positive ethical model in Theophrastus’s account, see Martins 2018, 130.

%% Vallance 2003. For discussion of the two perspectives on the early life of humankind, see also Martins’s

summary (2018, 106-7) of Haussleiter’s account (1935, 57-87), which pits Hesiod, Theophrastus, and Plato
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model finds expression, for example, in the account transmitted by Diodorus Siculus
(1.8), according to which “the human beings engendered in the beginning..., established
in a disorderly and bestial (Bnpudder) life, went out in a scattered way to forage and took
as their food both the most pleasant of weeds and the self-growing fruits of the trees.”
Diodorus goes on to say that “with none of the things useful (ypnoipwv) for life (Biov)
having been discovered,” early people “passed life with difficulty (émmoévog didyew),
naked of clothing, unaccustomed to dwellings and fire, and without any conception at all
of cultivated (Mpépov) food.” Since both the Golden Age and developmental models
presuppose technological progress, the difference lies in their stance toward the pre-
technological time—whether it was idyllic or “bestial,” as Diodorus says.”’ In the case of
Theophrastus’s account of humanity’s original condition, as we have seen, the emphasis

is less on scarcity as deprivation than on satisfaction in scarcity (versus later greed). We

on the one hand against Democritus, Aristotle, Hermarchus, and—Martins adds (113-4)—the author of
Against the Vegetarians on the other. (One could add Hippocrates to the latter group: see VM 3 on the
transition of humans over time from a “bestial” [Onpiddcoc] raw diet to a more healthful cooked diet.) As
Fowler (2003) notes, Hesiod’s account in Works and Days (109-26) “talks of a ‘golden genos,” ” whereas
“reference to a golden age occurs first in Latin” in the expressions aurea saecula and aurea aetas. The
Golden Age, Fowler says, “is associated especially” with Cronus or Saturn “and is marked by communal
living and the spontaneous supply of food.” It ends with “a series of inventions that lead to the modern
condition of humanity”—plows, ships, walls, swords. As McEvilley (2002, 200-201) observes, “Both
Empedocles and Plato associate abstention from killing and from meat-eating with the age of Kronos.”

*7 The pessimistic view of early man is also reflected in the opponents’ observation at 1.6.2: “They say that
the first people to come into existence (To0¢ TpdTOLG YevopEvog) spent their whole lives (Safidvar)
unluckily (obk edtuy@®c).” For different views of the provenance of Diodorus’s Kulturgeschichte as,

respectively, Democritean and non-Democritean, see Spoerri 1958 and Cole (1967) 1990.
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see the same in an additional rationalized vegetarian reading of the Golden Age, which
Porphyry draws from the Peripatetic Dicaearchus (4bst. 4.2.1-8). Speaking of Greece,
Dicaearchus says that “the ancients (maAotovc) were born near the gods, were best
(BeAtiotovg) in nature (pvoet), and lived the best (Gpiotov) life (Biov), with the result that
they are considered a golden race (yévoc) compared with today’s people (tovg vdv), who
begin from adulterated and quite inferior (paviotdng) material.” Because such people
ate sparingly, to their benefit (4.2.4), Dicaearchus explains, their way of life (Bioc)
“seemed appropriately (gik6twc) desirable (moBevog)” for later people, who have tended
to “desir[e] great things and fal[l] into many ills (kakoic)” (4.2.6). Echoing language in
Theophrastus’s account (2.5.6), Dicaearchus observes that “the thing said later—°‘enough
of acorns’—makes clear (dnioi) the simplicity (AMtov) of the first people and the
improvised character (adtooyédiov) of their food (tpogiic)” (4.2.6).>

In their lives of “simplicity” and “frugality, the first people anticipate the exempla
that will appear later in book 4, but, as he does elsewhere, Porphyry makes a point of

drawing out the justice theme related to the non-harming of animals. As he notes, in

** From the Golden Age, humanity evolves in Dicaearchus’s account through two further stages: “Later the
pastoral (vopaducog) life (Blog) came in, in the course of which people had thrown already excessive
(meprrtotépav) acquisition (ktfjov) around themselves and taken hold (fjyavto) of animals, having
apprehended that some happened to be harmless (dowij), but some were harmful (kakobpya) and savage
(xoAemd). And thus, in fact, they domesticated (ét10dogvcav) some and attacked (€néBevto) others, and, at
the same time, war (m6Aepog) entered along with (cvvelsiABev) the same life (Biw)” (4.2.7). Here we find a
suggestion that the pastoral life is inherently problematic, notwithstanding the position taken in book 3 that
it is acceptable to use animals in agriculture, albeit without eating them. From the pastoral phase of human

life, Dicaearchus arrives at the final mode of living, the agricultural one (yewpywov) (4.2.8).
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setting up Dicaearchus’s account, the Golden Age people of Greece “killed (povevew) no
ensouled being (Euyvyov)” (4.2.1).>° Summing up that account of “the blessed life

2540

(naxdprov...piov) of the most ancient people (mtakototdtwv),”” Porphyry says that “not

less than other things, abstinence from ensouled beings is what fulfilled (cuverAnpov) it.”
In that time, he says, “War did not exist, because injustice (ddwiag) had been expelled,”
whereas “both war and greediness (mieove&in) toward each other entered together later
(botepov) at the same time with the unjust treatment (ddikiq) of animals,” specifically,
their slaughter (pov), and luxury (tpvenv)—a concomitance of evils that causes
Porphyry to “wonder at those who have dared to say that abstinence from animals is the
mother of injustice (adwciog)” (4.2.9). The fact that Porphyry’s evident double aim in this
passage—“showing that the golden race, the best, abstained from eating meat” and
“linking injustice toward animals with the origin of war and murder”—*“is not drawn
from Dicaearchus’s text without a certain amount of interpretive work™ lends clarity to

his intervention, which fits into a vegetarian, pro-animal schema consistent with the

. 41 . . .
overall argument of Abstinence.” We see, in fact, an emphasis on non-harming and

%% In this, Porphyry makes a claim that Clark (2000a, 179n544) says “is almost certainly [his] emphasis.”
* Porphyry uses a similar phrase (tfic paxapiag {ofic) to refer to the “blessed life” of the soul at 4.20.11.
*! While these quotations from Patillon and Segonds (1995, 3:xiv) recognize Porphyry’s foregrounding of
injustice toward animals in his engagment with Dicaearchus, Bouffartigue and Patillon offer a somewhat
different perspective in an earlier volume of the Budé commentary when they cast Porphyry as less
interested in animals than Theophrastus (1979, 2:20 with n3). As they put it, “In the murder and
consumption of animals, Porphyry sees only one victim, which paradoxically is the human being, or rather
his soul,” whereas “Theophrastus campaigns also for animals...deplor[ing] cruelty,” as we see in the
reference to opdtg at 2.7.2. Theophrastus’s “attitude,” they add “prefigures that of Plutarch, who displays

his pity for animals in On Flesh Eating” (Bouffartigue and Patillon 1979, 2:20 with n4, citing Esu 994e and
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kinship with animals in Empedocles’ Golden Age encomium, part of the Theophrastean
discourse that Porphyry appropriates: “Kypris was queen... / They would appease her
with pious (evoePéeoov) statues, / and painted animals... /... The altar was not drenched
by the unceasing slaughter of bulls” (2.21.2-4).*> As Porphyry goes on to say, “I think
that when friendship (p1Aiag) and perception of relatedness (cvyyeveg) held fast all beings
(mévta), no one killed any being (ov0&v), considering the other animals (td Aourd T@V
{dmv) to be related (oikein)” (2.22.1).* Nor are the bloodless sacrifices of the Golden
Age entirely of the past. As Porphyry says, they “are even now still preserved (cmletor)
among some peoples—traces, as it were, of the truth” (2.21.4).

Porphyry explicitly invokes the Golden Age in one of his mimetic appeals, an
exhortation near the end of book 3:

Let us imitate the golden race (ypvcodv yévog); let us imitate those who have been

set free (élevBepwBévtac). For indeed Aidos and Nemesis and Dike kept company

(ouiier) with [the former] because they were satisfied (jpkodvto) with the fruit

996£-97a). Thus, as with Theophrastus, Bouffartigue and Patillon separate the Plutarchan passages, which
Porphyry employs to support his argument, from Porphyry’s own notional point of view.

*2 See also 2.27.7, an overlapping excerpt of the same Empedoclean passage, which notes that in this era
“this was...the greatest defilement (udcog) among people, / to bereave [bulls] of their life (Bupov) and then
devour / their...limbs.” (The adjective modifying “limbs,” fjia, rendered as “puissants” by Bouffartigue and
Patillon, is an epithet of Apollo in the //iad but otherwise undefined in LSJ.)

* This observation, among other textual evidence, is at odds with Edwards’s observation (2018, 28) that
“little in what is said” in Abstinence’s Golden Age accounts “suggests that these people were vegetarian out
of a concern for animals.” See also Empedocles’ cri de coeur at 2.31.5: “Alas that the day without pity did
not utterly destroy me in former times, before I contrived the merciless (oyétAt’) acts of devouring (Bopdc)

for my lips.”
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(xopn®) of the earth (yfg)—fruit that for them “the wheat-giving earth bore

spontaneously (adtopdn) in ungrudging abundance (moALov t€ kol dpbovov).”

(3.27.10)"
For Porphyry, then, the people of the Golden Age are not just a figment of an imaginary
past but a model to imitate. Needing little and consequently finding abundance in what
the earth gives them, they were suitable company for Justice and her attendants. The
Golden Age and the narrative of moral decline, here as in other writers, serves the
purpose of admonishing those in the present by showing that a better way once existed—
a life of simplicity and the justice of non-harming. And if such a life and such justice
once existed—and “traces” of it “are even now still preserved among some peoples”—

there is a possibility that they can be re-created.

V. Conclusion

I began this chapter by considering Porphyry’s denial that animal sacrifice is necessary
for personal or civic reasons, then looked at how his notion of rendering to the gods what
is due to them excludes such sacrifice. As I have done elsewhere, I employed the
thematics of good and bad imitation and mixing as an interpretive frame, in this case both
for Porphyry’s theology and demonology and for the accounts he presents of the origins
of sacrifice. In conclusion, I now turn to the question, contested among contemporary

scholars, of whether one can detect an underlying discomfort in the practice of animal

* The motif of the departure of Aidos and Nemesis from human society goes back to Hes. Op. 197-200. In
Aratus’s rendering in Phaen. 96-136, Justice flees humanity with the ascendancy of the race of bronze, who

he says “first...partook of (¢éxdoavt’) plowing oxen (Bodv...apotpav)” (132).

237



sacrifice in the Greco-Roman world. While one might register such discomfort as a
defensive undertone in opponents’ suggestion that justice for animals amounts to
impiety,* we can find in Porphyry’s transitional remarks between books 2 and 3 a vision
that includes animals as well as humans and gods in the interconnected ideals of justice,
purity, and piety.

In his lengthy challenge to the piety of animal sacrifice, Porphyry has provided
much grist for contemporary scholars, especially his allusion to the Bouphonia, a ritual in
which “an ox sacrifice was followed by a ‘trial” at which guilt for the killing was

% To an extent, the scholarly discussion

eventually fixed on the sacrificial axe or knife.
has centered on the question of how troubling animal sacrifice in general was for its
ancient practitioners. This question, in turn, relates to the idea of the sacrificial animal’s

consent. According to Parker, “recent interpretations,” aligned, respectively, with Burkert

and Vernant, “are largely divided between those which see sacrifice...as a dramatization

3 «Justice is mixed up and motionless things are moved if we extend justice not to the rational alone but
also to the irrational” (1.4.1)—a claim I discuss below. For the evocation of impiety here, see again Clark
2000a, 124n15.

% Parker 2003. See Abst. 2.30.4. In general terms, the centrality of animal sacrifice in Greco-Roman
religion has been widely assumed (see, e.g., Parker 2003 and Graf 2012, 47), though recently challenged in
the Roman context of 200 CE and beyond (see Elsner 2012). Regarding the Bouphonia, Obbink (1988,
284) observes that “Theophrastus’ description of the bizarre rite has been made to stand as evidence in, if
not the basis of, nearly every modern discussion of sacrificial practice” despite the fact that “this rite (in
particular the sacrifice of a domestic draught animal)...is without question aberrant in Greek sacrificial
procedure.” In the view of Faraone and Naiden (2012, 2), the Bouphonia—DBurkert’s “primary source for
guilt-ridden sacrifice,” as they put it—was “both idiosyncratic and distorted by Pythagorean and vegetarian

concerns.”
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of killing, violence, and the associated guilt, and those for which...it is a way of
legitimizing meat-eating by treating the taking of life that necessarily precedes it as a
ritual, i.e. a licensed act.”*’” Of these two approaches, Parker says, “the former...stresses
that rituals such as the Bouphonia raise the issue of sacrificial guilt, the latter that they

resolve it.”*

Whether emphasis is placed on guilt or absolution, however, animal
sacrifice is part of a permission structure that presupposes a question of legitimacy.
Abstinence, as we have seen, targets all three sources of permission and legitimacy. The
gods do not need, desire, or approve of animal sacrifice, Porphyry tells us. The state’s
calls for such sacrifices should not be binding. And the animals themselves do not freely
“give” their lives but have them violently and illegitimately taken away.*’

Discomfort in the sacrificial act would explain why, as Parker observes in his
general description of the ritual, “water was sprinkled on the victim to force it to ‘nod’
agreement to its own sacrifice.”’ “The desire to play down the violence in the sacrificial

ceremony,” as Detienne puts it,”' can likewise be seen in the tales of animals who,

expressing the gods’ will, conveniently indicated their own willingness to be

7 Parker 2003. See Burkert (1972) 1983 and Vernant 1989. According to Graf (2012, 49), “The idea that
sacrifice is a Neolithic invention among pastoralists and agriculturists, who adapted hunting techniques for
symbolic use, is becoming more and more plausible.” Another grand theory, that of Girard (1977), posits,
as Ramelli (2012) puts it, “that every culture is founded on the collective murder of a surrogate victim” and
that “the sacrificial act restores peace in a previously disrupted community.”

* Parker 2003.

* See the discussion in chapter 2, section IVA.

% parker 2003.

> Detienne (1979) 1989, 9. See also Scheid (2003), who notes that, in the Roman context, “representations

of traditional sacrifice underline calm.”
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sacrificed”>—in the common-man section of Abstinence, we hear of a bird who, “having
flown down, sat on the altar, and gave itself to the hands of the arch-priest” (1.25.7) and a
cow who “rushed through [a gate] and stood beside the altar” (1.25.9). Likewise, in
Graf’s view, “Ovid’s etiological catalog of sacrificial animals that...called their death

9953

upon themselves” and “other myths [that] tell the same story’” suggest that “at least at

some point in ancient society, killing an animal in sacrifice was perceived as not just

matter-of-fact.”>*

However, we need not place a temporal limit on discomfort in the
sacrificial act, since in our own time we see happy animal mascots for animal-based
foods projecting an eagerness to be sacrificed, and may perceive our own eager
projection of “the animal” within (greed, dirtiness, cowardice, stupidity) onto flesh-and-
blood animals.

The discomfort we may discern in the sacrificial act must, on the other hand, be

considered against the manifest discomfort in recusal from sacrifice and the flesh of a

sacrificed animal, in the perceived defiance of the gods (and the polity), which Porphyry

>2 “History is full, indeed, [with examples of] how [the gods] themselves prescribed to people both the act
of sacrificing to them and eating (rpoc@épecOat) the sacrificed [animals] (t@v TvBévtav)” (1.25.1).

>3 Graf 2012, 45-47. Regarding Ovid, Graf (2012, 46n41) cites Fast. 1.337-456 and points to “similar
stories” of aetiological blame, in 4bst. 2.10, “presumably both from Theophrastus”: the goat in Ikarios, for
eating a vine (2.10.1), and the ox at the Dipolieia, for eating the sacred cake (2.10.2). However, Graf notes
(2012, 46n41), in Abst. 2.22-23, “Porphyry discusses whether the animals that deserve death should be
sacrificed, and he rejects [the practice] for theological reasons.” Ovid’s Pythagoras speculates that the
killing of animals may have begun with the dangerous ones and proceeded to goats and pigs as punishment
for eating crops, though he vehemently insists on the innocence of sheep and the plow-driving ox (Met.
15.106-142); cf. Detienne (1979) 1989, 6.

3 Graf 2012, 45-47.
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strives to address in book 2. The idea that abstaining from blood sacrifice would
compromise piety is connected, in a way, with the opponents’ idea, expressed at Abst.
1.4.1, that “justice is mixed up (cvyyeicOat) and motionless things (dkivnta) are moved if
we extend justice not to (mp0og) the rational (Aoywucov) alone but also to the irrational

"> Whether one is avoiding sacrifice or treating animals with justice, one is

(dAoyov).
perceived to be interfering with the divine order, with the proper arrangement of gods,
humans, and animals. One of Porphyry’s aims in Abstinence is, then, to show that not
eating animals, and indeed not killing the harmless ones, is consistent with justice and
piety. In setting up book 3, Porphyry says:
Since justice (dtkatooHvng) possesses its greatest beauty (kdAAioTov) in piety
(evoeeiq) toward (mpdc) the gods, and since this (tavtng) comes together
(ovvioTapévng) to the greatest extent possible (og &vi pdhiota) through
abstinence (dmoyfc), there is no reason for fear concerning justice (dikaiov)
toward (mpdc) people, that in some way we may break (Opavcopev) it while
preserving (dtacdlovteg) holiness (0ciav) toward (mpoc) the gods. (3.1.2)
In the triangle of animals, humans, and gods mapped out by Porphyry’s opponents in
Abst. 1.4, gods and humans (10 Aoyikov) are pitted against animals (t0 droyov). Porphyry
reconfigures this triangle. Whereas inclusion of animals in the justice relationship—

which Porphyry refers to implicitly two sentences later (3.1.3) and explicitly in the next

two sentences (3.1.4)—“mixes it up” for opponents, such inclusion (through abstinence)

> Among three other uses of dxivitog in Abstinence, one refers to “the first god (6...tpdTOG 0£0C)”
(2.37.1), retrospectively correcting the misconception that extension of justice to animals—or, really,

anything humans are capable of—could ever “move the motionless.”
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makes justice/piety (both possible referents for tavtng) “com[e] together” for Porphyry.
The bad, unstable mixture connoted by cuyyeicOat and kiveicBat becomes a good, stable
mixture, indicated by cuvictapuévng. The cohesion of cuvictapévng and the saving force
of dtuodlovteg also stand in contrast to the brokenness suggested by Opatompev, which
Porphyry says we need not fear. Aligning piety, abstinence, and justice, Porphyry posits a
triangle of animals, humans, and gods in which all are included in the justice relationship
(10 dixoov...tpog for animals [3.1.4] and humans [3.1.2]; Tv...0ciav...tpd¢ for gods
[3.1.2]) without confusion or conflict.”® The three groups, in turn, correspond to the triple
concerns of Abstinence—justice, purity, and piety.

Far from being yet another turn in an extended plea for the preservation of
personal purity, Porphyry’s discussion of sacrifice incorporates a strong justice element,
an other-directed element. In Abstinence, justice for animals, purity for humans, and piety
for gods are not only consistent but interconnected, even inseparable. Porphyry’s treatise
in its fullness shows that these principles are not merely self-directed. Each one—a kind
of reverence—is comprehensible only in light of the other, an other recognized as one’s

own.

*® The homology between justice toward men and piety toward the gods is supported by a corresponding
homology between impiety and injustice, as highlighted in the LSJ definition of dcéBein, which
characterizes it as “opp. adiwkia,” via a citation from Xen. Cyr. 8.8.7: 610 v ékeivav mepi pév Beovg a. mepi

8¢ avBpdmovg adwiav. Likewise under the definition of dogfém, we find “opp. ddikéw, Ar. Th.367.”
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Epilogue

In this dissertation, I have aimed to capture the fullness of Porphyry’s On Abstinence
from Animals, read it sympathetically, and connect its arguments in a coherent, unified
interpretation built around its three grand themes (justice, purity, and piety) by
approaching it as a work of moral suasion and a work of literature, whose intra- and
intertextual resonances yield something more than a collection of propositions or sources.
In reading this way, I hope to have brought out underexamined aspects of the text and to
have pushed beyond interpretations that bracket the justice arguments regarding animals,
view those arguments as subordinated to a self-directed concern for personal purity, or
take the ostensible demographic restrictions on abstinence to be decisive. In Porphyry’s
treatise, a discourse of “more and less” with respect to animal reason is consistent with
the “more and less” of abstinence itself among the work’s priestly and philosophical
exempla and the results, “more and less” successful, of assimilating oneself to god “as
much as possible.” Throughout, I have sought to highlight the other-directedness,
inclusiveness, and sense of moral possibility in Porphyry’s discourse, not just in his
treatment of justice toward animals but also in his treatment of purity and piety.

In chapter 1, I focused, as book 3 does, on justice as an other-directed principle,
considering it first as a relationship—a being-toward another. I explored the implications
of inclusion in and exclusion from that relationship and how Porphyry negotiates the
concept of “use.” I also examined how Porphyry strives to push moral concern beyond
the human in response to Stoic oikeiosis and Epicurean contractarianism and utility.
Turning finally to the inner state of the moral agent, I considered justice as a virtue,

elaborating on its inseparability from harmlessness.
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In chapter 2, I considered animal minds and the ways that different conceptions of
those minds have provided a basis for arguing that justice should be extended or denied
to animals. In the matter of rationality, I presented two opposing models, one positing a
difference in kind between human and animal, a dichotomy of rational and non-rational;
the other, a difference of degree (“more and less”). I looked at the various ways that
Porphyry’s opponents—Aristotle as well as Stoics—assign and categorize mental
functions and behaviors to construct and maintain the border between human and
nonhuman, and Porphyry’s responses, with regard to perception, “appearance,” and
belief; memory; instinct; virtue, vice, madness, and emotion; and, most of all, language.
Shifting my focus, I then looked at how Porphyry invites us to think of bodies,
perceptions, and reason as packaged together and to regard perceptive bodies as the
ground on which the choice between harm and harmlessness toward animals becomes
meaningful. From a different perspective, I considered harm as part of the condition of
being in a body, contrasting Plutarch’s emphasis on the necessity of harm with
Porphyry’s characteristic emphasis on the possibility of harmlessness. As a practice
tending toward assimilation to god, I argued, Porphyry’s abstinence needs its other-
directedness.

In chapter 3, I looked at how Porphyry capitalizes on the philosophical-ethical
notion of simple living while prescribing a form of asceticism. Whether fully or partly
abstinent, Porphyry’s models point toward a life characterized by radical self-control,
free of the bad mixture, impurity, and harmfulness that meat-eating entails. Surveying his
Greek and non-Greek exempla of abstinence in book 4, I showed how they represent

varying degrees of purity and justice, varying degrees of good and bad mixing. As with
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Porphyry’s discussion of justice, this model of “more and less” in the category of
abstinent exempla offers an alternative to a simple dichotomy; instead of the “pure” and
“impure,” there are people with different measures of purity, each of whom attains some
recognition and approbation while the goal remains full abstinence and harmlessness “as
much as possible.” I also showed how justice for animals, the theme of book 3, remains a
persistent concern in both the ascetic recommendations in book 1 and the exempla and
theory of purity in book 4.

In chapter 4, I looked at how Porphyry’s ideas on purity are closely connected
with his theory of soul. In considering his treatment in both Abstinence and Sententiae of
the soul’s necessary fall and its possible re-ascent, I sought to shift the focus of
interpretation at least partly away from the self-directed to the other-directed, i.e.,
harmlessness to human and nonhuman alike. With regard to the philosopher’s place in the
world, I considered the interplay of contemplation and action, reclaiming for Porphyry,
again, some of the other-directedness that scholars have tended to erase. In discussing
Porphyry’s ostensible elitism, I foregrounded the universalizing aspirations in his ethical
system, drawing a distinction between what people are willing to do and what, in their
essence as human beings, they are able to do and ought to do—namely, abstain from
eating animals while directing their souls away from the body, up toward intellect.

In chapter 5, I explored the implications of two of Porphyry’s claims: that
Theophrastus “appropriately forbids those wishing to be truly pious from sacrificing
ensouled beings” and that “the completely law-abiding and pious person” must practice
full abstinence. I considered how Porphyry responds to personal, civic, and religious

claims of necessity in relation to sacrifice; his theory of piety as a form of justice, of
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rendering what is due to the gods; and his theology and demonology, again within the
interpretive frame of imitation, which I also applied to the apparently contradictory
accounts that Porphyry provides of the origins of sacrifice. Like the ascetic priests and
philosophers of book 4, the Golden Age people described in book 2 provide a model of
abstinence, with the added dimension of universality. Finally, positing an underlying
cultural discomfort both with the practice of animal sacrifice and the recusal from it, I
considered how Porphyry seeks in book 2 to reconcile the claims of purity, justice, and
piety. Most of all, I hope to have shown that the lengthy discussion of sacrifice in book 2
is an integral part of Porphyry’s argument for a vision of justice that includes not just
humans and gods but animals—our perceptive and, to some degree, rational oikeia in the

class of ensouled beings.
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Appendix

A Summary of On Abstinence from Ensouled Beings

Porphyry starts in book 1 with a catalog of combined Stoic and Peripatetic anti-
vegetarian arguments, drawn from Plutarch’s On the Cleverness of Animals (964a-c):
justice is confused if we extend it to animals instead of using them (1.4-1.5.2); there is no
justice among animals (1.5.3); we cannot commit injustice against those that cannot
exercise justice toward us (1.6.1); we need them for food (1.6.2); killing an ox or sheep is
no worse than killing a fir or an oak (1.6.3). An extended excerpt of the Epicurean
Hermarchus follows in which the advantageous is presented as the basis of justice
(specifically, non-killing) among people (1.7-9) and for withholding justice from animals
for the sake of safety and food (1.10-1.12.4). Hermarchus also lays out Epicurean
contractarianism: unable to make a contract with animals, he says, humans are therefore
allowed to kill them (1.12.5-6). After the Hermarchus excerpt, Porphyry runs through a
catalog of common-man arguments: flesh eating (though not raw flesh eating) is in
accordance with nature (1.13.2); no nation abstains from eating animals (1.13.5); there is
an inborn and just war between humans and animals (1.14.1); meat does not damage
either the soul or the body (1.15.1-2); none of the sages was a vegetarian (1.15.3);
without meat-eating, animals will overburden the earth (1.16.1-2); animals are necessary
for medical treatment (1.17.1-3); what if plants also have souls and we commit injustice
against them by laying hands on them? (1.18, 1.21.2); humanity rules over all animals as
god rules over humans (1.19.2); if animal souls are mortal, killing them is not wrong; if
their souls are immortal, killing them expedites their return to human nature (1.19.3-

1.20.1); it is just to kill animals that attack humans or the animals living with humans or
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crops (1.20.2); for consistency, vegetarians should not use animal products such as milk,
wool, eggs, or honey (1.21.1); we sacrifice animals out of piety (1.22.1); gods, demigods,
and heroes are celebrated as killers of animals (1.22.1-2); vegetarianism is apt to
encourage cannibalism by holding that eating pigs and cattle is equivalent to eating
humans (1.23.1); abstaining from meat will cause the earth to be taken over by snakes
and birds (1.24); there are many instances of gods teaching people to sacrifice and eat
animals (1.25.1-10); if people are led to believe that taking life is unjust, how will they
defend themselves against enemy attacks? (1.26.1); and, finally, Pythagoras gave meat to
athletes (1.26.2), and some say that the Pythagoreans taste sacrificial animals (1.26.3).

From 1.27 onward, Porphyry discusses the contemplative life, aceticism, and their
relation to vegetarianism, from which he appears to exclude craftsmen, athletes, soldiers,
sailors, and orators in favor of “the person who has taken account of who he is, where he
has come from, and where he ought to hasten” and who “assumes things about food and
other proper functions that are removed from those in accordance with other livelihoods”
(1.27.1). Elevating the contempative life and the unwritten divine law above civic laws
(1.28.3-4), Porphyry identifies the intellect (nous) as the true self and advocates life in
accordance with that true self (1.29.4). The chapters that follow thematize the path back
to the self through “words and...deeds” (1.29.6) that separate us from perceptible things
and their attendant passions (1.30.1). Speaking of the need to “stand aloof” from the
complex of perception, phantasia, unreason, and passions (1.31.1) in favor of
contemplation of nous (1.31.2), Porphyry singles out sensations arising from food
(1.32.2) and, under the rubric of taste, the taking in of “alien bodies,” i.e., meat

(1.34.4)—part of a brief catalog of dangers posed by each of the five senses (1.33.5-
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34.5). Porphyry goes on to celebrate ascetics set apart from ordinary society (1.36.1) and
their way of life, which is “simple and self-sufficient and filled as little as possible with
mortal things” (1.37.4)—a life in which, “giving only that which is necessary to nature,”
one “will refuse everything besides this as striving for pleasure” (1.38.2). Such asceticism
is necessary, Porphyry explains, because it is not possible to maintain focus both on
sensual materiality and the immaterial (1.39-42). Irrationality, he says, “is like horses
without a charioteer” (1.43.2), but the virtuous person “always has reasoning present, in
command, and guiding unreasoning like a charioteer” (1.44.1).

In the remainder of book 1, Porphyry offers ascetic arguments against meat-
eating. Inanimate foods, he suggests, are easier to obtain than meat; they are less
expensive, less pleasurable, and “lighter in digestion and swifter in bodily assimilation,”
and they “rous|[e] desires less and contribut[e] less to the thickness and strength of the
body” (1.46.2). Porphyry casts vegetarianism as a liberation from “an /liad of ills”—both
physical and practical—and a supplier of “peace for reasoning, which provides salvation
to us” (1.47.2). Assimilating vegetarianism to frugality, he says, “I think nearly every
philosopher, choosing frugality instead of luxury, would approve the person satisfied
with few things rather than the person who needs more” (1.48.1). In chapters 49 to 51,
Porphyry makes the case that what is eaten beyond bodily necessity—that is, beyond the
easily obtainable and easily prepared—cannot bring peace to the soul. Meat does not
contribute to but rather thwarts the health of the body (1.52.1-3), he says, notwithstanding
what ordinary people think—their intractability suggests that opponents’ fears of a planet
overrun by animals because of universal vegetarianism are unfounded (1.52.4).

Continuing on the theme of health, Porphyry says that it is to be taken care of “not out of
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fear of death, but for the sake of not being thwarted in relation to the goods that come
from contemplation” (1.53.2). Conversely, “an undisturbed soul and the disposition of
thought toward true being” are “especially suitable things for maintaining” health
(1.53.2). Porphyry presents the fear of death as underlying not just the fear of abstinence
(1.54.2) but also the pursuit of wealth and fame (1.54.3). His proposed solution to the
disturbances caused by these fears and desires, specifically with regard to food, is for
people to “take the necessary as a limit” (1.54.5) and to pursue “self-sufficiency” and
“assimilation to god” (1.54.6). The desire for luxuries, Porphyry suggests, is a product of
“miseries within” (1.55.2), “terrible disturbance” (1.55.3), a “long[ing] for being filled
with what is absent” (1.55.3). Returning to meat, Porphyry says that the contemplative
person will not search it out as though unsatisfied with “food from that which is
unensouled” (1.56.1). Such a person would abstain from meat even if doing so were
painful (1.56.2), but, as Porphyry emphasizes, the current investigation is not about the
endurance of bodily pain but rather about the abandonment of needless pleasures
(1.56.4). Concluding on the theme of assimilation to the divine, Porphyry declares, “It is
not possible with simply any diet whatsoever, and not at all with flesh eating, to achieve
appropriation to god, not even to any of the individual gods—to say nothing of the god
who is above all and is beyond incorporeal nature” (1.57.2).

In Book 2, Porphyry takes up the problem of animal sacrifice as it relates to piety.
There is, he argues, a logical separation between killing animals and eating them (2.2.1-
2), and, with regard to the latter, “Abstinence...is prescribed not simply for all human
beings, but for philosophers,” especially “those attaching their happiness to god and the

imitation of god” (2.3.1), just as in civic life different dietary rules exist for priests
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(2.3.2). It is fallacious, Porphyry says, to argue that a putative necessity to kill some
animals (because of destructiveness or danger, or in sacrifice) entails either eating them
or killing domesticated ones—or that the putative necessity of meat for some people
(athletes, soldiers) entails the same for philosophers (2.4.1-3).

Drawn from Theophrastus’s On Piety, a trajectory of sacrifice follows—from
roots and leaves (2.5.2) to acorns (2.5.6) to barley (2.6.1) to wheat cakes (2.6.3) to
flowers, wine, honey, and olive oil (2.6.7), before the initiation of blood sacrifices (2.7.2).
Two negative exempla, atheistic Thoans, who made no sacrifice, and Bassarai, who made
human sacrifices, which they ate, were suitably punished (2.8.1-3). In the case of Athens,
aetiological stories cast animal sacrifices as stemming from an accidental killing (pigs
2.9.2), a granting of assent (sheep 2.9.3), or an original crime (goats 9.10.1 and oxen
9.10.2), though “the greatest number of people allege famine and the injustice that comes
from it as the cause” (2.10.3). Different peoples sacrifice different animals—and
correspondingly have different rules of piety and impiety—according to their needs
(2.11.1-2). However, Porphyry points to the non-necessity of meat-eating, short of famine
and war (2.12.1), and urges honoring the gods not with animals but with crops (2.12.2-3),
for “when animals are sacrificed it brings some harm to them because they are deprived
of life” (2.12.3). In response to the arguments that plants are harmed in vegetarianism
(1.18 and 1.21.2) and that vegetarians must avoid all animal products to be consistent
(1.21.1), Porphyry says that plants let their fruit drop (2.13.1); we share in the work of the
beehive and so rightfully share its produce (2.13.2); and crops, in some sense, belong to
us (2.13.3). “That which is inexpensive and easy to obtain is holier than that which is

hard to come by, and it is pleasing to the gods,” Porphyry says (2.13.4); plants, he insists,

251



are easier to obtain than animals (2.14.1-2). Moreover, as he says, concluding for a
moment his excerpt from Theophrastus, “divinity looks to the character of the sacrificers
rather than the magnitude of that which is sacrificed” (2.15.3). Examples of the gods’
preference for humble offerings—crops, not cattle—are then presented (2.16-17); humble
images of the gods, made from pottery and wood, are likewise closer to the divine than
more-refined objects (2.18). In sacrifice, a pure soul is what pleases the gods (2.19.4).

Returning to Theophrastus, Porphyry repeats that the ancients sacrificed crops
and, before that, grasses (2.20.2); libations consisted of water, then honey, oil, and finally
wine (2.20.3). Turning, within the Theophrastean frame, to an excerpt from Empedocles
(2.21.1-4), Porphyry alludes to the nonviolence of the Golden Age, which he says was
characterized by the “friendship and perception of relatedness” toward animals (2.22.1).
Responding to the just-war argument, Porphyry says that just as it is right to kill unjust
evildoers among humans, so too with animals, but by the same token, “it is unjust” to kill
harmless animals, “as is the case also with such humans” (2.22.2). On the other hand,
harmful animals are unsuitable sacrifices even if killing them is allowed (2.23.1-2).
Animal sacrifice, Porphyry says, should not be done for any of the three reasons for
sacrificing to gods—to offer honor, express gratitude, or seek blessings (2.24.1). Pointing
to self-interest, Porphyry observes that we sacrifice only animals that serve a need or
offer pleasure (2.25.1), whereas the Jews of Syria, for example, burn the entire animal
rather than eating it (2.26.2). Porphyry also touches on the abstinence of Egyptians and
notes their belief in the kinship of animals, gods, and humans (2.26.5).

The aetiological discussion resumes with the observation that in the beginning

sacrifices to the gods employed crops (2.27.1) until famine led to cannibalism and then
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human sacrifice (2.27.1) and eventually the substitution of animals (2.27.3)—followed, it
seems, by the tasting of animals (2.27.6). (Whether as part of the same narrative or a
different narrative, satiety of lawful food [2.26.4] is also said to figure in the consumption
of animals.) The important point, as before, is the temporal and ethical priority of crops,
reinforced with another Golden Age image from Empedocles (2.27.7) and restated at
2.29.1. After Empedocles, we find a reference to the bloodless altar at Delos (2.28.1) and
a somewhat contradictory set of claims about the abstinence of the Pythagoreans (2.28.2).
The origin of the Bouphonia at Athens (part of the Diipoleia festival) is described: the
taboo murder of a working ox who had eaten a sacrificial cake (2.29.1) led to a complex
ritual of blame shifting by which guilt for the act was transferred to the sacrificial knife
(2.30.3). Porphyry reiterates the unholiness of eating animals (2.31.2), offers the
argument that harmlessness toward animals is conducive to harmlessness toward humans
(2.31.3), and presents Theophrastus’s conclusion that sacrificial offerings to the gods
should be from crops alone (2.32.1).

In the next section of book 2, after noting that simple, non-animal sacrifices are
allowed by the laws of the state (2.33.1), Porphyry proceeds to consider what sorts of
sacrifices are appropriate for each divine level. It would be absurd, he notes, to make
animal offerings to the gods when we ourselves abstain from meat, since the gods, who
are not inferior to us, cannot need anything that we ourselves do not need (2.33.2).
Appropriate sacrifices include “nothing perceptible,” for “the god who is above all”
(2.34.2); “hymn singing arising from reason,” for “the intelligible gods” (2.34.4); and
nothing beyond “barley groats and honey and the fruits of the earth and the other

blooms,” for “the gods within heaven” (2.36.3-4). There follows a discussion, attributed
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to “some of the Platonists” (2.36.6), of gods and daemones. “The first god” (2.37.1) and
“the soul of the world” (2.37.2) need nothing, while for the “visible gods” (2.37.3), i.e.,
heavenly bodies, unensouled sacrifices are appropriate (2.37.3). Among daemones,
Porphyry says, there are both good ones (2.38.2) and those that “may appropriately be
called malicious” (2.38.4); the latter, responsible for the world’s troubles (2.40.1), lead
people to believe that the gods are to blame (2.40.1-5), an impossibility, since “neither
does the good ever harm nor is the bad ever beneficial” (2.41.1). It is in fact these bad
daemones, not the gods, “who take pleasure in the ‘drink-offering and odor of a burnt

29

sacrifice’ ” (2.42.3). Porphyry advises steering clear of such daemones and conducting
one’s life so that “as far as possible, [one] will not need what they provide” (2.43.3).
Picking up the discussion of eating as logically separate from sacrificing,
Porphyry observes, “All the theologians agreed on this point, that in expiatory sacrifices
one must not partake of those that are sacrificed, and one must use purifications” (2.44.2).
Even sorcerers, Porphyry says, try to protect themselves this way (2.45.1), “abstaining
briefly from impure food,” although they are “filled with passions” (2.45.3). The pure
person, on the other hand, “approaches the god...with a truly pure freedom from passion
in the soul and the lightness of the body not weighed down by alien and foreign juices
and passions of the soul” (2.45.4). The souls of slaughtered animals, Porphyry cautions,
stay close to their bodies, disturbing the souls of those who eat their flesh (2.47.1-3),
whereas “the philosopher...appropriately abstains from all ensouled food, striving to
approach god, alone to the alone,...without trouble from accompanying entities,” i.e.,

other souls (2.49.1), and will not “bear to become a grave of dead bodies, full of

defilements” (2.50.1). It would be unjust, Porphyry says, to kill an animal for divination,
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just as it would be to kill a human for that purpose (2.51.2). In any case, the philosopher
stands aloof from the material of divination—marriage, trade, slaves, promotion, fame
(2.52.2-3). And as with any other type of sacrifice, animal sacrifice for divination does
not entail eating (2.53.3). Chapters 54 and 55 catalog various customs of human sacrifice
in ancient times. In 2.56, such human sacrifice is discussed in the context of wars,
plagues, and droughts. Here too, Porphyry says, sacrifice did not entail eating (2.56.10);
when people under siege ate each other, they were condemned (2.56.11), as when
Hamilcar Barca ordered such cannibals trampled by elephants (2.57.1). Again, on the
question of necessity, Porphyry says, “It is not the case that, since famines and war have
been causes of eating other animals, it is necessary to accept this for pleasure” (2.57.3).
Likewise, “it is not necessary also to eat animals just because people sacrificed them to
some powers,” since “the people who sacrificed humans did not on account of this, at
least, taste human flesh” (2.57.3). Chapter 58, once more, decouples sacrificing animals
and eating them and repeats that animal sacrifices are made to daemones, not gods;
chapter 59 repeats that ancient sacrifices were accomplished with cakes and crops.

In the conclusion, Porphyry connects animal sacrifice with extravagance and
warns against “the notion of being able to bribe the divine power and make amends for
injustice with sacrifices” (2.60.1). “The best offering to the gods,” he says, “is pure nous
and an impassive soul”; modest material offerings are also acceptable with the right
frame of mind (2.61.1). Finally, referring to Syrians, Jews, Phoenicians, and Egyptians
who held fast to their various forms of abstinence, even enduring death, Porphyry says,
“It would be extraordinary for us to choose to transgress the laws of nature and the divine

rules on account of fears of people and of some slander from them” (2.61.7).
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In book 3, Porphyry argues, primarily, for justice toward animals and,
secondarily, for their possession of reason. As he puts it: “Since our opponents have said
that [justice] ought to extend to similar beings alone and on account of this they cross off
animals that are ‘without reason,” come let us demonstrate the opinion that is true and
also Pythagorean, showing that every soul in which there is a share of perception and
memory is rational. With that proven, we will appropriately, even according to them,
extend justice to every animal” (3.1.4). In the arguments that Porphyry presents in book
3, the opponents in question are, for the most part, the Stoics, who Porphyry says are
“driven by self-love” to claim that every other animal is non-rational (3.2.4).

The argument for animal rationality begins with “expressive logos”—that is,
language. Porphyry argues that, as with foreign languages, our own inability to
understand animals’ vocalizations does not mean their speech or they themselves lack
logos (3.3.3-5, 3.4.4, 3.5.2-4). There are reports of humans who have understood animal
speech, both ancient and more recent, such as Apollonius of Tyana (3.3.6) and even a
friend’s slave (3.3.7), not to mention Arabs and Etruscans, comprehenders of ravens and
eagles respectively (3.4.1). Animal speech is varied in such a way as to suggest language
(3.4.2-3). Some animals are able to imitate human speech sounds (3.4.4-5); if others are
unable to do so, it could be because of a lack of training or of the requisite vocal
equipment (3.4.6). Nor does a lack of speech mean a lack of /logos, since “that way one
would say that even the god who is above all, and the others, by not speaking, are not
rational” (3.5.4); birds understand the silent gods and transmit their communications to

humans (3.5.5). Porphyry relates his experience with a partridge who responded to his
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speech (3.4.7); Crassus had a beloved lamprey that came when he called it (3.5.1).' More
broadly, Porphyry appeals to the reader’s experience of communication with animals
(3.5.6-3.6.1 and 5) and the observation that animals learn from each other as well as from
humans (3.6.5), notwithstanding the claim that animals do what they do merely by nature
(3.6.4). Animals are calmed by music (3.6.2; see also 3.22.4). Even Stoics, Porphyry
says, concede a form of logical thinking to dogs (3.6.3),” and animals’ participation in
logos has been recognized by Aristotle, Plato, Empedocles, Pythagoras, and Democritus
(3.6.7).°

Moving on to internal /ogos, Porphyry lays down the principle of “more and
less”—a principle that will figure prominently in the course of his argument for reason in
animals (3.7.1 and 7). Humans and animals, Porphyry says, are similar in their bodies;
they are subject to illness and other afflictions (3.7.2-7) and to the passions of the soul,
including perceptions arising from the senses (3.8.1). In many cases, animals have
sharper senses than humans (3.8.3-5; see also 3.14.2). The differences in bodily
constitutions and keenness of senses are analogous, Porphyry suggests, to differences in
reason—that is, again, differences of degree but not of essence or nature (3.8.6-9).

The rational soul and wisdom of animals, which Porphyry announces he will
demonstrate (3.9.1), encompass their knowledge of their own weaknesses and strengths
and of what is advantageous to them (3.9.2-4). Against the argument that signs of

intelligence in animals are a matter of “nature,” Porphyry says such a claim is tantamount

! See also Plut. Soll. 976a.
* But see chapter 2, note 75.

3 But see chapter 2, section II.
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to conceding that they are “rational by nature” (3.10.1; see also 3.11.2). Both humans and
animals, Porphyry says, combine nature with learning, and animals have memory
(3.10.3). Taking a theriophilic turn, Porphyry says that, like humans, animals have “both
vices and jealousies” but that “they are not so heaped up as they are in humans” (3.10.4).
Contrary to the argument that there is no justice among animals, Porphyry observes that
gregarious animals “maintain justice toward each other” (3.11.1) and illustrates his point
with various natural-history topoi of animals’ virtuous behavior (3.11.1).

In the remainder of this portion of text based on Academic arguments (ending at
3.24.6)"—Porphyry employs and circles back to various sorts of arguments and evidence:
the epistemological argument (“If we do not understand how [animals’ deeds] are done
on account of not being able to enter their reasoning, we will surely not predicate non-
rationality of them because of this” [3.11.3; see also 3.15.4]); the anti-just-war argument
(3.12.1-5, 3.18.4, 3.19.3); claims about animals’ behavior (3.11.1, 3.13.2-3, 3.14.1,
3.20.6, 3.23.4-5) and their understanding of human language (3.15.2); the learning
argument (3.15.1, 3.22.3); the marginal-cases argument (not all humans make contracts
[3.13.1], do human things well [3.15.3], hold assemblies [3.15.4], or have cities or written
laws [3.15.5]); the argument that we deprive animals of reason so that we can eat them
(3.16.1, 3.17.3; see also 3.6.6); the plant-animal-difference argument (3.18.2 and 4,
3.19.2), and the more-and-less argument (3.18.1, 3.22.8, 3.23.1-3, 3.23.6-8; see also
3.25.3)—as well as elaborations of the theme of necessity versus pleasure (3.18.3-5,

3.19.1, 3.20.6-7), a rebuttal of the notion that animals exist for our use (3.20.1-6), and

* For the origins of 3.2 through 3.24 in extant and non-extant Plutarchan texts and earlier Academic

polemics against Stoics, see notes 13-14 in the introduction and chapter 2, note 75.
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stories adduced to show the respect in which animals have been held by “gods and divine
men” (3.16.1-3.17.2).

Against the Stoic argument from opposites—if the rational exists, so must the
irrational—Porphyry says that one can easily attribute the irrational to the unensouled
rather than to animals, as his opponents wish to do (3.21.1-2); indeed, Porphyry says,
“there is no animal that does not naturally possess some belief and reasoning power, just
as it has perception and impulse” (3.21.4). To survive, to use perceptions to pursue useful
things and avoid harmful things, Porphyry suggests, animals need the ability to reckon,
judge, remember, and be attentive (3.21.5-7). Strato argues that perception requires
thought (3.21.8-9), and if anyone argues that perception can exist without intellect, there
remains the question of what faculty in animals makes use of the information gleaned
from these perceptions after the perceptions have passed (3.22.1). Porphyry mocks the
“as it were” trope, the idea that, e.g., “the bee ‘as it were’ remembers, and the swallow
‘as it were’ prepares, and the lion ‘as it were’ gets angry, and the deer ‘as it were’
becomes seized with fear,” statements that he suggests are “contrary to manifest facts”
(3.22.5). Against a Stoic-informed doubt raised about how animals could possess the
beginning of a trait (virtue or reason) that they cannot fully realize, Porphyry points to
what he regards as just such an unfulfillable beginning in the Stoics’ own attribution to
animals of tender love for children, which they posit as the beginning of justice in their
account even while refusing to concede to animals any share of justice (3.22.6-7); he
further claims, with some exaggeration, that Stoics place the perfection of reason beyond
the capacity even of men—alluding, that is, to the extreme difficulty of achieving the

status of a Stoic sage (3.23.3). Applying the Stoic notion of vice as rational, Porphyry

259



wryly observes that “every beast is filled full of vice” (3.22.8). Finally, there is an
argument from deprivation: “It is not possible to come into a state of dysfunction without
possessing the faculty of which the dysfunction is either a deprivation or mutilation or
some other suffering,” as with rabid dogs, whose condition “testifies that animals have
logos and the faculty of thought, and not an inferior one,” since “rabies and madness are a
dysfunction of [this faculty] when it is troubled and mixed up” (3.24.2-5).

In 3.25, Porphyry switches sources from Plutarch to Theophrastus to make a case
for kinship between humans and animals on the basis of their bodies and souls. In his
own voice, Porphyry connects the sameness of soul with his earlier rebuttal of the just-
war argument, noting that savage humans do not cause us to “cut off our relationship with
the civilized ones™ (3.26.2). Likewise, Porphyry says, we should not cut off tamer
animals (3.26.3), against whom we commit “a great injustice” when we kill them along
with savage animals and eat them (3.26.4). Once again, Porphyry sets pleasure in
opposition to justice (3.26.5) and posits abstinence as a training in harmlessness toward
other humans (3.26.6)—harmlessness, Porphyry suggests, is indeed possible (3.26.9 and
12). Justice itself “consists in abstinence and in the non-harming of anyone at all who
does not harm” (3.26.9), while its “essence...is in the rational governing the irrational,
and the irrational obeying” (3.26.10). With reason in control, “there is a complete
necessity for a human being to be harmless toward anything whatsoever” (3.26.10).
What’s more: “with the passions drawn in and desires and anger extinguished, and the
reasoning power holding its appropriate sovereignty, assimilation to the Greater follows
immediately. The Greater in the universe is absolutely harmless, and itself through its

power is salvific of all and beneficent to all and self-sufficient in all things” (3.26.10-11).
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While producing harmlessness, justice benefits the just person, since “by means of his
training of himself and his self-control, he will increase his inner good—that is, his
assimilation to god” (3.26.13).

In reference to Epicureans and Stoics, Porphyry says, “True justice is not
preserved either when pleasure is the goal or when the primary things in accordance with
nature make happiness complete—or, in any case, are all presented” (3.27.1). Rather,
“when the goal is assimilation to god as much as possible,” Porphyry says, “harmlessness
is preserved with respect to all beings” (3.27.1). Indeed, “the person “who does not bring
harmlessness to a standstill among humans but extends it also to the other animals is
more similar to god” (3.27.2) even if it is not possible to live without harming plants
(3.27.3). Greater material need strengthens the bond of (spiritual) poverty (3.27.4); true
riches means needing nothing, while committing injustice makes one poor even if one is
rich in the conventional sense (3.27.5). The true self (intellect) stands in opposition to
injustice and to its ally pleasure (3.27.6), and the person who lives in accordance with
intellect is more discerning about what is to be chosen or not chosen than the one who
lives in accordance with irrationality (3.27.7). A vision of the human race freed from
injustice and the impulse to endlessly fill the leaky jar of passions (3.27.8-9) leads,
finally, to a universalizing appeal to the Golden Age (3.27.10) and to the interconnected
goals of self-sufficiency and harmlessness (3.27.11).

At the start of book 4, Porphyry says that he has already responded to the
“pretexts” of defenders of meat-eating, who hide their intemperance behind the claim of

“need” (4.1.1). He now promises to address the claim that there were no vegetarian sages
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or peoples and “to produce solutions concerning advantage and the other questions”
(4.1.2).

A survey of abstinence in various nations begins with the Greeks, “because they
are the nearest kin among those providing testimony” (4.2.1). For the Greeks, Porphyry
uses Dicaearchus’s account of the Golden Age, which Porphyry casts as showing that the
people of that time “killed no ensouled being” (4.2.1). In this time, described in mythical
terms by Hesiod (4.2.2), a time before farming or any other craft (4.2.3), people were
able to spend their days “without toils and cares,” and without illness (4.2.4), eating only
moderate quantities of food, or less because of scarcity (4.2.4). With no war, life at the
time was characterized by “leisure, a nonchalance about necessities, health, peace,
friendship” (4.2.5); accordingly, it came to be seen as desirable by later people (4.2.6).
Pastoralism, the next phase of human life, was characterized by the killing of harmful
animals and the taming of non-harmful animals—a division drawn, to an extent, in
Hermarchus’s account’—but it was also characterized by “excessive acquisition” and the
emergence of war (4.2.7). In time, Porphyry says, with increased understanding of “the
things that seemed useful,” people “fell into” agriculture (4.2.8). For Porphyry, the most
notable aspect of this progression is that “war and greediness...entered...at the same time
with the unjust treatment of animals,” specifically their slaughter (4.2.9). Turning to the

Spartans, whom he casts as virtuous exemplars, Porphyry claims that Lycurgus, their

> The advantage and usefulness to society of killing and eating animals is outlined, as we have seen, in the
text of the Epicurean Hermarchus quoted in 1.7-12. Porphyry’s task will be to show that abstinence has not
been disadvantageous to societies but quite the opposite.

® For Hermarchus, even the ostensibly harmless animals would become harmful if sufficiently populous;

otherwise, he says, they can be useful (1.11.2-5-1.12.1).
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lawgiver, organized society so that there would be “the least possible” need to eat
animals (4.3.1). Porphyry considers Lycurgus’s assault on luxury through the elimination
of gold and silver coinage (4.3.3-6) and the institution of common meals—and the
virtuous consequences of these mesasures (4.4.1-4.5.1). Without claiming that Sparta was
actually vegetarian, Porphyry notes that “the simplicity of the Lacedaemonians
concerning their diet...was established by law for the multitude.” Accordingly,
vegetarianism was “appropriate” for the Spartans, while meat-eating is appropriate for
“corrupted” polities (4.5.2).

In the next portion of book 4, Porphyry sets out to consider societies in which
elites or members of religious communities were vegetarian or abstained from at least
some animals. As he argues, in those nations in which people “were mindful of good
order, civilized gentleness, and piety toward the divine,...for the salvation of cities and
their advantage, abstinence was enjoined if not for all people, for some”—namely, “the
ones who sacrificed to the gods for the city” (4.5.3). For some such priests, Porphyry
says, abstinence from all animals was enjoined; for others, abstinence from some
animals, with the result, in Porphyry’s view, that “drawn from all over, [the priests]
appear to abstain from all animals if someone should interpret all of them as one” (4.5.5).
If such protectors of the city are abstinent, Porphyry asks, “how could anyone dare to
censure abstinence as harmful for cities?” (4.5.6).

After the Greeks, the first of the peoples to be considered is the Egyptians, among
whom the priests, like philosophers, “gave their whole life to the contemplation and
observation of the divine” (4.6.3). These philosopher-priests, were part of a circuit of

reverence that also included the gods and animals (4.6.2 and 5; see also 4.9.6 and 4.9.9-
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4.10.2). Resisting social mixing (4.6.2, 4.6.5-7), the priests “pursued simplicity, dignity,
self-control, endurance, justice in everything, and lack of greed” (4.6.4), and their diet
was, accordingly, “simple and unrefined” (4.6.8). Porphyry proceeds to lay out various
forms of dietary abstinence, ranging from particular animals or particular times to
complete abstinence from ensouled beings, as well as sexual abstinence (4.7.2-7), before
a general discussion of the daily lives of the priests, which, he says, involved physical
labor (4.8.1), astronomy, religious observance, hymns, and mathematics (4.8.2). Different
hieratic levels corresponded to different levels of “exactness and self-control” (4.8.5).
Animals emerge as a particular concern in relation to the Egyptian practice of
representing gods as animals or combinations of human and animal (4.9.1-3) and of
associating animals with the gods (4.9.4, 4.9.7-9). Porphyry concludes the Egyptian
discussion by describing a burial rite involving purification through disposal of the belly,
construed as a source of pollution (4.10.3-5).

In reference to the Jews, Porphyry speaks of their abstinence from various
animals, notably pigs (4.11.1), before shifting to one sect, the Essenes (4.11.2), among
whom he finds self-control (4.11.3, 4.12.7); shared possessions (4.11.5); a lack of
commerce (4.11.8); communal dining, as with the Spartans (4.12.2-5, 4.13.1); a strong
sense of justice (4.13.1) and truth (4.13.2); and a simple diet (4.13.5), as well as a
steadfast refusal, even under torture, to eat prohibited foods (4.13.6). Porphyry says that
the Essenes believed that “bodies are perishable, and their material is not lasting, but
immortal souls always endure” (4.13.8). Turning again to the larger group of Jews,
Porphyry notes that “it is forbidden to kill those [animals] who are suppliants and, in a

manner of speaking, flee for refuge in houses—much less to eat them” (4.14.2)—just as it
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is forbidden to “jointly kill parents with their young” or to slaughter “animals who work
with humans even among the enemy” (4.14.2). Against the argument that vegetarians will
cause animals to overrun the world, Porphyry says: “He [the Jewish lawgiver] did not
fear that, by multiplying, the race of animals who are not sacrificed would cause famine
for humans, for he knew first that the prolific are short-lived, then that mortality is great
whenever they do not obtain care from humans, and indeed also that there are other
animals who attack the one who multiplies” (4.14.3). There are many animals, Porphyry
says, who have not overrun the earth despite not being eaten by humans, e.g., snakes,
and, in any case, killing does not entail eating (4.14.3-4).

Briefly considering the Syrians, Porphyry offers a story of degeneration in line
with the aetiologies of sacrifice in book 2: from abstinence to animal sacrifice to meat-
eating (4.15.1-4). Turning to the Persian Magi and the cult of Mithras, Porphyry
describes a hierarchy of three groups, with varying degrees of abstinence, including
complete abstinence among “the most erudite” (4.16.2). In this chapter, Porphyry covers
animal names given to people, which his source interprets as allegorical for the
movement of human souls into animal bodies (4.16.3-4), then shifts to features of Greco-
Roman culture such as Latin personal names and nicknames of gods derived from
animals (4.16.5) and rules of abstinence from beans, fish, domesticated birds, and certain
fruits at Eleusis (4.16.6).

Shifting, finally, to the Indian subcontinent, Porphyry elevates the wholly
abstinent Brahmans and Samaneans (4.17.1-4.18.3). The hereditary Brahman
philosophers (4.17.1) are divided between those who live in the mountains and those who

live by the Ganges, the former eating fruit and milk curdled with herbs; the latter, fruit
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and some wild-grown rice (4.17.4-5). Both groups live in isolated huts and spend most of
the day praying and singing hymns to the gods, with as little social contact as possible
(4.17.6). Samanaeans, who are chosen (4.17.1 and 7), leave their children to the care of
the king and their wives to the care of relatives (4.17.7). They live together outside the
city, spending their days in discussions concerning the divine, and they eat rice, bread,
fruit, and vegetables (4.17.8). Regarding both the Samanaeans and Brahmans, Porphyry
observes that “others have such reverence for them..that even the king...comes to
supplicate them” (4.17.10). Porphyry concludes with a description of the Samanaeans’
suicide by fire (4.18.1-3), a means of liberating the soul after a life seen as something like
“a necessary service rendered to nature” (4.18.1).

Regarding the problem of generalized asceticism or vegetarianism—what if
everybody did it?>—Porphyry credits his response to Pythagoras: “With all people being
virtuous, it is not possible for them to find a pathway to governance in which they reserve
merit for virtue; but no one in fact would be so mad as not to believe it is incumbent on
all people to strive to be virtuous” (4.18.4 and 6). At the same time, Porphyry says, “the
law concedes many other things to the common person that it does not concede to the
philosopher, but it does not even permit them to the one who lives well as a citizen”
(4.18.7). With diet too, Porphyrys says, “whatever has been conceded to the many, one
would not concede it also to the best” (4.18.8). Observing, to sum up, that “the holy laws
among nations and city-states have manifestly prescribed purity for members of religious
guilds and forbidden them from eating ensouled beings and, as far as the multitude, have
hindered them from some things, whether for the sake of piety or on account of some

harms from the food” (4.18.9), Porphyry says, “It is necessary for the completely law-
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abiding and pious person to abstain from all [ensouled beings], for if some people, in a
partial manner, abstain out of piety from some animals, the person who is pious in every
respect will abstain from all of them” (4.18.10). After citing a passage from Euripides
concerning the abstinence of prophets of Zeus in Crete (4.19.1), Porphyry moves on to a
theorization of purity.

In Porphyry’s theorization of purity, he says, “Holy men, indeed, regarded purity
as the condition of being unmixed with one’s opposite” and mixing, conversely, as
“contamination” (4.20.1), and he proceeds to explain how, by this principle, meat-eating
(4.20.1) and also sex (4.20.3 and 6) pollute, as do birth and death (4.20.7) and the
passions (4.20.8). What should be fattened, Porphyry says, is what is “most important in
us”—*the rational soul,” not our flesh (4.20.11). Intellect, Porphyry says, “maintains our
eternal life,” while the fattened body “makes the soul starve for want of blessed life and
augments that which is mortal,...stain[ing] it by embodying it and pulling it down toward
the alien” (4.20.11). One should, then, work to reduce the flesh’s needs to small amounts
of easily obtained food (4.20.12). Indeed, Porphry says, “if only it were possible to
abstain without trouble even from the food that comes from crops, if only there were not
this perishable aspect of our nature!” (4.20.13).

In the following chapter, Porphyry takes up the Nomads, Troglodytes, and
Ichthyophagi—peoples that, unlike his presumed readers, are forced to eat meat because
of the barrenness of their land (4.21.1). Instead of such peoples—or barbaric examples
that are employed to “slander human nature” (4.21.2)—we must imitate “those that are
pious and dedicated to the gods” (4.21.6). After that, Porphyry returns to examples of

abstinence with a consideration of Triptolemus’s three laws still in force at Eleusis in the
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time of Xenocrates (“to respect parents, honor the gods with crops, and not harm
animals” 4.22.2) and Draco’s edict (a requirement to honor gods and local heroes with

cakes and first fruits of crops 4.22.7)—at which point the text breaks off.
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