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THE SOUL AND DISCURSIVE REASON 

IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF PROCLUS 

Abstract 

by 

D. Gregory Mactsaac 

In Proclus ~iitrnoio is the Soul's thinking activity. through which it m&es itself into a 

cii\.idt.d image of .\;ms. This dissertation esarnines various aspects of Procline dicinnicc. 

Dimmi(i's thoughts are logoi, because in the Greek philosophical tradition. l o p s  came to 

mean a division of a prior unity (ch.1). Proclus' theory of diunoia rejects induction. and is 

a conscious development of Plato's theory of unun~nisis. because induction is unable to 

hicld a true universal (ch.11). The source of Soul's logoi is not a pre-natal vision of 

realit). but rather its ontological dependence on No~rs. The Soul's ousicr is a fullness of 

logoi which are images of the eick! in :Voccs. The Sou1 projects these multiple ultdiikieis 

logoi into even greater multiplicity. In so doing. Soul makes itself into the image of 

.Yola. and the paradigm of Body. For this reason all tiiunoia is metaphorical. because it 

either understands .Vom through the image which itself is. or understands Body through 

itself as paradigm (ch.111). Dicmoin. therefore. has two parts. Dialectic is the Soul's grasp 

of .\bus through itself as image. and mathematics is the Soul's grasp of Body through 

itself as paradigm (ch.lV). The Soul's attention to Body may cause it to cease its 

dianoetic activity. because it takes on Body's passivity. PhiIosophicaI discussion may 

rescue such a fallen soul. turning it back towards itseIf. away from the body. In Procline 



terms. philosophy restores the Soul's mrokinisis. or self-motion (ch.V). The particular 

. I b l c s  of which Soul is an image, and which dimoio divides. is the :Volis which serves as a 

measure for Soul's dividing activity. And because Time is the measure of the Soul's 

motion. this particular !Vo~rs is the monad of Time (ch.V[). Dicmoicl has as its aim to 

Ieaw behind all divided thinking. and to be content with the unity of !Volrs. and the 

simplicity of the One. This is accomplished rhrough that in the Soul which is higher than 

tii~rnoiir. the ttoirs of the Soul. and its own one (ch.VII). 



For my father 

John R. b1acIsaac 



To be carried back to the shrine some dawn 
umhen the sea spreads its far sun-crops to the south 
and I make a morning offering again: 
tho! I may eswpr the miclsmu qf'spilled blood, 
goverrr rhe longlie, fear hybris. fiar the goti 
m i l  he specks in my rinmm,nelled rnourlt. 

-- Seamus Heaney. Starion Iskinti 

Aujourd'hui l'espace est spendide! 
Sans mors, sans eperons. sans bride. 
Partons a cheval sur le vin 
Pour un ciel fierique et divin! 

Comme deux anges qus tonure 
Une implacable calenture. 
Dans le blsu cristal du matin 
Suivons le mirage lointain! 

blollement balancis sur l'aile 
Du tourbillon intelligent. 
Dans un delire parallde. 

Ma soeur, cdte a cbte nageant. 
Nous fuirons sans repos ni trtves 
Vers le paradis de mes rtves! 

-- Baudelaire. Les F l e m  tirr .Lhl 
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PREFACE 

In a very real sense. I began this study twelve years ago. when I entered the 

Bachelor of Arts program at the University of King's College/Dalhousis University. in 

Hali tax. I L  was at King's that I tirst read Plato. and tirst realised that the world could be 

thought. In the Dalhousie department of Classics I had teachers who taught me how to 

read an ancient test with care. and who taught me that the beginning of philosophising. 

for us. comes through reading the history of philosophy well. Most prominent among my 

tcachcrs of that time is Wayne J, Hankey. Professor Hankey has provided me with 

invaluable assistance over the years. through advice. conversation. and most importantly. 

through his friendship. I wish to acknowledge my immense gratitude to him here. 

At the University of Notre Dame. in Indiana. I found another mentor. Professor 

Stephen G m h .  The foundation of my interest in Neoplatonism lvas laid at Dalhousie. but 

it  was not until I met Professor Gersh that [ became certain my study of the history of 

philosophy should take the form of a study ofthe philosophy of Proclus. As my 

professor. and eventually as my director. Professor Gersh has given me both the guidance 

and the freedom which were essential for me to carry out this project. His philosophical 

acumen. and his subtle and nuanced reading of texts. continue to inspire me. I wish to 

thank him sincerely for his direction over the past eight years. 

The idea for the particular topic of this study came during the year (1994-95) that 

I studied ivith Professor Carlos Steel. of the Institute of Philosophy. Catholic University 

of Leuven. Belgium. Halfway through my year in Leuven, I realised that all of  my 

vii 



previous philosophical studies pointed me towards one doctrine. the Platonic theory of 

~lntrmn2sis. When I told this to Professor Steel, he immediately exclaimed that 1 was. in 

fact. interested in working on "the prohoi2." He was referring to Proclus' theory of the 

projection forth of the soul's innate iogoi. After returning to Notre Dame. I discovered 

that Professor Steel had been entirely correct. It was theprohol2 which excited. and 

continues to hold, my philosophical interest. I acknowledge here my debt to Professor 

Steel. as providing the particular beginning point for my work of the past five years. 

Finally I wish to express my deep gratitude to Professors Peter Emberley. Roy 

Laird. Cb'aller Newell. and Rob Stainton. In giving me an academic position two years 

ago. at the College of the Humanities at Carleton University. in Ottawa. they provided me 

ivith a community of scholars. students. and dear friends. who now constitute the greater 

pan of tvhrtt etrrluimoniu I possess. 

viii 



INTRODUCTION 

i. The spiritual hierarchv' 

Soul is the third principle in Proclus' system.' It is distinguished from the second 

principle. Intellect (.lroirs). by the discursive character of its thinking. Unlike the simple 

and unchanging grasp of the intelligible which belongs to .Vozrs. the Soul's discursive 

reason ( ~ i i ~ r n u i ~ r )  is measured by Time. because i t  moves tiom intelligible object to 

intelligible object. Time is the "measure of motion." as Aristotle says.' and the motion in 

question hcre is the psychic activity. .Vom is distinguished from the first principIe of  

Proclus' system. the One. because the One is beyond both being and thinking. It is 

"epekeincr r i s  oicsitrs." as Plato says of the Idea of the Good in the ~e~i,public.~ 

.-kcording to Proclus. ~ e i n ~ '  is a system of determinations which lies in between 

two indeterminates. .Above all Being is its source. the indeterminate One. that is 

completely ungraspable by thought. The One is the ineffable Absolute. only nameable 

through its effects. primary of which is the unity that gives determinate identity to each 

being. and through which each being receives its good. It is beyond the determinate 

I For a good overview of the life, work, and tradition of modem scholarship on Proclus, see H.-D. 
SatEcy. "Proclus Diadoque de Platon," in Proclrrs lrcrrrir n inrrrprke drs uncitw. .-Ic~es clrr Colluc/iir 
rnternutronrrlr hi C.,V. R.S.. Puris 2-4 oct. l98j .  ed. J .  Pepin et H.-D. Saffrey (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1987) pp.ni- 
ssvii. See also the introduction to volume I of the Satlie! and Westerink (Belles Lettres) edition of the 
Tlrt?'ohgrt, Plmnlcirnnr: and L. Siorvanes. Proclrrs. .Veo- Platonic philosophy and science (New Haven and 
London: Yale University Press, 1996) pp. 1-47. 

' I am speaking here in very general terms. In more precise terms. between the One and Soul come 
the First Limit and First Infinity. the henads. and Nozis. Further. ,VOILY itself is subdivided into three 
intelligible triads. three intelligible-and-intellectual triads. and an intellectual hebdomad. 

' P&ILT v .  I I .  
Rep~ihlic 509b. 
Being in a general sense, not Beins as the first moment of i tbm. 



existence which belongs to beings. because if it were any one of the beings it could not be 

the source of all beings. If the One were part of the complete system of determinations it 

could not be the cause of that total system of determinations which is Being. Below all 

Being is the indetermination of matter. The One is indeterminate through excess of 

poiver. the power which gives rise to Being. while matter is indeterminate through 

deficiency of power. Matter is the point at which the unity which gives determination to 

Being fails, and all that separates matter from non-existence is the direct power of the 

One in its most dissipated form. 

Bet\veen the One and matter the determinations of Being unfold thcrnssi\.es. 

producing themselves as divided images of the ineffable One beyond Being. .L'orrs. Soul. 

and Bod!. or Nature are divided expressions. articulations. or manifestations of what 

remains unexpressed. inarticulate. and hidden. according to Proclus. How is it possible to 

manifest the inarticulablc simplicity of the One? Proclus' answer is an articulated totality. 

:\\I that is possible is actual. in Proclus' system. The articulations of reality begin even 

before Being. from that which is most unified, but which is not the One itself. This is the 

first Limit. the first Unlimited. and the henads. or "ones" ~vhich are only distinguished 

from the absolute simplicity of the One in that there are many of them. If the One is the 

principle of 'determation itself. these are the principles of the actual determinations. 

.\i~irslBt'ing comes nest. divided into Being. Life. and .L'oiis. as unitary determinate 

source. poiver of espression. and multipliciy of determination. And so it continues. 

Proclus' universe unfolds inelf by the smallest steps possible. There are no empty spaces. 

And it  is this full totality in which no possible articulation is left aside which manifests 

the ineffable 

" A. Lernould. "La dialectique comrne science premiere chez Proclus." Revue des sciences 
phr!osophiqires rr thL;ologiques, 71 (1987) pp.509-536; p.522: "t'idee de systeme implique en eflet que 
toute la chaine des connaissances procede d'une cause unique en meme temps qu'elle se convenit tout 
rntikre vrrs cette cause (principe de I'universalite). Or toutes les connaissances procedent bien de I'intellect 
et rerournent vers h i .  si bien que I'intellect pourrait &re appele d e n  des connaissances)) (et non pas 
seulement le alien des sciences),). puisqu'il embrasse leur complet deploiement. En outre. I'exigence de 



His favourite metaphor is the circle. How does the circumference of the circle 

manifest the partlessness of its centre? It does so by the totality of perspectives upon the 

centre which are resident in the circumference. Being is the circumference whose totality 

of determinations are the manifestation of and image of the partlessness of the One. The 

Universe is in fact a series of concentric 'circles' according to Proclus. distinguished by 

the least possible ontological difference. Each successive order in the unfolding of 

determinate Being is a circumference having the previous order as its centre. and the One 

3s thc centre of its centre. Being as a whole is a divided image of the One. But also each 

order is its oivn divided image of the One. as r! divided image of all of the orders which 

precede it. An image is at once the same as and different from its paradigm. Having its 

prosimate cause as its centre. each spiritual entity remains in its cause as the source and 

centre of its being. proceeds from this centre by unfolding the novel determinations which 

makes it the sort of being it is. and returns upon itsdfthrough the kinship of its own 

determinations uith those of its centre and cause. This circular activity is generative of 

s)stimaticiti implique qu'il n'y ait pas de vide dans le tout des connaissances et que la procession. ainsi que 
la conrersion ividemment. s'effectuent par la similitude (PI incipe de continuiti). Dans cette perspective. la 
dialectique apparait comme une mediation ndcessaire entre les mathimatiques el l'intellection. Or. la 
dialectique est bien a la fois encore science. en tant qu'elle est connaissance par la cause. et dija intellection. 
en [ant qu'elle a pour object I'intelligible. Entin comme la triade manence-procession-conversion ne doit 
pas &re comprise cornme simplement logique mais cornme itant h la fois logique et ontologique. dans la 
perspective. on I'a vu. d'un cycle de puissance. le systkme des connaissances se donne moins comme un 
tableau tigi. comrne une classification forrnelle et esterieure a son objet. que comme le processus 
dynamiquc d'un deploiement qui inclut en lui la loi ontologique de sa propre production. Lrs 
connaissances. qui constituent ainsi une viritable multiplicite dans I'unite. realisent donc la figure d'un 
systr'me ou I'identiti se constitue dans et par la difference. se revelant ainsi comme (ridentiti dynamique))." 

See also A. Charles, "Analogie et pensee serielle chez Proclus." Rmrw imrnu~ionuie de 
Philosophie. 23 (1969) pp.69-88: see p.70. Charles points out that for Proclus there is no question ofthe 
existence of an analogical order in the universe. Rather. this order is taken as assumed. The question is of 
the nature of this order. That all things below the One are ordered analogically is pranteed by the 
providence (rrpovom) which is the effective presence of the Good itself to all things. We receive from 
above the goods which the gods give, not only because of the influence of those goods. or our receptivity to 
them. but also the "symmctn. between the two terns. as if they were breathing or speaking in concert (rk fCs 
m p l w i n  srrl~rrrrefriu.~ kui hrisunri swrrpnuias kui slrmphunicrr) [ In Tim.111.7.16ffj." 

J.Trouillard. La nlwtagogie de Prucltrs (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1982) p.249: "Comme dans la 
generation ntopythagoricienne des nombres. i l  n'y a pas de distinction entre le possible rt le reel. La 
procession est manifestation ou e-rpression. sous des modes de plus en plus complexes et extensifs, d'une 
puissance ou mieux d'une exigenco intensive. Celle-ci emet une organisation qui se dispose en cercles 
c~ncentri~ues. Ceux-ci figurent les niveaux et les rayons symbolisent les series. Tous sont des fdguntions 
de I'unite. representie par le centre." 



the concentric circles of reality. as the activity by which Nous separates itself from the 

One and gives rise to Soul. and by which Soul in articulating itself gives rise to Nature or 

Body. 

The activity by which Soul articulates itself as a determinate son of being is 

discursive reason. The activity of Soul as a whole is a thinking activity through which 

Soul brings into being the determinations which constituc the psychic level. Insofar as 

we are part of Soul as a whole. we too bring the psychic level into existence. Insofar as 

we are "partial souls" (mcrikuipslrchui). the souls which animate human bodies. our 

discursive reason has a twofold task. First. it allows the partial soul to articulate to itself 

the discursive determinations into which the Soul itself is articulated. Because the Soul is 

an image of .Vuus. these determinations which are the Soul's own thoughts are a divided 

image of .Yolr.s. So in thinking itself the partial soul is thinking a divided image of the 

primary determinations into which Being falls. As Soul is an image not only of .\;om but 

also of the principles of .Vbtrs. the partial soul in thinking itself is also thinking a divided 

image ot'the total hierarchy of reality. It is its status as divided image which makes 

systematic speculative philosophy possible. according to Proclus. The second task of our 

discursive reason is to awaken in the partial soul the rrds which leads it away from its 

own divided determinations back to the unity of the Xotis which is its proximate 

paradigm. and to the simplicity ofthe One which is its ultimate source. Discursive reason 

is able to do this because it itself is a dividing of a unified source which is already given 

to i t  as its centre. So it acts as a reminder. or as a signpost pointing before itself. so that 

the soul may retreat to its innermost recesses. In Proclus the aim of philosophy is to cease 

philosophising. by attaining a thinking superior to philosophy, and finally a unity superior 

to thinking. 

Discursive reason must always remember that it is only an image of the realities 

which it seeks to articulate. It is a sign which points beyond itself. according to Proclus. 

For this reason. other sorts of signs which point to the same reality are accorded a place 



alongside philosophy. Myths. oracular dreams. and sacred rituals mediate the ineffable to 

our imagination and our senses, just as philosophical systems mediate the ineffable to our 

discursive reason. If our centre is concentric with that of Now.  then the power of the One 

itself. the hcnads. and .L'ous is present to us. In religious language Proclus would say that 

the gods are present to us. and when they speak to us we give them shape and voice. even 

though they are in themseIves formless.' The dialogues of Plato and the myths of Homer 

both ha1.e their place in articulating the unity of :l'ous and the ineffability of the One to us. 

The Soul is the middle point of the universe in Proclus' system. It is the point at 

tvhich Limit and Unlimited are in balance. ,md the point at which the expansion of power 

from the One begins to turn into the dissipation of matter.9 On the one hand the Soul is a 

spiritual bring and is capable of self-reversive activity of thinking. but its activity of 

thinking is divided and complex. As an image of .Vow it can never adequate the unity of 

the intelligibie Forms. but it makes up for this deficiency through a never ending activity 

of unt'olding rhc concentrated content of:\uus onto the psychic level." 

~ . ~ r o u i l l a r d .  Lu myriagogrr de Proc1rt.s (Paris: Belles Lettrrs. 1983) p.249: "La philosophie n'est 
pas une oeuvre de pure raison speculative. Dans un univers don't les extrimes (I'un pur et le divers pur) 
sont ineffables ct ou la pensee est une activite mtidiane. celle-ci est alimentie et orienttie par le mythe. 
Quand ce dernier n'est pas seulement pidagogique. mais inspire ou initiatique [ In Rrmp.l.80.1 1-19: 1.8 1.14- 
I 5 :  1.178.10-1 79.031. i l  dCploic Itt paysage d'unr opCration dCitiante et i l  invite a la parfaire par la th~urgie. 
11 appone la communication et l'illurnination don't la nison devra &re la conscience distincte." See also 
ch.11 of the same work. "Le merveilleux dans [a vie et la pensee de Proclos." 

" Proclus' universe is concentric in another manner. The higher principle is more strongly a 
principle than any of its effects. hence its power extends further than does the power of any of its effects. 
So the power ofthe One extends all the way to matter, and the indeterminate through excess is thus the 
direct cause ofthe indeterminate through deficiency. :Vorcs is a triad of Being. Life. and ~Votrs, in which the 
power of Being extends to inanimate bodies, and is that which gives them determination, the power of Life 
wends to plants. and the power ofiVous gives to animals with sense some grasp of being. The Soul confers 
self-mo~ion on itself and on the bodies which it animates. and this self-motion is primarily discursive 
reason. See figure 1 .  Appendix. 

11) 1.Trouillard. Lrt nrymgogie dr  Proclrrs (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1982) p.250-75 1 : "Le point ou 
I'intensiti de la puissance et I'extension du nombre obtiennent leur equilibre, c'est le niveau de I'ime. Chez 
elk la complexid aneint son developpement le plus distinct sans briser son interiosite. C'est pourquoi elle 
est la mediation universelle. k milieu el [e centre de tous I t s  ifrrs [ In  .4lc 320.191.. . Dks tors c'est dans 
I'ime que. de droit et pas seulement de fait. nous dechifions la constitution de I'univers. puisque I'ime ne 
laisse rien hors d'elle-rnh~e. et surtout pas ce qui la transcende [ In Tim.lIl.102. I?-141. EIle est I'espace 
unique et inepuisabIe dans IequeI se meut le philosophe. le lieu des ccraisons sacrees st des synboles divinsn 
[Omclrr chulciarqttes. Des Places. p.21 i. 22. fr. V du commentaire de Proclos] qu'eveille I'initie." 



This study will examine the unfolding activity which Proclus thinks discursive 

reason is. 

i i .  The hierarchy of Soul 

We should examine the articulations into which the order of Soul falls. in order to 

la! the ground for our discussion of discursive reason (ciiunoiu). Proclus' system is 

considerably more complex in structure than is Plotinus'. Proclus still speaks of three 

main spiritual principles (One. :Vou.s. Soul). but the structure of these principles has been 

elaborated to a much greater degree than in Plotinus. rki  in Plotinus. .Yms and Soul give 

rise both to subordonate and coordinate entities." So .Lbtrs gives rise both to Soul 

(subordinate) and to other intellects. or noes" (coordinate). Proclus extends coordinate 

causation to the One. which Plotinus refused to do. So in Proclus ive find the coordinate 

series of henads. which are 'ones' participated in by all other things. 

For purposes of clarity. I will discuss here only the order of Soul. However. the 

general principles which govern this order also apply to the order of Xotrs. and to a Lesser 

estent to the One and the henads. The Soul order begins from what Proclus calls the 

monad of Soul. From this monad arises both a coordinate series of souls. and a 

subordinate series. In the subordinate series we find not souls. but Body. Had we begun 

from any particular henad. we might find a subordinate series composed of the henad 

itself. a noz1.s. a soul. and a body. The monad of Soul participates .Vozrs. but i t  is itself not 

I I These are often called by modem scholars vertical and horizontal planes of causation. S. Gersh 
has argued persuasively that these two planes ofcausation must be viewed as two ways of viewing the 
relation between hypostases. Brietly. insofar as the hypostasis of ,VV~IS causes the hypostasis of Soul. :Vuzrs 
gives rise to a subordinate entity (vertical plane of causation); insofar as Soul has as pan of its constitution 
its own tious. .Yolrs gives rise to a coordinate entity (horizontal plane ofcausation). See S.Genh, From 
lirmblrchlrs to Eriugena (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1978) pp.141- 151. So the production of subordinate and 
coordinate entities are two aspects of the same causal process. One nuance which must be added is that the 
first members of the coordinate order are not participated by the lower order. Such unpanicipated terms. 
however. are produced by the same self-related activity which brings both the participated terms and their 
participants into existence. 

" .Yoes is the plural nominative of nous used by Proclus (see In Parnr.703.15). .Voi is also attested 
in late writers (see L.S.J. entry for nous), however. L will use the pIuraI noes in this stud!. 



participated by any body. Bodies participate in the souls which stand in the coordinate 

series of soul arising from the monad. Proclus' uses the technical terms unparticipated 

(amerhekros) and participated (rnerhekros) to refer to this distinction. There are texts 

ivhich seem to sugest that Proclus thought that the first members of the coordinate series 

of sods wrre also unparticipated. He refers to the distinction between unparticipated and 

participated souls as the difference bet~veen hypercosmic and encosmic souls. i.e. a soul 

ivhich does not animate a body stands above the cosmos. while those that do animate 

bodies are in the cosmos. There is at least one hypercosmic soul. the monad of Soul. 

And from one passage in his commentary on the Titnaeus it seems that Proclus is at least 

nilling to tXItertain the idea that there are a plurality of hypercosmic souls.13 In this 

passagc he gives an account of the difference between hypercosmic and encosmic souls. 

The dift'crence between Yolu and Soul in general is that while .Voiis is able to grasp its 

intelligible object all at once. in a simple self-related act of thinking. Soul is not able to 

do this. Soul's actitpity is measured by Time. as it moves from a consideration of one 

intelligible object to the nest. Encosmic souls must think their intelligible objects one by 

one. Proclits tells us. whi!e hypercosmic souls are able to think more than one thing at a 

time. although they are unable to think all things at once. and because of this fall short of 

the simplicity of .C'olw. 

Proclus' main classification of Souls is found in his Elernems of Theology 

(prop. 184). tvhere he tells us that every soul is either divine. or subject to change from an 

enjoyment of noirs to lack ofrtoiis. or intermediate between these two. The intermediate 

class is inferior to divine souls. but enjoys notrs perpetually. In earlier propositions 

Proclus has specified what "divine" (rheios) means. Divine souls are able to participate 

.\birs in t\vo tvays. As is the case with all souls. even those which are not divine. they are 

able to participate :Vow through the mediation of the unparticipated monad of Soui, 

" See In T i n r . 3  1.30-255.03. 



Because the monad of Soul participates in :Vorrs. and all souls arise from the monad of 

Soul and have the same structure as it. all souls participate in A'o11.s in virtue of this 

monad. Unlike Souls which are not divine. however. divine souls also participate Norrs 

through their similarity to the noetic order. .4lthough each of the members of the Soul 

order is equally a sod. Proclus thinks that the kinship and similarity of the members of 

the order to the higher order diminishes as the series progresses.'" Because of their 

greater similarity to the order of Norrs. divine souls are able to participate directly in a 

norrs which stands in the coordinate series of noes. So in Proclus' three-fold 

classification. both divine souls and the intermediate sorts of souls participate in .VOKS 

M ithout interruption. the first sort of soul through the monad of Soul and through its own 

participation in a particular notrs. the second son of soul only through the monad of Soul. 

Professor Dodds. in his note to proposition 184. lists the various sorts of soul in these two 

classes. Taking our cue from him we may say that divine souls include ( 1) the 

unpanicipatsd hypercosmic monad of Soul: ( 2 )  any other hypercosmic souls;" (3 )  the 

Soul of the World. which is the first encosmic soul and animates Body as a whole: (4) the 

souls of the seven planets and the fixed stars (these and all subsequent souls are 

encusnlic): 15) and the 'gods below the moon'. "the descendants of GJ and Olrrrmos 

enumerated by Plato. Tim.40 € . " I h  The souls which enjoy perpetual nurts. but are not 

divine are the crgceeloi. ckrinlones. and hirdes (angels. demons. and heroes). 

In the third class. souls which "are subject to change from norrs to lack of norrs" 

(me~crhrdio~cso rrpo nor, cis crnoim). we find human souls." We participate in .Vom only 

through the monad of Soul. and we do not always do so. because we are susceptible to the 

I 4  How this actually works is not important for this discussion. but it has to do with the 
predominance of Being. Same. or Other in the various levels of Soul. 

I' Dadds does not include this possibility. 
16 Ei. Tkp.35 Dodds. 
1 -  Proclus' technical term for human souls is the "partial soul" (merikPpsuch2). 



attraction of body and are able to turn towards it, away from LVoti.~. A diagram might be 

helpful at this point. See figure 2. Appendix. 

In our discussion of the Soul in Proclus we will be moving back and forth 

bet~vecn two levels. First. when we discuss the general structure of Soul we should be 

understood to be speaking about the structure which is shared by all Soul. from the 

monad to the partial soul. All members of the coordinate series have the same internal 

structure. so it  is possible to make statements about Soul in an unqualitied manner. For 

example. all Soul is a triad of essence. power. and activity. When we are speaking about 

Soul as a whole. we will generally capitalise Soul. We will also capitalise references to 

the monad of Soul. Second. often we will be speaking about things which are only the 

case for the partial soul. mostly having to do ~vith its descent into becoming and 

forgetfulness of its own origin. In these cases we will not capitalise soul. 

Already we have come across the discursive character of tlitutoiu. Proclus' system 

is at the sams time a hierarchy of transcendent principles. and an ordering of immanent 

principles. Because of the divisions inherent in dianoetic expression. we must speak of 

the various sort of Soul as separate from each other. and as below :Yolrs and the One. and 

it is difficult to say at the same time that the various sons of soul are pans of one and the 

same reality. and that .Vorrs and the One are also completely present to them. The words 

in N hich u.e speak of the order of the Whole emphasise the separation of entities. and in 

order to speak of the co-presence we have to make use o f a  circumlocution. In other 

words. when we say that two things are present to each other we posit them as separate 

and then negate that separation. We must keep in mind this tendancy of tiianoia to 

separate things all through this study. 



CHAPTER 

LOGOS AND :I:L:.ILOGI.4 

Dicrnoia is the type of cognition which is most proper to the Soul. according to 

Proclus. The soul possesses other ways to grasp reality. such as sensation and nous. but it 

is the discursive activity of tlimoia which emerges at the level of Soul and which best 

manifests Soul's intermediate station between the partlrssness of .Voirs and the division of 

~od~. '"his study is an examination of tiitrnoicr in Proclus. which he describes as a 

projection of the logoi. or 'reason principles'. which constitute the Soul's essence (olisitr). 

Proclus' phrase is proboli r6n otrsi&l6n 10,qrin. 

We should notice tint that Proclus uses the term logos in this phrase. rather than 

riclos. Proclus has a tendency to use the word 1ogo.s when speaking of the Soul. and ridus 

Lvhen speaking of .Yous. although this is not always the case. The term logus seems to be 

more appropriate to Soul than eidos. because logos has the connotation of an unfolding or 

unrolling of an idea. a connotation which fits well with Proclus' account of the Soul's 

tlitrrwiti as a dividing activity which unrolls or unfolds its s o ~ r c r . ' ~  Proclus often uses the 

~vord uneliirrin. which means to unroll or unfold. in conjunction with rlicmoicr and logos. 

Yotice that this term is a metaphor. The intelligible source of dicinoici is neither folded 

nor circular. so stricly speaking. it cannot be unfolded or unrolled. But Proclus uses this 

metaphor to give a sense of what tlicmoin does in knowing. Dinnoiu is an activity which 

gives rise to. projects. a multiplicity of logoi. These logoi are somehow expressive of a 

I s  In Eucl.4.I 1-14. 
19 For a history of logos as the interior discourse of the soul. see C. Panaccio. Le discours in[L;riezir 

~ I L '  Pluran c i  G~rillaumr d'Ockhant (Paris: [iditions du Seuil. 1999). 



prior intelligible source. and are expressive of this source through their own multiplicity. 

So they unroll or unfold this source. Proclus makes use of metaphor liberally. He 

describes the logoi which emerge rhrough projection as expressive of a content which is 

"hidden" or ivhich exists "secretly" (kl-~rphifis). Words like kvirphids and anelirrein are not 

thernsel\~es the realities which they signifi. rather they direct the soul towards a 

comprehension of ~vhat they signify. and in fact do this quite w l l .  Proclus' use of 

esplicit metaphors is appropriate. because he thinks that dico7ni~r in general is 

metaphorical. or sspressive. or symbolic. Ditmoia is the multiple expression of the 

unified content ot'.lbus. [t creates its own level of intelligibility. but in doing so it points 

back to the hidden intelligible which is its source. much as a linguistic metaphor points 

beyond itself in an effort to draw the mind to a comprehension of its s o ~ r c e . ' ~  

The source which the Soul's lugoi unfold is its own olrsiir. but it is also the prior 

unity of.Yorr.s. Proclus has a number of ways of speaking of Soul's participation in .i;lltrs. 

One tvay is to say that Soul remains in .Li)~r.s. as the tirst moment of the ubiquitous 

spiritual motion of remaining. procession. and return (tnont. prootius. episwopht9. 

Participation in .\'olrs is this remaining moment. or departure point. Another way is to 

speak of Soul's oirsicr as its participation in ;VOW+, SO Proclus caIIs the ousicr of Soul a 

'" I offer only as a suggestion the connection between the word melirtern and the ancient form of 
the book. the scroll. The scroll had been replaced by the codes as the predominant form of the pagan book 
by the fourth centun. A.D.. but Proclus. living in the 5Ih century. would undoubtedly still have been familiar 
with it. He may perhaps have been thinkin_eofunrolling a scroll so as to see what lay hidden inside of it 
when he chose to use the word oneli~~ein as a metaphor for the activity of rliunuk~. Interesting as well is that 
Proclus connects the logos of diunoicr with the god Hermes. Hernreneurin means "to interpret." and is 
derived from the name Hermes. patron of the sciences and inventor of writing. In .llc. 195.1-5: "The logos 
in us is nourished by these. and through them it rises to .C'orss. as Socrates teaches us in this text. And all 
these are the teaching of Hermes (Herrncliku puidrrrrnutcr) (~o\jrot; 61j o h  spimerai 6 EV iuiv ii6-lo$ ~ a i  
6tu so6rav 6 v ~ ~ a i v  eic voGv. 4 ~ a i  d I o ~ p a t q c  EV k i v o ~ ;  &i6a&. ~ a i  Z o t t  nama sacra i ra l  
'Epuai~a nut8e~jpara." Proclus lists gzimnasia, mo1isik2, ra marht;mara. and cliukkriki. Dialectic. because 
"the god [ix. Henesj  is the discoverer (heurerix also inventor) ofall logos (lugou gar rstipunfos ho theos 
I I L ' I I ~ ~ I ~ s ) .  [In .4lc 195.10]" See also notes 3-7. p.399 of A. Segonds' trans. and commentary; as well. see In 
. 4 k .  187.19 and note 2, p.394. Segonds. Hermes is identical to the God Thoth discussed in J. Derrida. 
"Plato's Pharmacy." in La dissimina~ion (Paris: ~ditions ilu Seuil. 1971). Derrida's thesis is that the 
diffirence. or inherent ambiguity in writing acts as an inexhaustible source for hermeneutic interpretation. 
Proclus' hermeneutics is of course quite different, because underlying the noveI hermeneutic projections of 
rliunoicr is a metaphysical source in :VOILF quite unlike the Deriddian tinguistic source. 



fullness of logoi ( p l i k h a  rbn logdn), meaning by logoi the secondary existence in Soul 

of the eitli. which exist primarily in Noris. These are complementary ways of speaking of 

the same thing. In Proclus' system. the Soul is a divided image of ,\'ms. It is a divided 

image in its first moment, as either a remaining which points beyond itself towards 

procession. or as orisict which is the foundation of the Soul's self development. in both of 

these kvays of speaking the beginning point is a divided image. and from this beginning 

point the Soul's thinking activity draws itself forth into an even more divided image. Soul 

is an image of .Vorrs not only in its remains, but in its procession and return; not only in 

its ousicr. but in its tiwwmis and energeilr. The reality which is Soul is a drawing forth. a 

projection (proholi). of itself as a participant of .Vow. and this projection is what 

constitutes the ~vhole Soul as a divided image of .Vorrs. 

Logos has a great number of senses. I will argue briefly that Proclus' use of this 

ivord as his normal term for psychic thinking is appropriate. Building on previous 

philosophical uses of the word. he gives a terminological unity to a number of different 

aspects of his account of Soul. It is through the projection ofthe logoi in its orrskl that 

the hypostasis of Soul both constitutes itself and gives rise to Body as a divided image of 

itself. The projection of the partial soul (nterik5psuchi) is also for it its act of self- 

constitution. and the activity by which it  rules and directs the body which it is allotted. 

Insofar as the partial soul is the same reality as the hypostasis. it projects the same luyoi 

by which Body is ordered. So not only does the partial soul grasp itself as an image of 

.\bir.s through its tli~inoitr. it also grasps itself as the paradigm of Body. This aspect of 

logos, as the medium of ~iimoia. is unified in Proclus with logos as philosophical 

argument. the best example of which is found in the Platonic dialogues. Dic~noitr is the 

interior activity of the Soul in thinking. but it can give rise to and itself be occasioned by 

dialectical conversation with others. The dialogues of Plato hmish us with examples of 

philosophy as dialectical conversation. and exhibit the double motion of diunoicr as both 

the way dottn from and the way back up to the intelligible itself. In the Timaelis and 



Pivmenicfes the structure of Nature and of the Divine Orders is unfolded in what Proclus 

consideres to be the perfection of Physics and of Theology. Here the unfolding of the 

intelligibles into multiplicity is articulated in dianoetic language. In dialogues such as the 

.-llcihitrtlrs I philosophy rescues the partial soul which is fascinated by the passions 

arising from Body. leading such a soul back to a remembcrance of its own ~vorth and 

nature. Here the refutation of Alcibiades removes the obstacles to his soul's self- 

projection. and he is able to begin the ascent back to Sms. [n both cases the medium is 

the projection of the partial soul's fogoi. Logos also has a mathematical sense. 

blathematical cognition has an important place in iiiuiwitr. because the sort of unrolling 

of premises which we find in a geometrical proof is considered by Proclus to be a very 

good esample of the proho[P rdn oritlidrh logcin. As well. a logos is a mathematical 

ratio. and forms part of a mathematical proportion (~n~rlogiu).  The concept ofcrnalogirr is 

estremrly important for Proclus' general account of dinnoirr. The universe as a whole is 

a hierarchy of paradigm and image. beginning from the henads. whose series run through 

all of realit!,. These series are bound together by mcrlogitr. just as certain number series 

are bound by malogicr as mathematical proportion. A series of numbers bound bj* 

mathematical proportion begins from unity and proceeds into novel multiplicity. but a11 

through this procession the proportion between members of the series remains the same. 

According to Proclus. this is an image of the procession of all things from the henads. 

Despite the fact that there are novel determinations of Being at every level. the character 

conferred on a series by its henad remains the same throughout. Because of ancrfugicr the 

Soul is an image of Sms and paradigm of Body. The idea of Iogos as unfolding is at the 

heart of Proclus' conception of analogicr. because the unfolding of a logos produces novel 

multiplicity. but does so as an explication or expression o f a  prior unity. [n other words. 

mrloyicr holds between levels because the unfolding logos manifests the higher level on 

the lower. That mathematical nnafogicr is an image of malogia in general is taught 

chiefly in Proclus* commentary on Plato's Timaezrs. 



So logos in Proclus serves to uni& the following: (i) the self-constitution of Soul: 

( i i )  the production and ordering of Body by Soul: (iii) dianoicl as an unfolding activity by 

ivhich Soul knoivs itself as an image of .\;otrs and paradigm of Body: (iv) philosophical 

conversation as both explicating reality. and leading the partial soul up to unification with 

the higher realities: (v)  mathematical ratio (logos) and proportion (anologiu): (vi) and the 

~rncrlogicr which holds between all levels of Proclus' universe. 

The folloiving passage from Theon of Smyrna. a 2nd cent. AD. mathematician 

and Platonist. eshibits the diversity of senses which the word logos has: 

The word 'logos' is used in many ways by the Peripatetics; [there are] the logos 
~vhich is said to be expressed in sound [mrtcr phdnis prophorikos] by the modems 
[h~ipo rdn nrdtrrdn].?' and the logos which resides in the mind [endi~~rltetos]:" 
and the logos ~vhich lies in discursive reason [en rlirrnoiui keimenos] without voice 
or sound: nnd the logos of analogy or proportion [ho ris rrnulogias] according to 
ivhich it is said that one thing has a relation [logon] to another thing. [There is 
also the logos as] the account of the dements of speech [In2 irin roli logoti 
sroicheidn ~~potlosi.~]: and the logos of things lvhich honor and are honored. by 
which we say that a certain thing is of account or of no account. The calculation 
of bankers is also called 'logos'. as is the discourse of Demosthenes and Lysias in 
their iuitten works: the definition of things which explains their essence [ho 
horos ho ro ti i n  rind krri t in oirsbn sin~oindn]" is the defining [horistikos] 
logos: there are the syllogism and induction [epctgdgi]: the tales of Lybius. and 
myths. tales and proverbs are given the name logos. There are also the logos of 
Form [ho rou ridotrs]. and the spermatikos 10~0s.'~ and many others. But. 
according to Plato. the word 'logos' is used in four different ways: for discursive 
reason Lvithout voice [dianoirr cmelr phthoggurr]: for the word with sound 
proceeding from discursive reason [lo meta phtjngs rhetrma upo ciiunoias]; for the 
account of the elements of the universe [hO r6n forr holotr stoicheidn uporlosis]:" 
and the logos of analogy or proportion [ho 12s ~ r n r r l ~ ~ i u s ] . ~ ~  

? '  The Stoics. 
9, -- This is the Stoic distinction between the E v 6 ~ a 8 ~ t o ~  Myog and the rtpooop~oq Myoq as the 

thought in the mind and the thought expressed by voice. See below. 
'"ti, ti i v  E ~ V U L  is an Aristotelian expression for definition. 
'' t\ Stoic term. See below. 
7 * -- Notice the exact panllelism of this expression with the fi toiv tau bo-pu uroq~iwv alraSocrri 

above. Thcre may not be any corruption in the test. but i t  is possible that there has been a substitution of 
Ld;yoc for 610s in the first passage, or of oAog for hd.(oi in the second. 

'' Theon ofSmyrna 77.3-73.14: lbyoc SE ~ a r a  piv roiq ~ p m m p c o y  kkye.ra~ r r o ' ~ ~ ~ ~ .  3 
TE u ~ r k  oovfic npo$op~~o< ~ K O  T ~ V  vewtipov k-/ov~voc icai o iv6taeerq m i  Q Pv Gmvoia ~eipevog 
UVEU oed-r(ou ~ a i  oclwfg ~ a i  o r i i~ avalayiaq ~ a 0 '  dv i i y~ ta l  C ~ C V  Xoyov ro8~  RPOC TO&. ~ a i  fi TIUV 
roi, M-(ou osor~eiwv arr660q lcai o rt3v t~puivrov ~ a i  ttpqkvmv, ~ a 0 '  6 v  $apw A6yov r~vog ZXEKV 3 



Logos has a number of specific philosophical uses, stemming from the Stoic. Aristotelian 

and Platonic schools. Apart from a mention of the logos with voice which proceeds from 

discursive reason. the sense of logos as 'unfolding' is not explicitly articulated in this 

passage. although it is a reasonable development of a number of these senses. In 

particular. the final four senses. which Smyrnaeus tells us are Platonic. are unified in 

Proclus' use of logos as unfolding the Soul's unfoiding of Xms. 

1.i .  General denotations of the word logos 

In order to establish that Proclus' meaning of logos as unfolding is an appropriate 

use of the ivord. ive should examine very brietly the entries for I@ and logos in the 

L.S.J. Iesicon. and then esarnine some of the uses of logos in Proclus' philosophical 

predcccssors. 

Logos is a noun derived from the verb I@. which itself most primitively means 

'to lq' and in the passive form 'to lie'. From this sense comes the sense 'to lay in order' or 

'arrange'. and hence 'to gather' or 'pick up'. From the sense 'to lay among' comes the sense 

'to count'. as to lay among something is to be counted among it. From to count comes to 

'recount' or 'relate' something. and hence to 'speak' or 'say'. From this sense comes 'to 

ivish to say' or 'to mean'. Finally. leg6 can aIso mean 'to recite what is written'. 

The entry for logos is considerably more comp1e.u than that for leg& It contains 

the folloning ten sub-heading. each of which is further subdivided: 

I. Computation. reckoning 
11. Relation. correspondance. proportion 
111. Explanation 
IV. Inward debate of the soul 
V. Continuous statement. narrative (whether fact or fiction). ontion. etc. 
VI. Verbal expression or utterance. rarely a single word. usuaIly of a phrase 

urj EXELV. mi i) T ~ ~ X E ~ L ~ L K O ~  i i y o j  ~ a i  o i v  +I p t m i ~  h~uo&evucoc i huorarh,; mi o i j p o ~  Q ti, ti jv 
d v a ~  ~ c i  t j v  o6oiav qpaivwv. O ~ L C K L K O ~  iv .  ~ a i  o cn~hho-par;lo< SE ~ a i  fi ~na-p-(il  ~ a i  i h t ~ u u o ~  rrai 
o p S o g  ~ a i  o a i v o ~  Aoyo< A i y e ~ a ~  ~ a i  t j  xapotpia. Zn 6P rai 6 to6 ~30s uai o m p p a n u o <  ~ a i  
uA1.o~ x k i o v q .  lcara SE llAatova r e r p q e  hiyerat Aoyo~. fi t e  Gluvo~a 6veu Q0&r{ou ~ a i  t o  u ~ r u  
owvijj p ~ i ) p u  axo S ~ a v o i a j  ~ a i  t j  t i v  to6 6 ~ o u  moqeiwv axo6oat; ~ a i  o njg uvako-tiag. 



VILA particular utterance, saying 
VItI.Thing spoken of. subject matter 
IX. Expression, utterance, speech regarded formally 
X. Word or Wisdom of God. personified as his agent in creation and world- 

government. 

For our purposes. the most significant sub-headings are 11.111. IV and VI. Logos 111 is the 

most signiiicant for Proclus' account of iiimoiu. so we will examine this range of senses 

last. 

The sense of ioSo.~" (11) as 'relation'. 'correspondance' or 'proportion' can mean 

(11.1) a relation generally. as cars are related to the road in the same manner that trains are 

to mils. and (11.2) it can also mean a mathematical ratio. As I have noted above. the use 

of lugus as mathematical ratio is quite important in Proclus' account of clianoicr. 

The sense of logos as 'inward debate of the soul' (IV) can mean (IV. 1 ) 'thinking' or 

'reasoning' in general. as the process of thought. It also signifies (1V.2.a) Reason as a 

faculty of the soul. either identified with or distinguished from other faculties such as 

intellect (norrs). discursive reasoning (tlictnoicr), opinion (dm). imagination (phrmrtrsirr) 

or sense-perception fdsrhGsis). tn Proclus logos is most properly identified with ilicrnoi~r. 

but in certain tests i t  is also identified with nous or opinion. Imagination and sense- 

perception are usually distinguished from logos. In section (IV.2.b) of the entry we find a 

brief citation of logos as 'creative reason' in Enn.III.2.14. 15 and 18. Plotinus uses the 

term logos in this passage as equivaIent to the providential plan according to which the 

chances and changes of life in the Material World develop. 

Aside tiom its common meaning as 'talk'. logos (VI) as 'verbal expression or 

utterance' can mean (VI.3.a) a 'discussion'. 'debate' or 'deliberation'. This sense is not the 

technical philosophical sense. but rather. discussion or deliberation as general discussion 

of a topic. or deliberation about how something should be done. Logos (VI.3.c) has the 

7-  

- i do not give all the senses contained in \ I ,  1II.lV and VI. but only those significant for our 
investigtion of dianoia in Proclus. However. I retain the L.S.J. numbering to facilitate consulation of the 
lrsicon entry. 



rechnical philosophical sense of 'dialogue'. This sense refers at first to the practice of 

dialogue as a manner of carrying on philosophical debate. and is extended to the literary 

genre of philosophical dialogue. Finally. logos (VI.3.d) can refer a section or division of 

rt dialogue or treatise. 

Logos (111) in the sense of'esplanation' holds the most significant senses for 

climoicr in Proclus. It can mean (III.2.a) generally an argument. and in Proclus this sense 

of logos is somewhat blended with the sense of logos (VI.3.c) as philosophical dialogue. 

because Proclus portrays the philosophical arguments in which Socrates engages his 

interlocutors as methodical philosophical arguments. Related to this sense is the logos 

(III.2.c) as logical premise. and logos (IlI.2.d) as a principle arrived at as a result of 

reasoning (1ogi.smos). Logos (111.4) has the connotation of 'thesis' or 'hypothesis' in the 

sense of a provisional ground. while logos (111.6) is a 'formula'. or verbal description 

~vhich is wider than the detinition of something, but often used as a definition. expressing 

rational thinking about that thing. Finally. 10go.s (111) has three related meanings which 

are particularly significant. The first (IIL7.a) is the Reason which is the divine order 

cshibited in the cosmos. found in both Stoic and Neoplatonic philosophy. Related to this 

in Stoicism is the sprrmnrikoi hgoi (III.7.b). or 'generative reason principles' immanent in 

generated things. Finally. in Neoplatonism we tind the logoi (III.7.c) derived from the 

Forms in Intellect (:Volts) through which the the Material World develops according to the 

divine intelligible order. 

The divisions between these senses of logos are of course someivhat artificial. and 

in most philosophers these connotations will be blended in various ways in a single usage 

of the term. Note that the translation of logos as "word" is misleading. because logos is 

rarely used in the sense of a single word. It sense is more usually an "account." or 

"discourse." i.e. some son of activity by which something is expressed. 



1.k Philosophical uses of logos in the Stoics and Plotinus 

Logos is a particularly important term for the Stoics. They held that the cosmos 

was composed out of an eternal Fire. which they identified with 1 0 ~ 0 s . ' ~  This Fire 

proceeds outwards as the origin of and rational ordering ot'the cosmos. and at periodic 

in tends  returns back to pure Fire in a great conflagration. only for the process to begin 

again.:" The Stoics thought that their doctrine was prefigured in Heraclitus' seeming 

identification of the cosmos with Fire and ~ o ~ o s . ~ ~  Stoic as well is the idea which 

Smyrnaeus mentions of the spernrutikui logoi. or seminal reason principles in the cosmos. 

that are expressions of the designing Fire. In general. the sprrmmikoi Iogoi are the 

eternal Fire under the aspect of its operation in the ordering of the development and 

identit! of individual things." Although they were materialists. their use of logos as the 

'' The Stoics speak of a duality of Matter and the Logos which orders matter. but because they also 
conceive of Logos as material. i t  mag perhaps by fair to treat the principle of Matter as a logical abstraction. 
much in the sense of Aristotelian maner. This justities the assenion that Logos is both the ordering 
principle. and in a sense the substratum of the cosmos. i.e. it is a self-organising principle which is both the 
principle of order and that which is ordered. Matter is spoken of as a distinct principle, but one which is 
never without Logos. much as Aristotelian matter is never without form. This anticipates the Neoplatonic 
development of SGvapi; as the potentiality of form to unfold itself in a self-development of its unrealised 
potentialities. See .4.A. Long and D.N. Sedley. The Hrllenisric Philosophers, vol. I (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 1987) pp.170-272. 

: 4 Aetius 1.7.33 (Sl*F 2.1027 pan) [in A.X. Long and D.N. Sedley. The Hellenist~c Philosophrrs. 
vol.1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1987) pp.274-2751: "The Stoics made god out to be 
intelligent. a designing fire which methodically proceeds towards creation of the world. and encompasses all 
the seminal principks (spermarikoi logoi) accordins to which evepthing comes about according to fate. and 
a breath pervading the whole world. which takes on different names owing to the alterations of the maner 
through which it passes (Oi Xtwilcoi vo~pov 0 ~ o v  axo~aivovta~.  trtp T E ~ V L K O V .  o6Q PaSiSov Etri Y F V E ~ V  

~bopou .  € p ~ ~ p i ~ i h q ~ %  xrivra; soiy ox~pwamoiq  loyou<. ~ a e '  o i i ~  i ~ a m a  ~ a e '  ~ i p a p p ~ v q v  yiveta~.  
lcui nveiqa u€v Gtijh-ov 6 ~ '  okou roG ~ o q t o u .  TUGS€ rrpoqyopiag p ~ t a k a p ~ a v o v  ~ a r a  Tag njq Gkqq. 61' 
6; ~ ~ p i p q ~ i ~ .  trapahiiu~e~~)." See F.H. Sandbrtch. The Sroics (New York: Norton. 1975) pp.71 tT. and the 
qualifications of the Stoic identification of Nature and logos in A.A. Long. Hellenisric phi lo sop/^^, (Berkely 
and Los Angeles: University of California Press. 1974. 1986) pp. 148-149. Ij-lff. 

'"ee A.A. Long. "Hemclitus and Stoicism." reprinted in A.A. Long. Sroic Srrrdie.~ (Cambridge: 
University Press. 19966) pp.35-57; originally published in Philosophtu 5-6 (Athens. 1975-76) pp.133-53. 
See esp. pp.4jff. 

j I Stobaeus I .2 13. 15-2 1 (SC'F 1.120. part) [in A.A. Long and D.N. Sedley, The Hellmis~ic 
Pltr1osophrr.r. vol. l (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1987. p.2751: "Zeno says that the sun and 
the moon and each of the other stars are intelligent and prudent and have the fieriness of designing fire. For 
there are two kinds of tire: one is undesigning and converts fuel into itself: the other is designing. causing 
growth and preservation. as is the case in plants and animals where it is physique and soul respectively. 
Such is the fire which constitutes the substance of the stars (Zjvov tov ijkiov q q a  ~ a i  j v  oekjvqv ~ a i  
tfiv a M w v  iimpwv i~uotov  d v a ~  voepov ~ a i  Qpovyov. mip~vov <6P, n p o c  Z ~ V L K O ~ I .  6tjo -lap y ~ v q  
xupdc. Ti,  uPv utqvov ~ a i  pempaAkov Ei< Law0 q v  T ~ o Q ~ v .  to 6i: TEXVLKOV. ai);;qti~ov TE ~ a i  
q p q t i ~ 6 v .  oiov EV roiq muzoic €an ~ a i  ((mi;. 6 6Ij Q d q  €mi  h-ai y m ~ ~ i -  rotod~ou 61j mpoq ~ i v a r  njv 



uni%ing Reason and principle of order in the universe. developing out an initial point of 

departure. seems to have influenced the Platonists. Their doctrine of the spermafikoi 

lugoi. as the immanent portions of the eternal fire which order individual substances 

parallels the Neoplatonic logoi which arc 'Forms divided among bodies' and the Forms 

immanent in bodies. Also in Stoicism we tind a distinction between the logos held in the 

mind (en~iitrrheros logus) and that expressed in speech (prophorikos k lg~s ) .~ '  The 

relation of these t\vo logoi. \vith the second as an expression of or ssplication of the first. 

is similar to the Neoplatonic use of logos as explication or unfolding o r  an unespressed 

intellectual content.33 in Stoicism we find that both on a cosmic love!. and on the level of 

~ ( i v  I~OTPCIIV ulioiav)." See also Long and Scdley's commentary. p.177fK and A.A. Long, Hrlienistic 
Pl~ilo.sopl~~.. p. 165-166: "It is the 'creative reason' which ultimately accounts for all particular substances 
and happenings. Like God in Spinoza's Ethicr., the lugus is the 'indwelling cause of all things'. A portion of 
the cosmic pnrlrmtt is present in each substance and thereby constitutes the substance as something 
panicular. a stone. a man etc." 

'' This pair of terms is not exclusive to the Stoics. See C. Panaccio. Ld Jiscotrrs inrt;rirw de 
Plttrotl ;I G~till~ttrnre . . dlOckhm (Paris: ~d i t ions  du Seuil, 1999) pp.53-93. 

" See A. Graeser. Plotintrs and [he S[oics (Leiden: E.J. Brill. 1971,) p.35: "[In Plotinus this 
distinction] is used more as a convenient illustration ofthe analogous relation between the world-soul and 
the blind and their respective objects. Plotinus would even say that intelligence is the ij?o< of the One. 
and that Soul is the i;dyoc of Intelligence (cf. V 1 [I01 6-45 or 3. 8). That is to say. i;k{oc appears to be 
placed on every level as an expression of the preceding level respectively." Graeser makes the point that 
Plotinus uses the Stoic terminology only with reference to human verbal utterance. However. the structural 
similarity of this use of logos. and Plotinus' more general use. is marked: "But logos. whether it is being 
'uttered' by a learner or simply emerging on a lower level of reality as Nature's creation. is always an 
'unfolding' (tmtrptysem) or an unrolling (r.relitrein. ctnrlitrrin) into multiplicity of something more trul! 
itself -- because more one -- at the higher level of  Intellect. I t  is always an expression and explication of a 
higher and more unified contemplation" [p. 191. 

See also R.E. Win. "The Plotinian Logos and its Stoic Basis." Citusicul Qrrurtrr!~ xxv. no.? 
(1931) pp.103-104. 

This character of logos as expression and unfoldins, in which there is a translation of  a unified 
congitive.'ontological content to a more divided level. has not been suficiently recogised by contemporary 
thought. To take one significant example, H.G. Gadamer's analysis of'language and Logos' and 'Language 
and Verbum' in Truth and Xlrthud. zd. rev.ed.. trans. J. Weinsheimer and D.G. Marshall (New York: 
Crossroad, 1989) p p . J O j - l X  jumps very quickly from Plato's Cr(rcl~rs to Aquinas. He does mention 
Aristotle. Augustine, and even in passing the Stoic distinction between logos endiu[hetos and logos 
prophurikus. but the entire Neoplatonic development of  logos is strikingly missing. Consequently. his 
analysis of the Greek concept of logos is tied too much to the idea oflogos as spoken language mirrorin_e a 
conceived eidos. rather than logos as an expression in thought of a unified intellectual insight. Further. his 
analysis of wrbrrm is tied too closely with the Christian doctrine of  the CLrbtim Dri, and the polarisation of 
human and divine thought in Aquinas' epistemolo_ey. The one mention of Plotinus present (p.423) is merely 
an invocation of the fountain metaphor with reference to the Christian procession of the I,'rrbml from the 
Father. "The word of human thought is directed toward the thing. but it cannot contain it as a whole within 
itself. Thus thought constantly proceeds to new conceptions and is fundamentalIy incapable of being 
wholly realised in any. This incapacity for completeness has a positive side: it reveals the true infinity of 



individual human thought and speech. a distinction is made between a higher and a lower 

1ngo.s. and that in both cases the lower logos is an expression of the higher. In Proclus 

this idea of the espression of a higher reality by a lower logos will be spoken of in terms 

of the unfolding o f a  paradigm and by the logos which is its image. 

The Stoic and Platonic schools existed side by side in the ancient world. and it is 

not surprising that we find in the Middle Platonic schools a number of borrowings and 

adaptations of Stoic doctrines.'' The notion of logos is taken up by the Middle Platonists. 

although not in the Stoic materialist sense. In Philo of Alexandria. for example. we find a 

doctrine of the Logos as the divine creative principle by ivhich the Platonic Ideas shape 

creation. Whether this Logos is an instrument of God. or an aspect of his thought. is 

unclear." In Philo the Stoic spumrrtikoi l o p i  are adapted to a Platonic use as the models 

and creative principles of the physical world. Important as well is the idea of the Logos 

as an image ( r i k h )  of God. ivho is the paradigm (p~u.atki,qm).36 As I noted above. the 

sense of 1ogo.s as image is particularly important for Proclus. Plutarch of Chaeroneia also 

has a doctrine of the Logos as intermediary betiveen God and the cosmos. The Logos has 

a transcendant. unchangeable aspect. and an aspect immanent in body. This latter is a 

the mind. which constantly surpasses itself in a new mental process and in doing so also finds the freedom 
for constantly new projects [p .425416]...Because the process of thought is conceived as the process o f  
explication in words. a logical achievement of language becomes apparent that cannot be fully understood 
in terms of an order of things as they would appear to an infinite mind ... when the Greek idea oj'iog~c is 
penerrcrrecl bx Chrisritrn rheolog?: somerhing new is born: the medium oflunguuge, in which the nreriiation 
($[he incarnarion a9mr achieves irs/idI rrwh [p.J28]." Because Gadamer situates his analysis within the 
clichi of the direct inf uence of Christian theology on Classical Greek concepts. he misses the Neoplatoic 
development of the logos which is an explication directed back to that which it explicates. and in which its 
perfection and fulfillment is found. Briefly put, the moment of return is missing. This yields the illusion 
that Aquinas' epistemology ruppom Gadarner's own inversion of classical categories. For Gadamer it is in 
the unfolding of human words that truth occurs. For the Greeks and Medievals. words are unfolding only 
of human truths. truths which point above themselves. to the Truth itself. 

;.I For an account of the early reciprocal influence of Stoicism and Platonism. see G. Reydams- 
Schiis. Denirtirge andprovidence. Sloic and PlutonIsr readings of'Plaro 's Tinrael~s (Turnhout: Brepols. 
1999). 

" See G. Reydams-Schils. Drmiwge andprovidence. Smic and Pluronisr readings of Pluto's 
Tinrcteus (Turnhout: Brepols. 1999) p. 15 1. 

" See I. Dillon. The Middle Plaronisrs. 80 B C. ro .J. D. -720 (Ithaca: Cornell Universip Press. 
1977. 1996) p.73. 



perceptible and changing image of the transcendant principle. The former aspect is the 

Logos as the Platonic Forms which are the thoughts of ~ o d . ~ '  

... another development characteristic of Middle Platonism.. .arising as a 
development from Stoicism, that is. the distinguishing of a first and second God. 
The distinction is between a completely transcendant. self-intelligizing figure. and 
an active demiurgic one. The later Platonists adopted the Stoic Logos into their 
system as the active hrcr  of God in the world. and when they reinstated a 
transcendent immaterial First Principle. as did Alexandrian Platonism after 
Antiochus. they arrived at two entities. one basically the Demiurge of the 
Titncrrlrs. the other the Good of the Rqmhlic and the One of the first hypothesis of 
the Parmenitks. In Philo. partly. no doubt. because of his strongly monotheistic 
inclinations. we have a contrast rather between God and his Logos rather between 
a first and second God. but Iater Platonists such as Albinus. Apuleius. or 
Numenius postulate two distinct Gods. both Intellects certainly. but one in repose 
and turned in upon itself. the other in motion and directed outwards. both above 
and below i t s s~f . '~  

The question of the relation between these two aspects of God. or of the Logos. has to be 

asked. It is certain that the lower was considered in some manner to be an expression of 

the higher. In the Neoplatonic period it is explicit that the lower is an expression of the 

higher. and because of this it is an an image of the higher. 

In the E m c d s .  iugos is a term lvhich applies only to the lower moment. because 

the notion of expression which logos has is appropriate to the lower. unfolded moment. 

Hcnce logos is an appropriate term for Soul as that which expresses the Forms in :Volis: 

"[Soul] is a sort of image of iVous; just as an expressed logos (logos en prophorai) is an 

image of the l o p s  in Soul. so Soul is the logos of No~Is."" This recalls the earlier 

distinction between the logos rntiiarhem and the logos prophorikos. used here more 

generally to describe the reIation of paradigm to image. so that the term logos denotes an 

.- 
' See J. Dillon. The MiJdIe Plaronisrs. 80 B.C. ro .J. D. 2 0  (Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 

1977. 1996) pp.200-202. 
jR See J. Dillon, The ,Middle Plutonisis, 80 B.C. ro .J. D. 220 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 

1977. 1996) p.46. 
:'I Plotinus. Enn.V.l.i.8-9: &ojv ti< E m  voi). oiov EL&/og o i v  npo~op$ Adyov roc EV ~ ( f i .  

o i h ~  sol mi aixil hi)'(oq vat. Note that Pfotinus does not use the terms logos prophorikos and logos 
endiatheros. These exact terms are not found in Plotinus. But the terms logos en psrrchN and [egos m 
prophorai are obviously panllel. 



expression or image of a higher reality. So Soul is the logos of Nous. in the same manner 

as speech is the expressed logos of the logos in Soul (the logos enpszrchii). One way to 

state this development is to say that the word logos itself comes to take on more and more 

the connotation of logos prophorikus. and logos rndicrrheros is replaced by the paradigm 

~vhich the logos unfolds. In the case ofthe Soul this source is the eidus in iVorrs. 

Soul unfolds .\iurrs into logui. and is the principle of order in the Material World, 

through its logos: 

[Soul] was given ordered beauty according to a logos, because soul has power in 
it. and throughout the whole of it. the power to set in order according to logoi: just 
as the logoi in seeds mould and shape living beings like little ordered 

The logoi ivhich Soul possesses are not only images of ;Vuirs. they are also such as to give 

order to ~vhat lies below them. So they are compared to the lo@ in seeds. ivhich have 

their espression in mature plants. The /ogo.s in the seed is thought to be the principle of 

order xcording to which the plant dcvelops. and the plant itself is the image uf'tht: 

immaterial lugus present as the form of the seed. 

It i s  important to note that the logoi in Soul and the Material World are not 

expressions of a. logos in ,Lbtr.s. as if these logoi were simple reduplications of what 

existed in .Voirs. Rather. there is an expansion into multiplicity of the unified content of 

.\bus. The Soul's iogui are are divided unfoldings what exists in .Vom in a unified 

manner. 

Being and ?;om are therefore one nature ... But they are thought of by us as one 
before the other because they are divided by our thinking. For the dividing notes'" 
is a different one. but the individed .Cbus which does not divide is Being and all 
things."' 

-- - - 

411 Enn. IV.3.10.10-13: EKOWE~TO 6P ~ a r a  Adyov w i g  S w a p  kloumjg $v air* 61' oiqq 
8 i w a u ~ v  ~ a r a  Aoq(oq K O ~ E ~ V ~  o i a  ~ a i  oi EV &ppaoL A0yoi It)carroual K a i  p o p ~ o < o i  sa <@ oiov 
p ~ ~ p u l j ~  nva; K O ~ ~ O U .  

41 The dividing nous is Soul. Note the terminological fluidip here. Plotinus is distinguishing 
between .Votrs and Soul here. in that one divides and one does not. but he also emphasises their kinship by 
calling them both nozrs. 

" Enn.V.9.8.17-23: pia pEv o h  QUUL~ TO TE dv 6 t e  v o k  ... i rnvoe i ta i  .(E p j v  ~ E P L < O ~ E V Q V  Ijm' 
i p k  B a s ~ p a  ;rpo tGv ~ r ~ p o v .  C~epog yap o u ~ p i < o v  v o y .  a SE a p ~ p ~ m o c  ~ a i  p i  p~pi(wv so Gv mi rir 
rravra. 



When Soul thinks the content of :Volrs it produces a divided image of it. in a manner 

parallel to the production of spoken words as a divided image of the thought in the soul: 

As the spoken logos is an imitation of that in the soul, so the logos in the soul is 
an imitation of that in something else. As the uttered (en prophomi) logos. then. 
is broken up into parts as compared with that in the soul. so is that in the soul as 
compared with [hat before it. which it interprets (hrrrn~n~rs) . '~  

Plotinus. in a famous passage. praises the Egyptians for their use of hieroglyphics. which 

better capture the non-discursive unity of the Forms in 'Volrs than does the discursive 

reasoning of tlicmoi~r.~' Both words written in a phonetic alphabet and hieroglyphics are 

symbols ~vhich point beyond thrmsrlvcs to a prior unity. Hieroglyphics, according to 

Plotinus. are better signitiers because they are formally more similar to their signified 

than arc words written ~vith an alphabet.4" 

Plotinus critices the Stoics for not restricting logos to the unfolded moment. The 

Stoics think that all they need are logoi. but for Plotinus this obsures the distinction 

betwen source and expression. 

But if they [the Stoics] are going to say that iogui are enough. they must clearly be 
etrrnal: but if they are eternal and not subject to affections. they must be in .Voirs. 

1: Ertrr.1.2.3.27-30: hq yap Q i v  oovi  Adyog pipqpa to6 EV wx j. o h  mi o i v  qqj  pi~qpa 
~o i i  EV k~hp(~). 6 ) ~  O\;V U E ~ E P ~ . ~ V O C  Ij EV XPOIOP$ n p 3 ~  TOV EV ~p~fi. oij tq  riui d EV q n q j  E p p q v ~ t ~  ( 3 ~  
F K E ~ V O U  X ~ O C  ~6 lip6 aljtoi). 

I J  EmV.8.6. Plotinus uses the term rliunoisis in this passage. :Vurrs in Plotinus is an atemporal 
Intellect in which the object of thought is not outside that which thinks. The Forms are .Votes. and :Vurrs is 
the Forms. or Being is Sorts which thinks itself as the Forms. A.H. Armstrong traces this conception of 
.\;7i1s back. finding influences on Plotinus in Severus' identification of the Soul with mathematicals. Atticus' 
identitication of the Platonic Forms as the thoughts of God. Albinus' identification of the Platonic voosb 
with the voqtov in the Aristotelian voqa;q voi'q. and Alexander of Aphrodisias' identification ofthe 
agent intellect with the divine intellect. Armstrong distinguishes correctly between a conception of the 
Forms as the thoughts of God accordins to which he carried out his demiurgic activity. and the Plotinian 
non-derniurgic identity of being and thinking. See A.H. Armstrong, "The background of the doctrine 'That 
the intelligibles arc not outside the Intellect.' in Les sotrrces de Plorin (Geneve: Fondation Hardt. 1960) 
pp.39 1-43 .  

'' There are higher and lower sorts of signs. One could think of the relation between dianoia and 
certain sons of myth in Proclus as analo_eous to Plotinus' relation between alphabetic signs and hieroglyphs. 
However. there are certain sorts of myth, according to Proclus. which signify the gods not by a kinship of 
their form. bul by the contrast between the divine quietude and dispersion and violence portrayed in the 
myth. See J.  Dillon. "Image. s ~ m b o l  and analog: three basic concepts of Neoplatonic allegorical 
exegesis." in The s~gn$concc of ,f:Veopfatonism. ed. R. Baine Harris (New York: S.U.N.Y.. 1976) pp.747- 
161; and .I. Trouillard. La mwagogie de Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1983) pp.33-5 I .  



and in a :Vorrs of this kind. one which is prior to habit and nature and soul: for 
these are potential."6 

In effect Plotinus is saying that any logoi found in Nolrs are unlike the logoi found in 

Soul. They are distinct in the sene of paradigm and image. Plotinus also. very 

occasionally, uses the term logos to refer to :C'orrs. But i t  is always when describing .\bus 

as a divided image of the Lugo.~ is the development of potential (~hmnmis). In the 

passage cited above. the Soul and Nature are potential with regard to Yous. Plotinus uses 

the analogy of a seed.'lx recalling the Stoic sprrmrrrikos logos. which has in its logos the 

single principle of development of both the eye and the hand. The logos here is not 

potential in the sense of passivity. but in the sense of having the power to develop a 

multiplicity out of unity. Both the Soul as logos of ,Vorrs. and the logui in the Material 

World. refract the unity of Xolis into a multiplicity. Hence. in Plotinus. logos has become 

a term appropriate only to the unfolding or refraction. and he is not criticising the Stoics 

so much for putting logoi where they don't belong (i.e. in . \o~ is) .  but rather he criricises 

them for using the same term for both the unifed source and the divided expression. 

This briefesamination is not meant to be exhaustive of the senses of logos in 

Plotinus and the Stoics. It is only meant to give some sense of the background of Proclus' 

use of logos as an 'unfolding' or 'unrolling' of a concentrated intellectual content.'19 

16 Enn.V.9.5.3-26: ~i SL G y o ~  m+souo~v ap~e iv .  a t6 iox  S jhov ei  62: CIiSiox ~ a i  axueei;. 
EV vcg &i E ' I V ~ I  ru i  T O ~ O U T ~  m i  K ~ O T E P V  E ~ E O C  ~ a i  o i o e q  ra i  WI&. S U V U ~ E L  rap ~aika. 

1- Enn.V.3.15.3 1-22: "but it [the One] had them [all things] as not distinguished From one another: 
for it is in the second principle [,Vorrs] that they are distinguished according to their logos (tdi logo;) ( a U '  
upa oijrui E ~ X E V  OC p i  S I U K E K ~ I ~ E V ~ .  ~a S' €V T@ ~ E U T E P W  SLEKEK~LTO T@ A&(?)": V. I .6.3546: "as Soul 
is a h g o s  and a kind of activity of Yozrs. just as it [.Vous] is of that [the One] (otov ~ a i  q y q q  kayo< voi, 
~ a i  Evep-p5 st<, i j on~p  aGro~  €KE~VOU)." 

18 Enn V.9.6.15- 16: "As for the powers in seeds. then. each of them is one whok logos (a i  pPv 
ocv EV m i  ~ ~ P U Q O L  ~ U V U ~ E L G  E ~ a q  C & ~ V  €1; o L q ) " :  V.3.8.7-8: "the logos in the seed ( b  
i iqo; o EV 14 on€ppat~)." 

10 For hyos in Plotinus see D. O'Meara. Plotinzrs. an inrroducrion ro rhr Enneurls (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 1995) p.75.; L. Gerson, Plotintrs (London and New York: Routledge. 1994) p.58ff: I. 
Heiser. Logos cmd language in the philosophy of Plorin~rs (Lewiston. Queenston. Lampeter: Edwin Mellen 
Press. 199 1 ): F. Turlor. "Le 'logos' chez Plotin." ~ m d e s  Phifosophiqtres 4 ( 1985) pp.5 17-28. p.53: 

Logos in Proclus has not yet been fully treated. Our examination of logos in Proclus will show that 
it functions in a manner basically the same as that in Plotinus, with the reservation that Proclus' more 
elaborate systematisation allows him to fix in a more determinate sense than in Plotinus the unity of logos in 
its diverse functions. 



I.iii. Proclus' use of logos as unfoIding 

In Proclus dianoia is firmly connected with logos and with unfolding 

For the 1ogo.s must be similar (homoion) to the things [which it describes] (rois 
priigmtrsin). for it would not be able to describe their nature for any other reason 
than that it has a kinship towards them. For it is necessary that whatever the thing 
[ro prvrgmu] is in a concentrated manner (sirn2irirnrnds). the logos is in an 
unfolded manner (aneiiigmznds). in order that it show forth (ekphuinii) the thing 
and be subordinate to its nature." 

Perhaps [Plato] means [by the phrase noPsei rnerci logo~r] that because the logos 
circles around the intelligible (to no3tort) and is active and moves around it like a 
centre. it is in this manner that it looks upon [the intelligibIe]. So that noisis has 
an unchanging and partless knowledge. while the logos dances around the being 
(ousici) of the intelligible in a circle, unfolding the unified existence of all things 
that is in it (tmelirronrm r5n hPndmenPn en ~zrfdi p~mrdn hlrpo.srusin)." 

Among beings the Soul. which is the logos of the intelligiblss (h2 pszrchP logos 
o ~ s o  r6n noirdn). makes the unified cause of the hgoi which are in beings appear. 
having received its existence (hzrpo.smis) tiom them [i.e. the  intelligible^]'^ 

For the logos of the Soul appears from there [from .Vorrs]. as if out of a sort of 
inner sanctuary. showing forth the panlessness of ?lous. and announcing its 
silence and unspeakable unity." 

For evep-thing which is speakable is so either through a logos or through a name: 
but the name is prior. while the logos is by nature posterior to the name. For the 
name imitates the simplicity and the unity of beings. while the logos imitates their 
multiplicity and complexity. Hence the name is one. disclosing at once all that 
lies under it: the logos. on the other hand. runs around from all sides the bring of 

!I1 See J. Trouillard. "L'acrivite onomastique selon Proclus," in De Jantblique a Pruclirs (Geneve: 
Fondation Hardt. 1975) pp.239-Zj I ;  J.Trouillard. "Lrs degres du l io t~ iv  chez Proclus." Diongitts I (19771 
pp.69-84. see p.80: L. Siorvanes. Prochrs. iVro-Plutonic phdosuph~ undsciencr (New Haven and London: 
Yale University Press. 1996) pp. 137-1 49. 

5 1 In Tim.l.34 I .J-9: 6 ~ i  yap opoiov d v a t  rav )ciyov roi; xpkpaotv-  ou6i &I 6 M q  Gv u l j t b  
rjv 060iv &yfiaatro ii ou.rlev5~ 2 p v  rrpo~ atira. 6 ~ i  yap 6 TO rpci-fpa m q p q p P v q  ~a r i .  ro6ro ~ i v a ~  
a i~ ihv  avetkr(p~voc. iva ~ a i  Z r ~ a i v q  to npaypa ~ a i  Ijoeipivoc 5 fig aumq ainoG 

'' In Tim.l.?JS. 1-6: r a ~ a  6k 6v aqpaivoi ~ a i  ott xep~8i .w~ r6 voq~ov o 7c6-p~ ~ a i  cjS =pi 
rtvrpov Pvepyi,v ~ a i  n;~vo$~voc oijroy uuto Oe6tat. fit w-iv v o r @ ~ s  a p e r a b t q  aGrb ~ a i  a p ~ p i c n a ~ .  
: ~ ~ v a m o G q .  TOG 68 ibyou r t~pi~op~irovrog alitoij I C U U ~ ~  njv o k i a v  ~ a i  avekirrovro; q v  fivwpfqv 
E v  uiml) itavmv Ijndcrraatv. 

! i In Tim.I.34 1.13-16: EV 6~ ~ a i i  o i b i a ~ g  4 qrqfi i,oyo< o w a  roiv vonttjv E K O U ~ V E ~  j v  
jv[spivqv iGv k&pv &v) hv aiutoi~ airiav an' uvraiv Xa;(oirua fiv imiotamv. 

"' In Tim.II.143.6-9: E K E ~ ~ E V  yap olov €{ a66tou rlvdc a v n ~ a i v ~ r a r  o f i ~  r y u ~ q ~  hko$. 
&~ou ivov  roc vo< TO apep& r a i  anayyCMwv aGtoir Gv  cnyop~vqv K U ~  d ~ ~ p a m o v  iivaxrrv- 



the thing. unrolling [cinefirt&~] its multiplicity. However. both the name and the 
l o p s  start from the thing <...> of intelligible beings5' 

-4s in Plotinus. there is a trace of the distinction between the logos rndidzrros and the 

logos prophorikos in the distinction between the simplicity of Being in .Votis and its 

expression in the multiplicity of the logos of cii~~noicr. And as in Plotinus. the real 

distinction is betlveen the concentrated. or secret. or hidden intellectual content of :Vow. 

and its unfolded. or multiple expression in the Soul's dimoici. 

For it [ilimoict as the Soul's knobving] travels out from and unfolds (unuphi) the 
measurelessness of ;Volts and unrolls (cmelissei) its concentrated intellectual 
insight. and then gathers together again the things it has distinguished and refers 
them back to !Vow. 56 

and again: 

For the soul is also Xolrs, unfolding (aneiirtdn) herself by virtue of the .\:om 
ivhich is before her. and having become its likeness and external replica. 
Consequently. if Xotrs is everything after the fashion of intellect. so is the Soul 
everything after the fashion of Soul: if Xolis is everything as exemplar. the Soul is 
everything as copy: if  Xorrs is everything in concentration (srwiirinlends). the 
Soul is everything as divided ( c / i d i r ~ l n ~ ~ ~ d ~ ) . ; '  

For Proclus. the term logos is most properly located in this distinction between the 

cognitive modes of Xorrs and the Soul. 

This distinction between the concentration of !Vo~r.s and the division of diunoiu is 

quite clcar in Proclus, as is the natural connection between dicinokl and logos. However. 

the terms Proclus uses to describe the differing cognitions of !Vous and Soul vary from 

text to text. and within texts. So he can speak o f a  primary (pr6rbs) and secondary 

(ik~irercis) possession of Forms (rid;). in Norrs and Soul respectively. in the same passage 



in which he says that the contents of Soul are essential logoi. which are irradiations 

(enzphasei.~) of the intellectual Forms (?in noerdn eid6n).js He may speak of the Soul as 

a 'company of Forms' (plPr6mu rdn eid6n) or 'company of logoi' (pl2rdma ?dn logdn) and 

mean the same thin2.j9 or switch from using r i c h  to logos in the same passage.60 

So it is not possible to say without qualification that Soul is the logos of .Vous. 

because in many passages it  is not the case that logoi and only logoi are found in Soul. 

%'hat \\.e can say without qualification is that .Vorrs is a concentrated intelligible which 

tlitowitr unfolds through a divided thinking. And we can say that most often Proclus uses 

the term logos when speaking of the activity of riicmoirr. However. Proclus will also often 

use the word e i h s  with reference to the Soul. probably because the word had a general 

meaning as "intelligible object." and also because of Plato's use of the term.6' So insofar 

as the Soul's tiicrnoirr grasps an intelligible object. ribs is as le~itirnate a word as logos. 

i f  it is less accurate. As well. Soul is not simply the logos of .\burs. because ciianoia 

is not the highest cognitive activity in which Soul engages. Soul itself also possesses 

ttour.s in a certain manner. If .\'OM- and Soul are concentric. then .Vow is present to the 

Soul as its centre and intelligible source. and when Soul puts off the dividing activity of 

tlicrnui~r ir may coincide with the unity of:~olls.~' 

Ho~vever. Proclus' use of the term logos. and its use in the phrase "projection of 

the soul's essential loyai1' (proholi t6n u~aicitidn login) is significant. It points to the 

character of dirmoia as an unfolding of :Voiis. and it points to the character of dicinoict as 

the medium of ~nulogici on the psychic level. Just as the expression of Being in the 

El. Tlt.prop. 194. 
5'1 For pli.rdntn tun eiddn see I n  Eticl. 16.6; In Parm.896.J; for plCr6rna rdn logun see In 

Tint. 11.200.2 1 ; 111 Elicl. 55.18. Cf. J. Trouillard. "L'ime 'lieu des idees' srlon Proclus." Sciences 
rcclr.sitrs1iqrrrs (1966) pp.7-24. see p.8-9. 

hO See I n  Etrcl.56.11-37. where Proclus sterns to use the three expressions TO ~ i 6 0 ~ . . . ~ 6 ~ u f p e r o v ,  
Siuvoqrtjv E%O< and o up~pi l< hv ipiv i&{oq as equivalent terms for the beginning point of geometrical 
unfolding. 

b I  See. for example In Parm.896.J where Procius calls the Soul apl&dma rdn eiddn. He is 
commenting on Parmenides l32b. where Socntes makes his third suggestion. that each of  the Forms 
(itek(~sion ton eid&) is a thought (noGma). 

'' We will examine the Soul's nous in the final chapter of this study. 



intelligible genera is one example of the cmalogicr which holds at all level of the universe. 

the logoi in tiimtoic~ which express or manifest Arolrs effect the ancrlogic~ which holds 

bet~veen .Vozrs and Soul. Further. the sense of logos as unfolding of a unity into a 

multiplicity allows Proclus to satisfy the Platonic demand to ground the multiplicity of 

human discursive thought in the prior unity of :Vota. Platonic and Aristotelian thought is 

opposed at this point. Aristotle does not seem to need to derive the multiplicity in his 

system from a prior unity. such that he could explain why. for example. there are ten. and 

only ten. categories. Proclus. as a representative of the Platonic tradition. holds that every 

multiplicity participates in and is grounded in a prior unity. The use of the term logos as 

an unfolding allows him to ground the multiplicity of human thought in the unity of .Vous, 



CHAPTER I1 

We begin our examination of Proclus' account of rii~rnoitr with an examination of 

sensation (~i.sthLsi.s). Proclus' account of the projection of the soul's essential logoi 

(pr-oh012 rdn ousiddcjn log&) is his version of the Platonic doctrine of Recollection 

(mrrnni.sis). Proclus locates the source of a priori knowledge in an ontological priority. 

rather than a temporal priority. and in this shifi he thinks he is being faithfill to the true 

meaning of Plato's doctrine ofcmtrtnn0si.s. The main competitor in the ancient world to 

the Platonic theory of mtrmnG.si.s is the Peripatetic theory of induction. If sensation could 

be rht. origin of universals for thought. Platonic irncrn~nisis would be superfluous. In this 

chapter ive ivill examine Proclus' version ofthis debate over sensation as the source of 

universals. by looking at his criticism of induction, and his account of theproholi? rdn 

uirsitickdtz logdn as a form of anamn2sis. 

1I.i. Proclus' criticism of induction 

In the Euclid Commentary and the Commentary on the Parmenidrs. Proclus 

argues agains those who claim that induction yields the logoi or ridi with which the Soul 

thinks." He calls the Form which his opponents claim is derived from sensation a "later- 

born Form" (htrsterogenes e i d ~ s ) . ~  Proclus does think that such hzrsrerogeneis logoi and 

ri& esist. but he does not think that they are derived from sensation. The Soul is both an 

'' In Eucl. l'.?-I6.16; In Parm.892.26-894.34 
&I In Parm.891.11. 



image of .\'olrs and paradigm of Body. and so when it projects its innate logoi it can do so 

either with an eye to thinking i V o ~  or Body. ProcIus thinks that the later-born iogoi of 

ivhich his opponents speak are in fact the soul's innate logoi. when they are used to 

understand the phantasms drawn from sensation. They come to be in the soul when they 

art. occasioned by sensation. but they are not derived tiom sensation. because sensation is 

incapable of yielding this sort of 1ogusmh5 

1I.i.a. The criticism in the Euclid commentary 

In his criticism of induction in the Euclid cornmentaw. Proclus speaks throughout 

of mathematics. It is clear from this commentary that he considers mathematics to be a 

type of tiicmoiti. tie establishes at the beginning of the Euclid commentary that 

mathematics holds a middle place between :Yous and sensation. just the place that dicinoiu 

holds.hh He situates mathematics along with riimoiu in the same section of Platots ~ i n e . ~ ~  

He moves easily from speaking about mathematics to speaking about cli~inoic~ within the 

same d i s c u ~ s i o n . ~ ~  Indeed. in the Euclid commentary Proclus almost gives us the 

impression that mathematics and ciianoicr are to be identified.69 

However. riicinoici is not identical with mathematics. Although mathematicals are 

an important type of dianoetic object (ciicmo5to). there are other sorts of diano2ta. In all 

of his ~vorks Proclus employs and refers to logoi which are not mathematical. but which 

must be tlictnoPrtr. simply because twitten works are accounts of phiLosophical reasoning. 

and philosophy is a sort of cliatzoin. Aside from this. there is evidence in the text of the 

" Proclus also uses the term "univena1" (to karholoa) in these discussions. but usually as a way to 
describe the more comprehensive character of the Soul's logoi or eidi. when compared with paniculars. 
And he uses it to refer to the universal premises ofdemonstntion. He does not use the term "universal" 
with the frequency with which contemporary metaphysicians use it. to refer to thou$ts or entities. He 
prefers the terms logos and eidos. 

M In Eucl.J.6-8. 
bi In Errcl. 10.16- 11.1. 
68 See for example the transition from speaking of mathematical forms (rid;) at 15.16 to the 

general explanation of the soul's knowledge at 16.4. 
69 See below. chapter IV. 



Euclid commentary that in this work Proclus considers mathematicals to be only one sort 

of elitmo2ta. For example. he does not say that dinnoira are rnuthimcrrikcr. but rather that 

muth0mtrrikrr are tlianoPfu (tu merth0mutiku...~iic1noCtc1 men rsri kcrru r2n orrsic~n).~' He 

uses the phrase "the mathematicals, and the objects of tiicmoicr in general" ( I N  cic 

rntrrhrnxrriklr k~ri Izolds ta rlicrno2rt~).~' Both of these passages seem to imply that 

~IirtnoOt~r is the \.vider term. In another place. Proclus speaks of the Replthlic passage 

~vhcre dialectic is said to be the capstone of the studies (to nta~himofcr).~' Dialectic is a 

form of riimoi~r. and so in distinyuising it  from mathematics Proclus is here subdividing 

diernoirr into a higher and lower part:73 

.AS . V ~ I I S  is set over rlirrnoirr and supplies to i t  its beginning points (crrchus) from 
above. and perfects ciianoitr from out of itself. in the same manner dialectic. the 
purest part of philosophy. which is just above mathematics. makes it to be one. 
and comprehends its entire unfolding (un~lixin). and gives from itself to the 
various sciences their perfecting (rriesiorrrgow). critical (kririkus). and intellective 
(ttorrcrs) powers (elunatneis) -- the sciences. I mean. of analysis (rmlzrrik2n). 
division (tlicrirrrikt2n). definition (horisrik0n). and demonstration (~t~odrikrikt2n)." 

In a follo~ving passage. Proclus distinguishes between the "single and whole science of  

mathematics Ivhich contains in itself in simpler form the principles of all the particular 

sciences"" (h2 nticr kcri hoi2 marhimrrriki trrs pusin rdn k ~ h '  hekusro epistimdn ~lrchm 

I T L I ~ ~ O I I S ~ L ' I ~ O ) I  en l1ecrlrrt2iprrechoirsa) and "even higher than it. dialectic [which] could be 

said to be the bond of union among the mathematical sciences" (andteri d 'r t i  rulrr0s hP 

elitrirkrik12 rcin mrrth0mcrr6n an eiG srindesmos). Dialectic "perfects whole mathematics and 

-0 In E I I C ~ .  I I .  I0 ... 14. 
-1  In Eirc1.4.18-19. 

Rep53Je. -- 
' See ch.IV. 
"4 In Eucl.42.134;. 1: ~aearr~p o v o q  irn~pi6puta~ n j ~  havoiag ~ a i  ~oprr f~ i  ta; ap'xa~ I ~ V W ~ E V  

uirrfi ~ a i  r~hEwi t j v  Gtavo~uv ao' ~ a u ~ o 6 .  aura ta  airta S i  ~ a i  ij S L U ~ K T L ~ ~ .  othoao~ict~  aha rb 
tiu8upuj~a~ov p ~ p o ~ .  rrpoae~fi< 6 ~ p f i x A w ~ a ~  riv pa!3watwv rcai I ~ E ~ L E X E L  njv 6 l ~ v  a i r i v  uvCht+v. 
~ a i  Si8wat ~ I J V U ~ E L . ;  ao' ~ a u t f l ~  ~ a i ~  intcmipa~; airtiiv navroia;. ~7CEb~oup-fo~ mi K P L T I U U ~  aai 
voepag. rilv avaiutt~jv Myo ~ a i  njv S ~ a ~ p e t ~ r j v  ~ a i  njv dpirr~~+ rui njv ~ ~ o ~ E L K T L ~ ( ~ ( v .  

-5 
- Morrow translates holP ntuthL'mutikL' as "general mathematics." It is difficult to find a good 

English word for hol2. so I have fallen back on the cognare "whole." The best definition of  this science is 
this particular passage. Because for Proclus climoiu is a division ofrt prior comprehensive unity. we should 
expect that he rvould posit such a unified and simple form of mathematics before all of the paflicular 
branches of mathematics. 



sends it upwards towards Nolcs through its own powers" (IPn holh mathimafikin releioi 

kcti ris nous ~nnpempei  tnis henutis d~rname~i) . '~  We will examine the subdivision of 

dicrnoirr into dialectic and mathematics in chapter IV. At this point it is sufficient to say 

that mathematical knowledge is the lower part of &noici. and if sensation cannot yield a 

mathematical universal. it also cannot yield a universal for dialectic. 

Proclus' position is that mathematics is a type of knowing which falls short of the 

simplicity of h'orrs. but which has a precision and stability surpassing both sensation and 

opinion." Because of its precision. mathematical knowledge cannot cannot be derived 

from sensation: but i t  cannot also be derived tiom the Soul alone. Instead. the being of 

mathematical Forms and genera ( r i r t  olrsiun ... rdn mrrhimatikcin eidbn kui grnlin). is 

dt.ri\.sd from the Soul itself and from .\'om. He gives throe arguments concerning the 

clarity and precision of mathematics. as opposed to the confusion and unclarity of the 

sense-norld. to show that mathematics cannot be derived from sensation.'%is first 

argument focuses on the objects of mathematics and the objects of sense. and their 

relative clarit!.. The second focuses rather on the precision ofdemonstration from 

universal. rather than particular. premises. The third argument sums up the first two. and 

'h in E11cl.J-1.2-13. Cf. Plotinus' discussion ofdialectic. and its use ofanalysis and diairesis. 
Otrr. 1.3.4-6: "[Dialectic] is a disposition which is able to say in a logos about each thing what each thing is 
and hou it differs from other things and what it has in common with them [4.7-l] ... It uses the Platonic 
method of divis~on ( c i ~ ~ ~ i r e s ~ s )  for the distinction of Forms. to find the essence [of each]. even up to the First 
Genera: and it weaves together intellectually [the Forms] which [issue] From these [First General, until it 
has come to the end ofthe entire intelligible world. and then returning back it undoes (anduousa) [its 
intellectual web]. returning back to its beginning point/first principle (rp'ur&n) [4.11-161 ... So dialectic is 
an esteemed part of philosophy. For philosophy does have other pans: it investigates narure. taking 
dialectic as its aid. just as arithmetic and the other ans makes use of dialectic; and indeed [arithmetic] 
receives aid from dialectic in a much more proximate manner. The pan of philosophy which investigates 
ethics also issues from dialectic [6.1-61." ( & K L  pPv 61j fi hoyw mpi ~ ~ a c n o u  Guvaptvq S;L< ~ i m i v  ti TE 

~ ~ u a r o v  ~ a i  t i  6Mov 8 ta&p~t  ~ a i  ti< ti K O L V O ~ F  ...* S ~ a t p t 6 ~ 1  rjj nAafwvo~ ~pwp€vq pEv ~ a i  € 1 ~  
6 t a p m v  r h  E&V. ~po@vq & ~ a i  E ~ S  to ti €an. ~ p o p ~ v q  6i: rui €xi s a  xpwta '{~vq. ~ a i  ra  &a roimv 
voepi; ;riirrouaa. ~ o q  civ 6 ~ ~ A 0 q  r t6v  to vorl~ov, ~ a i  avaxaAiv uva~Cowa ,  eic 6 iiv Er' amjv 
~ k O q . . . ~ ~ p o ~  o;v so t ip~ov* EXEL yap aa i  dMa othooot$ia. r a i  yap rai mpi $Ijo~og 0 ~ 0 p ~ i  ~ $ ~ E L U V  

m p a  & t a k a t i ~ i j ~  Aapoiua. & m ~ p  ~ a i  apt9pqnmj npocqpcikar <uai> ai T E X V ~ L .  p6Mov 
p iv?o~  aijnl - €-r{Geev ~ o ~ i ( e t a ~  rrapa f l ~  Gtak~tuKij;. ~ a i  =pi j 0 i v  iua6roq 0~wpoGaa pEv E K E ~ ~ E V )  

' In Errci.4. 18-23. 
' 8  In Eric!. 12.1-1 5.15. See also the treatment of Proclus' criticism of induction in J. Trouillard. 

L 'Cn rt f ' h w  rrlon Procios (Paris: Belles Lenres, 1979) pp.38-50. 



states in general that a soul which derived its rir& from sensation would be subordinating 

itself ontologically to Body, a consequence which is a b s ~ r d . ' ~  

He introduces his first two arguments with two technical terms for the possible 

derivation of mathematical knowledge from sense-objects. The first term is abstraction 

(trph~iresis).  and the second is collection (urhroisin, mncrrhroi.sin). He refers to 

collection tvith t~vo  phrases. one used at the beginning of his discussion. one at the end. 

The first is a "collection of the parts into one common logos" (crthroisin t in  merikdn rix 

Izrntr Ion koinon while the second is a "collecting together of whar is common in 

each thing" (sunctrhroixin rdn en rois krrrh' hekcrsru koiridn)." The two terms taken 

together. abstraction and collection. cover all of the possible ways in which mathematical 

knonkdge might be derived from sense-objects. The Soul either strips away those 

characteristics of sense-objects which are extraneous to their underlying mathematical 

character. through abstraction. or it collects together the particular characters shared by 

many sense objects. through collection." The first and second arguments address these 

ttvo possibilities. 

1I.i.a. I .  First argument: Abstraction 

Abstraction is described by Proclus as a process by which the soul looks at circles 

and triangles in matter. and then draws the form of circle or triangle in the soul itself. 

However. Proclus asks. if this were the case. tvhere would the precision (crkribeio) and 

-9 In his discussion. the question concerning the essence (ousiu) of mathematical objects. and the 
question of their status as intelligible objects is treated as the same question. The cognitive and ontological 
aspects of Soul are ttro aspects of the same reality. Thus mathematical knowledge has its peculiar precision 
because of the precise nature of mathematical Forms ( t ide)  or logo;, while sensation is murk? because of 
the murk? character of the sense-world itself. The can be stated in the convene manner. Mathematical 
objects are precise because of the sort of precision in mathematical knowing. while sense objects are murky 
because sensation grasps its object in a murky manner. 

YO In EucI. 12.6-7. 
YI In  Eucl. 1 5.1 7- 1 8. 
'' J. Trouillard. L'Lrn rt l'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lenres. 1973,) p.29 points out that 

(~phuiresis is an Aristotelian term. while ulhroisin and szrnorhrois~n are likely Stoic terms. 



irrefutable charac ter (anelegton) of mathematical logoi come from? These characters 

cannot come tiom sense-objects. because if they did. there would be far more precision in 

sense-objects than there actually is: 

For where among the sensibles do we find anything that is without parts. or 
tvilhout breadth. or without depth? Where do we see the equality of the lines from 
the centre to the circumference? Where the fixed ratios of the sides? Where the 
rightness of angles. Do we not see that all sensible things are confused with one 
another and that no quality in them is pure and free of its opposite. but that all are 
divisible and extended and changing? How. then. can we attribute a stable being 
(oirsion) to unchangeable [mathematical] lugoi. if they are derived from things 
that are ever changing from one state to another?83 

This seems to be a simple statement that unchangeable mathematical logoi cannot be 

derived from changeable sense-objects. Stated in this manner, however. Proclus' 

argument ivould amounl to a simple assertion of the impossibility of induction. However. 

there is more to his argument. Just before the passage which is quoted above. Proclus 

says that in order to know sensibles rnathcmatically. the soul must add to them a 

perfection and precision which they do not in themselves possess. and that the soul draws 

these additions from itself(upo ris psrrchis). Only then does he go on to explain that 

sense-objects themselves tlo rlo! possess in tuiy w c y  the operative characteristics of 

mathematical being: precision. panlessness. equality. etc. 

His contention is that the theory of abstraction assumes that by somehow 

removing the imprecision from sense-objects the soul will be left with a stable and 

precise object for thought. On the contrary. he contends. because sense-objects are 

unstable through and through. it is impossible to arrive at a precise and stable object by 

removing certain of the characteristics of sense-objects. There would be nothing left. 

because the character of sense-objects is essentially to be imprecise and changeable. 



mised and confused. So the theory of abstraction assumes that sense-objects actually 

ha1.e a two-tbld nature. They have. you might say. an unstable superstructure which must 

be stripped away. to reveal a stable and precise substructure which can serve as the object 

of thought. Proponents of this theory must think that there is a mathematical object 

hidden down there somewhere. 'underneath the surface'. This is simply contrary to the 

nature of sense-objects. according to ~ roc lus . '~  Thus. if there is to be any stability and 

precision in mathematical reasoning about sense objects. this stability and precision must 

come horn somewhere else. i.e. from the soul. 

What Proclus in fact thinks, we will see. is that the imprecise and unstable logoi 

in sense-objects merely remind the soul of its olvn stable and precise content. 

blathematics has a precision and stability because it is in fact the soul reasoning about 

itself. bIathcmatical understanding of sense-objects is possible only when the soul refers 

its confused sense-impressions to the mathematical paradigms of Body which are resident 

in thc soul itself. However. this process of referring sensations to the precise 

mathematical objects which the soul projects gives one the illusion of arriving at these 

objects through abstraction. 

Il.i.a.2. Second argument: Collection 

The theory of collection grants Proclus his premise that the objects of sensation 

are particulars. unlike abstraction. which wants to find underlying universals in sense- 

objects. If sensation grasps only particulars. but still is to yield the universal of 

mathematics. then somehow mathematical reasoning proceeds from particular premises. 

SJ This point ma) of course be contested. However. Proclus has in his tnditian the Theurrefzrs to 
show that total instability is the character of sense-objects. Proclus' cornmentap on this dialogue. 
unfortunately. is lost. Proclus assumes that sense-objects are in themselves as unstable and imprecise 
ontologically as sensation reports them to be. However. for his criticism of  induction to go through. this 
assumption need not be made. Even if the instability in the object is the fault oftrying to g a s p  it through 
sensation. it is still the case that sensation does not yield an object with an unstable superstructure but a 
stable substructure. Stability is only for thought. 



using a particular demonstration. but yields universal conclusions. However, one cannot 

conclude. from seeing this right angle added to this other right angle. that when two right 

angles are added the result will always be a straight line. One can only conclude that it 

has happened this particular time. In other words. collection tries to violate the 

Aristotelian rule that particular premises yield particular demonstrations of particulars.x5 

Proclus' o w  example is the man who demonstrates that the isosceles triangle has 

the sum of its angles equal to two right angles. a demonstration about a particular sort of 

triangle. and then draws the universal conclusion that this holds true also of equilateral 

and scalene triangles. But clearly from the particular demonstration about one particular 

type of triangle (the isosceles). no universal conclusion concerning the other types of 

triangle (equilateral and scalene) can be drawn. Rather. what is needed is a 

demonstration of a universal sort. about triangle without qualification. which only then 

can yield ~lniversal conclusions to be applied to the particular sons of triangle. This is 

~vhat Proclus means when he says that demonstration using universal premises is by 

nature superior to demonstrations about particulars: 

Again we say that a universal premise is better for demonstration than a particular. 
and next that demonstration from universals are more truly demonstrative. and 
that the premises from which demonstrations proceed are prior and naturally 
superior to particulars as causes of what is dem~ns tn ted . '~  

Because mathematics deals with universals and collection vields only particulars. 

therefore. collection is insufficient as an explanation of mathematical knowledge. 

li! In Eucl. 14-4. 
96 In Elrcl. 14.15-20: kai n a i ~ v  o n  to ~afloAou W h o v  so< ~ a ~ a  pipes K ~ O S  a~o6€~<tv .  mi 

o t ~  a i  anoSei<et< EK t i v  ~a9oAou piAAov, €5 i v  S6 ai cixoS~i+q. ~ a c t a  q6repa lcai j ~ l j a ~ t  

irpovolj!l~va TGV ~ a e '  ~ ~ u o r a  ~ a i  a i n a  t i v  Se~mwphov. Proclus mentions that the premises are causes 
of what is demonstrated. This points to the positions that demonstration proceeds horn cause to effect. 
Although Proclus does not develop this position here, he is indicating that the order of demonsmation 
follows the ontologicsl order. Just as the higher. more simple entity is the cause of the multipliciry of what 
proceeds from it. so does the order ofdemostration proceed from the higher. more simple premise to the 
diwrse conclusions to be drawn horn it. In other words, the unfolding ofthe cosmos and the unfolding of 
reason are parallel. 



1I.i.a. I. Third argument: Ontological priority 

Proclus' third argument appeals to the onto1ogical priority of Soul over body. a 

priority which all of his readers would have accepted as unproblematic. That Proclus 

regards this position as unproblematic is indicated by his dismissal of the need for a 

detailed proof ofthe matter, with the conclusion: "But it is superfluous to refute this 

doctrine. which has often before been brought to an accounting."x7 His position is that if 

the soul iverc to derive its notions from sense-objects. this would make it less honourable 

than matter (otimoterc~n ... rPs htrlPs). For matter would receive logoi from Nature which 

are essential. more fully beings. and clearer (ru orisid& kni mcrllon onra kcii trcinesrercr). 

and the soul would possess only "secondary images" and "later-born likenesses" 

(~Ietiier(l...ei~/61~1 kc~i eikonus htisrerogr~~ris) of these lo@ in matter. 

The logoi in matter would be by nature inseparable from matter. When the Soul 

receives the likenesses of these logoi. it receives them without matter. Consequently. 

Proclus argues. it would only be receiving an incomplete. or n diminished version of these 

lngoi. In this case. the logoi which soul receives would be inferior in being to the logoi 

u~hich are wdded to matter. But it is impossible that the soul possess logoi which are 

inferior to the logoi in matter. according to Proclus: 

For matter is the locus of embodied logoi. the soul the locus of Forms (eicidn). 
The soul. then is the locus of primary, matter of secondary [realities]; the soul the 
locus of preeminently real beings. matter of things derivitave from them: the soul 
the locus of beings which exist essentially (knt'uusiun). matter of things which 
come to be as a result of thought (kdrpinuicm genorneniin). How. then. can we 
say that the soul. which is the primary partaker of Yam and intellectual being. and 
is tilled with knowledge and the whole of her life from that source. is the 
receptacle for the murkier forms of what has the lowest seat among beings and is 
more imperfect in its being than all else?88 



Soul's superiority to Body is contradicted by the theory that mathematical logoi are 

derived from sensation. So mathematical logoi cannot be derived from sensation. 

In this third argument Proclus is speaking more in his own voice than in his 

arguments agains abstraction and collection. In effect. he is speaking to Platonists. In 

order for this summary argument to be effective. his readers must grant the premise that 

the Soul is superior to Body because it is the cause of Body. Soul is the paradigm of 

Body. and Body is its image. If the Soul. which is essentially a thinking activity. were to 

d e r i ~ e  its thoughts from Body. then the relation would be reversed. and Soul would be a 

derivative image of Body. But this is impossible for many reasons which Proclus 

considers obiious ("But it is supertluous to refute this doctrine. which has often before 

been brought to an accounting"). and this argument consists merely in pointing out that 

his opponents make Soul a divided image of Body. 

.After he has established by these three arguments that the soul cannot derive 

mathematical fogui from sensation. Proclus presents a brief summary of reasons why the 

soul cannot derive mathematical knowledge from itself alone. Rather. it derives its logoi 

11 priuri both from itself and from Norrs. 

It '  mathematical eicli- do not exist either by abstraction from rid2 in matter. nor by 
a collection of what is common in each thing. and are not in any way later born 
and derived ti-om sense-objects. it must be the case that the Soul derives them 
either from itself. or from :Vulis. or both from itself and from h'olrs. But if it is 
from itself alone. how would they be images of the intellectual ei& (eikones tatita 
rlin noerdn r i c h ) ?  And being intermediate between the indivisible nature and the 
divisible. how could they receive no perfection of being from the first beings 
I nrdenr ic~n crpo t in pr6tbn eis to einai slimp/&dsin)? And how could the [Forms] 
in ,!'ow continue to be the primary paradigms of a11 things? But if it is from .Vo~is 
alone. how could the self-activating (autenergOron) and self-moving (auiokinOton) 
character of the Soul remain. if the logoi in it came to it From elsewhere. like the 
character of things moved from without (kara (On tbn hererokinkk h~rposrasin)? 
And how will the Soul be distinguished from matter. which is all things only 
potentially. but produces none of the Forms which are in it (gmnbsts cie oucien 
tdr? m u h  ei(fbn)?89 



We will discuss in subsequent chapters how the Soul derives its logoi both from itself and 

ti-om Arolrs. 

1I.i.b. The criticism in the Pnrmenides commentary 

Proclus' criticism of induction in the Prrrmenirles commentary is more summary 

than that in the Euclid commentary. Here his discussion is not limited to mathematical 

logo;. 3 fact which speaks for the application of the Euclid commentary argument to 

~ l i m o i ~ i  in general. He makes it  explicit here that he is criticising Aristotle's position. 

~vhich states that universals are derived somehow from sensation. But according to 

Proclus. what "the Peripatetics have in their heads when they go on about the 'later-born' 

Form (hrstu.ogenrs eitlos)"" is in fact not a universal derived from sensation. as they 

think. They think that these logoi come to be in souls from an external source. namely 

the impressions ~vhich our senses receive. Proclus agrees that these logoi "come to be in 

souls" (eggignesthoi rais psirchnis). and do not exist in souls essentially (krrr'uirsiruz). 91 

but he denies that they come from our senses. Proclus distinguishes the logoi which are 

the olr.sicr of our soul. the pliroma rcin olaioci6n  log&^. and the projected logui which 

come to be through the soul's tlianoicr. Projected logo; "come to be in souls" because they 

are produced in the soul by its own activity as images of the logoi in its ousia. And it is 

these projected logoi which the Peripatetics mistake for husrerogenes logoi. He makes 

four brief points in the Prirmenides commentary to this effect. 



( I  .) His first point is that as far as we know, animals are not able to know 

separate individuals as falling under one common Form: 

For whence has a man the power to do this. I mean 'to gather together into one in 
thought (eis hen logism& slmcigeirein) what proceeds from a multiplicity of 
sense-perceptions."? and to postulate as prior to the visible and separate 
individuals the one. identical. and invisible Form (eidos). whereas none of the 
other mortal animals. so far as we know, see any such common [ ~ o r r n ] ' ? ~ ~  

The argument is that if it  were possible to derive an eirios from sensation. then animals. 

~vho  are assumed to possess onIy sensation. would also be able to engage in diunoia. 

Because it seems they are unable to do so. Proclus concludes that more than sensation 

must be required." 

(3.) His second point is stated very briefly. The common nature of things sensed 

is not derived from sensation. because sensation yields aphrrnr~rsmu. i.e. a sort of 

impression in the imagination (ph(mrtrsiu). This phmtcrsmc~ is a sort of record of the 

original sense-impression. and is what allows us to remember the original impression. 

This phcrnta.snlcr must remain true to the original sense-impression. otherwise it could not 

be an accurate record of it. The conclusion. which Proclus mentions only by stating that 

we receive from sensation an object of phmirmirr (phcmrccsron), not an object of opinion 

(tlo.va.stun). is that in the exercise even of opinion the universals we use are more 

comprehensive than the particular impressions which the senses yield. We are able to 

opine about all dogs. and not only the particular dogs ~vhich we have seen. A phuntmmu. 

however. is not able to change the 'brown' to 'black' in its impression of 'the brown dog I 

"' Phoedrrrs 247b7-c I .  
'13 In  Purm. 892.4 1-893.5: l l 6 0 ~ v  yap 6vOporrog pPv roirto 66vata~ no~eiv. l.&p 61: to &a 
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04 His general discussion here concerns dianoia. But he states that animals are not even able to 
form general opinions. since they lack the ability to treat a group of individuals as in some way coming 
under a uniwrsal. indicating that he thinks even opinion makes use of universals. 



saw yesterday'. in order to take into account the fact that the black dog which I now see is 

the same son of thing as what I saw yesterday.95 

(3.) His third point is the same as the point in the Euclid commentary concerning 

the diminishment of the soul's status if i t  were to derive its universals from sensation. 

The soul n m l d  then be loss honourable (atimotercm) than matter.'" 

(4.) His final point is his most substantial. It assumes the general Procline 

principle that causes ontologically more comprehensive than their  effect^."^ The truest 

son of causation in Proclus is not the familiar sort. by which bodies bump into other 

bodies and make them move. True causation is that by which a principle gives rise to a 

more multiple image of itself. Xotls gives rise to Soul. and Soul to Body. through this 

sort of causation. The effect is a declension. or a diminishment of its cause. and makes 

up for this deficiency by its greater multiplicity. Therefore Proclus can hold the general 

principle that a true cause is more comprehensive than its effect. because despite its 

greater multiplicity the effect will never adequate or eshaust the hidden content of the 

Proclus applies this ontoIogical principle to the question of the later-born ridus. If 

it is a universal dcri~wl from sensation. as the Peripatetics believe. then the sense-object 

is its cause. Thus the effect of this cause. the later-born universal. is less comprehensive 

than the sense object. But it  is not the case that the universal of tlianoia is less 

comprehensive than the particulars.9s If it were the case. then (a.) the universal could not 

s e n e  as the medium of knowledge of the particular. and (b.) i t  could not be the cause of 

the particular. 

'45 hi Prrmt.895.17-23. 
')h /n  Pur1~1.893.33. 
.I- 

See J .  Trouillard. "L'inteKgibiiiti Proclusienne," in Luphilosophie er sesprobl~mes. rrrcrrril 
d't;l~rder de doctrine e! d'histoire oferc a ;Clorarignetv R. Joliver (Paris: Ernrnanuel Vine. 1960) pp.83-97. 

911 In Pmm.594.7-9: "The later born comprehends each of the many. which is why it is predicated 
af  each of them (to 6i: u o r ~ p q ~ v i ;  w p t l q m i ~ o v  EKUCROU r i v  rrohhiv- iXkv ~ a i  mrrr(opeira~ toutov 
~ramou)." 



(4.21.) His f k t  argument is that the universal derived from particulars would not 

be able to comprehend their particularity. "for each of the particular entities is amplified 

by additions and accidental  accretion^."'^ If the universal derived from sensation is to 

comprehend the particulars CIS ppctictrlms it must be able to take into account all of their 

accidents. or it  will bt: less comprehensive then the individuals themselves. However. we 

can never experience all ot'the particulars with infinitely various accidents: "For if it 

arises from the many themselves. where are we to see that infinite number of men. to all 

of which Lve apply the same predicate?"'u' Such a universal would always remain less 

con~prehensive than that which it seeks to comprehend. 

(4.b.) His second argument does not assume that the universal derived from 

sensation has as its aim to comprehend the particulars in their infinite variety. Rather. it 

is n universal ivhich comprehends them because it arises from the 'commonness' 

(koirwrdos) ~vhich is in the many. Here the problem is not that there is no stable object at 

all in scnsation. as in the Euclid commentary criticism of abstraction. Instead. the 

problem is that such a universal w u l d  invert the ontological hierarchy. and make the 

individual more comprehensive than the species. and the species more comprehensive 

than the genus. A n  .Aristotelian species. obtained by such a stripping away of all that is 

not common to the individuals. is less comprehensive than the individuals ivhich fall 

under it  because it has been arrived at precisely by removing a great number of the 

characteristics of these individuals. Likewise. one has to remove characteristics which 

belong to the various species in order to arrive at the genus. 

This sort of universal is just a shadow of the particular. because it omits much of 

the being of the particular. Proclus says that with regard to later-born universals. the 

species has more being (orisia) than the genus. and we might add. the individual has more 

w In Purm.894.6-7: xpoa8ia~m yap ~ a i  ouppEPq~otn noi Kkova&~ ~ h v  atopov Oaamov. 
100 In Puntr.89J.l.l- 16: E ~ T E  YUP €5 aGfiv t iv  rtokliv. not TO% a x e i p o y  uv8phrtou~ i S a i p v .  

KUO' Gv axav.tov ~ n : ~ ~ p o y ~ v  to aljtb ~aq~opoupevov: 
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than the spc~ies . '~ '  But Proclus thinks that the ground and cause of particulars is their 

species. and the cause of the species is the genus. The genus Animal has more being and 

is more comprehensivc than all of the species which fall under it. because the collection 

of animal species, in all their multiplicity. are not able to adequate or exhaust the fertility 

of the Form Animal which gave rise to them. Likewise. each species has a greater 

fertility and comprehensiveness than all of the particulars which it causes. The 

Peripatetics. on the other hand. invert the universe and make the particular dog the cause 

of its species. and the species the cause of their genera. And this. according to Proclus. is 

irnpossib~e.'~' 
- - 
I hese. then. are the four arguments against induction in the C'omnrenrary on the 

P~i t .mwi( lcs ,  

1I.ii. The true status of 'later-born' logoi 

In the Parmenidcs commentary Proclus specifies what the thinks the so-called 

later-born uni\.ersnls are. He tells us that "in individual souls thoushts (noGmam) are of 

two tl.pes: the one is of the essential reason-principles ((tin o~rsicjdin logdn): the other 

results from many sensations brought together by reasoning into one (ris hen lugismdi 

.s~rrt'rir.ola~endrt)."l"j This statement does not contradict Proclus' arguments against 

induction. because the second sort of noOmci is not an amalgam of sensations. but rather a 

logos produced by the soul to which the various sensations are referred. This sort of 

universal is the lowest level of intellection. according to Proclus. "This is the last echo of 

the primary intellection ( rbp r6 rb  noiseds). insofar as it is a universal and has its 

101 In Purnr.894.27-19. 
102 Notice that this argument assumes that species and genera are not simply subjective mental 

phenomena. and hence they can be accorded causal eficacy. An objection to the effect that Proclus is 
psychologising here. by granting 'realiry' to mere ideas. would beg the entire question of the possibility of 
Platonism. As with the third argument against induction in the Euclid commentary. Proclus' intended 
audience for this point is most likely his fellow Platonists. 

105 In Purrn.895.32-36: i v  saig p ~ p t r a i ;  y ru~a ig  Sir ta  r a  vo~ipasa. r a  p ~ v  yap ~ m t  nib 
ouoi(116iiv k o p v .  r a  5h r i v  EK IIOUGV G ~ O V  aiu0fio~wv ~ i g  ZV io - ( t (~@mvaipouu~v(~~v.  



esistence in the intelligising  sou^."'^'' And as so. it takes its origin from the Soul itself. 

not from a collection or abstraction of sensations. 

It n~ust  therefore take its origin from somewhere else [than from sensation]. and 
receive from some other source this power of comprehending each Form. Of this 
source. indeed. i t  is an image ( e i kh ) .  coming into existence in a way contrary to 
ivhat one would expect. by virtue of Recollection (anemnixis). on the basis of 
sense objects ( r k  rdn phainon~?ndn). of the causal principle aroused within us.''' 

The later-born universals come about through anomn2sis. which for Proclus is the 

proholi. rrin olrsicitl6n logdn. Later-born universals are logoi which the soul projects. and 

as such are images of the logoi which comprise the soul's olwiu. 

We must. then. as I have said. ascend from the Iogoi in Nature to those in Soul. 
and not only to the later-born. but also to the essential ones ([airs o~isidcleis). The 
later-born. after all, are images of these latter. and are not generated from the 
sensible particulars.'u6 

There is in fact a three-fold distinction in play here. First. Proclus thinks that the 

Soul's ousia is aplDrotncr rdn ou.si&ldn logdn. a fullness of essential hgoi. These 

unprojected logoi are the Soul's participation in ;Vatu. and as such are the unitiod source 

for the multiple logoi which riiianoin projects. The activity of clinnoio. however. has a 

double function. On the one hand the logoi which the Soul projects serves to remind it of 

its o\vn ozrsia This is the Soul contemplating itself as the image of .\'o~rs. an activity 

which takes place without reference to sensation. On the other hand. the projected logoi 

are also paradisms of the logoi which order Body. and the Soul may contemplate itself as 

the paradigm of Body. In this case. it  gathers together its various sensations and 

comprehends them through the iogos which is their paradigm. and which it  has projected 

out of its own otisict. Because the occasion for this lower sort of thinking is usuaIIy the 



presence of a sensory stimulus. we can be mislead into thinking that these later-born 

universals are not innate. 

for the former [the higher type] are thoughts of things which are established and 
al~vays present in us. constituting images of the realm of the real beings (rcr on[& 
ontcr L..; [the] latter [the later-born] are activities (energGmaro) stimulated by 
sense-impressions.'07 

they art. innate. according to Proclus. Their production may be stimulated by sensation. 

but they are projected from the soul's olrsirr all the same. They only differ from other 

projected l o p i  in the object to which the Soul's attention is turned.'"' 

According to Proclus it is impossible that induction yield a true universal. It may 

be possible to arrive at a sort of shadow of spccies and genera through abstraction. and 

this is \vhat the Aristotelians do. However. such a universal can neither allo~v the soul to 

know sensible particulars. nor serve as their cause. The true universal through which 

souls comprehend sensibles is in fact drawn from the Soul itself. through Recollection. 

Thus. for Proclus. there is no other concIusion than that all tlianoia is i1ntrrnn2si.s. 

Sensation can be a danger to the Soul. turning its attention outwards towards the passii41; 

of body rather than inwards towards its own oirsio. But it can also s e n e  as the stimulus 

for tlimoitr. Because the same i o p i  which are the paradigms of body are also images of 

.\iurs. the Soul which is sut'ficiently attentive may begin from sensation. and from thence 

be led towards the proper object of its thought. 

The sense in which all diartoict is ananznisis. according to Proclus. is that the Soul 

dra~vs forth from itself the logoi which it projects. not primarily that there was a time 

10- In frirm.896.6-9. 16-17: h e o r i ~ o v  yap E ~ L V  € K E ~ V Q  voIipata ~ a i  a ~ i  i)vfa)v EV @iv. ~ a i  
aljtu TU d v f q  h a  EVEIICOVI<~UEV~V* ... k p - h a ~ u  yap ~ i c n v  h ~ ~ i v a  an0 tfiv ouvraarliv 
a v r ~ ~ ~ p d p ~ v u .  

10s Our concern here is with dianoia. and the possibility that aisthL;sis is the source o f  the 
universals with which dianoia thinks. For an examination o f  aist/~Cs~s in Proclus, see H.1. Blurnenthal. 
"Proclus on perception." Buiferin of the Inrtirzife of Classical Sludies. 39 (1983) pp. 1-1 I .  



ivhen the Soul did not know what it has now recalled. Divine souls, and the souls which 

are not divine but which enjoy perpetual intellection. never forget their origin and worth. 

draw forth their logoi h m  themselves. and in this sense even their knowing is 

anumrtP.si.s. Hoivever, partial souls fall into forgetfulness. and for them ~namnPsis has the 

added sense o f a  transition from unknowing to knowing. 

1I.iii.a. The cinamnGsis of the partial soul 

Soul is at the middle of the Procline universe. All that lies between the One and 

matter is constituted by a certain internal proportion of Limit and Unlimited. In the 

higher orders. Limit prevails. Along with the predorninace of Limit comes immunity 

from motion or change. so the henads and .Vow are unmoving (rikin2to.s). Body is moved 

from ivithout (ItererokinPto.~). because in Body the balance of Limit and Unlimited is in 

h w r  of Unlimited. and consequently Body does not have the stability of determination 

ivhich ~vould either allow immunity from change. or allow Body to be its own principle of 

change. In the Soul Limit and Unlimited are in equilibrium. This means that the Soul is 

in bet~veen clkin2si.s and hcferokinOsis. It is self-moving (mrokin2ro.s). which means that 

it  is its oivn principle of change. The change which the Soul undergoes is its own act of 

thinking. measured by Time. This activity is nurokinisis because the principle of dimoici 

is the Soul itself. In other words. the Soul's thinking activity issues from itself. and has 

itself as its directing principle. 

.;\lthough in Soul as a whole Limit and Unlimited are in equilibrium. in the lower 

sorts of Soul Unlimited begins to prevail over Limit. This means that while the higher 

types of Sou1 are perpetually secure in their mrokinOsis. the partial soul is not. Partial 

souls are susceptible to the passions which come to them from Body. and it is possible 

that in attending to these passions they cease to be their own principle of motion. In this 



case they cease to be mrrokinPros and take on hrterukinisis.lo9 Such a soul takes the 

reality reported to it by the senses to be the only reality. Souls in such a state may assume 

that induction is the source of tlianoia. mistakenly considering sensation to be the source 

of thought. They may be in an even worse state. not knowing that there is such a thing as 

~ l i ~ m o i ~ t .  li\*ing completely by appearances.'"' 

Sensation is a danger for partial souls. because of its inherent passivity. 

For our sense-perceptions bind the sou1 to divisible things. the objects of 
imagination till it with moving shapes. and desires divert it to the life of feeling 
( c n l p t l ~ i  hion). Every divisible thing is an obstacle to our returning upon 
ourselves (episrrophOs). every formed thing muddies our tbrmlrss knowledge. and 
every passion (rmparhes) is an impediment to passionless activity (lrpurholls 
etwrgeim). I l l  

I t  is the soul's association with body that brings with it these passions. It is better h r  the 

soul to be free of body. because for souls "neither existence with a body nor the lik 

bound to generation is natural; rather the opposite is more appropriate to them. a separate. 

immaterial and incoporeal life.""' Proclus compares life with a body to living in a region 

infected by plague. In such a city. we should expect to tind more people infected than not 

lli'l El. Th.props 206 and 2 I I. See also J. Trouillard, "Reminiscence et procession dr I'imr sdon 
Proclos." LN r~v1 i~phi l0~0phiq t1~  ( I t .  L O I I F U ~ ~ .  69 (1971) p. 179: "L'ime est le dernier et Ie plus cornplexe 
drs principes de I'univers. Mais dans son ordre mOme i l  y a des degres. Lime totale gouverne Ir cosmos. 
Ies imes divines regissent le ciel sans faillir. C'est qu'elles sont plus proches de I'unite (ivac) psychique 
originellr. Ittrmrrublr d'ms sun cenrre. I'Jme estjuilliblr duns son imissions. Mais pour savoir dans quelle 
mesure elk est faillible. if faut se demander ce qu'est I'irne selon Proclos. Si on la definit avec Ie PhGdre 
215c par I'automotricid. on en fait un milieu entre I'immutabilite de IPtre et la mobilitk du devinir. Si on 
prCfrre la dCfinir avec le Tltrrr'r 3% comrnr la mediation de l'indivisible et de la division corporelle. on la 
con~oit commr ccun nombre substantiel qui s'mgendre hi-memew (aptepoc o k i 8 ~ c  auroyovo~) en allant 
de I'unite a I'unite. L'ime est un indivisible qui se divise lui-meme, rnais qui, a la direrence du sensible. 
domine toujours sa propre partition. parce qu'il en contient la loi et rend chacune de ses parties totale." 

110 In this chapter we discuss heterokinbis as the beginning point for the partial soul's anumnisis. 
In chapter V we will examine atitokinbis and heterukin6sk in the context of the structure ofthe soul. 
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does not include the o c h h a .  that is the immaterial body wedded to the soul. Rather. it refers to the grosser 
bodies which the soul takes on. like the donning of additional tunics, when it descends towards becoming. 
See El. Th.props.207-2 10. 



infected. So among embodied souls we find more wicked souls than good. and more 

souls in the grip of their passions then those who are free.'" 

.Association with the body brings with it the attraction of the passions. but not all 

souls fall prey to temptation. Proclus' word for those who have succumbed is moch1h2ru. 

ivhich means "heavy burdened." but also means "wicked." and this has the sense of 

ha~eing given over to their passions."4 All partial souls are able to descend into becoming 

and be caught by it. but Proclus distinguishes between more base souls. who are more 

attracted to the passivity of body, and more noble souls. who are able to pass through the 

region of becoming relatively unscathed. It is likely that the distinction between baser 

and more noble souls is both ontological and moral. Proclus thinks that there are degrees 

of souls. and it is possible that within the order of partial souls there are still funher 

degrees. so that those closer to the monad are more noble and more able to resist the 

passions. tvhile those further away are less able to resist. I t  is certain. however. that those 

~vho become heterokinetic are base. according to Proclus. and this baseness is probably 

both the cause of their passionate indulgences. and reinforced by these indulgences. Base 

souls arc nzochrhPru. heavy burdened. because they are mochthirir. wicked. i.e. they have 

chosen to burden themselves ~vith bodily passions. Conversely. this burden which comes 

from their wicked choice to indulge their passions only makes it more likely that they will 

become more wicked."' 

In Proclus' commentary on the .ilcihi~rtlrs 1. the difference between the noble soul 

and the base soul is illustrated by the noble Alcibiadcs and the 'vulgar' (ptzortikoi)''6 

lovers who have sought his company. This dialogue is an erotic dialogue.' " according to 

I l j  In .4lc.257.2-3. 
I f 4  In .4lc.257.1-2: "passive and wicked souls ( q n q a ~  tu; Pprrae~ii ~ a i  po~€tqpa<)." 
'I5 The idea that the ignorant are base. and make themselves more base and ignorant is present in 

Plato's dialogues. See. for example. the Myth of Er in the Reptlblic. and the lesser souls in the divine m i n  
in the Phtr~drnrs. 

' I 6  In .41c.35.6. 
"" In ..Ilc.?i'.I6ff. 



Proclus. displaying the two types of erotic souls. The more noble uses visible beauty only 

in order to rise towards intelligible beauty. The other type of erotic souls, however. 

who have fallen away from the gift from above. due to wicked nourishment 
(mochtEron rrophin) ... embrace the images of beauty. because they are ignorant 
of true beauty. and they have affection for material and divisible beauties. sen! 
olrt-side oj '  rhrrnsrlws, ignurcmr 01' whcrr [hey hcrve st~f+errti.l '~ they separate 
thsnlselves from all divinity. and are carried away towards the godlessness und 
oh.sc.lrrirc.l [' of matter."' 

Base souls hate not only "fallen away from the gift from above." they have "pewened the 

gift from above" (pamrepotlsm [in ekeirhm riosin).'" Their ignorance is due to their 

morally culpable e n 3  for visible beauty. This identification of ignorance and vice is the 

converse of the Socratic identification of knowledge and virtue. 

Alcibiades is not a base soul. He has forgotten the true nature of his soul. because 

of his association with the body. but he has resisted the vulgar lovers who sought to tempt 

him to~vards a deeper involvement tvith the body. He is presented as a soul ready to 

begin mamn2.si.s. and for this he needs the care of Socrates. Proclus' hermeneutic ofthe 

Platonic dialogues is to read them as philosophical allegories. So Socrates in the 

:llcihirrde.s I is not only the Socrates ofthe literal level of interpretation. he is also a 'good 

d~rinltin'. I" Socrates is a sort of 'guardian demon'. to adapt a Christian term. and Proclus 

compares his task to that of our parents. who watch over us and keep us from bad 

intl i~ences.~ '~ On the other hand. the vuIgar lovers are 'bad rirrimones'. or the 'chthonic 

I I S  Phaeclrus IjOa. Proclus deviates from the text of the Phaedrus. which runs: E K ~ ~ ~ T T O V T Q L  ~ a i  
O~JKETL'  <FV> au~uiv yiyvov~at. ii 6' ern1 to nafloc riyvooiia~. 

11') ..llcibiades I l34e: €i< TO i ie~ov ra i  to Q K O T E L V ~ V  P ~ . ~ X O V ~ E ~ .  
120 In .-flc33.2 1-343: ai 6€ a6 i c  E K E ~ ~ E V  Soaeq  axoneaoimai 6ta po~0qpav T ~ O Q  jv .  oGoiv 

6~ Zpm~urjv h q o i k a t  r a i  roii e i 6 d o ~ g  trSv ~ a A i v  npoaxin~ouaa~ 6ta rilv ~uiv aiqB~v13v kfvo~av. 
okmpovoiivtai p ~ v  TU 2 v u k  xai pepttrru ~ a M q  ~ a i  ruCra Z r n i ~ r r o v t a ~  TO ~ a u r 6 v  agvooika~ ~cif3og 
i.i xenov0aotv. a ~ l i o m v ~ a ~  62 TOG Beiou navtoi ru i  eiq ro ti0eov IjnooCpovtat r a i  I S K O T E L ~ ~ V  a ij~qq. 

9 7 

' - I  In ,4!c.34.14. 
I" In .-llcJ0.17. The souls which are not divine. but who are not susceptible to heterokin2sis. are 

the aggelol. tfaimones, and h2rde.x These hi&r souls. according to Proclus. can serve as helpers and 
intermediaries for lower souls. 

I?' For a brief analysis orthe loves invohed here. and of their objects as unity or as the 'multiples' 
opposed to unity. see J.Trouillard. "Sur un phie l  de Plotin et de Proclus." Bulletin de i'associarion 
Guillar~me Bud; ( 1958. 110.2 Juin) pp.88-91. 



~1rimonr.s'. who surround souls and turn them away from the divine ascent. Socrates 

appears to Alcibiades in the dialogue only after he has rejected the advances of the vulgar 

lovers. and they have depaned.lZ4 Allegorically, according to Proclus. this is similar to 

the situation during the Initiations. Lvhere "the divine appears after ~ v e  are purified ofthat 

daimonic crolvd which leads the soul downwards towards rnatter."12' The divine is 

al\vays present to us. according to Proclus. but we are unable to see it if we do not attend 

to it. preferring the 'godlessness and obscurity of matter'. 

.Alcibiades is prepared for the ministrations of Socrates. He has undergone the 

best 'training' ( p m n a s i o n )  for those who are 'well born' (rlr pcphlrkos):''b he has 

frequented the vulgar lovers. but has lifted himself above their base attraction to the body. 

For this reason he will listen to Socrates. the good ckrimdn. whereas the crowd of vulgar 

lwws would not. But although he possesses a son of 'natural virtue' because of his noble 

birth. he still needs Socrates. because he is in a state of "double ignorance" (dip12 

crgnoirr). as Proclus calls it.'" Double ignorance is the common beginning point of 

interlocutors in the Platonic dialogues. The interlocutor does not know that of which he 

speaks. but he does not know that he does not know.'" -4s long as he remains confident 

in his false opinion. he will not seek to discover the truth. Therefore. the first step in 

tu~antrttsis is refutation. according to Proclus. because refutation shows the interlocutor 

his error. and thus does away with his double ignorance. What results is simple ignorance 

(htrplO crgnoiu), because the interlocutor still does not know the truth ofthe matter. but at 

least now he is aware that he does not know. Unlike double ignorance. simple ignorance 

does not allow the interlocuter to be complacent in his ignorance. He feels his Iack of 

knowledge. and feels it as a desire for the truth which he should possess. 

124 On the vulgar lovers, see In .-Ilc.j6.20-58.10. 
"' In ..llc.JO. 13-1 4: rb &iov ilcgaiveza~ pera rtjv axo~af3apmv roc to~oirmu ravrbc 

Ga~~oviou roc ~ariqovroq €xi *v ijhqv rag vxaq. 
126 In ..llc. 59.2. 
"- In Ale. ISS.23-14. Cf. .-llcibiades I 1 lSa-b. See also In Parnr.989.16. Dip16 ognoin is not a 

term found in Plato. See Sophist 319b and Plato's use of the term haploun agnoian at Lmvs 863c. 
1:s In .4lc.171. 



No one would begin to inquire into that which he think he knows. It is necessary 
then that simple ignorance is the beginning of inquiry. for inquiry is a desire for 
knowledge regarding that which we think we do not know.'19 

Socrates refutes Alcibiades in order to bring him to a state of simple ignorance. [n order 

for this to take place. a mere verbal refutation will not do. .41cibiades1 soul must move 

from one state to another. According to Proclus, this shows that the refutation takes place 

in Alcibiadcs' soul, so that he in fact refutes himself. 

ln the .-llcihicuies I commentary. Proclus gives four virtues of dialectical 

conversation. In the tirst place, the dialectical logos (ho rropos tdn  log&^, I t o  didekrikos) 

makes the interlocutor more attentive than a rhetorical logo.s."" Second. dialectic is a 

great help to inquiy (Ai.si.s) because it  persuades the interlocutor to search for the 

responses himsclf. i.e. in himself, and hence makes him "revert upon himself. away from 

the Iogoi tvhich lead him outside of himselt" (episnephdn a t w n  eis hraitron upo rdn rxd 

pkrroaendn logdn)."' Third. it contributes greatly to purification. because through 

dialectical ref~ltation the internal contradictions and hlse opinions \vhich the interlocutor 

possesses are done away with. and the interlocutor is himself the "accuser of his own 

ignorance" (ho tlrgrhomenos rGs hrturrou kutigums rrgnoiwis).'" Finally. and most 

importantly. dialectic shows us that knowledge is rm~rnn2sis . '~~ 

For discerning the truth in oneself. and being oneself the one who speaks. turning 
towards oneself (pros heaziron episrrephein). and contemplating the object of 
knowledge in oneself. [all] show that learning is really recollection (onrds tm 
rnarh2.w is ~incrmn2seis upophainr i ) .  ' '" 

I :'I In .-1lc.236.20-23: 0 6 0 ~ i i  yap dv opwfio~ie i q ~ e i v  o -(E okra1 ' ( L V ~ O K E L V .  &i 6fi o h  Cipjai 
r j v  ankjv +potav r i j ~  iqn ioeq -  r j  yap <fiqai~ ipekis Eon pOmq EV O ~ C  oii)@a ayvo~iv .  Cf. In 
.-llc. 188.19ff. 

I10 ln .ilc. 170.6. 
I "  1n.ilc 170.16-17. 
I :: In .4lc 170.24. 
1;: Notice that Proclus still uses the term cman~ne'rir. but has so mnsfonned it that it no longer 

means remembering something which 1ou consciously knew at some point in past time. Rather. it means 
calling to mind something which is known in an unconscious manner. and in so catlins it to mind becoming 
conscious of what you already knew. 

I74 In .ilc. 170.25-18: TO y a p  hop& i v  b u r @  TO alqfX, ~ a i  aurov ~ i v a t  TOV Iiyovro mi xpoq 
Euutbv E ~ L ~ ~ E O E L V  ~ a i  i v  i.aurC TO ~ ~ V W O ~ O V  B E W ~ E ~ V  G Y ~ W C  t a ~  paeipxt j avapvrimt< affooaiv~i. 



In dialectical conversation the answers are drawn from the soul of the interlocutor. The 

interlocutor must examine himself. and is turned inwards towards himself. He is the 

producer of the logoi which he articulates. and so is the accuser of his own ignorance. and 

the source of any true knowledge which he discovers. This is ~mamn2sis. according to 

Proclus. because the important part of the theory of ~ncm~nisis is that the interlocutor 

already possesses the truth which he seeks; it  does not come into his soul from outside. 

The strongest proof that ciictnoici is cmmntsis. according to Proclus. is this 

difference between the effect of dialectic and the effect of rhetoric. Unlike the dialectical 

1ogo.s. bvhich Lve have said is born inside the soul of the interlocutor. a rhetorical logos 

remains outside of his soul. It may persuade. but if it does so this is only because the soul 

has lapsed back into double ignorance. taking on the rhetorical logos as its own 

unjustified opinion. In the dialogues. Socrates continuall>. asks his interlocutors if they 

be1iei.e their responses. Someone like Callicles in the Gorgim learns nothing from his 

cornwsation with Socrates. because he does not believe his responses. His soul has not 

drawn forth tiom itself the logoi tvhich Socrates articulates. so his responses are merely 

verbal. Unless the movement of logoi which Socrates is trying to spur on takes place in 

the soul of the interlocuter himself. he will not be refuted and he will not undergo 

mc1ntn2.si.s. Nothing is transmitted from soul to soul in a dialectical conversation. 

instead. there takes place a parallel movement of the soul of the speaker and the 

interlocutor. Somehow. the speaker must awaken the spontaneity of the interlocutor's 

soul. so that it itself put tbnvard the logoi which are the articulation ofthe truth of 

ivhatevcr matter is under discussion. Thus nnamnGsis in Proclus is not a doctrine 

primarily about memory. as if the interlocutor had forgotten a set of propositions. Rather. 

it  is about the re-awakening of the soul's mrtokin2sis."' 

135 The common criticism of the example of onanrnPsis in the Meno. that Socntes is feeding the 
slave boy with answers. is unfair on a Procline reading. I t  is not necessary that the slave boy come up with 
the answers himself in the sense that he must do it unaidri Rather, what is needed for recollection is that 
the motion of the argument take place in his soul. He must himselfsee the faIsity of his initial answers. and 



Proclus sees this in ail of Plato's dialogues. In the ;bleno the slave boy produces 

his olvn responses: in the rilcibimfes I Socrates refutes Alcibiades in a manner such that it 

is Alcibiades who refutes himself; in the Theueretrrs Socrates claims to be a midwife. and 

to do nothing more than help his patients give birth to their o ~ - n  1 0 p i . ' ~ ~  The speaker in 

a dialectical conversation brings about ~mattint.sis in his interlocutor by removing the 

barriers to the interlocutor's aurokinisi.~. 

Just as the gods both puritj us and work to our benefit through our own [actions]. 
and in general move us in an manner such that we move ourselves (crrrtokinPforrs). 
in the same manner Socrates has devised a refutation in such a manner that he 
who is refuted will think that he has been refuted by himself. and he himself who 
is bringing to birth (mrrietromenos) serves as his own midwife.'I7 

.-lurokinisis is bringing to birth iogoi from out of one's soul. I t  is not a recalling ot' 

distinct pieces of data. is if the ~ncimnisis were like trying to recall a friend's address.ljS 

Rather. ~mtmvzOsi.s is the drawing forth from the soul of its ottn immanent lugoi. In the 

.\let~o. the slave boy must follow the unfolding of the fogos which is the proof: he doesn't 

simply remember the answer as a piece of stand-alone data, ..lncmlntsis is a spontaneous 

self-unfolding into discursive multiplicity of the logoi which are the soul's essence. The 

logoi in the soul's oirsia are not distinct. like a collection of propositions. Their 

the necessit! of the solution. His soul must draw the proper logos tiom itself. This is in fact accomplished 
in the dialogue. Socrates does not simply tell him the answer. as in a rhetorical discourse. He acts as the 
boy's midwife. puning him in a state where he sees the correct answer. and sees why that answer is correct. 
Thus the movement does in fact take place in the slave boy's soul. Hence. he has  drawn the knowledge 
from himself. and learning is nothing but recollection. In the iWno the slave boy does not end up with 
knowledge. but rather with true opinion which may be convened into knowledge by further examination. 

1 %  See Therreretrrs I jOd. Meno 8jb. .llcibiudes I I I le- 1 1 3 .  
"" I n  .Ilc.lJ 1.18-13: &amp ybp oi 0 ~ o i  ~ a i  raflaipowtv tcai e u ~ p . / ~ r o k  St' Sauriiv. 

h-ai OAUG oijm ~ lvo i rmv a k o ~ t v q ~ o u +  oijm 8q ~ a i  6 Z o l ~ p a q $  p ~ p q ~ u v q r a ~  so~oCtov tiA&fluv 
t p h o v  61' o; K U ~  h E ~ E ~ X O ~ E V O C  a i n o ~  €*(~€&al 8 0 5 ~ ~  rrap' €ouro< mi o u a ~ ~ u h p € v o $  air05 ~ o u ~ o v  
pui~imul. 

1;s We should notice that the account of unanrnkis as it is in the Mmo does not solve the learner's 
paradox. If the soul cannot learn after its birth. because it would not seek to learn what it does not know. 
~ v h  would it seek to do so before its birth? My own interpretation ofthis account is that Plato does not 
intcnd us to take it literally as a claim that we learned everything at some point before our birth. He states 
the theon. as a myth. and has Socrates express doubt about its particuIars. Socntes says that "I would not 
rely on the other details of my account with much confidence." but that we will be better and braver if we 
believe that if we persist. we can actually learn (Aleno 86b-c). This seems to be more an afirmation of the 
possibility of a priori knowledge than a confirmation of the s top  about the preexistence ot'souls. and an 
opposition to an epistemological defeatism which would destroy the soul's erotic connection to knowtedge. 



projection is not a simple reduplication. Rather. they contain in a unified manner the plan 

of their otvn unfolding. I t  is in this sense that for Proclus anumnisis is the soul's 

rr~rtokin2si.s. and its bringing its own knowledge to birth.I3' 

1I.iii.b. The secret possession of logoi 

If cii~rrmnC.sis is an unfolding of logoi from within the soul. then the soul must 

already be in possession of the logoi which it unfolds. The soul cannot be a rcrbltlll rcm. 

as Aristotle choracterises it in the Dt, .4nimr1.'~' Proclus rejects this notion at the end of 

his criticism of induction. in the Euclid commentary: 

There is left only the conclusion that soul draws her concepts both tiom herself 
and from Xorrs. and that she is herself the company of the Forms (plircjrna r6n 
eirlh).  which receive their constitution from the intellectual paradigms. but come 
fonvard into being in virtue of themselves (rrtrrogonds). The soul therefore was 
n e w  a writing-tablet bare of l o p i :  she is a tablet that has al~vays been inscribed 
and is al~vays writing itself and bring !+-titten on by .~01a."~ 

.-I fuller explanation is _eiven in the Alcibiades commentary: 

And so. therefore. this argument (logos). adequately pressed. shows clearly that 
learning is recollection ((as marhisris cmamniseis eiimi). For it is a strong proof 
of this opinion. that respondents draw everything which they say from themselves. 
so that their souls project the logoi from then~selves @robtrllorisin uph' hmrr6n 

"" Sce J .  Trouillard. "Riminiscence et procession de 1Pme selon Proclos." Rrwro philusophiqur dr 
Lorrrcia~. 69 ( 1971) p 175.: "Si on peut cependent I'appeier [i.e. the soul] ccplcrdme des raisons 
mathimatiques)). c'est en tant qu'elle les enveloppe toutes substantiellement (oua~oS&c) ou i la faqon dun 
principe ( a p p ~ t 6 i c )  et qu'elle les projette i partir d'elle-mime. Mais elle les contient sans figure. sans 
distance. sans discrimination numerique. Car sa relative simplicitti refuse leur complexitti inepuisable. et 
son indivisibilitti leur dissociation dans ({la matiere intelligible)). La reminiscence ne consisre donc pas a 
retrouver des articulations toutes faites. mais a reveiller une presence inepuisable a travers son propre 
deploiement. Comme si un centre ne pouvait etre rejoint qu'a travers la circonference qui est sa detente. ou 
comme si une intuition indivisible ne pouvait itre atteinte dans sa totalite simultaner sans qu'on derouIe le 
discours successif qui la s\:mbolise. La reminiscence ne pretend pas Cgaler son terrne. mais plutdt 
I'actualiser." See also a revised version ofthis article published as chapter I l l  of J.Trouillard, La 
n~~srtrgogir dr Proclus (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1982) pp.53-70. See also J. Trouillard. "L'ime 'lieu des idees' 
selon Proclus." Sciences ecccle~iastiqttes (1966) pp.7-24. 

146 Dt. An. 43Oa 1-2: i j m p  EV ypappaseig 6 ~ E B E V  imapyet E V I E ~ X E ~ ~  -/.qpapp~vov- i k p  
ouppaive~ irci rou vou. 

IJI In E t d .  16.4-10: XEirtetal6fi o h  uai nap' a\jnj< ~ a i  napa voi, raika rtap&/~tv xai ~ \ v a ~  
rtifipcr~ua TGV ~i6Giv airmiv. an6 uiv rGv voepGv xapa8eqpatov h~c~rapivmv. airroyovog 61r njv eiq to 
E ~ V U L  rtapo6w AW~UVOVTWV.  ~ a i  our  6pa j v  f i  yqfi ypaupareiov uai T ~ V  koymv KEVOV. uUa 
yeypapu~vov a ~ i  ~ a i  .fparov ~ a u r o  ~ a i  <no vo6 ypa~dp~vov.  



hai psuchrri rolls logoics) and are only in need of someone to awaken them. and are 
not lmwrilren rcrbiets14' which receive their impression from outside. Rather. they 
have always been written on. and he who writes is inside the soul. But they are 
not all able to know what is written. nor indeed to know at all that they have been 
written on. because their eye has become clouded by the forgetfulness of the 
~vorld of becoming and the passions which rush into the souls like revelers. due to 
this t ' ~ r ~ e t f u l n e s s . ' ~ ~  

If the soul is already in possession of its logoi. why are we not aware of these logoi 

al\vays? This is a point which any doctrine of Recollection must address. as must any 

theory of LI priuri knoivledge. One could say that we remain ignorant of our own logoi 

because of our distraction by body. However. once we have been purified of our double 

ignorance and regain our autokinetic activity. we should very quickly become aware of all 

our innate logoi. But this does not seem to happen. 

It does not happen because the logoi in our soul do not exist in a separate and 

distinct manner. such that we can be immediately aware of them. The ol~sici of our soul is 

our closest contact ivith .I'uirs. From the perspective of .\?olrs. our olisitr is a multiplicity 

ot'lugoi, a pil;rum ~ d n  ousidd6n logcin. But from the perspective of the Soul's activity. 

our ousiri is a unit!, akin to .YOLIS, whose logoi can only be mutually distinguished by the 

projection ivhich is discursive thinking. Proclus describes our ousiddeis locyoi as 

"hidden" or "concealed" in the soul (krqd~ids ) ."~  "Kruphi6s" has overtones of 'secretly'. 

1-11 D r  .4n. GOa 1-2. 
I"' In  .-llc.2SO.24-28 1 .~ :"ETL toivuv KO TU; paOlimt$ avapvfiaeii d v a t  6 ~ i ~ w t n v  Evapy@ 6 

i.o:log oGso i~uvt3; x i~aO~i ; .  pe(a yap TOGTO T E K ~ ~ ~ P I O V  Emt. TO a i n o k  nap' EautGv nawa L&/ELV 
ruirc axo~pivouivoq.  roc roioB~ou Sciypa~o~. oti rtpopciMouatv a@' iautGv ai yqai TO* A)cd./oy ~ a i  
6; roc a v ~ - / ~ i p o v m ;  E ~ E O V T O  povov ~ a i  o d ~  eimv iiypaoa ypappa~eia S q o p v a  TO* n jxox  i:oOev. 
&la - / iypax~ai pPv a ~ i  ~ a i  o ypaoov Ev a&+ €mi. Y L - ~ ~ E L V  6€ 06 R ~ ( J ~ L  ~a y q p a p p ~ v a  8i)vawa~ 
066~ a; [on Gkocj yiypanra~. Aqtimog a61ai j 106 6uparog into r i j~  yevea~oup-(06 kfiOqs ~ a i  r6v EK 
rfi; A$q; ~ x ~ i o l c ~ u ~ a o a v r o v  ei; airaq rta0Gv. See note 1 to p.3 18 on p.435 of A. Segonds' edition of Sur 
i d  prenlier .41cibiudr de Plafon (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1986) for a discussion of and references to the phrase 
rnhni~ rasa. See also C. SteeI. The changing selj: .4 stti& on the s o d  in later !Veoplutonisnr. lamblichiis. 
Dtm~cnc*ilis tmd Prixicmtis (Verhandelingn van de koninklijke academie voor wetenschappen. leneren en 
schone kunsten van belgie. klasse der leneren jaargang XI, nr 85) (Brussels: Paleis der Acadernien. 1978) 
pp. 148- 150. and C. Steel. "Breathing thought: Proclus on the innate knowledge of the soul." The perennial 
rrotiitiun of'neoplatunism. ed. J.Cleap (Leuven: Leuven University Press. 1997) pp.293-309: see p.299. 

I .I4 In Ezrcl.46.1: " [ t  possesses them a11 in an essential and secret manner (i+t 6' oiv  naoa; 
ouaw&ic ~ a i  ~ p u o i q ) ;  56.13: "but whatever is in it in a secret manner ( a U a  ~ a i  iiaa ~ p u o i ~  imiv  Ev 
P w i v ~ ) .  See C. Steel. "Breathing thought: Proclus on the innate knowledge of the soul." Theperenniol 
rrudirion of nropla~onism. ed. J.Cleary (Leuven: Leuven University Press. 1997) pp.293-309. 



perhaps secret as the images of the religious mysteries are secret. Though they exist as a 

unity before their projection. the iogoi in our orisicr are not simply a potentiality, in the 

sense of passive potentiality. These logoi cannot exist as a passive potentiality for 

thinking. because this would contradict their nature as logoi. and the o~rsiu of the soul 

\vould then be a passive principle. What would move it to act'?'"' Our orrsi6dei.y logoi 

are. in fact. always active. Proclus uses the metaphors of our breathing and of our 

heartbeat to explain how our olrsia can be always cognitively active without our noticing 

because they possess the Iugoi of things. as a sort of heartbeat. they have notions 
(ennoicrs) of those things. but because they are conquered by the draught of 
obli\,ion they are unable make their own notions articulate and send them forth 
to\vards knowledee (cpisr2m2). Thus they carry them around as if suffocating. 
and scarcely drawing breath.IJ7 

.And again: "We possess the logui in our omia and knowledge of these logoi as a sort of 

breathing. but ive do not possess them as projected and actualised."lJ" 

The best modern parallel of this description might perhaps be a sufficiently 

modified account of the Kantian Forms of Intuition. and the Categories. These are 

prcscnt at all times. as conditions of the posibility of spatial and temporal experience. and 

of judgement. but they are seldom themselves consciously reflected upon. Of course. the 

Procline account differs in two important ways. The Procline account is not a 

transcendental idealism. because the iugoi in the partial soul are the paradi-ems of the 

logoi ~vhich struc Lure Body. As well. psychic logoi in Proclus are not purely formal 

14' I agree with C. Steel. "Breathing thought: Proclus on the innate knowledge of the soul." The 
peretrnicil rradi~ion of neopla~onism. ed. J.Cleary (Leuven: Leuven Univenit). Press. 1997) pp.293-309: see 
p.296: "By definition. logoi cannot be what they are (i.e. "reasons"). without involving some sort of 
cognitive ("rational") activity. particularly in those souls which are called logikai ("rational"). Indeed. all 
forms without matter. be they ~ i G q  or Gyoi. are necessarily totally intelligible. and therefore must always 
be the objects of an intelligising activity." 

I-lh See J. Trouillard. L'Lh  er I'6mt, selun Proclos (Paris: Belles Lenres. 1972) pp.U-43. 
1.17 
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principles of synthesis. requiring an intuition to be given content. Nevertheless. the 

notion is quite similar. The unprojected Procline logoi are active in our soul in a manner 

such that they are both unnoticed by us. and such that they structure our experience. 

Without reflecting on the logoi themselves, we are aware that some things are greater or 

lesser than others. that some things are in motion and others at rest. and so on. We are 

avare of these things even withour a conscious inquiry into the nature of number. motion 

and rest t h e r n s e ~ v c s . ' ~ ~ f w e  did not already employ. as an unconscious feature of our 

experience. these iogoi which structure material reality. then we would not be able to 

experience material reality at all.1S0 

So the soul is not a r~(birlrr rmr. but it is also not a collection of logoi immediately 

prcsent to itself. In order for the Soul to become conscious of its own content. it must 

unfold the hidden content of these logoi. Beginning from the unitary principles of 

number. identity. difference. rtc. .. the soul may draw forth the sciences of number. 

metaphysics. and so on. The unprojected iogoi are not deficient when compared to the 

dcvdopcd sciences which resuIt fiom their projection. The deficiency is not in the 

unprojected iogoi themselves. but in our grasp of them. The unity and fertility of our 

olrsiridrris Iugoi surpass the power ofrlitrrtoirr. and our projection of the various sciences is 

our attempt to grasp these lngoi in an adequate manner. 

I J'l J.Trouillard. Lu nysrugogre de Procios (Paris: Belles Lrttres, 1981) p. 125-136: "L'idie n'est un 
objet que mitaphoriquernent. en tant qu'on projene sur elle ce qu'eile illumine. Elle n'est pas thematisable. 
mais ce par quoi i l  ), a indetinirnent des objets douees de tel ou tel caractere. Elle n'est ni une categorie au 
sense dlAristote ni une idee regulatricc kantienne. encore que ce second rapprochement soit plus eclairant. 
Elle se dCvoile inadequatement ii (raven une operation, un imperatif, un jugement. Ou saisissons-nous 
I'idCe du juste si ce n'est dam I'inadequation perpetuelle des actions a notre exigence de rectitude ou bien 
dans I'invrntion dr conduites de moins en moins iniques? L'idie de grandeur est-elle gnnde? Non. repond 
Proclos. si on la prend pour une structure objective. au lieu de la considerer cornme une puissance de 
dCpassement." 

'" Notice that this is not the Kantian justification of the categories and forms of intuition as 
necessary conditions for the possibility of experience. The Kantian justification leaves open the possibility 
of a nournenal world which is not as we experience it, thus the categories and forms of intuition are justified 
for employment in our experience because it is precisely our experience that they make possible. The 
Procline account is rather an observation of the following son. We have coherent sense experience even 
without engaging in iliottoia because the logoi which structure Body are images of the logoi present in Soul 
and always cognitively active in the Soul. The possibility of an unknown noumenal world is eliminated 
because Body is itself an image of Soul. 



For dicrnoia possesses the logoi but. not being powerful enough to see them when 
they are wrapped up. unfolds and exposes them (crncrploi te awws kui 
ht~pektirhrroi) and presents them to phontmicr sitting in the vestibule.'" 

Although they surpass the power of rlicmoitr, it is the activity of these ousiiclris logoi 

tvhich allow us to navigate our everyday world. 

However. the rudimentary notions of things (ennoic~i) which arise from our 

olrsidikis logoi without conscious projection can hinder us from attaining true knowledge 

through tmmnnLsis. according to Proclus. .4 soul who has lapsed into hererokint?sis is 

used to navigating the world by means of these ennoicri. and has the illusion that it 

actually knotvs things in the world around it. It thinks it  knows. but it does not. because it 

has not projected and esamined the h,goi themselves. Because the souls "carry [their 

l o p i ]  around as if suffocating, and scarcely drawing breath." Proclus continues. "this is 

the reason that they acquire the double ignorance. thinking that they know on account of 

thew notions (rnnuicrs). but really being in a state of ignorance through their 

forgetfulness. From this comes both deception and the conceit of knowledge."'"? This is 

sufficiently illustrated by the state of such Platonic interlocutors as Euthyphro. He must 

have some notion (ennokr) of piety in order to act and think as he does. He does have 

such an rnnoict. because the logos of piety in his soul's ousicr is active. like a cognitive 

heartbeat. But because Euthyphro has not examined this logos sufficiently. not projected 

it and examined it  in detail by unfolding it. he remains ignorant of what piety is. 

.Llorcoter. he is doubly ignorant. because he regards as sufficient his habitual 

employment of the notion of piety when he thinks of things as pious or impious. and so 

tvould never even begin to inquire into the nature of piety itself were he not refuted by 

Socrates. 



Proclus gives a more traditional explanation of the status of the otrsi6cieis logoi. 

using the first meaning of 'actuality' or 'activity' (mergeicr) from Aristotle's De -4nimo. 

by psychic logos (logon psuchikon) I mean that which remains in the ousilr of 
souls. looking towards which we say that the soul is all of the Forms (panln einai 
I L I  eid2). and that the soul is the place of the Forms (topos tbn eiri6n). these being 
present in it not only potentially. as Aristotle says.'j3 but in actuality. according to 
the first meaning (eidos) of 'in actua~i t~ ' ."~ as he defines it."' 

The first meaning of 'in actuality' is explained by Aristotle as the sort of possession of. for 

esample. geometrical knowledge by the geometer. when he is not engaged in geometrical 

reasoning. The second meaning is the actual employment of this knowledge in 

geometrical reasoning. These states ofactuality are distinct. and they are both to be 

distinguished from the potentiality (hncrmis) of the beginning student of geometry 

eventually to possess actual geometrical knowledge. Compared to the second state of 'in 

actuality'. the first state is in potency. However. it is clearly a sort of actuality. as it is 

able to be called upon ~vhenever the geometer wishes. without the person undergoing a 

change from total ignorance to a state of knowledge. Proclus takes this Aristotelian 

distinction and adapts it to his own understanding of iimcrmis and energria 

The spiritual hierarchy unfolds in triads. in Proclus' system. Each member of the 

hierarchy is a self-related activity which arises from a prior cause. separates itself from its 

cause. and defines itself in relation to its cause. So all things between the One and Body 

I!; De . dn .  42927-29: ~ a i  €1; 6fi oi hdyovr~; rilv v p j v  e i v a ~  roxov ~ i 8 &  ... o h  ~ v t ~ k ~ ~ i a  
ukka S u v a u ~ ~  r a  ~ ' i8q.  

15.1 De :In. J I732 Iff. Proclus gets the point of the Aristotelian text correct. but is mistaken about 
the details. In this passage Aristotle distinguished between two senses of potentiality, the ficst being the 
potentiality of a man to become wise because he belongs to the genus of beings whose matter is such that 
they may become wise. the second being the potentiality ofa man who has learned gammer to exercise that 
wisdom. The man who is exercising his wisdom is wise in actuality. So Aristotle makes a distinction 
between two states of potentiality and one state of actuality. However. in describing the use of wisdom. that 
state is called actuality in the proper sense of the term ( k w i d s ) .  Hence, one may draw the conclusion that 
there is a lesser state of actuality. corresponding to the second state ofpotentiality. in which the man 
possesses grammatical knowledge but is not excercising it. I f  one reads the text in this manner. then the 
'first' definition of actuality in the Aristotelian text is as Proclus describes it. 

1:s In Parnl.892.72-28: Si A6gov ~ ~ X L K O V  tov @vovsa  at' ouciav i v  autaic. ~ i ;  iiv 
Pl ixovt~g ~ a i  rilv w ~ j v  ~ a v r a  d v a ~  ru ~ i 8 q  map~v. ~ n i  ronov rkv ~iGiiv rip p ~ j v .  oiq i  6uvau~t  
uovov ~vovsov. oqo~v  'Ap~motihq5. aU t k p y e i a  p ~ v .  ~ a t a  SE t o  xpdr~pov E ~ S O ~  TOG  EVE&^, Oq 
a\itbq hop i<era~ .  



are structured by the three moments of remaining procession, and return (monP. prootlos. 

epi.~tr,.uphG) The triadic structure of things is expressed differently. depending on which 

order of reality is being described. and which point of view it is being described from. 

The triad of Being. Life, and Xotcs (on. 26;. norrs) most properly describes the inner life 

of Xorrs, but because each member of this triad is a cause of lower things. this triad can 

also be said to structure Soul. The triad of essence. power. and activity or actuality 

(olaia. dtmnmis. energeiu) is another way to think of the self-related activity of .Vorrs and 

Soul. [ t  makes use of Aristotelian terms. but has arranged them such that they have 

become Neoplatonised. Dnnamis is here power. not passive potentiality. and is a 

principle of the procession of activity from the essence of a thing.Is6 Each moment in 

these parallel triads is present in a certain sense to the other moments. 

And even though there is such a great distinction according to this triad in the 
beings at the extremities [i.e. above or below the soul]. in the soul being (on).  life 
and nous are unified with each other. Being (on) is life and norrs. life is nous and 
being (oirsici). and nous is being (otrsiu) and life. For there is one simplicity and 
one existence in the soul. and neither life nor nous is added from outside. Rather 
its t1u1r.s is living and exists in the manner of being (ousicicl~s). its life is 
intellectuat in its being (noem k ~ ~ r '  otrsicm), and its being (ousitr) [is intellectual 
and vital] "' 

.Vom and Soul do not have parts. in the sense of spatial parts. Rather. they are self- 

related activities in which moments can be distinguished. It is a function of the divided 

discourse ~vhich is rliiinoicc that when we speak of the triadic structure of spiritual realities 

tve seem to separate them into pans.''8 With regard to the omin. d ~ r n m i s .  and enrrgeirr 

156 See discussion by LSiorvanes in Proclrrr. .ko-Plu~onic plrilo.sopi1g~ undscirncr (New Haven 
and London: Yale University Press. 1996) pp. 109- t 10. 

I!' in .-Ilc32 1.10-1 7: mi o u q  rota6rqg a k q g  i v  roi i  ah-pot< h-ata njv spta6a ra6rqv 
Siaoopu; E V  tfi ynt~ j ouv jvmvtai dtMjAot~. ~ a i  ~h pPv 6v <wfi rE ~ a i  voirg k i v .  tj 8i: j w t j  voi r~  ~ o i  
oimiu. 3 6~ voG< oriaia rai jwij .  ~ i a  ycip P m ~ v  arlotqc i v  a i r q  h-ai i r x o m a o ~ ~  pia. [ ~ a i ]  OGTE so Ctjv 
~ x a a t o v  oijte to voeiv. aM' o p ~ v  v o k  arjnjq 5th mi OU&S~< ~ m i v .  fi 62 <oh v o ~ p a  rar. oiaiav.  fi 
ocoiu [ v o ~ p a  ~ a i  <wtrtnj]. Note that ProcIus switches back and forth between on and owia. In English it 
is impossible to convey the close connection between these two words with the translation of olisia as 
essence. Hence ! have translated both as being in this passage. and placed the Greek behind each instance. 
For the interpenetration of these triads. see S.Gersh. From lumblichtrs ro Erilrgena (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 
1978) pp.141-150. 

'" As I noted at the end of the introduction to this study, the we have the same problem when we 



of the Soul. the interpenetration of the moments means that we should not think of a static 

olrs icr .  somehow aloof and separate from the mergeicr of thinking. The whole soul is 

o~isiti. tlrtnmis. and rnergeia. It is a being which is cognitively active in virtue of its 

power: a power which issues in the activity of being; or an activity by which the power of 

being is articulated. The three terms are simply applied to three moments of the self- 

related reality which is the Soul. If we focus on the soul's thinking. we can say that the 

Soul is an rnergeia whose issue is a multiplicity of loyoi which are the unfolded 

espressions of its point of origin. 

So c~nnmnisis is the Soul's activity. self-actualisation, ulrtokinisis. The difference 

bctuten this acriviry and the rnwgeirr of iV01~~ is that Soul's enrrgriu is measured by 

Time. In thc stepwise declension of the universe into multiplicity, :Volts exhibits the 

di\.idcdnt.ss of inner determination. and distinction of thinker and thought. Soul exhibits 

these divisions. and also tho division betiveen thinker and thought such that although the 

Soul is both thinker and thought. it does not grasp itself in one simple act of knowing. 

Rather. the soul thinks itself by parcelling itself out to itself. logos by logos. Hence its 

activity is  measured by Time. [t is tbr this reason that the soul of the interlocutor who has 

been purified of his double ignorance does not in that instant become aware of the entire 

content of his own soul. Proclus' term for this temporal activity by which we become 

a u  are ofour otbn soul's iqoi is probok t i n  u~rsidd&z logdn. the projection'59 of the logoi 

of the soul's ozrsin. 

tp to say that souls are distinct from each other. while at the same time not separate From the toral rea!ity 
which is Soul. 

159 Probdt; means literally "a throwing fonh," as does "projection." 
I M1 1. Trouillard, "Reminiscence et procession de I ' h e  selon Proclos," Rmrephilosophiqrre cle 

Lorwin. 69 ( 197 1 ) pp. 187,- 183: "L'ime se pose donc comme Ctre ou substance. comme vie ou puissance. 
comme pensee ou activite. Proctos s'accorde I'identification de la vie et de la puissance. et celle de la 
pensee et de l'activite. Mais quelque nom qu'il donne aces trois fonctions. elks sont pour lui dans le mime 
rapport que uovri. ~ p o 0 6 o ~  et ~ n ~ o r p o ~ i . .  Elles sont donc interieures les unes aux autres. Chacun des 
[erne, contient les deux autres. mais ici sous le mode substantiel. la sous le mode vital ou dynarnique. la 
enfin de fason energetique ou noetique. Par consequent. de meme que la vie et la pensee psychique ne sont 
pas infn-substantielles. la substance de I'drnc en tant que substance est deja vie et pensee. Dans ces 
conditions. aucune b e  ne pourra se donner dans sa puissance et son activite ce qu'elle ne possederait pas 
deji sous le mode substantiel. Telle est la mine  de la reminiscence. qui consiste 6 reveiller ce que Proclos 



In an important passage in the Euclid commentary, Proclus brings together the 

soul's possession of oraibdeis iogai. annnin2sis. mrrokintsis. and the probolt r6n 

This is why Socrates in the :&no uses this kind of argument [i.e. a geometrical 
prootl to prove that learning (marhisis) is nothing but the soul's remembering its 
o l b n  I n p i .  Thc reason for this is that what remembers is the dianoetic part of the 
soul. The part of the soul has its essence (ousidrlri) in mathematical logoi. and it 
has a prior knowledge of them. even when it is not using them. It possesses them 
311 in its essence (ousicitlds). in a hidden fashion (kruphi&), and brings each of 
them to light when it is set free of the hindrances that arise from sensation. For 
our sense-perceptions bind the soul to divisible things. the objects of imagination 
till i t  ivith moving shapes. and desires divert it to the life of feeling. Every 
divisible thing is an obstacle to our returning upon ourselves (ris htrnrto~is himin 
epi.strophPs). every formed thing muddies our formless knowledge. and ever) 
fwling is an impediment to passionless activity. Consequently. when we remove 
these hindrances from ctirvwiu. we are able to know through dianoirr the l o ~ o i  
ivhich art. in our ilicmoiu. and then we become knowers in actuality 
(hrr'n~rrgehm). and project (prohollein) our essential (ousi&li') knowledge.lb' 

appelle lfles raisons subswntielles~~ (oiai$S~i; i d . p )  par opposition aux giniralitis nbstraites des 
scnsations. Ces raisons substantielles ont. en effet, besoin d'itre reveillies chez un  ttrc qui n'est pas assez 
prtisent i lui-mime pour se recueillir sans dktour." See also 1.F. Phillips, "Stoic 'common notions' in 
Plotinus." Diot~~:~lrrs. I 1 ( 1987) pp.33-52. Phillips gives a good explanation of Plotinus' transformation of 
the Stoic doctrine of koinai ennaiui. or common notions. such that they may be employed in his 
transformation of Platonic cmcrmnt%s. See pp.4O-l I : "discursive reason, as a thing of parts. cannot 
comprehend intelligible. nonpanivie unity. So it is exactly the discursive mind's desire to demonstrate the 
truth of unit).'s otnnipresence 'by piecing together the particulars' that prevents it from recognizing the 
immediate certainty of that truth. By contrast. if only the Pvvo~a were active in our thought we would cease 
from all such activity and find rest in identity with the oneness we contemplate.. . What these remarks 
represent is an inversion of the later Stoic view that common notions are inchoate and inarticulate. For 
Plotinus they are f i l l y  formed ideas and manifestations of a more direct contact with common truth than is 
afforded by i.;l-pq. .For the Stoics common notions were empirically derived. and so were 'natural' only in 
the strict sense that they were untaught ( a 6 i 6 a ~ t o ~ .  a v e n ~ r e ~ ~ ~ o t )  by custom or doctrine. It is Plotinus' 
L ittit. on the other hand. thar the w ~ v i l  Cvvota is an innate idea which to some degree operates within us 
before all experience and constitutes the inlernal dialogue of the soul ([Enn.] Vl.5.1.8-I?)." See also 
Enn. IV.3.25.27-35: "we cannot assert that soul remembers in the sense that we say soul remembers its 
innate ideas which it possesses; these ideas soul. as it comes into this (lower) sphere. possesses but has not 
exercised. The process of souls exercising the ideas they possess the ancient philosophers customarily call 
memory and recollection. So this is another form of memory. for time is not an attribute of what is here 
termed memory [olj roivuv oi6€ w j v  oar€ov ~ V ~ ~ O V E ~ E L V  tov ai)tov K ~ O K O V  oiov Ljyopev to 
u v r p o v ~ i ~ e ~ v  Eivai 6v E ~ L  ~ ~ Q L U T O V .  ax k 1 8 f i  €vrai)Oa E m v .  & ~ E L V  ~ a i  ~ f i  E V E W E ~ V  raf '  ai)ta. r a i  
u u i ~ o r a  tvtaG0a j ~ 0 6 q .  ~ i )  68 PVEPYE~V fi8n -- tai  j E V E ~ ~ O U O ~ L S  6 ~ X O V  pv@qv rai avapvqmv 
rrpomi0~va~ € o i ~ a o t v  oi  rrahaioi. b 0 ' ~ r e p o v  eiSoi pvriprlq TOGTO. 6 ~ 0  rai ~povoc oi) K ~ O O E ~ L  

oiiro jcE'/op€vq pv@q..It [trans. Phillips, op.cit. p.431 Proclus' doctrine of anamnt;sis is a further 
development of this idea. In Proclus the innate idea is the logos in the ozlsiu of the soul. which is its 
participation in "v'oiis. and which is developed in discursive thought. 

I b l  In &1rci.-lj.1846.l3: 60av 617 o i v  t@ M ~ v o v ~  Z w ~ p a q q  EK 7066~ to6 zponou r t i ~  

ini;~&tpija&wc PXEBEL;EV. on TO ~ U V ~ U V E L V  OGK 6Mo ti E ~ L V  fi a v a p ~ p v f p c ~ d a i  njv  \ Y V X ~ V  T ~ V  



We will examine theprobol; r6n ouisi6d6n log6n in detail in the following chapter. 

I1.i~. Note: the ethical dimension of anamn2sis 

As a final note regarding imrrmnhis. we should mention Proclus' comments in the 

Alcibiades commentary regarding its necessary preliminaries. In a passage reminiscent of 

the .L'icomtrchean Erhicx, Proclus tells us that the soul which associates with the body has 

three parts: an irrational part (dogon). a part which chooses @rociirerikon). and a pan 

~vhich knows (pdsrikon). The lowest part must be put in order and educated by a 

rightness of habits (tiitr 16s orrhorim ... rdn rrh6n). the second by admonitions and 

educational discourses (&a tLv naiitltesic~s kui f i n  tiihskdik6n log&). and the third must 

be awakened bj. anwrn~sis . '~ '  This seems to indicate that Proclus accepts the 

:\ristotelinn account of virtue and the inculcation of virtue. In a sense this is true. 

1-Io~vever. Proclus transforn~s the, perhaps problematic. relation between the moral and 

intcllc.ctua1 virtues in a characteristically Neoplatonic manner. Rather than integrating the 

life of moral virtue into a fuller life crowned by intellectual virtue. the moral virtues are 

merely the beginning stage of an ascent. a stage which is to be leti behind as quickly as 

possible. The lower parts of the soul are only of significance insofar as their proper 

habituation and education keep the sou1 from sinking to the position of the vulgar lovers 

in the .-llcihiades I. over whom dialectical conversation has no power. and who 

consquently are unlikely to undergo anamngsis. Indeed. in the same passage Proclus 



characterises the two lower parts of the soul as urklilion.~ to the soul. due to its descent 

into the body< 

I t  is necessary therefore that the soul. which comes from there [the realm of the 
divine]. who intends to be turned in a correct manner towards that nature which is 
nl\vays awake, must put in order the powers of second and third rank ( r u  cieureras 
ktri nitas cirrnamris). which have been joined to it, just as seaweed and oysters 
ivcre attached to Glaucus in the ocean. l h3 

The soul's true body is its immaterial vehicle. or ock~rntr.'bJ and the grosser bodies which 

it takes on in its association with becoming serve as only rt hindrance to it. and a source of 

disturbances and passions.'65 The perfection of the soul. from this position, would occur 

once the soul has left the body. and has no longer any need for habits. since it no longer 

possess an irrational p u t .  This is the reason for the marked absence in Neoplatonic 

icritings of any significant interest in ethical or political concerns. Ethics and politics 

ma! prepare the soul for rmm~ntsis. but they are eventually to be left behind. 

Indeed. the moral vinues are subordinate to another group of vinues. in 

Neoplatonic thinking. In the Plc~lronic Thrologv Proclus writes that his auditors must tirst 

possess all tho moral virtues.'66 But higher than these are other virtues. such as the 

intellectual. Highest of all are the cathartic or purificatory virtues. the theurgic virtues. 

such as those which Marinos ascribes to Proclus in his H.-D. Saffrey 

writes of the description of a statue of Plato. by one of Proclus' students: 

It is not the path of human virtues that Plato now shows to Athens. but rather the 
path of the virtues which are the work of the gods themselves in the spirit and the 
heart of men. We are familiar with them; they are the purificative virtues. the 
theoretical and theurgic vinues. those which we could call mystical virtues. It was 

Ihj In ..llc224.8-13: 6ei roiwv fiv Evreire~v piMouoav 6p8$ Ex' E K E ~ V I ~ V  njv a.~pumov 
KE~~&(E&UL m\ja~v ~ o q t i l o a ~  p h  raq G~urPpag ~ a i  rpirac Guvap~ti tac ouvrlpqp~va< aljq r a 0 a ~ p  
xi 0u;lutti~ T A U U K ~  ta O U K L ~  ~ a i  ra ciapea. 

164 El. Th.props.705-2 10. For the Soul's various sorts of vehicles. see L. Siorvanes. Proclzrs. Xeo- 
Plcnonrc philosopb and science (New Haven and London: Yale University Press. 1996) pp. 13 I - 133. 

"' This position has to be nuanced. as Proclus does think that some good comes from the soul's 
association with material body. See my discussion in chapter V. 

'" P1ol.Theoi.i.lO.l 1-1 1.7. 
167 I.i'ta Procli xxvi-xuiii. 



totvards this mystical theology that the school of  Proclus was essentially 
oriented."' 

4 s  long as the soul has need of the moral virtues. it is still managing its passions. Much 

better is to rid oneself ofthem. through the purification of philosophy and ritual. 

- - . -- 

I hX H.-D. Saffrey. "Theologie et anthropologie d'apres quelques prefaces de Proclus." I r ~ a g r ~  of 
nttm in .h.icnt und .\irdirt.al rhorighr. rrzidiu Gerurrlo Chrbeke ub omicis et L-oilegis dicolu (Leuven: 
i.euben Universit): Press. 1976) pp.199-212; see p.203. The student was the poet Christodorus. who 
described the statue in the following manner: "Next stood the godlike Plato. who in bygone day showed to 
Athens the secret paths of the god-wrought virtues (Eihh-et 6L lliarwv O E O E ~ K E ~ O C  o ~ i v  'ABljva~~ .' 
6 € i < u ~  ~purrsu ~ E k u O a  O~orpavrolv apetawv)." 



CHAPTER 111 

Dl.-I.C'OI.-i .AS A PROJECTION OF THE SOUL'S O L ' S ~ ~ D E I S  LOGO1 

1II.i. Proclus' situation of clicrnoic~ on Plato's line 

i\s 3 preliminary to our discussion of ~lirrnoicr as the prohol; rcin o~r.si&lc?n logdn. 

we ivill examine briefly Proclus' situation of ~liunoi~r between norrs and crisrhZsis. At the 

beginning the first prologue to his Euclid Commentary. Proclus makes an initial division 

of the sorts of Being. in order to place mathematical beings in their proper place. As we 

have seen above. his remarks concerning the objects of mathematics (rtr nwrhintorik~r) 

may be taken to apply to all objects oftiianoic~ (ro ~IianoCta). His distinction is three-fold: 

indivisible beings. divisible beings. and beings which are intermediate between the 

cumpletrl  indivisible and completely divisible, The highest sort are described as 

partless (tmrerisfo.~) simple ( h l i p l o ~ ~ ~ ) .  incomposite (wrnrheros) and indivisible 

(tr~lirrirrros) existences (Iypmrtrseis) or beings (onra). The lowest are described as having 

parts (nzrr.isros) and being "in all sorts of compositions and containing manifold 

divisions" (en slrn~hesesin panroiais kuipoikiltris diuiresesirt). and as being in matter (en 

trirlZi).'hL' The middle rank of beings is superior to the lowest because the Iogoi which are 

about it (peri airr2n) are unchangeable (aei kurtc rt~uta echon). stable (monimos) and 

irrefutable (~mrlegktos).  However. it falIs short of the highest division because its 

reasonings (epiholiri) are discursive (tiie..cociikos). "make use of extension in underlying 

matter" ( to  tnis dimtasesi t6n htrpokeintenfin proschrdmenon), i.e. treats their subject as 



estended."' and "use different principles for different objects" (to upia1/6n rrrch6n a l h  

Corresponding to this division of Being is a division of the appropriate types of 

cognition (gndsris) which lay hold of these different sorts of beings. He assigns 

intellection (no2.si.s) to the highest because it grasps the intelligible objects (la no im)  "a11 

at once and ivith simplicity" (arhro8s kcri mrra hoplorGm). and because it is superior to 

other types of knowledge "due to its immaterial. pure and unitary approach and grasp of 

beings" (r i i  re tridicri k~ri rii ktrth~rrotPti kcri tL;i hrnoeicki prosbolii kcri rpaphii 14n ontdn). 

To the lo\sest division he assigns opinion  lo.^), "which grasps truth obscurely" 

(tr~m~tirtrs trldhritrs crnrik(~n1banonrenG11). This lowest division is also said to correspond 

to what is grasped by the senses (tristhProis hrrpusi)."' 

To the intermediate type he assigns dicrnoic~. It is second in rank to norrs. but more 

perfect (releiorrrcr). precise (akribestrrci) and pure (kcrrhercitera) than opinion. And in 

it travels out from and unfolds the measureIessness of .Vorrx and unrolls (unrlissei) 
its concentrated (srmesprir~rmenon. i.e. 'rolled up') intellectual insight. and then 

1-11 We should note one peculiarity of Proclus' description of the middle son of being in this 
passage. He says that the logoi which danoir projects make use ofextension in undrrl)ing matter. This is 
a reference to the role of imagination (phonrctsin) in illustrating for the soul thc extension of geometrical 
tigurrls. I-lonever. most of the hgo; of rlicrnoru do not assume extension in the intelligible maner of 
phc~ntmiu. Phcoircuid is the lowest level ofdiano~o, because it is the paradigm ofbodily estension. The 
geometrical loyoi which are projected in phanrnsiu are extended. bur without matter. as perfect paradigms 
of thc bodies which are their deticient image. See our discussion in chapter IV. Proclus likely refen to 
ph~ltrttls~tr in this division of being because the commentary as a whole has as its topic geometry. See aIso 
111 Eacl.SOE 86-87: and 94-96. See especially In Evcl.53.27ff. where ProcIus says that the iogos in dianoicr 
is partless. and is unfolded into extension by phantasia. 

171 Proclus will often present what seem to be exhaustive divisions, but will leave our tens .  or 
lump two distinct terms together, as he does here to doxa and uistht;sis. The reason for this is emphasis. 
His main interest here is in the distinction between indivisible. divisible. and intermediate knowing, so it is 
not important to point out the distinction between  do.^ and uisthLjSis as two types ofdivisible knowing. 
This is an esarnple of the relativity of discursive logo;. The division which Proclus makes here has as its 
intention to bring the soul of the reader to realise the difference between these three opes of knowing and 
being. While this way of dividing knowing and being is a true way. it is not the only way to divide it. And 
this way of dividing excludes some other ways. For example. if Proclus had Iisred all of the many orders of 
the universe in this discussion. the three-fold distinction which he wanted his readers to see would have 
been obscured. The iogos which Proclus unfolds here is a partial truth. in the sense that it is the truth about 
a pan of reality. not all of it. 



gathers together again the things it has distinguished and refers them back to 
;~'olls. 

Proclus describes this type of knowledge as having a middle position (mesOn rcrrin), by 

tvhich Proclus means that it shares some of the characteristics of each of its higher and 

lower neighbours. Its objects share precision and immateriality with the objects of !Vruru. 

but like the objects of sense fall short of their indivisibility and simplicity. 

Proclus is following Plato's division at Repddic 51 lc-d. in which there is a 

division between nous. dicinoicr and tloxn. Further on (10.16-21) he makes a further 

distinction, again following Plato. this time his summary at Rqmblic 51 Id-e. where Plato 

lists intelligence (no2sis). discursive reasoning (riimoici). belief (pi.sri.~) and images 

(eik~r.siu). Proclus says Plato makes an initial distinc~ion between intelligibles (nozrcr) and 

sensiblts (~ri.~rhc;ro). He subdivides intelligibles into intclligiblcs (noira) and objects of 

discursive reason (tlianoPro). and the sensibles into sensibles (ciisfh2ru) and images 

(eikcrsru). To these four divisions P~OC~LIS ,  following Plato. assigns nozsis. rlictnoi~r. pisris 

and eikmitr. Proclus describes the second division of each group as an image or likeness 

of the first division of each group. Eikcrsict grasps the images (riclrilcr) of sense objects. 

n.hile ~liunoicr grasps the likenesses (rikonos) of the noira. i t .  of the tirst. simple and 

partless Forms (eiiiC) which have descended into multiplicity and division ( /us cipo t6n 

prcirdn kai hlipldn kui cimerisrdn eiritin eis plPthos kai dicriresin hlpobosas). 

Plato does not say that the objects of rihnoiu are images of the ri&. but rather 

that rlianuirr makes use of the crisrhira but treats them as images. much in the way that the 

geometer uses a line drawn in the sand but knows that i t  is only an image ofthe true line. 

! OtlS. Proclus. however. does think that the objects ofcfionoin are images of the rid2 in .V 

and thinks that Plato has said this.'73 This relation of paradigm and image is important 

for Proclus' theory of ciiirnoiii. An image is at the same time the same as its paradigm. 

1'7 In O1cl.4.l I- IJ: ~LE~OSEGEL p i v  yap ~ a i  avanloi roc voi, rtp aperpiav ~ a i  u w l i o o ~ ~  to 
mv~cme~papivov qi vo~pf i i  i x~@A&.  ouv&(~t 61: a< n a h ~ v  121 Sqpnpiva ~ a i  avaoipe~ WOS TOV 

voiiv. 
I -- ' See discussion of this passage of the Replrblic in chapter IV. 



and different from it. It refers to its paradigm by being what the paradigm is. but being so 

in its own peculiar manner. Proclus' universe is a hierarchy in which the different orders 

are related as paradigm and image, and this relation is what allows clicmoirr to know the 

orders which lie above and below it. because it is possible, according to Proclus. to see 

the paradigms in the images and move from the images to the prtradigms.'7' 

As we have seen from Proclus' criticism of induction. he does not think that the 

soul can gain its ideas from sensation. Moreover. his doctrine of ~~nomnPsis is 

sophisticated enough to explain why it  is that the soul does not have tho entire intelligible 

cosmos txplicit to itself immediately upon turning inwards. The logoi ivhich constitute 

its orrsicc arc at tirst possessed in a hidden manner (krliphids). They exist in the soul's 

o11.siu as a unity. and only take on discursive multiplicity through the the soul's discursive 

thinking ( r l i m o i c i ) .  Diunoici draws the Iogoi out from the soul's orrsiu. such that their 

internal plan of unfolding is followed. and they take on the multiplicity which 

charactrrises discursive thought. Proclus describes this drawing forth metaphorically as a 

"throning forth" (probol2). a "projection." His technicaI phrase is the "projection of the 

soul's essential logoi" @rob012 rdn ousiciddn log&). 

All spiritual entities have a threefold structure of remaining. procession and return 

(monS. proorios. rpisrroph0) with regard to the cause From \vhich they arise."' In the 

Eirmen~s r , f ' ~ h e o l o ~ . " ~  Proclus describes this triad in terms of identity. difference and 

in Tim. 11.146.7-9. 
I -! For an analysis of remaining. procession. and return in Proclus see S. Gersh, KINHZII 

.-\KI:VHTOI(Leiden: E.J.Bril1. 1973) pp.49-80. Gersh's analysis is restricted explicitly to an examination 
of spiritual motion in Proclus' ~Vorrs, The interesting thing about this triad in the Soul. as opposed to :VOILF. 
is that the circular motion of power which is described as remaining, procession. and return. takes place in 
time. Hence it i s  the case that in the case of any given soul. the circle of their activity is such that its end 
has nurFrl linked up with its beginning. Thus the activity of the Soul is discursive. fn this manner as well 
arises the possibility that the end not at all link up with the beginning. and a given soul become lost in its 
fascination with lower things. and fail to return upon itself and upon .VOIIS. 

I -h El. Th. props.28-32. 



similarity. The moment of remaining is the identity of the effect with its cause. difference 

is the procession. and the togetherness of identity and difference in similarity is the 

moment of return. What this analysis in terms of identity. difference and similarity 

intends LO capture is the continuity of the spiritual hierarchy. The declension of what 

arises from the One into succrssive orders is not haphazard. Each order is similar to its 

nest superior order. because it is an image of that superior order: each order is the 

manifestation of the content hidden in the unity of the higher order. It is important to 

understand the nature of an image. according to Proclus. An image is the the esistence of 

a particular perspective of the paradigm. The paradigm as a ivhols is present to the 

image. but the manner of existence which belongs to the image draws out a particular 

aspect of the paradigm. This is the mixture of identity and difference which Proclus says 

is similarity. Because the image is similar. not identical. to its paradigm. it does not 

perfcctl~ adequate its paradigm. even though it is a manifestation of the paradigm. This 

is uhy Proclus characterises a paradigm as fertile and filled with power. The paradigm 

gitxs rise to many images. each of which manifest the paradigm in a different manner. 

none of ivhich exhaust its power to produce more images. Moreover. according to 

Proclus. no sum of images could exhaust the fertility of a paradigm. Being itself is not 

rqui\.alent to the sum total of beings. Rather, i t  is the paradigm whose fertility issues in 

an endless varicty of beings which manifest its nature. Justice itself is not the sum ofjust 

acts. but rather a Form which is the ground of an endless variety of acts ofjustice. While 

no image completely adequates its paradigm. no image is completely other than its 

paradigm either. Similarity is not identity. but it is also not difference. In knowing the 

image you also know the paradigm. according to Proclus. and you can be led from the 

image to the paradigm because of the similarity of image to The universe is 

I -- Note that Proclus thinks similarity is not a reciprocal relation in these sons of cases. The image 
is similar to the paradigm. but not vice-versa. Othenvise. the similarity ofivous to the One wouId require 
that the One be similar to ,Vo~is. But the One cannot enter into any such relation without destroying its 
ineffable character. This non-reciprocal similarity solves the second and fourth problems of participation in 

70 



a hierarchy of orders. such that each refracts and manifests the higher orders. each being 

itself a divided image of its causes. 

Soul as an hypostasis remains in .brolrs. proceeds from it. and returns to it. It is an 

image of.Voits. This means that Soul thinks the same Forms which iVorrs thinks. but does 

so by producing logoi ~vhich are images of those Forms. While each of the Soul's logoi is 

a manifestation of the rid; in Xoics. each is an image and so does not adequate its eidos. 

So although Soul as a whole manifests the content of Yous. it cannot exhaust the fertility 

of .\'oir.s. This is \vhy Soul's activity of projecting logoi is never finished. according to 

Proclus. Soul is a continuing activity of producing itself as a divided image of .Vorrs. a 

refraction of the unit). of . h r s  into discursive multiplicity. One of the most Important 

consequences of the manner in which Soul projects Iogoi from .\'ow is Time. Strictly 

speaking. Time in Proclus is not a consequence of the Soul's motion. rather. it is a notis 

\thich is the measure of that motion."* What this means. however. is that the nolrs which 

is the monad of Time is the fertile source of the divided activity of Soul. Soul's activity is 

Jil~ided in the sense that i t  does not project its logoi all at once. It draws out its logoi one 

by one. thinking the eidi first from one side. then from another. Soul is a divided image 

of .\airs. divided because it is its logos. and divided in Time. Body. in its turn. is a 

J i ~ i d e d  image of Soul. Its division is brought about by the multiple manner in which it 

manifest the unified fertility of the psychic logoi. As well. it is divided by spatial 

extension."" 

- -- 

Plate's Pwnmrles .  the third man arguments, accordins to Proclus. See In Parn1.890.lff: and 91 1 Jjff 
I 'R See chapter VI. 
I -q Time and space in this system are two manners in which n being may fail to grasp itself 

completel!. The moment of return (rpistrophcj) is the moment in which an entity is completely present to 
itself. or grasps itself. Soul does not have an immediate return. and so does not have the immediate self- 
identity of .Yous. because of the division of its projection and its concomitant termponlity. Body is 
incapable of grasping itself. because its parts may never overlap and occupy the same position. The only 
sort of self-identity which it may have is the identity of kind. Self-grasping is the motion of thinking, in 
Proclus Because spatial extension rules out the thoroughgoing presence to self which is thinking, bodies 
cannot think. 



This process by which the Soul projects logoi from the fertility of Noics is 

described structi~rally by Proclus as the triadic structure. or moments. or movement of the 

Soul: ntortl;. pr.oocios. and epistrophi. The soul remains in Nous. and hence has a moment 

of identity with .Voiis: the Iogoi which it projects begin from the eirii in Yous. It proceeds 

from .Ci)zrs. and differs from it in that its l u p i  are divided images of the rid2. and are 

possessed under the Soul's condition of temporal activity. Soul's return upon :Vurrs is its 

moment of similarity. the togetherness of identity and difference. The return is the 

completion of the first two moments. In Soul's episrrophP Soul possesses its logoi in its 

olin manner. as the temporaHy divided and numericaly multiple imases of titit3 in Nous. 

but possesses them with the awareness that its projected logoi are the unfoldings ofthe 

eitk in .Yoli.s according to their otm plan of self-unfolding. This moment of return might 

initially seem redundant. as a simple reiteration of the first two moments. But what 

Proclus is describing is a continuous spiritual motion. not the connexion of three 

indepenclent and distinct moments. Hence. the third moment is necessary to espress the 

inner connesion between the tint two moments. If our description ot'this continuous 

motion included only the first two moments. we would have a false sense of the rupture 

bebyeen .Yo~s and Soul. and indeed. have a false idea of an internal chasm within Soul 

itself. It is not that one aspect of Soul is identical to ~Voiis. and another separate aspect 

differs. but that in its identiy with !Voirs it differs. and in its difference it  is identi~al.'~' 
~ - ~ p  

IS0 The structure o f  remaining. procession. and return governs not only the emergence of one 
spiritual principle From another. but also the internal structure of Nous and Soul. Already in Plotinus' 
analyis of the inner movement of .Vow the three moments are distinct. .Vous proceeds from the One by a 
moment of self-determination by which the fertility of an indeterminate procession of Life is determined b~ 
its own return upon its source. The knowing moment of Yolrs is the point where the indeterminate 
dynamism of power which issues from the One orders itself as the totality of Ideas. See P. Hadot. " ~ t r e ,  
Vie. PensCc chez Plotin et avant Plolin." in Lrs sources cle Plorin (Geneve: Fondation Hardc. 1960) pp. 105- 
I -I I : see pp. 134-5: "il y a donc une premiere phase de mouvement aveugle, d'alterite pure. de pur 
doignemrnt. Puis. ce mouvement - et c'est la tout son mystere - peut se convertir vers I'Un et se definir. I1 
est difficilr, de ne pas rapprocher ces deux phases. avec les deux phases rencontrees plus haut: illimitation 
dr la vie. puis conversion de la vie qui s'acheven dans la constitution pleniere de I'lntelligence. La vie 
issue de I'Un, et de soi illimitee. se convertit vers I'Un et se convenissant. devient I'lntelligence. dans la 
rnesure oh elle est definie dam sa conversion. La vie represente donc un rnouvement d'autodetermination. 
d'autoactualisation de 1'5tre: elie est le mouvement de la matiere intellisible qui se donne a rlle-mCme fome 
er determination, en se tournant vers I'Un. L'2rr.c et lapem&, don't I'unite constitue I'lntellipnce. 



This triadic activity of self-unfolding is described by Proclus as a "period" @eri~cios).'~' 

because Proclus thinks of this activity metaphorically as a circle. At the end of this 

period the Soul returns upon Nous. It does not itself become ,Volrs. or somehow re-absorb 

itself into .Volr.s. Rather. at the end of its period Soul has constituted itself as a divided 

image of ? h i s .  expressing in its tempuraIIy projected logoi the noetic eiclt?. 

The triad essence. power and activity (olrsi~t. tl~rncrmis. enrrgeia) is another way of 

describing the reality ofnronP. prooclos. and rpisrroplt~.1x2 So the soul's man2 or moment 

of identity with Xoin is its essence (olrsicr). its thmumis is manifest in its pruoclos, and its 

e r ~ e r y i [ t  is an epistrophi upon :Yous. We should esamine briefly the Soul's owirr. 

Proclus says that the Soul's orisiu is a fullness of essential logoi (pErcimcr r6n ou~~i6cibn 

logcin).'" By l o p s  Proclus means an image of an ridus. or the secondary existence of an 

apparaissent alors comrne Ie produit de I'autodAemination de la vie ... On entrevoit dans ce schema 
plotinien Ie futur schima du nioplatonisme posttrieur: repos. procession. conversion. inrimement lie B la 
triade Are-vie-pensie." 

I B I  lit. "a journey around." 
'" From the perspective of this description we find another reason for the momenr of return. A 

spiritual entity is a circular movement from the essence. through power, to full actualiryactivi@. Similarly. 
[he constitution of a spiritual entity from its cause contains a moment of remaining. by which the cause 
determines the nature of the effect: a moment of procession. in which the power of the cause is expressed by 
the coming into being of the effect: and a moment of reversion. in which the etTect may be said finally to be 
a bring in its o\rn right. For a discussioli of the d i t k e n t  triads in Proclus as forms of "dynamic identin." 
set. W. Beienvaltes, Proklos. Urrrndzrrgr srtner ;I.lrrupbsik (Frankfurt am Main: Vinorio Klostermann. 
1965) pp.48-164. A. Smith finds it difficdt to accept the notion of potentiality (rltmurnis) in :VOILS. in either 
Plotinus or Proclus. However. he seems not to pay enough attention to the identity of hnarnis as power 
ratha than potentialin. See A. Smith. "Potentiali~ and the problem of plurality in the intelligible world." 
in .YropIurc~ni.sn~ crnd rrtr!r. Christian tkonghr. t ' s s q s  in honow oj.4.U. .-lrrnsrrong, ed. H.I. Blumenthal and 
R.A. Markus (London: Variorum. 198 1) pp.99-107. See also El. Th.prop. 169, which stares that e v e p  nuus 
has its ousitr. tlrmatnis. and mrrgriu in Eternity. 

1x1 See In ..llc.ZjO. 19-23: "But the soul shouId go inside itself to seek the true and the good and the 
eternal logoi of beings. For its essence is fuII ofthese logoi. but it is hidden by the forgetfullness of the 
world of generation (ahh' a h j v  ioiraav njv v ~ f i v  i v  tau* (qteiv ~ a i  t o  aAqCk< ~ a i  t o  ayaflov ~ a i  
roc< uidiou; twv iivtwv h+ioy. rtkfipq~ yap i m ~ v  ahiji fi oljaia rotitov. EnucpGnr~ra~  & EK fis 
. (evea~ouppi ,  h j e q ~ ) " :  l n  Ezicl. 16.2227: "All mathematicals are thus first present in the soul. Before the 
numbers the self-moving numbers. before the visible tigures the living figures. before the harmonised pans 
the logor of harmony. before the bodies moving in a circle the invisible circles are already constructed. and 
the soul is the fullness of them all (navra Gpa :a uaeqparuta rrpcStov E m ~ v  Ev vyu~f~ rai npo t i v  
ap~8voiv oi a l j r o ~ i v q t o ~  ~ u i  ~ p o  rGv & a ~ v o p ~ v o v  q q p a t w v  r a  j o 6 ~ a x a  q f i p a r a  tai rrpo r i v  
f i p ~ o q i v o v  o i  a p ~ o v u c o i  kd'{ot mi rtpo d v  r\j~)iw ~ t v o u p ~ v o v  awparov o i  a ~ a v e i ;  ~ ~ K A O L  
6~6qpoljpyqvrai  ~ a i  x h i p w ~ a  roiv navtov i ynqi . )" :  In E d .  17.22-16: "The mathematical logoi which 
till the soul are essential and self-moving, and when dianoia projects and unfolds them it gives rise to all the 
variety of the mathematical sciences ( a d m i S e ~ ;  cipa rai a l j r o t i q r o ~  r i v  pa0qpatov eiuiv o i  Myor 
cn~pnAqpoGvte; ras  y - q a g .  0% 6 i  ~ a i  n p o p U o u a a  fi d t a v o ~ a  ~ a i  E~eLirzouua ntiaav j v  n o ~ t l h i a v  



e ihs .  These statements are equivalent. because the image is the unfolding into 

multiplicity of the eidos itself. Recall our discussion in chapter I. where we stated that 

the word logos was appropriate to the unfolded moment. It is an eidos. which the Soul's 

l o p s  unfolds. 

Proclus' canonical statement of the secondary existence of eid2 in the Soul is 

prop. 194 of the Elen1ent.s oj'Theologv: "Every sou1 possesses all of the Forms (eidi) .  

ivhich .Cbm possesses in a primary manner (prcirds)."'XJ The more general statement of 

this principle is found in Prop. 18: "Everything which bestows a character on others in 

virtue of its being ( td i  eincri) possess in a primary manner that character which it 

communicates to its recipients."'" Proclus' proof in proposition 18 turns on the need for 

an elemcnt of identity between cause and effect, so that a given cause be the cause of a 

given effect. However. cause and effect can not be completeiy identical. otherwise there 

ivould be no ontological distinction between cause and effect. So the moment of identity 

is together with a moment of difference. This difference means that the cause is 

ontologically superior to the effect.la6 which in Proclus means that it is more unified and 

hence more fertile than the effect. Thus the character which the cause communicates is 

said to exist primarily (prcitcis) in the cause and secondarily (cieirtrrds) in the effect. .Vms 

causes Soul in virtue of its being (citrtdi tdi rinai). thus it possesses the Forms primarily 

tvhilc the soul possesses them secondarily.'87 In prop. 194 Proclus says that the Soul 

60idTqdl T ~ I V  u a 0 q p u n ~ i v  E x L ~ ~ G ~ v ) " :  In Errcl.55.13-18: "But if it should ever be able to roll up its 
estensions and figures and view their plurality as a unity without figure. then in turning back to itself it 
~ o u l d  view quite differently the panless, unestended, and essential geometrical logol of which it is the 
fullness (ei 6E Trow mpnt.X,aoa rac G~aoraoe~; lcai TO* rGxou5 ~ a i  TO rrhjf3og amnoirog ~ a i  Evoet63c 
8eucctpivq npog ~ a u r j v  E ~ r o r p i y a ~  6uq&iq. TOT' 6v 6 ~ a o ~ p o v r q  sol>$ i + / o y  roiq ~ E W ~ E T P L K O ~  

Y6o1 roug apepioroy. TOGS a6~amasou .  to& otim46e~q. &v E o n  nkflpopa)": In Tinr.II.200.11-13: 
"ARer these matters we say that the soul is a fullness of logo;: more simple than sensibles but more 
composite than intelligibles (Tb 64 p ~ t a  ra6ra kd.(wv rrkfipwpa njv y-tqfp d v a i  QapEV. axiou&pav p ~ v  
TGV aioOqr6iv. m v 8 ~ ~ o ~ L p a v  6L rGv voq~iv)." 

I 84  tlricra v~tj navta &I la ~ i 6 q .  Ci o V O ~  n p o i ~ e  ~ X E L .  

l Y 5  nriv ro tqi &vat ~opqyoiv dihico~~; aka npujrog ~ o ? i  TOGTO. 06 peta6i6wa~ mi; 
~oprl'(oQL€vol<. 

ISh See prop.7. 
18- Causation alj* T@ eivai is different From causation which takes place due to some activity of 

the entity in question. Only the former son of causation gives rise to an effect which is a divided image of 



possesses essential bgoi (oirsiddeis logoi), which are secondary irradiations (emphmeis) 

of the intellectual Forms (rdn noerdn aw eiddn pstrch2 deirteris echri firs emphrrseis). 

Thus the distinction between the contents of .l'oirs and the contents of Soul is a distinction 

betuxen the primary and s e c o n d q  possession of the Forms. where the secondary manner 

of possession is as essential lo@. 

I refer to the possession of the Forms. rather than their existence. The structure of 

.\'ot1.s is also triadic.'" with the tirst moment being the true intelligible moment. and the 

third the knowing moment which embraces the first moment as its object."' Hence the 

true intelligible for .\'o~rs is  its first moment. because this tirst moment is itself the 

~orms. '"" The third moment of .\'ous is the intellectual moment. the moment which can 

be said to possess the Forms. It is the intellectual moment of Nous which possesses the 

Forms in a primary manner. However, as the ultimate intelligible. the Forms arc the true 

objects of thought for the Soul as we11 as for .Ciotr.s. So the distinction between 'Vous and 

Soul is that .\bm embraces the Forms as its intelligible object. through its own 

intellectual moment. while the logui in the soul embrace the Forms as their intelligible 

the cause. For this reason the sort of causation which holds between mavins bodies is not a maner of the 
coming into existence of an image of the cause. because this causation is not aGr6 t4 ~ i v a t .  This study 
does not have as its topic this son of causation. but assumes its presence in Procline melaphysics. because i t  
is this son of causation which allows the levels ofthe Procline hierarchy to be related as paradigm and 
image. And this relation is what allows dianoiu to know that which lies both above and below it. For 
causation u i 1 5  TI? E ~ V ~ L  See J. Trouillard. "'Agir par son itre mime', la causalite selon Proclus." R t w r  dcs 
scrcticrs rrliyreiises. X! ( 1958) pp.347-357: and a more detailed study by the same author. "Les degres du 
rioteiv chez Proclos." Dionysil~s, 1 (1977) pp.69-84. see pp.75-80. 

IS8 The three moments of.Vutis are intelligible, intelligible-and-intellectual, and intellectual 
( nol;tos. rtoL;tos kai norros. noeros). 

13'1 More properly. the third moment is the moment in which thinker and thought have emerged as 
distinct. In the intelli$ibie itselfthis distinction has not yet emerged. This is why for Proclus the intelligible 
is more than a simple object for thought. but rather an activity of thinking superior to all others. 1. 
Trouillclrd comments well on the relation between ;he intelligible-and-intellectual orders of NUILS. in "'Agir 
par son Ptrc mime', la causalite seton Proclus." Revue des sciences religietrsrs. 32 ( 1938) pp.347-357: 
p.350: "Proclus afirrne la supiriorite de l'intelligible. Cela ne signifie pas le prirnat de I'objet ni son 
ditachement de la subjectivite. Car. selon la h i  de la hiCnrchie proclusienne, I'inferieur est dans lr: 
superieur sous une meilleure forme qu'en lui-meme. L'intelligible n'est pas le neant de penste. rnais une 
imrnidiation plus etroite d'objet et de sujet en laquelle i'activite est nmenee a la substance plut61 que la 
substance a I'action." 

1w This tirst moment is itself divided into three intelligible triads: Being. Life. and .irotrs. where 
.\'olrs is the uuro:dion. or totality of intelligible genera. 



object. but do so in a derivative manner.''' SO when Proclus says that "the projections o f  

the essential logoi are thoughts, which is the manner in which we understand the soul to 

be the fullness of all the Forms (plirdma rsfi tdn rid5n),"'" he is able to conflate logos 

and ei~Ios while distinguishing them. The logos in soul is distinct from the third moment 

of .Yous. in that it embraces the intelligible in a different manner than does lVoiis. 

tiowevsr. insofar as it does embrace the intelligible. Soul's thought may in a secondary 

manner be called an eirios. and the soul the fullness of ei~it?.'"~ SO although Proclus uses 

both phrases, "fullness of eicii" and "fullness of loyoi". he docs distinguish the true ritfi 

in .\im from the secondary contents of Soul. For purposes of clarity I will restrict myself 

to the term l o p s  for the contents of the soul. using the phrases "firlIness oflogoi" 

iproholL; Itin logdn) and "essential logoit' (oiisi4dei.s logoi). understanding that a logos is a 

stxondap possession of the intelligible ridC. and that the primary possession of the 

intelligible eiri2 belongs to ,\iol~s.'~' 

1'11 In Purn1.899.23-32: "If then, the thought (no2nru) is of the object of thought (noiron), not only 
in us, but also in the divine and veritable .Votrs. it is plain that the object ofthought is prior to the thought. 
and it is by virtue of its striving towards this that the Iups in soul is a ~hought. For the discursive and 
divided and transitivc aspect of the logoi in the soul manifests sufficiently in its activities that the 
intelligible Form (nudon eitlos) is something else again. that which unitarilv and indivisibly contains the 
cause of all the logo; (Ei 6P rb vdqpa TOG voqtoc i m t v  oi, pbvuv Pv y i v .  ahia h-ai EV r+ O~io v@ ~ a i  
uir@ivh. 6$.ov o n  itxi npo TO< vofiparog KO voqrov. €is 3 ~ a i  U ~ E ~ E ~ ~ ~ V E V Q ~  o €v lp~fJ idlo;  v0Ilpd 
~ ( 3 ~ 1 .  Ti) yap avetheypf vov r i v  EV fl w ~ j  A&pv ~ a i  ro Gtqpqpivov ~ a i  TO p ~ ~ u p a n ~ o v  i v  mi< 
~ v e p y e i a ~ <  irtav@ in t6~iavua tv .  iin iipa r i a 0  € m i  KO voqrov c ' lbe.  to j v o p ~ v q  K U ~  a S i a ~ p i . r q  q v  
uiriav x e p i i ~ o v  K ~ V T U V  t6v h+pv)." 

I"' In Purn1.896. I -I: TUG SE rGv oirato6i)v hjyov ~popo)cZI< vo+ara l&jovt~q. ~ a e '  ciq 
.(I '(v&~Ko~Ev o n w ~  ~ a i  fi ~ u ~ f i  n a w w  ~ A f i p o ~ ~ a  ~ m 1 r c i v  E ~ ~ O V .  

1'): Other examples of Proclus' casual use of both Form and logos to refer to the contents ofthe soul 
are found in abundance in the Euclid commentary. See 61 Etrcl. 16.04-10: "There is left only the concIusion 
that soul draws her concepts both from herself and From A'olrs. and that she is herself the company of the 
Forms @Iirdnru rdn eiddn), which receive their constitution From the intellectual paradigms. but come 
fonvard into being in virtue of themselves. The soul therefore was never a writing-tabIet bare of logoi: she 
is a tablet that has always been inscribed and is always writing itself and being wrinen on by :Vow 
( k i n e r u t  6rj o h  h-ai nap' a k f j s  ~ a i  xapa voG raGra n a p a j ~ r v  rai &vui f i f p u a  rGv d G v  a l i i v .  
anb p ~ v  roiv vo~pciiv napa6e~yparwv bptarupivov, aljrqovuq SC: rip ~ i g  ro e i v a ~  xapo6ov 
~ . u - ~ u v o v ~ c w .  h-ai OGK upa jv r j  q q f i  ypauuar~Iov  mi r i v  hoyov KEVOV. aZ.a y?{papp€VO~ a ~ i  ~ a i  
.{pcioov ~ a u r b  ~ a i  6x0 voi, -(paQopevov)": In Eucl.17.04-06: "And whenever the Soul projects its iogoi. it 
brings to light all of the sciences and virtues. Indeed. the Soul has its omia [owidrai)  in these Forms 
(~'idexi) ( ~ a i  ot '  6v npopajc)cn roc< a\iroC )c&fou. T ~ T E  ~ a i  ixt-ac npooa ivz~  naoac tiai aperuc. 
06oio)sat o h  i v  roGtot< fi wtj r o i ~  e i k n ) . "  

I')4 Proclus distinguishes between intelligible and inteIlectua1 Forms (no2tu rids. and noera eid2). 
So the knowing moment of "&us is the place of noera eidL 



Proclus says that the ousicr of the Soul is a fullness of i o p i .  Bur he also 

sometimes refers simply to the Soul as a fullness of logoi. without referring explicitly to 

its olrsicr. Or he says that the Soul is a fullness of ousiddeis lo@. We should be wary of 

thinking of the ousiti of the Soul too separately from its tlilnamis and mergeiu. Both the 

analysis of the Soul as uusici. tlrmlmis. and rnergeia. and the analsysis as mon5. proodos. 

and episrr-oph2 are ways of dividing the continuous motion which is SouI. If we forget 

this. we will end up with two separate levels of iogoi. First we would have the 

unprojected logoi which are the ousio of the SouI. and which are images of the eidG in 

.\.ou.s. Second. ive would have the projected Iogoi which are the enrrgricr of the Soul. 

which are images not only of the ei& in .Voirs, but of the olrsiiciris Iogui. I do not think 

such a distinction of levels would capture what Proclus has in mind. The point is rather 

that Soul as a whole is a divided expression o t ' . \ u ~ .  Its embrace of its intelligible 

objects takes place in a more multiple manner than does that of .C'ous. So ~vhere .\'airs' 

distinction betiyeen an intelligible moment and an intellectual moment is immediatdy 

overcome in the atemporal unity of its moments. this is not the case for Soul. Soul 

constitutes itself as an image of Soirs by a continuous temporal unfolding ofeitig into 

n~ultiple ioyui. The beginning point of this unfoling is .Vuiis. or the Soul's rnonc?. or the 

Soul's oirsk~. These are all ways of describing the same thing. with the proviso that .\.birs 

itself is not the SOUI'S mon2 or O I I S I L ~ . ' ~ '  SO the distinction between unprojected and 

projected Iogoi is not a distinction between two separate levels of logoi. as if there were a 

reduplication of logai in the Soul. Rather. it is a distinction between the beginning and 

the end of a continuous process of intelligible unfolding. 

IW There is an analogy here with a point and a line. The point fiom which the line begins has no 
magnitude. so it may be considered not to be a part of the line. In this manner. the unity of.Volrs is not a 
part of the expansion which is Soul. From another perspective. however, the line is that which stretches 
forth from the point. so the point is part ofthe line as its origin. In this manner. the monP and the ous~o are 
part of the Soul. The oii~ici. however. has more the connotation of the origin point and the first part of the 
line. than does the monP. All of these are metaphors which try to capture [he continous motion of the single 
power which is the self-articulation of Being. 



I t  is perhaps easier to see the continuity of the motion of the Soul in Proclus if we 

think of it by analogy with the Plotinian :Vo~is. Plotinus speaks of two 'phases' in the 

production of ;Vom from the 0ne.Iq6 the tirst being an son of indistinct production of 

.Vutrs as a procession from the One. followed by a halting and turning back to the One. by 

~vhich .L~IMS gains determinacy and definition. These must be thought of. however. as two 

moments in the continous motion which is the production of Now from the One. and as 

at most logically distinct. They certainly cannot be in a temporal succession. as ;Vroirs is 

outside of time. The strong sense that they are two. and separate. is caused by the 

temporal succession of our thinking. Othcr manners of thinking about this production do 

not contain this duality. such as the metaphor of the light produced by the sun.I9' 

Plotinus has the same problem in describing the distinction and unity of subject and 

object in .lixrs. They are in one sense distinct. but in another sense they are one. and their 

distinction is only a product of the inability of discursive reason to grasp their unity.198 In 

Proclus ive have a similar situation. The production of Soul from Yolu is a continuous 

motion of remaining. procession. and return. by which the Soul distinguishes itself from 

.\i)lr.s and gives itself its own determinations. Diunoirt by its nature is a dividing thinking. 

and so the moments of this self-definition are described by it as three distinct phases. It is 

the Soul as a whole. however. which is this continuous self-motion of remaining. 

procession. and return. And is this continuous motion by which the Soul constitutes itself 

as a divided imaee ~t':\~utts that Prochs means when he speaks of the projection of the 

Soul's essential logoi (pruboli t6n owi6d6n 10~6n).'~~ 

1'16 For example. see Enn.V. I .7. 
117 See Enn. V. I .7. 
1 ' IS  See Enn. V.8.1 I .  
I ' P I  For a discussion of the projection of the soul's essential logoi (probolO tdn oirsdioddn iugdn) 

see Dominic I. O'hIeara. Pyrhngoras Revivrd(0xford: Oxford University Press. 1989) pp. 167-169. 198- 
204. For the origin of theprobolP fdn orlsdidddn iogdn. with regard to mathematics. in Syrianus' 
Comnientan on .+lrisrorle's .Ilrtap&ics. see O'Mean p. 133. 



1II.iii. The Soul as a divided image of !trorrs 

Proclus' account of discursive reason (dianoia) is that it is a temporal unfolding of 

the l q o i  resident in the Soul's omiti. to the end that the Soul be conscious of  its own 

contents. The temporal unfolding is necessary because the soul is unable to grasp itself in 

a simple. atcmporal vision: 

For tlicrnoicl possesses the logoi but. not being powerful enough to see them when 
they are wrapped up. unfolds and exposes them and presents them to the 
imagination (phanrasia) sitting in the vestibule.'00 

The Form itself (to gr rides mrfo) is without motion. ungenerated, indivisible and 
free of all underlying matter. But whatever exists secretly (kr1iphid.s) in it is 
brought to the imagination separately and dividedly. That which projects is 
clitmoia: that from ~vhich it is projected is the dianoetic Form (tiiuno&on ricios): 
that in which what is projected exists is this thing called 'passive ,Vo~w' (puihPrikos 
l~o~rros k~dolrmenos now)  that unfolds itself [circling] around the true .Vozis. 
divides out itself from the undividedness of pure intellection (crkrttiphnorrs 
noL;srd.s). shapes itself according to the shapeless Forms (rid;) and becomes all 
things. all that ciimoicr and the partless logos in us is."' 

Ditrrtoia begins from a unikied point of origin. whether it be called the unprojected logos. 

or the dianoetic eitlos. and unfolds this source into the multiplicity of projected logoi. So 

tlitrrroitr. according to Proclus. just is the movement which we have been examining: the 

Soul's nmP.  prootios. and rpistropCtP. or the motion whose moments are oirsitr. cl~lncrmis. 

The proper description of dicmoicr depends on the perspective from which one 

describes it. From the perspective which emphasises the continuity of the spiritual 

hierarchy. tlictnoicc is the procession of the intelligible rid; into temporal division. From 

? I ~ I  In Etici.SJ.27-55.03: C~ouaa  yap il Stavota TOUS idyo%. aa0~voGaa 6P o u v ~ n t u y ~ ~ v o g .  
iSeiv avankoi YE u i ~ t o k  ~ a i  i m w ~ i e e r u ~  ~ a i  e i ~  j v  aiawcioiav i v  npo&ipotg K E I ~ E V ~ V .  

20 1 In E1rcl.56.11-22: Exei TO ye ~ i 8 o q  aUfo awivq~ov ~ m t  wai b y d q ~ o v  ~ a i  &aiperov wai 
rcavroi inro~etpivou ~aOape6ov. aMa wai ooa ~puoiwq tat iv EV ~ d v o .  6 t a m a ~ *  ~ a i  p~p~m@$ 
ouvtaoiav xpoaye~at K U ~  TO p ~ v  npoPciMov tj  G~avo~a.  TO 6P a ~ '  06 npofi&tat TO S~avoqrov ~tSug. TO 

8E EV 4 rb ~ p o b M d p ~ v o v  na0qrucoq okoq ~akoljpevoc voy. fitekinov ~ a u r o v  mpi  rip a p i p ~ t a v  To6 
dAq8oil; voi, ~ a i  Stimas Eau~oi) TO a6~aatafov q$ awpa~aivoiq VO+JE% wai pupa& Eauzov ~ a ~ a  
navta ra  apop~wru eiSq ~ a i  nama y~yvopevog. a dmtv tj  Stavo~a ~ a i  o apepiq EV kiv Loyo<. 

3 7 -'- Both of these passages are From the commentary on Euclid's Elements of Geomery. and so both 
mention the imagination (phunrasia). Phantasia is the medium only of the unfolding into manerless 
extension of geometrical figures. and hence plays a role only in geometrical cognition. We wilI discuss 
phanrasra in chapter IV. 



the perspective which emphasises the moments of the hierarchy. dicmoio is an activity of 

Soul by which it unfolds itself as a divided image of i l b l i ~ .  Both points of view recognise 

the psqchic logos as an unfolding. whether it be a self-unfolding of Nous as the higher 

principle. or an activity of Soul as the lower principle unfolding its source. There is 

another duality of perspective. Dimoicr. regarded as activity of the lower principle. is as 

n~uch Soul's unfolding of itself as it is Soul's unfolding of .\birs. This two dualities are a 

rcsult of the concentricity of .\'oir.s and Soul. This concentricity is expresses in various 

nays. as tve have seen. by saying that the Soul remains in .Voiis. or that the Soul's olaia is 

a pl2romcl ltin ozrsi&l& log6n which are its participation in .Vous. Both of these 

expressions mean that the Soul makes itself to be a divided image of Xolrs. and in 

unfolding itself from its beginning point. which is :Vo~ts. i t  is at the same time unfolding 

.\'oLI.s. The motion of power from the One is continuous. and from a perspective which 

emphasist.~ Proclus' monism you can say that the division between .Vow and Soul is one 

only of the degree of multiplicity of the self-same potver.2"3 

It  is hard to resist spatial metaphors when speaking of an hierarchical system such 

as Proclus'. Metaphors such as the circle metaphor indicate the reality which Proclus 

speaks about more simply and immediately than an extended discussion. However. 

spatial metaphors must also be corrected. It is natural to think of the transcendence of 

.l;)li.s wit11 regard to the One. or the'Onels transcendance. in spatial terms. We think of 

.Ibtrs as above Soul. or outside of Soul. or Soul outside of :Votrs. In doing this we obscure 

the point that before body there is no inside or outside, above or below. in a spatial sense. 

The only difference between Norrs and Soul is the manner in which the intelligible is 

10; I. Trouillard. "L'ime 'lieu des idees' selon Proclus." Sciences eeclesiassriqrres ( 1966) pp.7-2 4: 
p. l I : "L'intelligible n'rst pas pour I ' h e  un rnodele entrinseque ii copier. L'esprit ne se donne pas ii elk 
dans It :  diploiement de ses determinations. mais comrne une puissance indivise qui suscite dans son dirive 
I'universaliti et Iautonornie don't il est la norme. Autrernent dit. il y a un point en lequel la spontaneite du 
principe et celle du procedant co'incident. et ce point simple fournit d'un seul coup au derive toute la 
perfection et toutes les differences qu'il pourra jamais se donner." See also S. Breton. Philosophie rr 
atrtl7e'n~atiqire chez Procl~ts, mivi de. Principes philosophiques clrs nlu~hL;nratiques. pur N. Hur~mann, 
rrirduir de I'dlemuttd par Grnevii-ve de Peslo~ran {Paris: Beauchesne, 1969) pp.97- I03 for a good 
discussion of infinite power in Proclus. 



grasped by them. There is nothing to prevent them from being completely present to each 

other. as indeed they are. %us is not outside Soul, or above Soul. It is separate from it 

only because it differs from it. As Plotinus says. "there is nothing in between but the fact 

that they are different."'w Thus in saying that , h r s  is the centre of Soul. and the One is 

the centre of .Yous. we are using a spatial metaphor. but one which corrects the 

impression of externality conveyed by metaphor which says that :Volts is above Soul. and 

the One above .Vo~r.s. I t  is important to correct this metaphor. because othenvise we will 

have the impression that the Soul has to receive something from outside of itself. from 

.\blr.s ~vhich is situated above it. in order to think. or that when the Soul itself becomes 

3ctii.e as nous i t  has sorneho~v left itseif behind to voyage upwards out of itself. This is 

not the case. Thc intelligible is completely present to Soul. as is the One. There is 

nothing in betiyeen escept the fact that they are different. So the Soul already possesses 

the entire intelligible cosmos. grasping it in riicmoic~ as a temporal succession of l ~ ~ o i . ' ~ '  

Dimoia is a dividing activity. according to Proclus. This is an unfamiliar 

characrsrisation tbr us. because after Kant we are used to thinking of discursive reason as 

a s)mtht.sis of terms. English speaking philosophy even goes so far as to model discursive 

reason as a tbrmal system. with the emphasis on formal. The proliferation of formal logic 

as the preferred model of thinking means that when we think of the operation of reason 

itself. our attention has been shifted from the content of thought to its formal properties. 

lvhich is to say. ro the sorts of syntheses of terms which can be made without 
-- -- - 

X J  Enm. V. 1.3 21: oG%v -{up pera;u fi, Etipo~; ~ i v a ~ .  
3)s 1.Trouillard points out that Proclus often uses the pretix "pro" (before) rather than "htrprr" 

(above) to indicate the superiority of ,Vatu and the One. This is to substitute a temporal metaphor for a 
spatial one. In a sense both of these sorts of metaphor correct each other. because .Volts is neither literally 
above. nor berore Soul. J.Trouillard. l a  tqs~agogie rle Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1982) p. 103: 
"Pourtm le renversrment de metaphore que produit le passage de I'Gxip au rtpd apportr une lqon qui n'est 
pas negligeable. Elk exprime I'anteriorire pius que la supetiarid ou bien elle appuie celle-ci sur cellr-la. 
Le schema qu'elle evoque n'est pIus la progression v e l ~  un au-deli inaccessible. mais la rigression vers un 
tw-tltrqir rlunnt;. LG premier mouvement Ctait la visee d'une tnnscendance, le second est la reconnaissance 
dune presance trop immanente pour itre immediatement consciente. On ne se tend plus vers ce qui nous 
dipasst. on se retourne vers ce qui nous prkvient et nous investit de telle sone que. quoi qu'on fasse. 
I'origine est toujours deja la et c'est par elk qu'on la recherche. La tin n'est autre que le principe, selon le 
processus cyclique cher aux neoplatoniciens, qui garantit I'autonornie de I'esprit." 



contradiction. Thinking becomes a connecting, but a connecting which is not itself the 

arbiter of what may or may not be connected. because of itself it yields only the formal 

rules of its operation. It is for this reason that Kant thought the connecting activity of 

thinking had to be supplemented by an intuition which would show that the terms in 

question %ere injkcr connected. Any judgements which could not be hung on an 

intuition in some manner could not be justitied. By this manner is ruled out the majority 

of traditional metaphysics. whose judgements were one and all synthetic apriori. most of 

ivhich Kant did not think could be justified as conditions t'or the possibility of experience. 

Proclus does not think that discursive reason is primarily a synthesis of terms. but 

rather a dividing of a given unity so that the Soul may see %hat is implicit in that unity.'0b 

The divine and demiurgic iVol~s comprehends (prriechei) the multiples in a 
unified manner. that which has parts in a partless manner. and the divided in a 
manner without division. For Soul is the  prima^ divider (prdton tlictiro~m) of that 
ivhich pre-exists in :Voirs in the height of unity (ro en rkeindi prouprrrchonrtr 
kc~r'crkrim kcndsin). and not just our soul. but atso the Divine Soul. For because 
She has not received intellections (noPseis) which are seated only in Eternity. and 
because she aims at grasping the concentrated energricr of .Vous. desiring the 
perfection in it and its one and its simple Form of intrIIection (huplolr 12s noPseds 
eichrs). She runs around it and dances around it in a circle. And by means of the 
transitions in her own attention she divides the panlessness of the Forms. looking 
at Beauty itself separately (ro crttrokrrlon chdris). looking at Justice itself. and 
looking at each of the other Forms. intelligising each of  them by itself and not all 
together. For. in short. because Soul holds the third station from the One. it has 
appropriately such an rnergeicr. For the One is only One and is before intellection 
(pro noise(js): iVoirs intelligises all things as one: Soul sees rvenhing 
i n d i ~ i d u a l l ~ . ' ~ ~  

:no J.Trouillard. Lu mystagogir tie Proclos (Paris: Belles Lrttrrs. 1982) p. 144: "Comment les 
idt.es iorment unt: reseau ou une totaliti, c'est un probkme que Platon, qui  partait d'intelligibles discontinus. 
obtenus a lfes horizons divers de I'experience et de I'action. a passe sa vie B resoudre. Le neoplatonisme se 
place inversement au terme de la mediation platonicienne et retoume ce probltime de conjonction en 
probleme de disjonction. I1 va du tout aus parties et pan d'une intuition globale qui revele peu i peu sa 
complesite inierne. Car toutes Ies divisions de I'intelligiblr sont presentes dam la simplicite de I'acte 
dutoconstituant." CF. Phr. Throl. V.4 1.7K 

"' In Parm.807.29-808.19: ' 0  pBv 9eioi ~ a i  S ~ t o u p y ~ ~ o q  v o g  jvoyEvwq rri mx)c@~qCva 
wui au~piatoc ~ d r  u e p m a  ~ a i  a8tatpCtwq E ~ L E ; C E L  ra 6tgpMva. TO d~ xpisov Sia~poGv ra i v  t i~eivq 
r;poijirup~ovra xat' a ~ p a v  Lvocnv y q f i  ~ m i v .  o\iXi fi ipenipa povov. a M a  ~ a i  fi &ia. A t h  yap Zv 
a i ( i h  u6vov TUG V O ~ ~ G E L ;  i6puuiva< olir € l a x ~ v .  Zoietai 6t? q v  aOpoav Pvipyelav toir voG R E ~ L ~ ~ P E ~ v .  
d p ~ - p u ~ v q  r i j ~  €v air@ t ~ h E l 6 t ~ ) ~ O j  Kui TOG &voq E K E ~ V O U  Kui anhoii nj< vofia€wc e X o 4  mptki TE 
au~ov  m i  ~ ( E ~ L X O P E G E L  KGKAW, ~ a i  r a i j  yeraPatsem t i v  E ~ T I P O ~ ~ ~  8tatpei TO a ~ b p t m o v  TWV ~ i 8 i v .  



The Soul divides the eiii; which are present to it as a source. and this dividing activity 

results in discursive J .  Trouillard points out that for Proclus definitions lie at the 

origin of phiiosophic demonstrations. One must know what Justice itself is in order to 

argue about justice. given that just acts have an infinite diversity of contexts. One cannot 

arrive at the detinition of Justice by generalising from particulars. because as we have 

seen above. this \vould yield only a shadow of a universal. which would not encompass 
- - 

~a8upGaa u t v  to  ai1~61iaAov   to pi$. ~a8opl joa & KO ako6 i~a1ov.  ~ a 0 o p i a a  SCr ~ a i  i i ramov G v  
UXAW. ~ a i  m e '  Pv namu ~ a i  a$' Skoi, mivtu vooGaa. Tpirqv -lap Z~ouoa  tciS1v hi, to6 EVOS, i)< 
od&i@qv ~ i n ~ i v .  ~inrljtoi, tomGtqv FAEL tip ~ v i p y e ~ a v -  ~lceivo p ~ v  ;tap i v  povov iari r a i  npnpi, 
vo jaecay i, SE voi& tbg Cv rtavta voei, i SL \ y q i  K ~ B '  i v  navm ipg. 

xi This disagreement over the nature o f  thinking is also at the root o f  the contention o f  certain 
contemporary scholars that the thoughts o f  Plotinus' Noru are propositions. R. Sorabji. in Time. crrution 
mid lhr C O I I I ~ I I ~ ~ I ~ ~ N ,  ~heories in dnIlqll1~ and rhr ear(r. middl2 ages ((Ithaca: Comell University Press, I983 1 
pp. 137-1 56 makes a case for this position. His argument is that where there is complexity o f  thought, there 
is predication. 1 do not find this convincing. for the following reasons. First. as I have pointed out above. in 
the contemporar). analytical context out ofwhich Sorabji writes, propositional thought connotes more than 
coniplexity. I t  is usually understood. ~hether  tacitly or explicitly. to involve a synthesis o f  tens.  As I am 
xguing. in Neoplatonism thinking is not a synthesis. but rather a division o f  a prior unity. Hence the 
Kantian demand for a justification o f  upriori s~nthetic propositions is mistaken. Rather. i t  is the implicit 
grasp o f  the prior unip which alows the division which produces the multiplicit) of tem~s in the first place. 
Second. the intelligibles at least in :Voirs cannot be propositions because the moment ofsubjectivity does not 
emerge until the intellectual moment o f  A'otrs. and thus there can be no division o f  subject and predicate. 
This is clear in Proclus. and i take i t  to be implicit in Plotinus. Further. for the position that the thought o f  
.Vl)~i.s is propositional as a whole. including the intellectual moment, to have any real content i t  is necessary 
thar thcrc be a real difference betwcen subject and predicate. Thus :Vain would think a Form by thinking 
thar it is something. and this something must be something else than the original Form if all o f  ;Vorrsl 
thoughts are not to be analytic. But what would ,VOIIS think the Forms are other than themselves? Why is 
the conception that all o f  Sotrs' thoughts are o f  the form "X is X" more annctive than the conception that 
.Vorrs1 thought is a non-propositional resting in itself'? If this position is pushed. the only son o f  propositions 
which .Vow could think would be relational. o f  the sort "X is not Y." or "X mixed with Y." or "X does not 
mix with Y." But in this case there is only content for thought in the relations o f  X to Y. or 2. The thought 
of X itself is  an empty analytic proposition. Or if the analytic proposition "X is X" is not empty. then again. 
why is this more attractive than the non-propositional thinking which is a grasp o f  X itself? Finally. a 
proposition implies logical motion from the subject to the predicate. mediated by being. The mind moves 
from the conccpt o f  the subject. through the concept o f  being, to the concept o f  the predicate. The motion 
in .Voiis seems much more to be a unitied splinteringot' Being itself which produces its own determinations. 
which then can stand as subjects and predicates for discursive thinking. Propositional thought is not such as 
to give rise to the original genera o f  Being. but the thought o f  Yous does in fact do this. according to 
Plotinus and Proclus. For these reasons I think Sorabji is mistaken in c a h g  the thought of Xous in 
Plotinus propositional. See also J. Bussanich. "Nondiscunive thought in Plotinus and Proclus." Docrrnlrnri 
d srirtli siiNu rrud~zionr filosoficn medimale. 8 ( 1997) pp. 19 1-2 10. See also Enn.V.3.920-23: "And rhe 
Soul must string together logoi about .Volrs. beginning its investigation from itself. But ,Voris knows itself 
without stringing together logoi about itself (rui atj* p i v  m y i  voi, ou, iAoytm~a oioc ti@' ~aumjc 
~~orrouui.vq. V O C ~  6i: a6705 atitov 06 c n ~ U o y ~ < o p e v ~  m p i  a6roC.)": and Enn.V.8.4.48-50: "But we 
have not arrived at understanding this [i.e. the wisdom o f  N o ~ a ] ,  because we consider that the branches o f  
knowledege are made of up theorems and a collection o f  premises (ax rll.l~i< ~i< cnivearv OGK fiA0opev. 
i j ~ l  mi ta; inmtfipai OEoptipara ~ a i  mp$oprpv  v~vop iwup~v  r tpo~ats~ov eival)." Notice that 
Plotinus explicitly uses the logical temprotasis here. as the premise o f a  syllogism. 



the infinite diversity ofjust acts. Rather, it is by division of a prior genus. or eidos. that 

one arrives at the detinition in question. -4s Trouillard says. "il ne consiste pas a enrichir 

un terrne de determinations nouvelles. mais a derouler I'autodetenination d'un genre a 

travers ses differences substantielles immanente~."'~~ Further. in order for the Soul to 

deepen its understanding of the logos of Justice, it unfolds it with its dividing activity. 

examining i t  from all sides and in a variety of contexts. drawing forth its internal 

connesion with the other logoi which Soul projects. This is the deficiency of tlicinoiu, 

that i t  cannot rest with the ridos itself. but must grasp the e i h s  through the divided lo@ 

ivhich it projects as an image of the cities. Ifctiat~oicr were happy ~vith the eidus. not 

needing to unfold into hgoi the ~ i d o s  of Justice. for example. it would have ceased to be 

~licinoia. and ha1.e passed over into noiis. tt is important to recognise that for Proclus this 

dividing activity does not impose anything foreign on the eitlos. but rather follows the 

internal self-development ot'the eirlos. A11 that is novel is the multiplicity brought about 

by the dividing. but this multiplicity is thought of by Proclus as the emergence of the 

hidden content of the eidos itself. This is why Soul is an image. both identical and 

dit'fercnt tiom .Volis. The unfolding of beings from the five greatest kinds (being. same. 

different. rest. motion). the intelligible genera in .Votrs. is the unfolding of the rnultipIicity 

of ways in which things can be. be the same. be different. be at rest. and be at motion. XI1 

of this diversity is present in a unified and hidden manner in these greatest kinds. The 

diiiding activity of tiianoio simply draws this content forth. 

The crucial point in this account of riicinoirr is that through its clianoia Soul makes 

itself to be a divided image of Nous. Soul thinks the same eid2 that :Votrs does. and for 

this to be the case. it must be possible for what is in some sense the same thing to exist in 

a different manner. in different degrees of multiplicit4.. To adopt an Aristotelian phrase 

for a decidedly un-Aristotelian conception. Being is said in many ways. Being is the 

"" J.Trouillard, L ' O  rr Iiinreseion Proclos (Paris: Belles Letres) p.49. 



unity of the monad of Being. Being is the intelligible genera, Being is the Demiurge. it is 

the Soul's olrsia. dunamis. and encrgeirr. and it is the division of Body. The same thing. 

namely Being. exists as all of these levels of unity or multiplicity. Likewise with Limit. 

Unlimited. Same. Other. Rest. Motion. Good, Beauty. etc.. . They each exist in many 

ways. They exist in themselves. at whatever station of the hierarchy they first appear. but 

they also esist as divided images of themselves in their participants. Rest exists in both 

.\om and Soul. but it differs. and is the same. It is this idea of the hierarchy ofthe same 

things taken over and over again on ever more multiple levels that Proclus tries to convey 

ivith his conception of the series which depend from the henads. The series which begin 

~vith the henads have as their members the primary determinations of Being, as well as all 

ot'tht. subsequent determinations. Any determination you settle upon can be traced back 

to its proper hcnad. and on the way passes through a multitude of paradigms and images. 

all of \vhich art: the 'same' reality as it exists on different levels. 

So the monP. prootios. and epistrophP of the Soul is not a motion by which the 

Soul esits .\'oris and then in its thinking is subsumed back into Nolis. The Soul proceeds 

from .\blr.s. and in its return it constitutes itself as a divided image of Nous. It thinks the 

same things as .Lrorrs. but in its own manner. If this were not the case. Soul would not be 

a hypostasis in its own right. able to produce its own effect. and the cosmogonic function 

of mot7P. prootios. and rpisrrophi would disappear. Thus the Soul as a dianoetic being is 

incapable of a full return upon Nous. However. we cannot say that the Soul as a whole is 

incapable of a full return upon Xous. becase the Soul is not only clianoia: it is also nous. 

.\'ow is completely present to the Soul as its centre. as we have said above. So when the 

Soul puts off its dividing activity, and is content only with the unity of its centre. then the 

Soul has passed from dionoia to nol~s.''~ 

'lo We will discuss this possibility in chapter VII. 



That the Soul both can and cannot attain unity with Notrs is not a flaw in Proclus' 

system, or a bad ambiguity, but a consequence of the complexity of Soul. and also of the 

partial nature of any description of this complex being. The only way to capture the 

reality which is Soul is through complementary descriptions. One of Proclus' favourite 

\vay of doing this is through the metaphor of the circle. in which :Vous is  thought of as a 

point. and the Soul as the circumference of a circle. This metaphor can be used in three 

complementary ways to describe the various aspects of the Soul, resulting from the 

various philosophical [asks which the motion of mon0. proudos. and episrruph; performs. 

(A)  First. tmn2. proodos, and rpisrrophi is the motion by which the partial soul is 

rescued from its herrrokinPsis. through its return upon itself and Yotrs. In this use. .Yolrs 

is a point from which the Soul as the circumference of a circle takes its origin. and to 

~vhich it  realms. completing the circle. That the circumference joins again its point of 

origin is a metaphor both for dicmoicr's possession of the eidi. albeit in a secondaq~ 

manner. and for the panial soul's ability to leave tliunoic~ behind in favour of its own 

trolrs. (B.) Second. ntonP. proodus. and rpisrrophP is the motion by which the universe 

comes into existence. Each order remains. proceeds. and returns. and in the completion 

of its return senes  as a cause of the subsequent order. Here Xo~rs is a point from which 

the Soul as circumference proceeds. but the circumference does not circle around to join 

the original point. Instead. it makes a spiral around to a position aligned with the original 

point. and from there a new procession begins, The spiral represents the fact that the 

return is not a subsumption back into Nolis. (C.) Finally. moni. proodos. and rpisrroph2 

illustrates dicmoia's activity as a divided image of Xotrs. Here Arolrs is a point at the 

centre of a circle. and the circumference is the Soul. which in its activity moves from 

point to point around the centre. viewing it from all sides. The circumference has a 

necessary relation to the centre. because it is in virtue of the centre that it has come into 

being. but it never coincides with the centre. This is a metaphor of the status of the soul's 



Iogoi as images of the eidZ in !Volis. ' ' I  All three of these metaphors describe the reality 

~vhich is Soul. and must be understood as complementary. not contradictory. 

The idea that the Soul is divided image of iVoirs depends on the wider conception 

ofthe universe as a hierarchy of paradigm and image.'" This. in turn, depends on an 

understanding of a paradigm as a fertile unity. able to give rise to images of itself which 

themselves are fertile in a lesser manner."3 Proclus assimiliates to this notion the 

relation of genus and species; the difference between genera and their species is the 

difference between different levels of Forms. related as paradigm and image. In 

commenting on Timclrus 35a.?" Proclus says: 

[Plato's phrase] "species of beingM2" [i.e. the species of being composed out of 
unchanging and undivisible being and the divided being which becomes in 
bodies] shows us sufticiently the comprehension (periochP) of the et'fects in their 
causes. For if the being in the demiurge is a genus. ~vhile that in the Soul is a 
species (eic1u.s) the one is comprehensive (perirkriki) of the other ( i t  is clear which 
is comprehensive of which). and i t  should be called a genus because it  transcends 
and produces the other. In virtue of its transcendance it differs from the genera 
~vhich are ranged in order in the species. and because it produces the other it 
stands above [the genera] which are later-born. for they are not generative of 
species. So one must take these genera and species2" in a different sense: as 
fertile (gonima). filled with power (hname6s plGrP). comprehensive of particular 

- ~ 

"I See In Eucl. 148.5- 150.12 for the tint and third circle metaphors. Proclus does not use the 
spiral metaphor explicitly for this. but we can arrive at it ifwe combine the first and third circle metaphors. 
In later thinkers the spiral is thought of as a metaphor for reversion, being a combination of the circle. 
thought of as remaining, and the straight line. thought ofas procession. See S. Gersh. From hmblichzrs to 
Dlugrntr (Leiden: E.J. Brill. 1978) pp.72-76. See also A. Charles-Saget, L'urchi~ecture dzr clivin. 
mtrthinitrtrcl~rr rr philosophie che: Plotin el Proclus (Paris: Les Belles Lenres. 1982) pp.28 1-284. 

'I' E!. Th.prop. 195: "Every Soul is all things. the sensibles in the manner of a paradigm. the 
intelligibles in the manner of an image (Flcicra tpqtj xavra €mi ra npciypata. x a p a B e ~ y p a t ~ ~ %  UEV ra 
aioeqrd. E ~ K O V ~ ~ O C  BE ~a voyra)." 

'I '  See J.Trouillard, "L'intelligibilite Proclusienne". La Philosophie rr ses Problimes (Paris. 
Emmanuel Vitte, 1960) pp.83-97. 

214 Tim.35a: "Benveen the indivisible Being that is ever in the same and the divisible Being that 
becomes in bodies he compounded a third Form of Being (orrsias ridos) out of both (Ti5 apepimou aa i  
a ~ i  ~ a r a  ra atiru ~ ~ o u q  oimiag lcai qj ad =pi ra ooipara y~yvop€vqc p e p ~ m j c  rpirov €5 a ~ o o i v  i v  
pEag ~ V E K E P ~ ~ ~ T O  o u ~ a q  E~SO~) . "  

:I5 "ousias ridos": I translate eidos by "species" in this passage in order to bring out the contrast 
with the term genus. 

216 Festugiere understands genera here to be Being, Same and Other. and the species to be 
Indivisible. Divisible and the p ~ o o v  in each of the genera. This seems to be correct, and shows that ProcIus 
thinks of both genera and species in the Demiurge as well as in Soul. For our purposes the terms used by 
Proclus are not crucial. Rather, it is the relation behveen the lower and higher which is of interest. 



species, and as possessing a transcendant nature, Indeed the being in the 
demiurge is a genus, of which Indivisible being is a species. and the being which 
is in the middle betwen the Indivisible and that which is divided among bodies is 
a second species. Third is the being which is divided among body (hi! peri lo 
sbmn meristi), and the being which is the Form of body (sdmotoeidis) is the 
last."' Among these species there is priority and posteriority. because the genera 
are productive of the species. and bring into existence first. middle and final 
species. And all intellectual [being] is indivisible. in that it is one; that which is 
divided among bodies is multiplied through its division among body: and that 
;vhich is in between these is one and not one."' 

The relation between genus and species here is the relation between various levels of 

Forms. The being which is in the demiurge is a genus with regard to four types of being: 

indivisible being. the being which is in the middle between the indivisible and that which 

is divided among body. that which is divided among body. and that which is the Form of 

body. We might add that above the being which is in the demiurge is the being which is 

in the iclrto5ion. one of the "greatest kinds" (~negista gem;) of the Sophisr. and above that 

is the monad of Being. the first moment of the first intelligible triad. The relation 

between all of these sorts of being is that they are all species of the one highest genus of 

being. the monad of ~eing."' However, there is priority and posteriority among them. 

The genus itself is productive of all of the species. because the power of a cause estends 

further than that of its effect. But each member of this series is also productive of its 

subsequent. so that the entire series of Forms of being is a causal chain. in which the 

''. The 2nd level is soul. and the level of body seems to be divided into the Forms in body taken as 
singular and divided out to many bodies. and as the single Form inhering in a particular body. 

"' in Tim. 11.15 I .  13-153.2: r6 ye p j v  fig ouoiag dSog i ~ a v W ~  k i v  P T C ~ ~ E ~ K V U T ~ L  njv Ev T O ~ S  

a i t iotg x ~ p t o ~ j v  ~ i l v  a i ~ t a ~ G v .  ~i yap fi uEv EV t@ Sq~toupy@ oGoia yivog i m i v .  il 6 t  i v  rj qnqfi dSo<. 
X E P L E K T ~ K ~ ~  i j  E~1paq ~ m i v  rj €Tipa (6lj)cov 61. x o r ~ p a  xotipa;). yivog S t  aahoiro civ ~SIjpqLiVrl TE 
acrjl;  wai y~vvi iua  ui)qv wai T"EV EfqpfiaOar S tao~pouou  TWV i v  r o i ~  ~ i 8 ~ 0 1  y~vGv TWV 

t i a ~ a r e ~ a y p ~ v o v .  t(i 6E ~ E V V ~ V  ai)filv U X E ~ E X O U G ~  TWV ~ ) ~ T E ~ o ' / E v ~ v -  &/ova yap E ~ ~ i v a  r13v ~i6Wv. 
aMov a p a  tpdxov r a  y i q  r a i r ~ a  ~ a i  r a  ~ i 6 q  A q m ~ a .  yovtpa. Suvapewg f i t p q .  I ( E P L E K ~ K ~  TGV ~ i 6 G v  
TGV u ~ d u o v .  C'fqpqp1vqv Z ~ o v r a  gtjmv. Zmtv o h  yivog p tv  i i v  ~ ( i  Sqptoupy@ oljoia. ~ a t j r q ~  S t  d S q  
fi apiptoso; ocoia. h-ai ~ ~ T E ~ O V  &60g 4 ou&a fig a p ~ p i m o u  Kai fil; ~ E p i  T a  o & ~ a T a  p ~ p ~ c r f &  
wui T P ~ T O V  fi  pi TO o&a p~p~OfTi. h-ai h q a r o v  il oopa?o~tSi;- EV yap roiq ei6eat T O ~ T O L ~  TO 

nporepov h-ai i j m ~ p o v  1m1. & o n  r a  yf q ~ o i q ~ t c a  t i v  ei6Wv imt ~ a i  i n r o m a n ~ a  ~ ~ O T O V  ~ a i  ~ E U O V  

tiai ~ ~ k u t a i w v  ei60v. ~ a i  f i  p ~ v  v o q a  x6oa a p i p t m ~ .  (g ~ i a .  fi SE p ~ p ~ c m j  w p i  ~ 0 1 5  ohpaot  
xexicq0uqkvq Sta TOV n ~ p i  roil; ooipacn peptupov. q 6E p i q  toljtwv uia wai 06 pia- 

"" This monad is itself caused. and an image of a henad. But the henad is beyond being. 



higher members are fertile (gonima). and comprehensive (periektiki) of the lower 

members. 

As Lve have already seen. the genus in Proclus' system is not comprehensive of the 

species which fall under it as an abstraction or as a sort of surn.""~f the genus were an 

abstraction. it would be lesser than the species. and unable to produce the species. If the 

genus were a sum of all the characteristics exhibited by the species. it would not be a 

cause in any way. but rather a set ivhose members are uncaused. Rather than a sum or an 

abstraction. Proclus thinks that the genera are unified sources, "fertile. filled with power. 

comprehensive of particular species. and. ..possessing a transcendant nature." They are 

causes of their species. and in the species aspects of the reality which the genus is emerge. 

aspects ~vhich are not distinguished in the genus. The fertility of the genus is productive 

of its species as images of themselves. refractions into ever increasingly multiple versions 

of itself. Proclus illustrates this idea with regard to tigure (sch12mu) in the Euclid 

There are figures produced by art (for example. by modeIing or sculpturing) in 
accordance with the logos preexisting in the art: the art projects the Form. while 
the matter receives its shape. beauty and shapeliness. More august and imposing 
figures than these are the works of Nature's craftsmanship. some of them 
containing the constitutive logoi in the sublunary elements. others in the heavens 
defining the powers and motions of the heavenly bodies. For the heavenly bodies. 
both in themselves and in their relations to one another. present a great and 
manlelIous variety of figures. exhibiting now one and now another of the shapes 
that bear the likeness of the intellectual (noera) Forms: and they copy in their 
rhythmic choruses the bodiless and immaterial powers of the figures. Beyond 
these are the figures of souls. the purest and most perfect in beauty. full of Iife. by 
their self-motion preeminent over things that are moved by external causes. and 
by their immateriality and lack of extendedness superior to extended and 
embodied things. About them the Timaetrs has instructed us by unfolding the 
demiurgic and essential (otisi6des) nature of the figure that belongs to souls. And 
indeed. much more divine than the tigures of souls are the intellectual (noera) 
figures: they are in every way superior to divided beings (ozcsiui). shining 

''O J.TrouiIlard, "L'intelligibiliti Proclusienne," p.85 and L'Un rr I'dmeselon Proclos (Paris: Belles 
Lettres. 1972) p.46. See also I.TrouilIard, La mwagogie de Procl~cr (Paris: Belles Lenres. 1982) p.21 I :  
"Le genre ici est IPtre demiurgique. parce qu'il est a la fois I'exemplaire. la norme et le producteur." 



everywhere with indivisible and intellectual light, generating, effecting. perfecting 
all things. being present equally in all of them though themselves steadfast and 
unmoved, bringing unity to the figures of souls and keeping the aberrations of 
sensible figures within appropriate bounds. And high above all these are the 
perfect. uniform (henoeidi). unknowable. and ineffable figures of the gods2" 
which. being mounted on the intellectual figures. impose limits upon the whole 
universe of figures and hold everything together in their unifying boundaries."' 

F i p r e  esists at all of these levels. from the henads to body, and in all of its various 

instantiations it  is still figure. because all of its instantiations are caused by and are 

images of the highest tigurt.. The distinction betweon them is greater or lesser perfection. 

ivhich in Proclus' system means greater or Iesscr unity or multiplicity: the figures ofthe 

hrnads are completely unified; those in A'ms include the idea of progression into 

multiplicity: figures in the soul are actually distinct from each other: the figures of the 

heavenly bodies are in something other than themselves and are divisible: while figures in 

matter lack the perfection of the absolute straightness of lines. or partlessness of points. 

Figure. then. begins above with the gods themselves and extends down to the 
lwvest orders of brings. exhibiting even in them its derivation from the tirst of 
causes. For the perfect figures are necessarily prior to the imperfect. those 
grounded in themselves prior to those that exist in other beings. and those that 
presene their nature undefilded to those that are stuffed with their own privations. 
Material figures partake of the unshapeliness of matter and lack the purity that 
they should have; the figures in the heavens are divisible and have their existence 
in other things: the figures of souls admit of ditTerentiation and variety and 



unfoldings of every kind; the intellectusll figures. together with unity. contain 
procession (proudon) to plurality; and at the head of them all stand the very 
figures of the gods. independent. uniform. simple. generative. having all 
perfection in themselves and horn themselves offering to a11 things the perfecting 
agency of the forms."j 

The production of subsequent levels is thought of as a declension into ever greater 

multiplicity. which means lesser and lesser perfection and fertility. The figures of the 

gods are generative because they have "all perfection in themselves." This is a way of 

speaking of the unity of the henads. What it means is that the henads contain already all 

of the perfections which emerge in the beings which stand below them in their series. A11 

of these various perfections are in the henads in a initied. hidden. or secret manner. 

contained in the way that the effect exists in the cause. The effect exists in the cause in a 

hidden manner. according to Proclus. otherwise a given cause would not be such as to 

give rise to a given effect."' From this perspective. all of the orders which come to be 

from the henads are deficient manners of the existence of those henads. They are 

particularisations. or limitations, of the unitary fertility of the henads. Any given level of 

the universe in Proclus' system is comprehensive of the lower levels because. being more 

perfect than they are. it is ontologically richer than its subsequent manifestations. 

As we have seen in chapter 11. this is a reversal of the AristoteIian conception of 

genus and species."-' in which the higher level is arrived at by a process of stripping away 

7.; -- Irr Elrcl. 138.21- 139.12: iivwe~v Cipa so q i p a  ap~opevov art' aurhv r i v  Behv S i a r e i v ~ ~  
u ~ ~ p i  ruiv ~ q a r 6 ) v  ~ a i  roljsoi; ~poavra<opevov axo rhv npwriatwv aitiolv. 6€i '{up xpo rhv areiriiv 
Goeoravai ra t ~ h a  r a i  r iv  E V  6 M o ~ c  dvrov ra EQ' Laurhv iSpup€va r a i  t i v  a v a n e x l q q ~ v o v  njc 
Eaurhv oreplioewg ru n j v  o i ~ e i a v  o h v  ei7ri~p~vij  S~aah(;ona. Ti! p ~ v  o h  Zvula q i p a r a  ~ E T ~ L E L  
rfii ~ J A L K ~ ;  aqqpo&vqi r a i  our E X E ~  njv R~OOI~KOVUC~V ai)roi; ~ a e a p o q r a .  ra SE oupavla p e p ~ m a  
i o n  r a i  Lv iiY~o1; u q € q r e .  ra 8~ W L K ~  S L U ~ ~ E U E ~  ~ a i  xoilcthia; ~ E T E ~ A ~ Q E V  Kai dlveAi@oq 
xavroia;. ra SL voepa peru njq ~vhoeoq GXEL rtjv eiq nhjeoc xpooSov, alisa 6P ra rhv 0ehv r a i  
undiura r a i  Evoet6ij ~ a i  axk6 ~ u i  yevvqn~a  xpo rriiv 6Aov ~ ~ E ~ K E V .  E V  iauroig x6aav t ~ o w a  j v  
~ ~ k i d r ~ r a  ~ a i  ao' € U U T ~ V  roi; ~ 6 ~ 1  xpor~ivovra j v  s~karoup.{iav 7 i v  eisth.  

'" El. Th. prop. 18. 
2 3  See J. Trouillard. L'Lh er [ ' h e  selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lenres. 1972) p.45. See also the 

earlier version of this chapter of L'L7n el lame: "L9me 'lieu des idees' selon ProcIus." Sciences 
e.cclesiasriqurs ( 1966) pp.7-24: p. 16: "La logique neoplatonicienne est ici inverse de celle d'Aristote. La 
comprehension croit avec I'extension. L'univenel ne reqoit pas ses differences du dehon. mais se les donne 
du dedans. Le genre contient ses especes et celles-ci les individus. L'art de diviser a pour dche de suivre 
cette causalite immanente des idees. cene particularisation progressive des formes. S'il est vrai que les 
particulien sont indetermines dans les univenels, ce n'est pas comme dans la puissance passive d'une 
matiere. mais comme dam la puissance active d'un generateur. La comprehension n'est pas une 



part of the content of the lower level."' On the contrary. in Proclus. the richness of the 

higher is not attained by the lower level. Take as an example the Form of animal in 

which all the species of animals and all particular animals participate. An Aristotelian 

\yay of thinking about the relation between these levels would be to say that the 

movement from the diversity of species to the genus animal would require the omission. 

for esample. of the number of legs possessed by any given species. because some species 

are quadrupeds and some are bipeds. A Procline understanding of the genus. on the 

contran. ~vould say that both quadrupedality and bipedality must preexist in the genus in 

a unified manner. because although the genus has no legs it is the foundation and 

producer of both quadrupedality and bipedaIity. In comparison with the genus. the 

species are less rich. Each species can participate only in one of the aspects ofthe power 

of the genus. either quadrupedality or bipedality. and a particular animal participating in 

its species is either a quadruped or a biped. Because the genus has not descended to that 

levcl of specificity. however. it  has the fertility of both. Another example would be the 

capitalisation dtr dh-minations. mais un ordre d'efficacite. un univers de constitution. Proclos se plait a 
rtrdire que rout genre vCritable est ginircirrtrr." See also "L'intelligibilite Proclusienae." in Lo phrlusophie 

SL'S pr~hI>t~tes, recrred d'dtrdes rle doctrine rt ri'i~rstoire ofirr u Jlonsrigneur R. Jo/ir.et (Paris: 
Emmanuel Vitte. 1960) pp.83-97: see p.85: "Lr genre. chez Proclus, comme chez Plotin. est beaucoup plus 
qu'une notion logique obtenue par une abstraction, mime fondee (umepoyev2;). Ce n'est pas un cadre. 
destint; i recevoir des enrichissernents et precisions du dehon. Mais cr n'est pas davantage un principe 
don't on tirerait par deduction des spicifications subordonees comme des consequences. Les paniculiers ne 
sont pas des notions forrnelles incluses dam les universaux. Ceux-ci ne sont meme pas relies a ceuu-la par 
une esigence logique formutable .... Si le genre est un tout. ce n'est ni comme une somme ni comme un 
organisme tout immerge en ses composants. mais comme un structure qui determine upriori ses 
expressions. a I'image de son ordre entier. Si le genre fructifie, il le fait en ramenant a soi ses rejetons. en 
leur infusant une exigence &assimilation 3 leur origine. De telle son les particuliers deviennent des parties 
totales. des monades qu'un simple deroulement logique n'expliquen jamais." 

'" A related difference benveen Proclus and Aristotle is explained well by C. Steel. "Proclus et 
.4ristote sur la causalite efiiciente de l'inteIIect divin." in Prucllrs lrcfeur el inferprke clrs uncirns. Aars dti 

Coikvclue internarionaie dti C..V R.S.. Paris 2-4 oct. 1985. ed. J .  Pipin et H.-D. Saffiey (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 
1987) pp.2 13-23. Proclus criticises Aristotle for making the Unmoved Mover only the final cause of the 
motion of the physical world, and not also the efficient and exemplary cause of its existence. Just as the 
gnus  must be the t'oundarion orthe species by having within it a richness which is manifested by the 
species. Proclus thinks that the cause of the esistence of the physical cosmos must be an efficient cause by 
conrainin2 Forms which are manifested in a lower manner by the logo; in bodies. So for Aristotle's 
Unmoved Mover as final cause. Proclus substitutes the Demiurgic Noris as efticient cause and the 
Intelligible Model as exemplary cause; and he points out that the OneIGood is the true final cause, but that. 
conrru Aristotle, it is above thinking. 



variation of characteristics among animals of the same species. A particular person may 

have tivo blue eyes or two brown eyes. but not two blue eyes and two brown eyes. But 

both of these contrary characteristics exist in the species Man, as the power to produce 

particular men with either blue or brown eyes. The genus does not possess all that it 

causcs in a distinct manner. as if it exhibited all of the contrary characteristics at once. It 

possesses them in the manner in which the Form of motion contains the ideas of 

locomotion and alteration, because these are two ways of determining the reality which is 

motion."' 

Proclus gives another good example of this hiearchy of paradigm and image in the 

Euclid conlmentay. in a passage about the circle. the "first and simplest and most 

psrt;.~t''22X of figures. 

From what has been said it is clear that the circle everywhere has primacy over the 
other figures. But we must also contemplate the entire series to which the circle 
gives rise. Beginning above and ending in the lowest depth of things. it  perfects 
all of them according to their suitableness for participation in what they receive 
from it. On the gods i t  confers reversion towards and unitication with their own 
causes. remaining in themsehes and not departing from their own blessendness. 
The highest unities among them it sets up 3s centres. as the aiming-points for the 
secondary divinities, fixing the plurality of powers in the secondary divinities 
firmly about these centres and holding them together by the simplicity of these 
centres. To intellectual beings the circle gives everlasting activity in relation to 
themselves. granting them to be filled from themselves with knowledge. to grasp 
together the intelligibles in themselves and to bring to perfection their 
intel1ections from out of themselves. For all iVo~rs tenders to itself its intelligible 
object. and this object is as a centre to :Votrs: Notrs holds together around it. 

7 , -  -- See J .  Trouillard. L'L'n er I'ime srfon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lenres. 1972) pp. 150-1 5 I :  "La 
~~atrrpllraron de~.ptri.sstmces est donc une loi qui regit et la manrnce du dirivc: dans son principe ct la 
conversion qui la rejoint. Le procddant compense ainsi dans une certaine mesure I'ecart de sa procession. I1 
fair protifirer ses puissances et les diversifie. parce qu'etant plus faible que son principc i l  ne peut assimilar 
d'un seul coup la plinitude de sa communicarion ni  participer d'une seule facon B sa propre genese. Cette 
complication ne reera que croitre au fur et I mesure que nous descendrons les degres de la procession. c'est- 
h-dire des negarions. jusqu'a l 'he." See also S. Breton. Philosophie rr marhimariqrie chez Prochrs. suivi 
~ltl. Prrncipes philosophiqlies des marhPmariques. par iV. Harmann. r rah i t  de I 'dkmundpur Genokve  de 
Pduriun (Paris: Beauchesne, 1969) p.98. Bteton points us to El, Th.prop.93. which states that all that 
which is unlimited ( d ~ ~ i p o v )  in beings is so neither to itself. nor to its superiors. The unlimited is so only 
ta inferior orders. because their infinity consists in not being able to be circumscribed by the inferior order. 

"' in Eacl. 146.24-25: "The first and simplest and most perfect of figures is the circle (Tb 
? t p t b ~ ~ ~ T ~ v  mi arr~oimatov t i v  q y c i ~ o v  uai zektoratov o )OK* €mi.).'' 



desires it, and is unified towards it from all sides through the entirety of its 
intellectual powers. The Living ~ e i n ~ ' ) ' ~  illuminates Souls. conferring upon them 
their self-motion, that is, their reversion towards Norrs and their circling dance 
about it. and their reestablishment through their own periods which unfold the 
partlessness of h'oirs. Here again the intellectual orders. like centres. will have 
preeminence over souls. while the souls have a circular activity about them. For 
every soul, through its own intellectual part. is centred about the Highest. the One 
itself, but because of its multiplicity it travels around its own ,Vozrs in a circle. 
desiring to embrace it and fold itself around it. On the heavenly bodies the circle 
confers their likeness to Armrs. i.e. their homogeneity and uniformity. their 
function of enclosing the universe within limits. their fixed and measured 
revolutions. their eternal existence without beginning or end. and a11 such things. 
The sublunary elements owe to the circle the periodicity in their changes (r2n 
periotion 1211 en rais nirrcrbolais). which is an image of the heavenly cycle. the 
presence of the ungenerated among things generated. of the stationary amidst 
changing things. and of the bounded amongst divisibles. All things exist eternally 
through the cycle of generation. and the equilibrium among them all is maintained 
by its balancing destruction: for if generation were not recurrent. the order of 
things and the whole cosmic scheme would soon have been disolved. Animals 
and plants owe to the circle the likeness between parents and offspring. For 
animals and pIants are born from seed and produce seed in their turn: generation 
becomes reciprocal. with a recurring cycle of growth from the immature to the 
fully grown and back again. so that decay accompanies generation. On things that 
ive call 'contrary to nature' the circle imposes order by limiting their boundlessness 
and regulating eben them rightly by using the last traces of the powers resident in 
it. Hence such unnatural events recur at bounded intervals. and times of dearth as 
ivell as of fruitfulness are based on the revolutions of the circles, as the myth of 
the Muses has it. All evils may have been banished from the divine to this mortal 
region, yet even they are in revolution. as Socrates says.'3" and have a share of the 
circular period and ordering. Hence nothing is unmixedly evil and abandoned by 
the gods: rather the providence that perfects all things brings even the boundless 
variety of evils around to the limit and ordering appropriate to them.23' 

7 % )  -- Proclus seems to be referring to a circle below the highest, if it is the case that by the gods he 
means the henads. The a~rruzdion is the model towards which the demiurge looks. It is the third intelligible 
triad of .Voirs. and contains the intelligible genera, one of which is presumably the circle. 

'" Theon. 176a. 
''I In E d  148.5- i 50.11: ' A X  o n  p€v navnqoG KO npwreiov o r\jrhoq CAa~ev hq npoq ra 

Zihka q i p a s a .  Gfiliov i~ TGV xpoe~pw~vwv. 6ei m i  niv rt6uav a h 6  aetpav eewp~iv CivwOev 
ap~opivqv ~ a i  T E ~ U T ~ U ~ V  6 ~ p 1  ?Gv E ~ U T O V  r a i  nawa r~A&toikav r a ~ a  njv E T E ~ T ~ ~ E ~ O ~ T U  rfiv 
&~opc'-vu,v a i m 6  rilv p~rouuiav. roiq ~ E V  o h  Omii E X L G T ~ O Q ~ V  r a i  ~ v w a ~ v  n a p i ~ e r a ~  x p i , ~  rag 
Puusi,v u i ~ i a ~  r a i  TO p ive~v kv hauro i~  ~ a i  pi1 k<ioraaOat ri15 oireiag pa~aptoqrog,  ra i  kLv arpag 
a i m h  ~ v ( i m t ;  ~ L v ~ p a  npoqoupevog ~ Q E T ~  roi; S E V T ~ P O L ~ .  ra 81: 1tk$3q r6v &v aliroi; Guvcip~ov 
K E P ~  E K E ~ V U  m a 8 e p i ~  i6pfjwv ~ a i  8\21 n jv  E K E ~ V U V  a ~ A o q r a  cn~v ipv .  raiq 61: vo~paic  olioia~c TO xpdc 
Eaurac i v ~ p y ~ i v  S ~ a t u v i q .  n a p ~ ~ w v  r a i  nap' EaurGv nhqpoiro0a~ n j ~  YV[;)(TEO< EV Eautaiq r~ 
auvqprltciva~ ra voqra r a i  ar' iavriiv 565 V O ~ ~ E L ~  TE~ELOGV. naq .{ap v o k  rcai TO voqtov EUVT@ 

nputeiv~t. ~ a i  roiiro LEV cSc r~vrpov dariv t@ vQ, o SL v o y  m v k ~ e r  mpi  aliro rai ipa  ~ a i  i v i ~ ~ r a i  
IT& a6rb rai; vo~pal;  3 . a ~ ~  1ravrwfi0~v iwpyeiaiq. taiq 68 y u ~ a i ~  inticapner ri, aurojoov. to 
alirorivqrov, TO n p o ~  voiv krpag0ai ~ a i  K E ~ L X O P E ~ ~ E L V  rav VOUV, TO a ~ o ~ a 0 i m u c r 9 ~ i  h a ~ a  rhq 



This passage shows clearly that Proclus considers the universe to be an ordered hierarchy. 

in Lvhich the determinations which begin with the henads govern a procession into 

multiplicity. such that the same things exist at each level. because each level is an image 

of the higher.'" The circle confers its power to all of reality by making that which falls 

under i t  'circular' in some manner. For the gods the circle is the source of identity with 

self. while for .Vrulrs the circle confers self-identity through self-embracement in the cycle 

of procession and return. The circularity of the soul is its periodic revolution around its 

uitxiu; KE~IJBOU; a v ~ i ~ ~ r u ~ o a ~  roi, voi, njv a p i p ~ ~ a v .  n a i ~ v  yap a i  ~ E V  v o ~ p a i  TU+L< i j m ~ p  r a  
K E V T ~ U  T ~ V  U ~ E ~ O X I ~ V  E<OUUI xpoq r a ~  IVUX~C. u i  812 y q a i  n ~ p i  uljra; KQTU h-i)h-hm i v ~ p - p i ~ o u c s ~ .  r a i  
yap xuoa yqj ~ a r a  uPv TO voephv i7auriji rai auto ra Ev ri, aupdratov rer€vrpcatat. r a r a  SE TO 
nXfi0o; r u ~ k t ~ i ) ;  n ~ p i ~ o p ~ u ~ r a 1 ,  r r ~ p t n r ~ a r s 0 a ~  n00oiioa rbv iaunjq vo6v. -toi; 6P oupavio~;  
o h p a o ~ v  rilv npug rov voirv agopoiootv, njv Spolotqra. r+ d p a i o q r a ,  rtjv i v  n ipaa t  rciv i5kov 
x e p t o ~ i v ,  TUG EV p i ~ p o t i  Oplupfvot$ a v a h - ~ ~ h f i o ~ t ~ ,  njv a i 6 ~ 0 v  u ~ o m a o ~ v .  ro i i v a p ~ o v  ~ a i  
atekGrqtuv.  unavra r a  rotairra, -mi4 6P 6x0 oek j q v  o r o q e i o q  rtjv n ~ p i o h v  njv EV ~ a i j  
uerupuiu i~ .  ; i v  npb; rov uipavuv arreucaoiav. TO E V  roi; p q r o i i  drpivqrov uai  Ev roi; r ~ v o u p ~ v u ~ ;  
Port;); ~ a i  Pv rui; peptaroic Optapivov. navsa yap a e i  k m  61a rav K ~ ) K ~ O V  i q  ~ E V E G E W ~  mi ro 
ioo~putP;  P v  nuoi Stu r jv  avmnoSomv r ? , ~  00op6;. ~i -/up ~q u v i ~ a p y w  tj y ~ v e o ~ ; ,  r u ~ 6  iiv 4 ratl; 
uirrGv SteiirOq ~ a i  il oljpnaoa Smiiupqat;. -wi; 6' a; j u jo~g r a i  ~ u t o i ;  t j v  E V  rai; a x o p v v f i o ~ a t v  
~ u o ~ ~ i i q r u  Pv6iGo)o~v. Cii rE yap rtjv m ~ p p a r o v  rurjru yivcrat mi a x i p p x u  ir  T O ~ U V .  y~versi; TE i< 
uiirjio)v u n o r e k i ~ u l  r u i  b v a ~ 6 ~ k q o 1 ;  arro re  to6 a rekoi r~  €xi so r i k t o v  rai i p n a h v .  'iva mi 00ial< 
fi UETU r?,i ~ E V ~ O E W ~ ,  -roi; 6 i  YE xapa 0i)cnv ~ { O ~ E V O L G  rat tv  inlriOqmv ~ a i  njv aoptcniav a u r i v  e i i  
Zpov R E I ) L U / E ~  ~ a i  6 t a ~ o q E i .  h-ai r u i r ~ a  Sedvrwc toic ~ ~ k u r u i o t ~  i ~ w a t  r i v  ~ a u r o i ,  6uvapEwv. 610 
m i  K U T ~  apl0pou; O p ~ q i v o u q  u v a ~ u ~ k i t a t  ~ a i  oi) oopai povov a M a  rai a o o p i a ~  a u t a  raq 
n ~ p l ~ p o x k  Goioravta~ t i v  r6uiov.  &S h r i v  pouaciv ioyoq. ~ a i  nawa r a   ah-a ~i ~ a i  a n i p p m a t  rwv 
8t.civ ei; rljv 0vqroiv ronov. a M a  n ~ p l n o k i  ~ a i  ra6ta. ~ q o i v  o Zwrpaql;. ~ a i  ~ E T E U T L  K ~ L  tou to~;  fii~t 
t i u ~ ) i l ~ f i j  itep16Sou ~ a i  r a < ~ q .  'ivu pq8Pv &patov j h-a~ov. pq6P €pqpov rtjv 0eiv. a l l '  fi 
r~Esotoupyu< npdvo~u ti)v iikov h-ai rtjv axipavsov r i v  ~ a a i v  rotutAiav ~ i ;  iipov r n p t r i y ~  ~ a i  rciftv 
r jv  airtoi; npinowav.  

'" Each principle exercises two types of causation. .Vo~rs as a whole is the cause of  he particular 
noes bby declension ( ~ a e '  in$acnv).  and of souls by procession (uara npoo6ov) [see In Parm.7461. 
Likewise Soul as a whole gives rise to souls by declension. and to body by procession. It is causation by 
procession which is the unfolding of a principle into a divided image of itself. Causation by declension 
does not produce a divided image of the cause. but rather a weaker instance of the cause. So h r s  as a 

hole gives rise to its own coordinate series of noes. and this whole order is the paradigm of  the whole Soul 
order. See J.Trouillard. "Arne et esprit selon Proclus." Revue des irzdes ..llrgtatinirnnes. 5 (1959) pp.1-12: 
see pp.8-9. Cf. Jean Trouillard. "La monadologie de Proclus." La r o w  philosophiqlre de Lul~arn.  57 
(1959) pp.309-310: see p.312: "Nous obtenons des lots un univers qui realise les deus sens de C U V E I E ~ :  

cccontenu)) et ccconcentren. et qui ressemble a I'un autant qu'il est possible: ouyyevE5 yap t@ Pvi t o  o u v q i q  
[Irl Renlp.l.llSI. En somrne, une chaine continue de touts qui se diroulent en se particularisant (un. itre. 
vie. esprit. h e . . . ) .  qui se retrouvent a I'interieur de chaque serie. elle-mime repliquee en n'impone lequel 
de ses points. Une universalite proportionnelle a I'interiorisation. Le jeu des correspondances panout 
complet et partout recapitule, distinguant chaque itre. le rendant solidaire de tous et le rapponant aus 
principes. Telle est la loi de I'univen de Proclus. en Iequel toute valeur s'exprime selon une infinite de 
relations pour la plus ample des henophanies ... Une precision importante est requise ici. Plus un principe 
est parfait dans la hienrchie proclusienne. moins il contient ses derives de facon distincte et determinee en 
les enveloppant ~ a r '  a i r i av  ou ap~oetS@. Invenement. dam la mesure ou les degres perdent en clarte. ils 
ne retiennent plus de leun causes qu'un reflet extenue. ils contiennent celles-ci seulement eitcovt~tjq 
[El. Throl.prop.65]." 



centre. ~vhich is No~is. Again. this is a cycle of procession and return through which Soul 

possesses self-identity. although at this level self-identity is attained through its temporal 

activity. This is repeated at the level of the heavenly bodies, the elements. plants and 

animals. and even the natural disasters which might be thought to lie outside of the order 

of nature. All of these are seen to be in a periodic motion from point of origin. out into 

multiplicity. and then back to their beginning point again. as is the case with bodily 

generation. The li\ing thing begins as a seed. and then eventually produces seed again. 

At this low level. however. there is no numerical identity. but rather the more shadowy 

identity of the species. A11 of these are described as circles by Proclus. and are thought to 

show forth the intluence on the rest of the cosmos of the highest circle itself. the henadic 

circle. Notice that in this passage. none of the things which Proclus mentions are in fact 

circles. in the geometrical sense. The geometrical circle is a member of this series. and 

Proclus uses it as a metaphor in order to manifest the one reality which runs through the 

~vhole series. 

In the following passage tiotn the Timarus commentary. Proclus described how 

the relation of paradigm and image means that the same things exist in different manners 

as the different orders of the universe. 

Looking at the realities themselves from the beginning again. let us speak. 
bringing the arguments (logai) to bear on the soul's orisiu. Let us first determine 
(tliorisdmerhn) the following: with regard to the mathematical sciences. the 
continuous (lo te s~tneches) and that which is distinguished (to didrismmon) are 
distinguished from one another. and are in a certain manner opposed to each other. 
for that which is distinguished cannot be continuous. nor the continuous be that 
~vhich is distinguished. However. in the Soul both of these come together 
(s~inrrechei). I mean both unification (henisis) and distinction (cliniwsis). For the 
soul is both a monad and a number (orithmos). both one logos and a multitude 
(pli9hos). one and many (hen re kai poilu). Insofar as it is a whole it is 
continuous. insofar as it is a number it is distinguished according to the iogoi that 
are in it. Through the continuous it is made similar to the unification (hen6sis) of 
the intelligibles. through the multitude it is made similar to their division 
(clihisin).  Yet higher than these. according to its unification the Soul possesses 
an image (eik6n) and manifestation iemphmin) of the One. through its distinction 
(diniresin) and the multitude it possesses an image and manifestation of the divine 



numbers (rdn thei6n mirhmh) .  For this reason the soul does not possess only an 
arithmetical oiisici (for it would not have been continuous). nor only a geometrical 
olisitr (for it would not have been distinguished). Rather, the omici of the soul is 
both of these at once. and one must say that it is both arithmetical and 
geometrical. However. insofar as the soul is arithmetical. it also has at the same 
time the harmonica1 in its oiisia (kcrr'oiisicin) (for the multitude in the oiisici of the 
soul is harmonised. and both absolute and relative quantity have been 
comprehended in the Same). Insofar as it is geometrical. it also has at the same 
time the spherical in its oiisia. For the circles in the soul are both unmoving and 
in motion. With regard to its oiisin (kcdo~isicm) they are unmoving. and with 
regard to the energeia of its life (krrr'rnergritm cle ~6rikgn) they are in motion. Or 
rather they are both at once. For they are self-moving (aiirokini~oi). That which 
is self-moving moves and is unmoving at the same time. for it moves itself. Its 
motion is that of an unmoved power ( to tlr kinein crkinirou chmcrmrds e~ri).'~' 

In mathematical beings. the continuous and the divided are mutually opposed. but in tho 

Soul's uiisici they exist in such a manner that they come together. Further. the unity and 

multiplicity which the Soul's o~isicr possesses allows it to immitate in its own manner the 

~a r ious  orders of the gods. Proclus' language suggests that the relation which holds here 

is that the lower order is a different manner of existence of the same thing. Tu siinechrs 

and r o  tii6rismertor exist both on the level of the Soul's oiisicr and its mathematical 

projection. On the higher level they are not opposed: on the lower they are. Likewise. 

hen6.si.s and tiiciiresis exist in the order of the gods. and in the Soul. but they exist in 

different manners in each order. So this relation of paradigm and image really is an 



unfolding. a manifestation. of the source. The image is not a foreign addition. but rather 

the loiver manner of existence of the higher, richer source. 

The conception of the richness of the paradigm which is manifested in a divided 

\vay in its image s rnes  to make comprehensible Proclus' explanation of the dialectical 

method set out in Phto's ~nrmrnides."~ Proclus' explanation of this method expands the 

systcrnatic consideration of an entity or a proposition by finding in Parmenidcs' nine 

hypotheses'" four groups of six propositions. One must consider. if a subject exists. (A) 

iv'nat is true. false. and both true 'uld false of it in relation to itself and in relation to 

others. and ( B )  what is true. false. and both true and false of the others in relation to 

themsel\.es and to the subject. One must also consider. if a subject does not exist. (C) 

ivhat is true, false. and both true and false of it in relation to itself and in relation to 

others. and (D) ivhat is true. false, and both true and false of the others in relation to 

themselves and to the ~ubject ."~ This makes a total of twenty-four propositions to be 

considered. This dialectical method. ProcIus says. has as its aim to allow us to discover 

the properties of a thing and its causal relations to other things. and to itself.''' However. 

as Proclus demonstrates the method. it is obvious that one must know already. at least in 

some manner. the properties of the entity in question. His application of the method to 

the Soul is only possible because he already knows in advance what sort of a thing the 

Soul is. and what its relation to bodies is. In fact. this method does not have as its aim to 

produce new knotvledge, in the sense that you will at its end have added new pieces data 

to %hat you knew at the beginning. Rather. it allows you to work out the implications of 

~vhat you already know about an entity with rigourous completeness. Procius criticises 

Aristotle's method in the Prior ..lncrlyrics in the light of this dialectical method just on this 

2.4 Pcrrm. l36a-c. 
'j' Proclus finds nine hypotheses instead of eight. because he subdivides the second hypothesis at 

Ptrri. l j je .  
"6 In Pam. lO00.14-1003.02. 
7.- 

-' In Parr~t. t 006.07-IO. 



point. that the system which Parmenides sets out is far more complete. and allows the 

Soul to esercise itself in all of the ways in which it is able to investigate a thing."s The 

other parts of dialectic. namely definition. division, demonstration. and analysis. are 

subordinated to this complete dialectical method. as partial employments  fit.'^^ 

Dialectic. according to Proclus. allows the Soul to look at a thing from all sides. We 

must say. because this is obviously what Proclus does in the few demonstrations of the 

method which he gives in the Pm-menides commentary. that the Soul begins from 

something which it already knows. and then proceeds to develop its knowledge of this 

something by an exhaustive consideration of its relations to itself and to other things. 

This procedure only works if one thinks that the original thing which is to be considered 

is rich in the manner that a higher form is rich. such that its hidden content may be 

brought forth by multiple considerations like the ones which Proclus gives us in his 

examples. One may note that many more things could have been said to be true or false 

about thc Soul and other things than Proclus in fact says in his examples. So while in one 

sense the method is exhaustive. in another sense it does not exhaust the content of the 

subject. 

Proclus has taken the method in the Pnrnlrnirks and assimilated it to the prubol; 

rtin o t ~ s i t i d ~ n  logdrt. so that this method is one manner of unfolding the concentrated 

content of the l o p i  in our orrsic~.'~~ Further evidence of this is that in the Euclid 

cornmentap. Proclus speaks of dialectic unifying the mathematical sciences. i.e. analysis. 

division. definition. and demonstration. the same four divisions of dialectic which are 

'ja In Purm. 1007.10-34. 
'" In Pumm. 1003.02-1004.08: In Elrcl.41.09-43.2l. For a discussion of the relation between 

division and definition. see J. Trouiilard. L'L'n er l'rime selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lmres, 1971) pp.48-50. 
Division is that by which we arrive at definitions. And for the definition to be truly comprehensive of 
particulars. it must be richer than the particulars because it is itself an unfolding of still higher and richer 
genera. See Trouillard p.49: "Mais I'an de diviser n'cst plus qu'un mot s'il dispose seulement de notions 
residuellrs. Car i l  ne consiste pas a enrichir un terme de determinations nouvelles, mais ii derouler 
I'autodCtermination dun genre a traven ses differences substantieiles immanentes." 

Lrn I say that it is one manner, because Proclus does not employ it other than ~n the examples given 
in the In Purtnenidrnr. and, as I hold, his entire corpus is an unfolding of the logoi in our olisia. 



found in the Parmenides commentary. The passage in the Euclid commentary continues. 

explicitly connecting dialectic with theproholi fdn owibddn logdn. such that dialectic 

perfects the multiplicity in mathematics. and sends it upwards towards the non- 

discursivity of Xurrs."" In the Parnmides commentary. as well. the ultimate aim of this 

dialectical method is not the multiplicity which results from it, but rather that through it 

as a training ground the soul may reach .~'olis.'~' 

That the universe is ordered as a hierarchy of paradigm and image means. 

according to ProcIus. that the same thing can exist in three different ways. It may exist in 

a higher manner in its cause. or it may exist as it is in itself. or finally it  may exist as a 

participation in its effect. Proclus' terms are kdoitian. krrrh'hupar- in. and kcira 

ntrrhr~irr.'~' Existence in its cause is just what tve have already seen. that the cause 

embraces the reality ofthe effect, because the effect has come about as a declension of the 

fertilit!. of the cause."'4 Existence as a participation is the converse of this. it is the 

presence to the effsct of the reality which is the cause. a presence which is accepted by 

the effect in the particular manner in ivhich the effect is able to receive the power of the 

cause. or in another manner of speaking. in the particular manner in ivhich the effect is 

able to manifest the power of the cause. Existence as itself is existence as a particular 

2 4 1  h &t4c l . 4~ .2 - ! - t . ~ - l .  
'" It1 Purnr. 101 5.33-41, See J. Dillon. "Proclus and the Putmenidrun dialectic," in Proclrrs 

lrcrrzrr inrrrprh des anciens. .-lcrrs dzr Colloclzre inrernationnlr dir C.:V. R.S. Pari.~ 22- ucr. 1YYj. J. 
Ptpin et H.-D. Safiey (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1987) pp. 165-175. Dillon suggests the point. without cornmining 
himselfstrongly to it. that for PmcIus all metaphysical truths are analytic. and that this method is meant 
simply to order one's intuitions about metaphysical entities. I think this is esactly right. in the sense that this 
ordering is a drawing forth of what is implicit in one's intuitions. because those intuitions are one's grasp the 
hgoi tvhich are one's ozrsia. 

24; See El. Th.prop.65. and C. Steel. ""l'xap$; chez Proclus." in Hvparxis r Hcpostasis nel 
.\Lopitrtonisnro ( m i  drl I colloqrrio i~iltrrnazionale dcl centro di ricerca szrl neopiatonismo. universirci drgli 
snrdi lii cclrunw. 1-3 ortubre 1992) ed. F. Romano e D.P. Taormina (Firenze: Leo S. Olschki. 1994) pp.79- 
100. See also E. MoutsopouIos. "Sur la notion d'eidolon chez Proclus." in Xe'oplrtonisme. .Wlanges offer!s 
u Jean Troirillard (Paris: Les Cahiers de Fontenay, 198 1 )  pp.265-274: and E. Moutsopoulos. L~es stnrcttrres 
de I'imaginaire dam la philosophie de Prociirs (Paris: Les Belles Lenres, 1985) pp. 15-4 I. 

1.14 For the paradigm as cause. see E. Moutsopoulos. Lrs srrzrctzves de I'imaginaire duns la 
ph~losophir dr Proclw (Paris: Les Be Iles Lettres, 1985) pp.43-60. 



member of the particular series. manifesting the character of the series as a whole in the 

manner appropriate to whatever order an entity occupies. 

This triple mode of existence can also be expressed by the relation between whole 

and part. according to Proclus. S. Breton discusses the relation between whole and part in 

Proclus and the finite and infinite.'" According to Proclus. a whole is either anterior to 

its parts (i.2. the monad which generates the parts. or as we have been saying. the 

paradigm). or composed of  pans. or immanent in a The second sort of whole is 

the normal sort of part and whole with which we are familiar. the whole which is the sum 

of its prts.'" Thc whole anterior to the part is the cause. as the principle which 

encompasses the reality ofthe effect. The whole immanent in the effect is the esistence 

of the effect as an image of  the cause. Breton discusses this doctrine in concert with the 

idea of an infinity of power. Proclus is a tinitist. brcnuse he rejects the possibility of an 

actual intinity in extension. i.e. an infinite distance. or an actual infinity of elements. such 

as points in a line. Thus there are in Proclus' universe only a finite number of members of 

any given order or reality.'JS However. Proclus does admit \vhat tve might call an 

intensitt infinity. He says that no real being is infinite in multiplicity or size. only in 

po\ver.'m In other words. the cause. or paradigm. possesses the power to make images of 

itself. trti it~lininrm. but at no point ivill there be an actual infinity of images which reflect 

the reality of the paradigm. The infhite fertility of the paradigm. the limitlessness of its 

unfolding into a lower level. does not produce the 'bad infinity' which would render the 

image unintelligible. The clarifies the nature of a divided image somewhat. .4ccording to 

'"' S. Breton. Philosophie et mathimatiqiie c h c  Procius, slrivi de. Principes philosophiyrres des 
nrcithirti~~tir~rres, par .V. Hurtmann. trudiiit de I'allemundpar Genevihe de Peslouan (Paris: Beauchesne. 
1969) pp.95-105. 

' I h  El. Th.prop.67. 
'"' One can distinguish between such wholes which are true sums of their parts. such as a 

mathematical set. and other such wholes which are organic unities. and not strictly sums, such as the parts o f  
i\ body. 

'" This is in line with Aristotle's contention that an actual infinite would be unintelligible. See 
.\let. 11.7. Proclus' universe does not present an actual infinite for thought. 

'"' El. Th.prop.86. 



Proclus. a divided image is one of a finite. if ever expanding, number of refractions of its 

paradigm. in which the whole reality of the paradigm exists in the manner of the 

particular point of view which the image is. In terms of the circle metaphor. the Soul 

travelling around Xorrs obtains perspective after perspective. each of which is a vision of 

the centre. But the Soul circling around .Vulrs is engaged in an activity which can be 

continued indefinitely. It never has a completed infinity of perspectives behind it. Thus 

its kno~vledge of the infinite power of :C'orrs is altvays finite. and does not exhaust the 

richness of .\'ous. 

It is ~vith the relation between paradigm and divided image that we should read 

Proclus' thcsis that all things are in all things. each according to the appropriate 

manner.'"' The same thing exists in its cause. in itself. or in its effect. in the manner 

appropriate to these three ways of existing: or it exists as a whole anterior to the parts. or 

as a sum or parts. or as a whole immanent in a part. in each case in the manner 

appropriate to the thing in question. So Proclus says that among the gods. "each is all 

things. according to the peculiar character of each. and has the causes of all things."'l" 

Later in the same test Proclus says that 

The sensible cosmos imitates. in this manner. the intelligible cosmos. And just as 
in the intelligible cosmos all things are in all things. but in the manner of each 
(oikei6.s en heknsrcii). i.e. intelligibly in the intelligible and intellectually in nous. 
as a ivhole in the wholes and as a part in the divisibles (en rois merikois). in the 
same manner the sensible cosmos has all things according to all of its own pans 
  kc^ pmm heatrrolr rcrs rnoircrs)."' 



Still later in the same text the same principle is stated, and is connected explicitly with the 

principle of ancilogia. by which the effect is a divided image of its cause: "and to state it 

correctly. all things are everywhere analogically (ptmrrr pcmrcrchou m r r  logon e .~ t iL ' '~~ '  

111.i~. .4nulogitr. and clianoia as metaphor 

It is this conception of the universe that allows Prochs to be confident about the 

Soul's ability to know both that which lies above it and that which lies below it. We 

noticed that none of the circles which Proclus spoke of in the splendid passage on the 

circle quoted above were actually circles. The geometrical circle. the figure whose 

circumference is equidistant from its centre. lies in the series which Proclus has  

articulated. h'hat Proclus is doing is seeing "the paradigms in the images. and [moving] 

7 54 
through the images to the paradigms."-- The mathematical circle is an image of the self- 

reversion of souls and of .\.:ous. and of the steadfastness of the gods. Likewise the 

mathenlatical circle is the proximate immaterial ordering principle of body. and is also 

the paradigm of the recurrance of such things as the species of living things. and the 

bounded nature of disasters. Proclus was using a geometrical figure as a metaphor for 

things tvhich are themselves not geometrical. 

We should realise as well that Proclus' description of the entire series of the circle 

is the ~vritten record of a discursive train of thought. and this means that it is all dianoetic 

l o p i .  Somehow through logoi. which are peculiar to the Soul. Proclus is able to manifest 

to his reader the entire series. from the most unified to the most dispersed. without his 

reader having to unify with Jora or have sensory experience of natural cycles. Diunoia is 

able to speak of all realities without giving up its divided logoi. because the proper 

objects of tiicmoio (e.g. circles. etc .... and not gods and not animals) are both images and 

paradigms. Dicinoia is always self-knowledge. in this sense. that even when it turns its 

,<; -- In Tim. 111.169.10-1 1 : ei 61i rairra ope% ~ a p ~ v .  ~ a m a  rravta~oi avu AClyov €mi. 
"' In Tim.II.246.7-9. 



attention to realities above or below the Soul, it knows them through its own logoi. 

Proclus illustrates this in a wonderful passage from the commentary on Euclid. 

Let us now turn back for another look at the science of geometry as a whole. to 
see lvhat its starting-point is and how far it ranges from it. so as to get a view of 
the ordered cosmos of its logoi, Let us note that it is coextensive 
(.swrlpc/rekreii~omenL;n) with all beings. applies the reasonings of its ciicrnoia to 
them all. and comprehends {periccho~rsan) all their Forms (e id i )  in itself. At its 
highest and most inteltectual point it inspects from all sides the region of genuine 
Being (la onr6.s onrcr peridrutrsrut). teaching us through images (rli' e ikonh)  the 
special properties of the divine orders and the powers of the intellectual Forms 
(noerdn eiilcin). for it contains even the logoi of these beings within its range of 
vision. Here it shows us what tigures are appropriate to the gods. which ones 
belong to primary beings and which ones to the souls' manner of existing (fais  
pslrchuis hupos~usesi). In the middle regions of knowledge it unfolds the logoi 
that are in riiunoic~: i t  unrolls and investigates their variety. exhibiting their modes 
of esistence (hupameisl and their properties (pcrrhi). their similarities and 
differences: and the forms of figures shaped from them in imagination it 
comprehends within fixed boundaries and refers back to the existence of the logoi 
in its essence (6tisibdi tdn log6n h~rpostcrsin). At the third level of the progression 
of diunoiir (tirs tritm [ i s  ciiunisrcis ifie.rocio~r.s) it examines Nature. that is. the 
Forms o l  the elements of perceptible bodies and the powers associated with them. 
and explains how they are contained in causal form (krrt' crifirm) in its oivn logoi. 
It contains images (eikonm) of all intelligible genera and paradigms 
(prrrrrdeign~cm) of sensible ones: but the Forms of dicrnuiu constitute its essence 
(orrsicirtri ilt kut~i tit eid2 ICI d i lnoi31).  and through these Middle Forms (rnescin 
tuurrin) it rises up and it descends don2 the entirety of being and becoming (eph' 
hoilr I L I  o m  kui ru gino,trrna)."5 

Geometry is coextensive (aimpurekreinomenPn) with all beings in the sense that as a form 

of dirmoicr it may reason about all things. through its own logoi. Its logoi are "images 



(eikotm) of all intelligible genera and paradigms @ar~~tlrigmara) of sensible ones." 

Diotwicl is a self-unfolding. It is the probolt? rdn otrsi6d6n logbn through which the Soul 

makes its oivn olrsia explicit to itself. But in this self-unfolding the Soul comprehends 

not only its oivn nature. but comprehends itself as the paradigm of body. and the image of 

.\.'o~r.s and the One. 

This means that all di~~noia, which includes all philosophy. is given in the Soul's 

oivn discourse, and is expressed in the particular sort of division which belongs to 

psychic l o p i .  In other words. philosophy is not Xous. and it is not sensa:ion. but 

comprehends .l'ow and sensation through its own  reasoning^."'^ This principle is stated 

by Proclus as the principle that all that is known is known according to the mode of he 

knower. not the mode of beins of what is known."' The Soul possesses sensation as well 

as its own tious. but its most proper manner of knowing is diunaitr. .And diunuiu knows 

the objects of sense and nous through itself. 

The knowledge set in the knower is characterised. with regard to its existence. by 
the being of the knower itself. and it is evident that the forms of knowledge of the 
unchangeable beings are in their turn unchangeable in every respect. and those of 
thc changcable arc the ~ ~ ~ o s i t e . ~ ' ~  

2 1 1  Cf. .4. Charles-Saget, L'rrrchirecn~re rllr divin. nrarht;mariqw et philosophie c h c  Piorin et 
Proc11r.s (Paris: Les Belles Lettrcs. 1982) p.194: "Le principe de ressemblance efface la discontinuit6 entre 
principe et derives. De meme, le principe J'isomorphisnrr rfluce la distinrrion enrrr Ie code a le dt;codt;. 
cntre le code et le message. Car Ie code est aussi un message. ct le rnessagc un code. Cc qui signifie. cn 
langage proclien. que tout ordre peut Stre modkle pour tout les ordres. a partir du moment ou I'on sail quelle 
est sa place dans I'ordre des ordres. Qu'il n'y ait pas de mktalangage. signitie que Yon nc peut depasser le 
s!sthe pour en exposer I'rxiomatique [sic]. que I'on reste duns Ie ~ysrt3ne. que tout langage demeure le 
langagr d'un certain niveau. meme s'il semble avoir puissance pour interpreter la totalite." 

''- This principle is also stated by Boethius and Ammonius. one of Proclus' disciples. For the later 
history of Proclus' theory of the projection of the soul's essential logoi. see E. Tempelis. "The school of 
Ammonius on the lugoi in the human intellect." in The perennial rradirion o/':Veoplnionism. ed. J .  Cleary 
( Lruven: Leuven University Press. 1997) pp.3 10-327. For Boerhius see De Consohrionr Philosophiur 
V.4.75-77: "Omne enim quod cognoscitur non secundum sui vim sed srcundum cognoscentium potius 
comprehenditur facultatem." 

"' DL'c. tltrb. 7.30-25: "Hoc autem ostenso. dico utiqur quod cognitio in cognoscente subsistens 
ab esistentia caracterizatur secundum id quod sui ipsius esse cognoscentis, manifesturn iam et quod 
intranslnutabilium quidem secundum omnia et cognitiones tales. tnnsmutabi1ium autem contnrie." A work 
with the same title as that of Proclus (Ten problems concerningprovidencr) was twitten in Greek by the 
Byzantine Isaac Kornnenos in the twelfth century. and includes many portions from Proclus' work. Only the 
Latin of Moerbeke survives of Proclus' work. but the Greek of Komnenos is extant. It is published in D. 
Isaac's Bud6 edition of Proclus' Dirproblimes concernant luprovidence. The Komnenos passaee which 



And again. "knowledge is determined according to the character of the knower.""' And 

from the Tinraeiis commentary: 

We should not suppose that [various forms of] knowledge are characterised by the 
nature of the things which are known. nor that that which is not steadfast is not 
steadfast among the gods.. .Rather we should suppose that the manner of knowing 
~ a r i e s  according to the differences in the knowers. For the same object God 
knoivs in a unitied manner (hOnBntrnBs). ;Voiis knows as a whole (holik6s). logos 
knows as a universal (kr tr l~ol ikh) .  imagination knows as a shape (rnorphBtikis). 
and sensation knows through a passion (pcrtht3ikBs). And it is not the case that 
because the object known is one and the same. there is only one [sort otl 
kno~vledge [of it].'h0 

If this Lvere not the case. then whenever we turned our attention to body. we would be 

sensing. and whenever we turned out attention to the intelligibles. we would experience 

the unified vision ot';Vulrs. But we turn our attention to both of these objects without 

parallels Proclus' is 7.574 1 : Aery8iv~oi  S t  ioir T ~ V  .jvGotv u~eore l tu iav  E V  t@ ytv imovt t  
X U P U K ~ ~ ~ ~  ~ E O ~ E L  KUTU TO €autfl< d v a t  axi, si; sohrou urtcip{~q, eavepov ijbq GTL rGv p€v u p s a p d i o v  
Kni ai -ptdae~;  h-ara rtavru toraikai.  r i v  SL u~taPhqrf2iv Evavriat. Notice that working from the Greek. 
we can src Moerbekt.'~ v e n  Iitenl style of translation. As well. the sense of this passage comes out in the 
Greek more clearly than in the Latin. Further. the phrasing of the two passages seems to be inverse. Either 
liomnenos modified his source. or Moerbeke translated Proclus literally but changed the word order. It 
scums that "sucundum id quod sui ipsius esse cognoscentis" translates ~ a ~ a  t o  C-aunji &vat and "ab 
esistenia" translates aatj t i j~  ro\jrou hcip<ewl;. This would rule out 3 natural translation which construed 
'ih r.risrmritr as modi@ing the manner in which the knowledge subsists in the knower. However. as the 
gendered articles of the Greek make clear. the tirst Greek phrase refers to the tgpumis of the knower 
(g/nci.skdn) while the second phrase refen to the rinai of the knowledge (gndsts). In the Latin the order has 
been inverted. so that by doing violence to Latin grarnmer we can take tab t?risrerrriu to refer not to the 
~~.~i.srrn~rti of the knower. as in the Greek. but of the knowledge itself. The idqtrodslri ipsilrs a s r  refers to 
the rssr of the knower rather than the essr of the knowledge, as in the Greek. Cloerbekc has perhaps helped 
us out by adding cognoscrnris in order to make the reference clear in the absence of gendered articles. The 
sense is the same. in that in both versions the character of the knowledge depends on the knower. ruling out 
the possibility that it depends on the thing known. but the technical terms have been switched. In Greek the 
knowledge is characterised with respect to its rinai (essr) by the hypamis (atsrenriu) of the knower. while 
in Latin the knowledge is characterised with respecl to its e-cisrmtia ( b p a n i s )  by the rsse (rinai) of the 
knower. The end of the passage is likewise clearer in Kornnenos' Greek than in Moerbeke's Latin. See also 
for this principle El. Th.props.123 and 124. 

,59 
-- Dec. dub. 7.45-50: "secundum cognoscentis proprieratem et cognitio determinata est." And in 

Komnenos 7.76-77: 4 uLv pfiut ;  lcaru mjv roc -pv imov~og a q i p t m a t  ib toq ta .  
160 In Tint. 1.352.1 1 - 19: yfi yap oiq8iuev. o t ~  saic  t i v  1voar6v ~ u a ~ r n v  ai - ~ & J E L ~  

; ~ u p a r q p i < o v t a t .  vqS' ijri so ptj dtpapbi o l j ~  a p a p o ~  k t  ~ a p a  0eoiq ... ax Gtt taic t&v ytvwcncovrw 
S t a ~ o p a i ~  a M o i o ~  -tiyverat n j ~  p k m q  o spdxoq TO yap a k o  y~vokncet 0 ~ 0 5  phv jvopivo;, v o k  SE 
dAtr6c. h 6 - p ~  6L ~ a 0 0 h r r G ~ .  oavraaia 6€ p o p o o t t r ~ .  aio0rlcrt; SE rtatIrln~ci&. ~ a i  OGX on t o  ~ v o o r o v  
EV. pia ~ a i  fi yv6a~c.  



leaving aside tlimoia. The Soul can sense. and it can experience iVorrs. but it can also 

understand body and the intelligible through its own 10~oi. '~'  

This means that in Proclus' system all philosophkal reasoning about anything 

other than the Soul is done through metaphor. Dicrnoia grasps :bia because it grasps 

itself as its image. and so it  knows .Ibirs through an image. Likewise. rlicmoiu knows 

Body by inspecting itself as the principle of body. This metaphorical nature of 

philosophical discourse is an aspect of Proclus' system which is not ernphasised 

sufficiently in the ~iterature.'~' I am using the term metaphor in a very precise sense. By 

metaphor I mean a manner of speaking in which one order of reality is used to describe 

another order of reality. To state it another way. metaphorical understanding is the 

understanding of an order of reality through another order of reality. whether this be 

through an image or a paradigm. It is clear from our study so far that dicmoicr's grasp of 

.\'ola and the One. and of Body is this son of metaphorical knowing. But even Soul's 

grasp of itself is metaphor in the sense that it understands its own unified olisiu through 

the divided images which are its projected logoi. As we have seen from the beginning of 

"' The question of Soul's knowledge of what is higher according to its own mode of knowing is in 
a sense the inverse of the question concerning divine providence. The Soul can know the higher through 
itself because i t  is a divided image ofthe higher. Conversely. the higher can exercise providence over the 
lower because in knowing itselt it knows all that the lower image is. In this sense. knowledge of effect 
through the cause. and of cause through effect. is only possible because ofthe relation between paradigm 
and image. See L. Obertello. "Proclus. Ammonius and Boethius on divine knowledge." Dionysitms 5 (1981) 
pp. 127-164: and J .  Dillon. "The concept of two intellects: a footnote to the history of Platonism." 
Phroti2si.s. 18 ( 1973) pp. 176-185. 

:"' But see D. Isaac. "Le thhme de la genese chez Proclos ou les servitudes du discours." R t w e  de 
nrc.rtrpl~!~smqlr~ rr rlr nrorcrir, 8 1 ( 1976) pp.467477. For a v e p  different approach see C.R. Kordig, "The 
mathematics of mysticism: Plotinus and Proclus." in Tlzr sinrctttre of brmng. .-I ..\i.opirrrontc upprouch. ed. 
R. Baine Harris (New York: S.U.N.Y.. 1987) pp.114-121 and 168-169. Kordig argues that the One cannot 
consistently be described as having no descriptive predicate applied to it. because 'being such that no 
descriptive predicate applies to it' is itself a descriptive predicate of the One. So such a predication is self- 
refuting. Kordig assumes. following R. Brumbaugh, that contemponc set theory describes the formal 
structure of reality in the best way. Hence it is appropriate for him to use a simple logical contradiction to 
disprove the Neoplatonic thesis of the One beyond Being. However. this amounts to taking as his first 
premise not just that humans have at their disposal only the sort of discourse which Proclus says is proper to 
the soul. but also that all of reality exists in preciseIy the same manner as does this psychic mode of 
dicourse. Hence from the outset any entity which Pmclus posits as higher than the divided being ofdianoiu 
will be judged to be non-sensical. Kordig has not seen that for Proclus. as for Neoplatonists in general. 
tlinnoin itself is considered to be deticient. In its deficiency with regard to its source it reveals itself to be 
an image. pointing beyond itself towards lVoz~s and the One. 



this study, a logos is primarily a divided unfolding of a unified source. and so a logos 

naturally manifests something else. namely its source. So we can say that a logos is 

necessarily a metaphor. This holds for logoi considered as images, as well as for logoi 

considered as paradigms. If  the Soul knows itself as the paradigm of Body. its own logoi 

are not in this case considered as divided manifestations. but as themselves the source of 

further divided manifestations. i.e. the source ofthe logoi which order Body. Here too 

the Soul knows Body metaphorically. i.e. it knows the logoi which order Body by 

grasping its own lugoi. 

Further. the logoi which the Soul projects exhibit the relation between paradigm 

and image in two ways. First. within the l o p i  themseIves there is a relation of paradigm 

and image. By this I mean that when we think ofthe One. .Volts. and the Soul, and think 

of them as related in terms of paradigm and image. the dianoetic logoi which we use to 

think this are related in this manner. This holds also for the relation between higher and 

lower Forms. If. for example. the five Greatest Kinds are the paradigms of all of the 

subsequent determinations of being. then the logoi through which we think Being. Same. 

Other. Rest. and Motion are in some sense in the same relation to the the logoi through 

which ive think the subordinate determinations, The second manner in which paradigm 

and image applies to our l o p i  is that the hierarchically ordered system of logoi which we 

project is itself as a whole an image of the actual hierarchy which exists above the Soul. 

So ivhen we think that Noirs is a divided image of the One. that thought itself captures the 

reality of  the relation between Norrs and the One as an image captures its paradigm. It 

may lead the Soul up to a grasp of the reality itself. but as it stands that thought is not the 

reality itself. but an image in projected logoi. 

Here we should bring up again the connection between logos and unalogici. 

.-lncllogici as mathematical proportion is a metaphor of the manner in which the cosmos is 

ordered as a succession of paradigm and image. In an proportion (anulogiu) the ratio 

(logos) remains the same throughout. so that while the members of a series exhibit great 



diversity. they are also bound by identity, in that they all exhibit the same logos. 

.-lntriogia is itself a metaphor. but the reality it points to is what makes possible 

knowledge through metaphor. 

The discussion (iogos) of the Ideal State [Rom the Republic conversation of the 
previous day] and the condensed and concise recapitulation of the classes within it 
contributes to the general presentation of the demiurgy of the cosmos. For it is 
possible to run back up to the wholes by beginning from these [things], 
[considering them] as images (hds eikondn). And indeed this especially was what 
the Pythagoreans used to pursue. tracking down the similarities among beings (/as 
hotnoiorOrtrs rcin onrcin). on the basis of cincrlogiai. and passing from the images to 
their paradigms (rdn rikondn rpi ra pcmdeigmarc~).'63 

So i t  is the trnalogicr which holds between beings that makes the logos a divided image of 

its source.'6J 

It is clear in Plotinus that much of his corpus is metaphor. When one reads the 

Ennrtrtis. one gets the impression that the author is struggling to express in the Soul's 

divided spccch an espcrience ivhich transcends the division of that speech. It  is easy to 

overlook this aspect of Proclus' system. because he seldom gives us this impression so 

common in the Ennecrds. If anything. Proclus' detailed descriptions of the structure of 

.\'OM. and his ubiquitous reference to the role of beings which lie on a higher ontological 

level than ,Vo~rs. gives us the impression that he means what he says to be taken as 

accurate and appropriate descriptions of these things. This cannot be the case. however. 

because his o w w r  is a collection of logoi. and all psychic logoi are images of the 

intelligible Forms. not the Forms themselves. Proclus. as much as Plotinus. is struggling 

to express in divided logoi that which transcends divided logoi. This is just less obvious 

in his tvritings. But in the same manner as the Ennrcrcls are secondary descriptions of the 

"' In Tim.I.33.J-10: '0 nepi q~ nohreiac k6yoc ~ u i  fi riv EV aimj - p i v  m v e m ~ p a p ~ v n  ~ a i  
~Gvtouo; ava~eoakaiootg ~ i ;  *V 07crp m v r ~ k i  nj< aoqw.+; Gqproupjiai 1tapa8otnv- ~ ~ E C K L  -lap 
CnG ~ovrov i c  E ~ K O V U V  €xi ra oha a v a t p ~ ~ ~ ~ v .  rai 6fi rai a131  toiho 6iaoepovrwq oi nuOaydpe~o~ 
,uetiyxav. arro rGv avaAoyiiiv raq opotoqra< siv Gvrov O~p~ljovt~c rai arb riv eirovov E K ~  ta 
rrapatki-{para p~rapaivovr~g. 

264 See I. Dillon, "Image. symbol and analogy: three basic concepts o f  Neoplatonic allegorical 
esegesis." in The signrficance of Areoplaronism. ed. R. Baine Harris (New York: S.U.N.Y., 1976) pp.247- 
762.  



primary Forms which Plotinus experienced during his unity with ;troiis. Proclus' writings 

are unfoldings on the psychic level of the logoi in his own soul's oirsirr. which themselves 

are images of the Forms in Nous. 

We should not draw the conclusion that because dicrnoiu is always metaphor. it 

does not possess truth. Two considerations should keep us from this conclusion. (A.) 

The first consideration is that it is dificult to see how cliunoiu could grasp things non- 

metaphorically. so if tiitrtwicr has truth at all it has metaphorical truth. By this I mean 

simply that in thinking about bodies we do not take the bodies themselves into our minds. 

Aristotlt: speaks of abstraction. the empiricists speak of generalisations from sense. and 

contemporary epistcmologists speak of a correspondance theory of truth. All of these are 

Mays of trying to explain how we think of bodies by means of something which is not 

body. or at least. is not the body in question.'b' Even in Hegel. although the senses have 

their truth. this truth leads beyond itself. and is taken up on the new grasp and the new 

object. ivhich in turn leads beyond itself. Only in Absolute Knowing is Spirit known 

through itself in an adequate manner. But this final position would be considered by 

Nroplatonists to be an incorrect conflation of . i ' o ~  and dicmoiir. So if our thinking about 

bodies can be true. and is metaphorical in the sense in which I am using the term. then 

metaphor is not a barrier to truth. 

(B.) The second consideration is what makes metaphorical truth possible. 

Proclus' theory of knowledge results from an ontology which supplies a compelling 

answer to the question of how my thought can refer to something outside of it. I can 

know bodies because the logos which informs the body in question is an image of the 

logos which my tlimuia projects. The Soul can know dianoetically only because it 

tii~rnoitr is metaphorical. i.e. only because its logoi are images of their causes and 

paradigms of their effects. So far from metaphor being a hindrance to truth. in Proclus it 

"' Neuroscience would likely say that we think with a body. i.e. with our bnins. 

110 





ivhat it refers to in a partial manner. Dicmoiu produces a divided image. The source 

which dicrnuicr projects in the proboli rdn o~ii8ti6n loghn is generative of a n~ultiplicity 

of images. each of which manifest a different perspective on. or aspect of the unified 

source. If this is the case. Proclus' corpus. as ilicrnoit~ should exhibit the characteristics of 

a divided image. This is in fact the case. He presents us with a number of different styles 

of Lvork and the emphasis of each work is slightly d i ~ r e n t . ? ~ *  This diversity of style and 

content reflects the hct that tbr Proclus each work is a projection of loyoi which are 

images of .C'oirs. Their status as projections. as images ivhich are a translation from the 

I r i d  of.Vou.s to Soul dictate that they will a1waj.s be partial. They may always be 

supplemented by a treatment which draws out an aspect which has not yet been projected. 

His Lvork should also make liberal use of metaphor. and this is the case. Throughout his 

interpretation of the Platonic d i d o p e s  he continually offers interpretations which are 

explicitly metaphorical or symbolic. Socrates in the C'ommenttrry on the .4lcibiudes I 

represents a good dcrim6n: Parmenides. Zeno, and Socrates in the C'ommentcrr~- on the 

P w n r m i d e s  represent ditkrent aspects of . l 'o~s. or varying levels of Soul. Proclus thinks 

that Plato intentionally made use of obscure metaphor to lead the souls of his readers 

outsidr the scope of this study. 
2hl Cf. A. Charles-Saget. L'ar~*hirerrivr clir tliv~n, nr~r}it;nruriy~re tvphrlusopl1i.e drrz Plofin cr 

PI'UCIIIS (Paris: Lrs Belles Lettres. 1981) pp.257-260. Charles-Saget distinguishes between two modes of 
discourse in Proclus' works. The first is an internal relation of philosophical terms, seen most strongly in 
the multiplication of intermediaries. This is the discourse of the Elenienrs of Theolog and the Pltrronic 
T l r ro lo ,~ .  The other mode. which supplements the first. is found in his Commentaries. This second mode 
is the discourse of mutual implication. relation. of polysemy and equivocity. For example, each thing in 
Proclus' system has not only a place. accordins to Charles-Saget, but also a name. and the name brings with 
it a host of connotations missing fiom its hierarchical location. The third intelligible triad is not only the 
icirfu:dion. it is also Plmnrs. the Orphic god by which all things appear; the first three terms of the 
intellectual hebdomad are also Kronos. Rhea. and Zeus. Charles-Saget. p . 3 9 :  "La reponse de Proclus 
consiste. pour pallier cette infirmite [i.e. the weakness of the first mode of discourse]. a multiplier les 
rapports. les transferts. les resonances ou les andogies plus strictes. Si tout est dans tout, tout aussi signifie 
tout. tout fait signe vers tout. Nous sommes donc en pr&ence d'un lungage donr tous l a  Iermes son[ el 
tlurwtlr irr? smft?ermit I&... I1 doit trccentrrer et non pas ecarter lu po[vsP~nie er l'iylrivocitk ... usant les 
termcs dijii 8pur.i~. i l  instaure une sort de jeu poerique. et cree une sphere de resonances semantiques ou les 
personnages du discours. par d'infinies conjonctions. cherchent a depasser en puissance connotative tout ce 
que le langage ordinaire et littenire a dejB produit." See also J. Coulter. The literaiy microcosm, theories 
ojinterprefation in the later neopla~onists (Leiden: E.I. Brill. 1976) pp.77-94. for a discussion of  the unity 
of scope Iskopos) of neoplatonic commentaries. 



from dianoetic logoi to the riel2 which they manife~t.'~"n this Proclus follows Plato. 

n ho o f  en uses myth to express various truths. The virtue of realising that Jianoirr is 

metaphor. is that it allows you to be happy with dianoetic descriptions ofreality, while 

realising their limitations. and while realising that they may be supplemented by other 

descriptions Lvhich emphasise aspects of reality left out of the initial ones. For example. 

does Plato think that the Soul is absolutely simple (Phcredo); or divided into logos. 

thmos. and epirhlrnzi~r (Republic): or divided into reason. noble tendancies. and base 

tendancies ( ~ h c t e h s ) ; " ~  or into intermediate Being. Same. and Other (Titnueus). All of 

these are con~plementary ways of leading the Soul to self-understanding. because they are 

all metaphors. Indeed. according to Proclus' theory of knowkdge. the entire history of 

philosophy is a collection of metaphors about reality. Again. this does not mean that they 

possess no truth. What it means is that dimoict parcels out its truths through divided 

perspectives. 

AS a final topic in this section. we should mention the purpose ofthis 

metaphorical projection. Dictnoicr can know Body. but its real interest is .Volrs and the 

One. They are its cause and the source of its good. So the end of iiimoict is to have the 

most complete grasp possible of ,Vom and of the One. True epistdmi. i.e. true tlianoiu. is 

found in those sorts of studies which lead the Soul upwards and inwards. So in the 

C-ot?met1rcrt3. on the Parmenides Proclus classifies arithmetic. music. geometq. and 

astronomy.'" as forms of epistinri, as well as "all others that lead the soul upwards and 

:h') See. for example. his description at In Tim.ll.246.J-9: "But Plato. through secrecy. used 
mathematical terms as a son of veil over the truth of things. just as the Theologians make use of myths, and 
the Pythagoreans make use of symbols. For it is possible to see the paradigms in the images. and to move 
through the images to the paradi-yns (i, 6.6 */E nlarov 6~ ~nih-puyr~v roic p a 0 q p x ~ ~ o i <  rGv ovopamv 
oiov IKupux~ruGpaoLv ~ ~ p f i o a t o  q< r6v npaypatov akq&iac. & m ~ p  oi p ~ v  e~okciyor toi; u68otc. oi 
6i. l I u O u y 6 p ~ ~ o ~  s o i  ~ ~ f l d i . 0 ~ ~ .   or^ ycip h-ai Ov m i  ~ i ~ o o t  r a  m p a 8 ~ i ' ~ ~ a t a  0 ~ w p ~ i v  ~ a i  6 ~ a  T O U T ~ V  

EX Pwivu uesuflaiv~~v)." 
''O That the tripartite souls in the Rt.pub/ic and the Phoedrus are not to be identified with each 

other is the argument of E.Buccioni, "Soul dynamics in the Phaerlnts." (unpublished, delivered at the 
Canadian Philosophical Association meeting. Edmonton. 24 May 2000). 

"' Notice that these are the four divisions of the mathematical sciences. according to the 
bthagorean division given in the Euclid commentary. with astronomy here replacing spherics (In 
E~cl.36.12-38.01). See figure 5, Appendix. 



that \ve requ i re  as we move towards the intelligible worid.""' On the other hand. "all 

those that the soul uses when it is at play. or occupied with mortal things. or ministering 

to the needs of human life""3 are not forms of rpist2mE. Proclus gives us the examples 

of  bronze working and weaving. which come not from the gods (i.e. from Now). but 

rather ti-om the tliiinwnrs. in this case from Hephaestus and ~thena."'' The aim of 

rii~tnoiir's multiple projection of logoi is to leave behind the multiplicity of this projection. 

and attain the unified knowledge which belongs to :Vorr.s. and ultimately to surpass all 

knowing in a union with the One. We will examine this aim of rlianoiu in chapter VII.'" 

''I In Parnr.S28.J 1 .-829.02: ~ a i  ooat GAUL yru~f i ;  ava-p-loi. ~ a i  6v  6 ~ 6 p ~ O a  ~ a i  ei; ri, 
v o q s i ~  14vu6paulivr~;. This classification comes in a discussion of whether there are intellectual Forms of 
various sons of knowledge. Those which are images of an intellectual Form are episrPmai. Proclus is likely 
rsaggrrating for emphasis here. Those sorts of knowledge which are not i m a g s  of an intellectual Form are 
likcl! i n y e s  olthings which are images of an intellectual Form. The real distinction is between those that 
lead the soul towards .Volts. and those that lead it toward Body. 

7 - :  - Irl Prrrnr.829.02-04: h a t  6& rw~fiq ~ i a ~  xar<o\icq mi  REP^ 10 ~ V ~ J T U  SiarptPo\jqq ~ a i  TUG 

uvt3pcmiva; ~ p e i a ;  0eparr~uo\jcqg 
2:i 

Set: J.Trouillard. "Le dgnamisme psychique selon Proclos." Diorimrr. 2 (1974) pp.1 17-13 .  .-* ,A.tl. ,Armstrong draws out the "neytive theology" of Proclus in speakins about .\'olrs. He is 
correcr in noticing passages which express the inadequac! of diunoio's grasp of :Volts. and its inability to 
speak the n o t h  in dianoetic terms. His conclusion is that rliunoiu is a gtmmusiu. an exercise. for that 
unified vision of intelligible reality which comes when we pass over into :VOIIS. However. all too often 
negative theology is forgotton, and that which is inexpressible is systematised in positive terms nonetheless. 
Armstrong remarks that the normal mode of proceeding is to distinguish no& and dianoia. and then to 
proceed to use dirrnoia to speak about what only nocsis can gasp.  I think Armstrong is missing the aspect 
of dionoiu which we are trying to bring out in this study. Diunoiu could only be a training ground for the 
philosopher's attainment of nockis if the object of diunoiu is somehow also the object of noesis. If they are 
completely other, ihen how could dianoia aid the philosopher in rising on high? So the balance of negative 
and positive theology which is needed, and which Proctus does present us with. is a negative the0109 
which reminds the philosopher that he is speaking about an image of the intelligibles rather than the 
intelligibles themselves. and a positive theology which affirms the a n a l o g  benveen image and paradi~gn. 
and which holds that in comprehending the image the philosopher is also comprehending the paradigm and 
is coming closer to that higher apprehension in itself. See A.H. Armstrong. "The negative theology of.Votrs 
in later Neoplatonism." in Plu~onismtrs i d  Cl~risrenritnr. Frsrschr#/rir Heinrich Dorrir. hrsg. von H.D. 
B lume und F. Mann ("Jahrbuch fur Antike und Christenturn." Er$ininirungsband 10) (Milnster: 
Aschendorffsche Verlapsbuchhandlung. 1983) pp.3 1-37. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE SOUL AND MATHEMATICS 

Proclus speaks about mathematics at length in only two ~vorks, the Cornmenrap 

on the Timeirs. and the Conrmr~~trrry on the First Buok uJ'Elrclici's Elenrenr~. If we did 

not have the Euclid commentary. we might be led to believe that mathematical reasoning 

held a relatively minor place in Proclus' philosophy.''6 Proclus hardly speaks about 

mathematics in most of his other works. and we could attribute the prominence of  

mathematics in the Titmteus commrntav to the imponance of mathematics in Plato's 

Tiintrem itself. We might have thought that. although in general Proclus is not very much 

interested in mathematics. he could not avoid speaking about it in his commentary on 

Plato's text. because Plato himself uses mathematics as a structuring principle for the 

creation of the Soul. 

Against the background of the rest of Proclus' works. the Euclid commentary is 

quite striking. In two prologues to this work. one on mathematics in general and one 

specitically on geometry. Proclus articulates a full and rich theory of mathematical being 

and thinking. Mathematical being occupies a middle rank in the hierarchy of things. 

between the intelligibles on the one hand and the sensibles on the other. Likewise. the 

sort of mathematical reasoning which gasps mathematical being is to be found between 

the simplicity of.Vous on the one hand. and the multiplicity of sensation on the other. 

176 In contrast to his restricted employment of strictly mathematical number. Proclus is vety free in 
use of the term number (arifhmos) as a name for things which are not, strictly speaking. mathematical. See 
J.Trouillard. "La puissance secrete du nornbre selon Proclus," Rmue de philosophie ancienne. 1 (1 983) 
pp.137-24 1 : see p.227. "Dans I'univers de Proclos le nombre est panout. Tout est mesurant ou mesure, du 
jaillissernent de I'intelligible jusqu'au dernier degre des formes." 



Proclus account of mathematics as a sort of discursive reason (diunoicr) in this 

commentary is one the clearest and most elaborate expositions of his general theory of 

tiitmoitr. Indeed, his exposition of mathematical reasoning and being is so clear and 

forceful. and his claims about the importance and scope of mathematics are so 

'77 estravagant,- that it seems in the Euclid commentary tliunoiti is in fact completely 

mathematical. and the being that t l imoirr grasps is likewise only mathematical being. 

This is not the case. Mathematics is only halt' of the the motion of thinking which 

is tlilrnoiu. As we have seen. tlicmoitr makes the Soul a divided image of.l;~rs. However. 

the Soul is also the paradigm of Body. In this sense the Iogoi ivhich the Soul projects can 

be regarded in two ways. and t l imoi t r  has a double motion. depending on whether through 

it  the Soul is regarding i V o ~ ~ s  or Body. In the first case. dicrnoicr is dialectic. and in the 

second it  is mathematics. In the first section of this chapter (i.) we will examine Proclus' 

interpretation of Plato's Divided Line. in order to show that Proclus thinks there are these 

t~vo parts of tlicmoia. In the rest of the chapter we will examine mathematical c/iunoicr: 

( i i )  mathematics as an image of the structure of the Soul's otisiu: (iii) mathematics as the 

structuring principle of body: (iv) phanrrrsia as in between the Soul's o~rrin and body.'" 

7.- - See It1 Eucl.ZO-3. Proclus claims that mathematics is of use in turning the q e  of the soul to 
the intelligibles. and contributes to theology. physics. political philosophy, ethics. and to rhetoric and the 
other practical arts. 

"' P. Merlan remarks that anyone reading Proclus' description of the mathematicals as an 
intermediate realm of being could not help but think of the description ofthe Soul in Plato's Timaelts as 
intermediate. The question to be asked. as Merlan points out, is esactly how Proclus identifies and 
distinguishes the Soul and mathematicals. See Merlan's discussion of  this in IambIichus and Proclus. and 
his ultimate derivation of this mathematical psychology from Speusippus. Xenocrates. and Posidonius. in 
his Front Pltrrtlnism 10 A'roplatonism. 7" ed. Revised (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff. 1960) pp. I 1-58. 

For the derivation of much of the material on Mathematics in Neoplatonism after Plotinus from 
esplicit l y Neopythagorean sources, see Dominic J .  O'Mcara. P.vrhugorrts Revived (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 1989). See esp.pp.148-149 for the relative importance of Pythagons and Plato. for 
Proclus. See as well for the use of lamblichus' On Pyhagoreanism If! in Proclus' first Prologue pp. 157- 
166. O'Meara arzues that the case made by some commentators for Geminus as the source for both 
lamblichus and Proclus is untenable. and that Proclus' tint Prologue is likely Proclus' own reworking and 
expansion of much of the material found in Iamblichus. I find O'Rteara's argument for this position 
convincing. 

I. Mueller. in "Mathematics and philosophy in Proclus' Comnim~ary on Book I of Etrclid's 
Elemenrs." in Proclrrs lecrezrr et inrerprPte des unciens. ..ldrs dzr Colloque inrernarionule du C.X R.S.. 
Puris 2-4 ocr. 1985. ed. J .  Pepin ct H.-D. Same! (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1987) pp.305-3 18. makes a distinction 
behveen what he calls "ordinary mathematics" and a Neopythagorean appnch to mathematics as embodied 



lV.i. Dialetic and mathematics according to the Divided Line 

We have argued in chapter 11 that, despite his insistence on the dianoetic character 

of mathematics in the Euclid commentary. Proclus does not think that all of k i n o i a  is 

mathematical. Mathematical objects are logoi projected by the Soul. as other dicmoira. 

hence thcy share the intermediate character of the ~oul.""hs Soul is a limited 

multiplicity. ivhose unity comes from the inner bonds which hold between its parts. This 

unity is mirrored in the sort of unity which mathematical objects have. and particularly in 

thc unity of the members of a mathematical proportion (analogicc). 

Proclus defines number as a discrete multiplicity. As J.Trouillard points out. all 

multiplicity arises through a participation in unity (El. Th.prop. so number is a son of 

in lamblichus' De c.orrrnrlmi nrrrdiemuricu scleritia. He then notes that in Proclus' Euclid commentary we 
tind thest two approaches blended. with the Ncopythagorean philosophical approach dominating the two 
prologues to the work. and a more normal treatment of geometrical asioms and proofs in the main bod! of 
the work. This seems to me to be a correct way to look at the Euclid commentary. In the prologues Proclus 
examines the philosophical question of the status of mathematics, insofar as 11 is an image orhigher realities 
and can serve an anagogical function with regard to them, and insofar as i t  is a paradigm of lower realities. 
In the rcst ofthe work he csamines mathematics neither as image nor pandigm. but as it is in itself. In this 
manner the normal investigation of mathematical truths is situated within Proclus' Neoplatonic. or 
Neopythagorean philosophical system. Our interest in Proclus' treatment of mathematics is in its 
epistemological status. Therefore we will make use of the material in the two prologues to his Euclid 
commentan.. and leave aside Proclus' explanation of Euclid's proofs. 

In "larnblichus and Proclus' Euclid commentary." Hernws, I I5 ( 1987) pp.52-248. I. Mueller 
presents an interesting analysis of the similarities and differences between the treatment of Neopythagorean 
material in Proclus and Iamblichus. klueller asserts that among the passages which are found in both works 
(De ~-c~n~trrun~ rr~a~hernuricrr screnri~r and Proclus' Euclid commentary) and which have a similar topic. the 
only total divergence in treatment is on the topic of the relation of mathematics to dialectic. lamblichus 
insists on the autonomy of mathematics. which as we will see. Proclus does not. In all of the other common 
passages, Mileller finds a mixture of agreement and disagreement between the two authors. which Mueller 
attributes more to the philosophical style of the two authors. and to the particular focus of the two works. 
rather than to major philosophical disagreements over the nature of mathematics. 

For a treatment of the relation between mathematics and Proclus' philosophical method. especially 
in the Eler~ren~s ~(Theolog-v. see A. Charles-Saget. L'architrctwe cltt clirin. mathimc~iique et philosophie 
she: florin et Procl~rs (Paris: Les Belles Lettres. 1982). 

1'9 For a discussion of the dianoetic character of mathematics. see S. Breton. Philosophie er 
nrrrth2mc1rrque rhr: Procllrs. srrivi de. Principes philosophiqtrt?~ drs marhPmatiques, par .if. ffmmann, 
rrahit cie I'rrllemundpar Genevihe de Peslouan (Paris: Beauchesne. 1969) pp. 1 10- 173: see pp. 1 10-1 1 1 : 
"Le sijet opinnt.  dam le commentaire de Proclus. est tantct l'ime, tantSt. de rnanitire plus pecise. cene 
activite discursive qui deborde I'ordre du deductif et que dbigne le terme: dianoia ... Cene position 
ontologique de .Ilerarrr. d la fois milieu et nridiarion. se reptite dam I'ordre gnoseoiogique de la dianoia. En 
ce sens. la theorie de l'drne est I'introduction necessaire a I'etude de I'agir mathematique en tam 
qu'espression du discunif." 

!SO J.Trouillard. "La puissance secrete du nombre selon Proclus." Rewe de philosophie ancienne. I 
( 1982) pp.227-24 I :  see p.227. 



equilibrium between unity and multiplicity. in which the multiple terms are distinct from 

each other without being an indefinite multitude. 

For all number is a multiplicity. But one sort of multiplicity conies into existence 
in a unified manner. while the other son in a discrete manner. Now number is a 
discrete multiplicity (piifhox ... rii~,krkrin~rnon)."' 

In this sense both the Soul as a whole and the mathematical iogoi which it projects are 

sorts of  number, because they are both bounded multiplicities. But Proclus distinguishes 

bwvwn mathematical number and the number of the Soul itself. 

Proclus characterises the objects of mathematics as follows: 

Mathematical objects. and in general all the objects of ciitmoiu. have art 
intermediate position. They go beyond the objects of intellect in being divisible. 
but they surpass sensible things in being devoid of matter. They are inferior to the 
former in simplicity yet superior to the latter in precision. reflecting intelligible 
reality more clearly than do perceptible things. Nevertheless. they are only 
images. imitating in their divided fashion the indivisible and in their multiform 
fashion the uniform patterns of  being. In short. they stand in the vestibule of the 
primary forms. announcing their unitary and undivided and generative reality. but 
have not risen above the particularity and compositeness of l o p i  and the reality 
that belongs to likenesses: nor have they yet escaped from the soul's varied and 
discursive wa).s of thinking and attained conformity with the absolute and simple 
modes of knowing which are free from all traces of matter."' 

I-lere Proclus describes the objects of mathematical reasoning as intermediate. In a 

passage just before this one. he has described the sort of reason which grasps these 

objects. cikmoia. aiso as ir~termideatc.'~~ 

"' Plat Theoi. IV.8 I .OJ-06: niiq *{up ap~0poq  nAj0oi E m v -  a M a  to rtAj8q ro pPv q v m p i v ~  
k i o r q ~ e v .  ri, SC: 6 1 a K ~ ~ p l p ~ V ~ .  o 6C: apt0piq 1tAij0ol; Ecnt S L ~ K E K ~ L ~ E V U V .  

"' In Eucl.J.18-5.10: r a  6P p a e o p a n ~ a  ~ a i  6 A q  r a  S ~ a v o q t a  p i q v  ~ e l t h f p m t a ~  ra<tv. rliv 
pC:v rfi S L U L ~ E ~ E L  rtkova<ovta. r i v  6P fi aiiAia ~ t p o i ~ o v r a .  Kai tliv p ~ v  tlj anAorqr1 k m o p ~ v a .  r i v  8ti 
r j  u ~ p + i a  ~ p o u ~ u p ~ o n a  ~ a i  spavemipag p iv  € p o a a ~ ~ ;  Z ~ o v r a  tliv aia0qtliv rijq voqnjq o i o i a ~ .  
E ~ K ~ V E S  6E ijuoq ijvra ~ a i  ~ e p t c r *  p€v r a  a p i p ~ m a .  K O A U E L S ~ ~  6C: ~ O V O E L S ~ ~  n a p a S ~ i y ~ a t u  TOSY C~LTWV 
uxop~pouueva ~ a i  oulj,t@6qv eirziv h 1cpoe6po~l; yC:v te tayuiva r i v  apujrov ei&v lcai 
~ r ~ u i v o v r a  njv j v o u i q v  ~ a i  a p e p i  ~ a i  y o v ~ ~ o v  €reivwv iitrapttv. oiino SP 6pa roc u ~ p ~ c r p o u  lcai rijc 
ouv0ioeo)c TOV LOYWV U E ~ E L O V I ~  ~ a i  f i l ~  apocqro l jcq~  tail; eiltotnv i m o m a a e ~ .  OUSE UmpSpapov~a 
ras  n o ~ ~ i i a g  mi S L E ~ O ~ L K ~ ~  t y q j q  v o k q  Kai akaii ouvappoo0€vra zaiq axAaic ~ a i  i i lq  
r ixaq ;  ~ u 0 a p e u o u a a y  y v w a ~ a ~ v .  

'" For the intermediate status of mathematicals in Iamblichus, and in Neopythagoreanism in 
general. see Dominic J. O'Mean. fyrhagoras Rmived(0xford: Oxford University Press. 1989) pp.44ff. 
For this status in Syrianus. see ibiJ.p.132ff. For the discursivity of mathematical reasoning in Iamblichus. 
see 1hid.p.47. 



To indivisible realities [Plato] assigned now [t2n noitin. i.e. ( i n  noitin gnbsin]. 
\vhich discerns the intelligibles as a whole and with simplicity, and is superior to 
other forms of knowing because of its freedom from matter, its purity, and its 
uniform (hrnoeiclri) approach and grasp of being. To divisible things which have 
rcceived the lowest nature. that is to all sensibles. he assigned opinion. which lays 
hold of an obscure truth. To intermediates. such as are mathematical Forms (Itoicr 
ti2 esii tci IPS mcrth0mcrtikGs eitl;). which leave behind the partless nature and are 
established above the divisible nature. he assigned diunoict."' 

Early in the Euclid commentary he interprets Plato's Divided Line in a manner consistent 

~vith this division between :Vow. dicrnoici, and opinion or sensation. 

In his interpretation of Plato's divided line. given in the Euclid commentary. 

Proclus articulates the relation between mathematical ilirrnukt and non-mathematical 

tlirrnuirr. or dialectic. The top two sections of Plato's fourfold divided line are nokis  and 

clit~mitr. In the Republic. tiicinoirr is described as a do\cmward moving thinking. which 

depends on unesamined hypotheses. and noOsis as an upward moving thinking. which 

subjects these hypotheses to examination in order to reach the unhypothetical beginning 

of all reasoning.'8' For his part. Plato does not say that the objects of clictnoicl are images 

2R.l  In E t t r . l j .  16-4.8: lcai mi$ p€v a p ~ p i s r o r ~  rip vorlnjv a x ~ 6 i 6 o u  rip a0pdoq lcui p ~ T a  
axir i r r l ro~ 6ta~poGoav r a  voqta ~ a i  nj re  aiiliia u a i  tlj r a 8 a p o r q ~ i  ~ a i  nj ~ v o e t k i  xpoofiohj rai 
lrruo8 16v 3v.tov rug 6iJ.ag impaipouoav YVOOELC. 7 0 i j  SE p ~ p t m o i i  uai  06mv & q a q v  k a ~ o l l u i  uai  
uioflqroi; a n a m  n j v  66<av apu6pCig aAqOeia< u v l ~ A u p ~ a v o p ~ v ~ v .  soiq 6~ pioor;. o i a  6ri i o n  ra  ?fig 
pu0qpaT~~il ;  ~ i 6 n .  ~ u i  r i j  TE U ~ E P ~ U T O U  Q ~ O E O ~  ~ R O ~ ~ O U E V O L ~  lcai r f i ~  p ~ p i a r i l j  ~ I X E P \ ~ ~ U ~ E V O ~ <  rilv 
6~avo1av. 

1 v  Scc Rqnblic j09d-5 I le. The common interpretation of this passage ignores Plato's description 
of the different motions of reason in the two top parts of the line and instead chancterises the top section as 
Forms and the second as mathernaticals. This interpretation must hold that Plato thought whenever we 
made use of dialectic in order to move upwards towards the unhypothetical principle of reasoning. we 
would be employing Forms in our reasoning. and whenever we leFt our premises as unexamined hypotheses 
and reasoned to conclusions, we would be doing geometry or arithmetic. Although we will see that Proclus 
thinks something like this to be the case, I find this implausible as a picture of reasoning in Plato. The 
characterisation of the second section of the line as geometrical is only introduced in the Republic as an 
illustration of how reasoning From unexarnined hypotheses works. In other words. Socrates responds to 
Glaucon's confusion with an illustration. Glaucon is familiar with the method of the geometers. which 
allows Socntes to use geometry as an example of the son of reasoning he has in mind. But this is only an 
example. Socntes says. "I think you understand that those who carry on gometry and discursive reasoning 
(lo.qi.m~o~rs) and such things ..." At the end of his description of the second pan of the line ( 5  I Ib) Glaucon 
responds by saving. "I understand ... that you are talking about what falls under geometry and its kindred arts 
[MavOavw ..in TO 6x0 raiq yewperpiutg te aui laic ~a iKq~  ukbai; tipats A&/EY.]" If you take 
kindred to mean other mathematical arts. then you would think that the second division is the 
mathematicals. However. if you think that Glaucon has understood what Socrates has explained and means 
by "kindred" those arts which proceed in the manner ofthe gometen. i.e. Born unexamined hypotheses to 
conclusions. then there is no reason to think that mathematical objects e.xhaust the content of the second 
division of the line. Compare this passage with Phaedo 99d-10le where Socrates lays out his method of 



of the objects ofno~xis.'" However. Proclus thinks that when Plato divided the top part 

of the line into nu2sis and iiiunoia. he was distinguishing between the second and third 

hypostases. so that :Votrs is what properly engages in noisis. and Soul engages in di~inoia. 

Because the logoi which clicznoici makes use of are images of the eidi in :Vois. it is natural 

for Proclus to read Plato's text as a hierarchy in which all the lower levels are images of 

all the higher levels. So in the same way as the fourth division (eikusiu) is an image of 

tl~c third (pistris). according to Proclus the second division (dicmoicr) is an image of the 

first ( t102si .s) .  

Dionoicr studies the images (rikontis) of the intclligiblcs (no2rdn). which have 
descended from the first. simple and partless [existence] into plurality and 
division: for this reason the knowledge which tlianoici has is dependent on other. 
prior hypotheses. while no2sis rises to the unhypothetical principle itself.'87 

This ~ v i l l  allow him to find a double movement in dictnoicl. because it is both image of the 

higher and paradigm of the lower divisions of the line 

Proclus thinks that Plato's first division refers to ,Volrs. However. the description 

of no2.si.s which we find in the Republic. moving from hypothesis to hypothesis in order 

to reach an unhypothetical tirst principle. does not accurately describe the internal life of 

thc Neoplatonic .!blr.s. Chanctt.ristically. Proclus presemes both of two seemingly 

contradictor); readings of the Platonic text. He finds in it a distinction between .Vms and 

Soul as hypostases. but he also finds in it a distinction between an upward and a 

dountvard rno~ing reason. In order to save his reading of the text. Proclus does not hoId 

beginning with a hypothesis and seeing what agrees with it. and if he encounters no difficulties lays do\vn 
another hypothesis. the one which seems best. which would give an account (logos) of the first. and 
continues until he reaches something sufficient. In the Phaedo passage discussing the hypothesis in 
question. by trying to find another hypothesis which would give an account of it. is distinct from seeing 
what follows born or is consistent with the hypothesis itself. Plato there makes no mention of mathematics. 
although he seems to be following the method ofthe geometers. Consequently. I tind it likely that the 
second part of the line is not e.uclusively mathematical. 

'Jh Rather. he says that diunoiu makes use of the objects ofpistis, from the third division of the 
line. and treats the objects ofpisfis only as images. much in the way that the geometer uses a line dnwn in 
the sand but knows that ir is only an image of the true line. 

237 In E t d .  1 1.4-9: tcui fi 6iuvoia r u ~  t6v voqriv eilcovag eeopei 7 a ~  a ~ o  7 f h  rtpitov lcai 
GnAb ~ a i  auep~os iv  eiSiv ei; RA@OS lcai Staipemv Gnoflaoac. 61' 6 lcui mGqc piv fi -(via< ar' 
6kAov Gxo8~oeov ijpqrat xpefludpov. 6Cr vorlmc in' aljrilv iivetot njv avunoeetov a p ~ j v .  



that the description of upward moving reason in the Republic refers to noPsis. Rather. he 

situates both the upward moving reason and the downward moving reason within the 

second divison of the line. within rlicmoio itself.'88 Proclus interprets the downward 

reasoning of the second division of the line as depending, not only on hypotheses of the 

sort ~vhich Plato had in mind. but ultimately on the tic12 in :Voirs. As he tells us in the 

passage above. it is precisely because the objects of rlimoicr are divided and multiple 

images of the ~lnitary and simple ride in .Vozrs that ~licmoiu is dependent on other. prior 

hypot11r.ses. In Procline terms, the loyoi which the Soul projects are unfoldings of the 

rirk in .\bus and have their root there. So the distinction between an upward and a 

do\vn\vard moving reason becomes for him the distinction between a thinking ~vhich 

follows the unfolding descent of the Forms from :Vulr.s into Soul and Body. and a thinking 

uhich follows the backwards path in order to rise to the originary Forms in ,Voirs. Thus 

for Proclus tlimoitr is double. and following what he thinks is the correct reading of 

Plato's text. he calls the upward moving dicmoitr dialectic. and the downward moving 

th to i t r  mathematics. situating both in the second division of the Line. 

A diagram comparing Plato and Proclus on this point is helpful. See tigure 3. 

Appendix. 

What is the precise relation between dialectic and mathematics'? In his first 

prologue in the Euclid commentary. Proclus responds to certain detractors of 

mathematics. who say that Plato denied it the name epistimi. They refer to the passage in 

the Replrhlic where Plato says that geometry and other such subjects are only dreaming 

about being. and are inferior to dialectic because they leave their hypotheses 

i~nesamined. '~~ 1n explaining this passage for his misguided opponents. Proclus 

articulates the relation between diaIectic and mathematics. He says that Plato divided 

288 Cf. A. Lernould, "La dialectique cornme science premiere chez Proctus." R r r w  des sciences 
philosophiqlres er ~hiologiques. 71 ( 1987) pp.509-336. 

'a9 Rep. 533b-d. 



cpisrimE in two. One part is imhypothetical. and rises up to the Good as the terminus of 

its ascent. ivhile the other part posits determinate beginning points. and demonstrates 

Lvhat follotvs from them. The unhypothetical episrimi moves up towards the principle 

( ~ i r c h 2 ) .  while the hypothetical episrZrn6 moves downwards towards conclusions. The 

second sort of rpisrOmP is mathematics. and Plato only denies the name episr2rnZ to it in 

the Rccplrhlic in order to signify that it comes second to the one highest ccpisrhni. the 

unhypothetical episr2mZ. tiom tvhich it receives its hypotheses. 

... ivhercas mathematics and in general the investigation of eternal realities he 
calls episrCnrP. Once more [Plato] wishes to divide rpistirn0. which we 
distinguish from the rechncri. into a pan tvhich is unhypothetical. and a pan which 
bcgins from hypotheses. And the unhypothetical rpisr6mi has knowledge of the 
whole of things, and rises up to the Good and to the highest cause of all things. 
making the Good the goal of its ascent. The other rpisrinrt posits determinate 
beginning points (crrchm) and demonstrates what follows from them. moving not 
towards a principle (epp'circhOn) but towards a conclusion (rpi  rrlrur2n). And it is 
in this manner that he says mathematics. because it makes use of hypotheses. is 
inferior to the unhypothetical and complete (releion) episrPmP. For the true 
cpisr2rnP is one. b y  which we are able to know all things. and from which [come] 
all of the principles (circhai) [of other episrZmai]. some more immediately and 
some at further remove. Let us not. therefore. say that Plato excludes 
rnathcmatics from the rpistimui. but that he shows it  to bc second to the one 
highest cpisr&nZ: nor that he says that it is ignorant of its own beginning points 
(trrc+luis). but that. receiving them from that [highest episrPmP] and holding them 
as undemonstrated. it demonstrates what follows from them. 3" 

So for Proclus mathematics is an rpistPmP. which I take to be equivalent to saying it is a 

form of tlitrrtoitl. which comes immediately after the "one highest episrPm2" and receives 

its principles from it. 

"10 - In Eucl.3 1.9-32.7: rip 6' a6 p a 0 ~ a t t h - j v  h-ai OAK njv t0v ai8iwv 0~0pqnlc jv E~tQfiUIqv 
rrpooa-ppeuet. ta6n-p 6' a6 Ex~mipqv.  j v  r i v  T E Z V ~ V  agopi ~OUEV. Staip0v njv UEV ~VUKO€~ETOV 

elvat PoGA~rat. filv 6& E: ~ ) ~ O ~ E G E W C  ri~puqphvqv. lcai n jv UEV ~ V U R O ~ E T O V  r i v  ZAOV E ~ V U L  : I V W G T ~ ~  

p E ~ p i  roc CI'(a0oU ~ a i  fils avotatcu TOV nawmv a i t i a  j avaPaivo~aav ~ a i  filq avaywy.ilq ~ h i o c  
rro~ouu~vqv t O  CI'(a8ov. ri(v 61 hp iqkvaq  u p ~ a q  r rpoqoap~vqv  an0 to6tov ~ E L I W ~ V U L  ~a ERO~EVO 

aljrai; o t i ~  €x' ap~ f i v  aX Pxi t ~ k w r i p  ioGaav. lcai oiitog 61j fiv p a 8 q p a t ~ ~ v  at€ ur to0 io~mv 
~pcuuivqv ri; uvurto0i~ou r a i  ~ ~ k i a q  &timipq< u n o k i m o 8 a i  oqmv. y i a  yap ij 6 v ~ q  i x i o r r i~ r l ,  ~ a 0 '  
i j v  xi ovtu xavm - ( L v ~ ~ ~ ~ E L v  ~ T E ~ U K ~ ~ E V .  ~ a i  am' fiq x r k a ~  a i  a p p i  t a i ~  pPv i.r(ur~pw t ~ ~ a - p ~ v a t ~ .  
r a i  6~ rroppo~hpo. p i  6 i  roivuv A k p u ~ v .  o n  r i v  i x i m q p i v  ir lli,arov anei,aGvei n jv  paeqpartmjv. 
uhb' i i r t  pta5 ~ r r ~ m i p q 5  a h j v  tijq u a p o t a n ~ ~  Seut~pav anooaivet, pq& i j r~  TCI o i r ~ i a q  a p ~ a q  c i -po~ iv  
aCnjv oqotv. aM' i i t~ nap' i a ~ i v q ~  Aapohav aai uvano6~i r ;q  t ~ o u o a v  i a  toljrwv t a  E O E ; ~ ~  
a r r o 6 ~ i ~ v i v a i .  



This one highest rpistPmP is dia~ectic.'~' Dialectic makes mathematics to be one. 

because the diversity of beginning points which mathematics unfolds in its various 

arguments are all received from dialectic. which in turn is able to refer them all back to 

And we say that just as A'ozrs is set over dinnoitr and supplies to it its beginning 
points ( w c h m )  from above. and perfects riitrvroit~ from out of itself, in the same 
manner dialectic. the purest part of philosophy. which is just above mathematics. 
makes it to be one."' and comprehends its entire u n f o ~ d i n ~ . " ~  

In a later passage Proclus describes dialectic as the unifying bond (.simtiesmos) of the 

mathematical episr<rncii. and. following Plato (Rep.534e). as their capstone or coping 

stone (rhrigchos). 

But we should say that the immediate uni%ing bond [of the various mathematical 
t~pi.srt;nltri] is the one and tvhole mathematical rpisr~mi2" which contains in itself 
in simpler form the beginning points (crrchm) of each of the particular epislimtri. 
It regards what is common between them and in what they differ. and teaches 
what is identical in all. and what belongs to more or to fewer of them. The ascent 
for those who are learning [mathematics] rightly is from the many episr2mai to 
this one. But even hisher than this. dialectic is the unifying bond or capstone (as 
is i t  called in the Rcpirbiic) of mathematics. Dialectic by means of its own powers 
both perfects the [one and] whole mathematical [episttntC] and sends it upward 
towards Aims. showing that it truly is an rpis12mC and rendering it stable and 
irref~~tltable.'"~ 

I" Cf. In Parm. 947.1 - I I .  
:'" Sre A. Charles. "Sur k cancdre interrnediare des rnathimatiques dans la penskc de Proklos." 

Lc.s ~ ~ u t t r s  Philosophiqnes, 72 ( 1967) pp.69-80: see pp.74-75, 
'o; - Morrow translates i r r tzpf lxh~a~ as 'hovers attentively over'. presumably taking it to be u n ~ p  - 

arikic j~,  i.c. above - not to be sailing. or to be stationary. I t  is rather Gn~p  - axloo. i s .  above - to make 
singlc. In this sense dialectic is right next to mathematics ( x p o a ~ ~ k ) .  making it to be one from its station 
above it. as .Vorrs is set above diunaia. 

:94 In Esci. 42.12- 18: ~ a i  ikiopev. o n  ~ a 0 a m p  o v o 6 ~  6 ~ ~ ~ i s p ~ t a l  Siavoiac lcai ~opqyei 
rac u p ~ a ;  avw8ev aG* lcai t e h o i  njv 6tuvotav amS ~aurou .  xuta ta aljta 6il r a i  fi 6iaklcnmi. 
o~iooooiag o h a  TO lcaeapdratov pLpo~. rcpoa~pic rjxepflxAwsat t i v  paeqpatwv KEPIEXEL filv okqv 
a6rt;lv a v i h < ~ v .  

?)5 As [ mentioned in chapter 11. Morrow tnnslates hole; nirrrhc!rnutikP as "general mathematics." 
This is the unified projection of logoi as mathematics. which as Proclus says in this passage. is the source of 
the more multiple projection of the various disciplines of mathematics. 

2% In Eiid.44. I - 14: a l l  L;IS $ ~ i <  tiv maipev. npoaqilq p ~ v  P m v  a i r i v  &v6eq~oc fi pia lcai 
ijLq uu0qpatt~il rixq naaiv r iv  lcafl ~ r a m a  i r r t r n ~ ~ i i v  a p ~ a i  axAous.repov i-v Eav* mpiE~ouoa lcai 
njv i E  ~o~vtuviav ol jdv ~ a i  q v  Gla@opav P x ~ a ~ ~ p p i v q  lcui oaa ~a a k a  EV x a a a ~ g  ava6~6acr~ouoa. 
~ a i  k a  rrkioorv I j r t ap~e~  r a i  iim ~harcomv. xai ~ n i  taljrqv anb rwv xohhGv fi iivo6og toiq xata 
rpoxov ~avBavouotv. avwz~po 6 i?rt ruutrl~ fi 6 t a k ~ n W  r iv  pa0qpatov dv ~ i q  dvSecyo<. ii ~ a i  
Opl.(~ov a i r rb .  20qv. EV xohiteiu xpowipqrcev. a k q  yap kai njv ohlv pa8ryla-rutcip r e k ~ o i  lcai e i  



Mathematics is in need of this capstone. because as a downward moving reason it moves 

from determinate beginning points and proceeds downward into multiplicity. It cannot 

give itself its own unity. because it does not refer its beginning points Sack to their 

ultimate unity. Dialectic. on the other hand. travels the backwards way by gathering the 

diiwsity oflogoi which dicmuicr employs and referring them back to the unity of .l'oris 

However, diaIectic in turn is in need of a unifying bond or capstone. because 

although its ultimate aim is to leave behind the divided logoi of clianuia, it still makes use 

of them and cannot escape them. So as mathematics is unified by dialectic. dialectic is 

unified by .Yorrs. 

But holding the third place among these unifying bonds is .You itself. which 
comprehends all of the powers of dialectic in itself in a uniform manner. and 
ivhich brings together their variousness through simplicity. their partiality through 
partless knowledge. and their multiplicity through unification. .Volts folds 
together the unfoldings of the dialectical methods. binds together from above the 
discursus of mathematical logoi. and is the best end of the uptvard journey and the 
activity of knowing.'97 

Proclus thinks that the aim of dialectic is to raise the soul to a sort of knowing higher than 

dialectic. ~vhich is the unity of :\ialrs. In this he agrees with Plotinus. 

Dialectic and mathematics arc both forms of tlicmoia. because they both make use 

of thc divided l o p i  ~vhich esist on the level of soul. As we have seen. Proclus thinks that 

the olrsitr of the soul is a fullness of logoi @12r6ma rdn login) which are always 

cognitively active. We are essentially cognitive activity. but we are not aware of this 

activity of our otrsia because we do not attend to it. as we do not attend to our heartbeat or 

our breathing.298 Diamirr is that further activity by which we project forth these essential 

voGv a v u x i u n e ~  ~ u i g  ~ a u m j g  6uvaqtn .  c a i  inrmtipqv iivtwg anooa ive~  rai pov~pov ~ a i  av+kpcrov 
~ K E ~ @ < E T U L .  .)' - In Elrcl. 44.14-23: r p i q v  6 Cv PXOL r@v EV r o i ~  m v 6 2 a j ~ o ~  o vo* a l j r o ~  o rtaoac rZIg 
h a k ~ r ~ ~ a ;  6 u v a p e t  EV & ~ i @  p o v o e ~ e  m p i h w v  lcai j v  noicthiav ~ ~ T G v  6 ia  sil; U X ~ O T Q T O ~  r a i  
rbv uep~opov  6 ~ a  rij; auepoug yvojtmq riai ro x i  j0oc 6 ~ a  E v o j o ~ q  mv&pv.  airroc 6fi o h  
a u u n r i n o e ~  UEV lac ~ v E ~ ~ < E L <  T ~ V  ~ L Q ~ K T L I C ~ V  p~eo6wv. m v & i  6P tivcll~ev ~ a o u v  j v  SLE<O~OV r6v 
pu8rlpurr~Gv Ajlov. rfkog 6 k i  TO iipicrov njc avayuiyou nopeiag rai n j ~  -(vwarrni< Svepl~ iac .  

"' See C. Steel. "Breathing Thought: Proclus on the innate knowlede of the soul." in The 
perennral trudidon of ,fiVeoplatonisrn, edJ.  Cleary (Leuven: Leuven University Press. 1997) pp.293-309. 



logoi and become conscious of them. The logoi which are our oirsio. however. do not 

themselves exist in the same manner as fully projected logoi. Our essence is not a 

collection of philosophical arguments. Rather. our essence is like the one whole 

mathematical science. which contains in unditTerentiated form all of the particular 

sciences. or i t  is like the unity of the premises. fiorn which the conclusion may be drawn 

out. So by projecting its own essential logoi. the soul transforms those logoi. If the 

Soul's projected logui are unfoldings of its ousin. then the Soul knows even its own olrsirr 

through the images which its activity calls into being. Further, if dianoicr has two 

different motions. i t  stands to reason that the projected logui which mathematics and 

dialectic cnd with will differ from each other. even if both begin from the logoi which are 

resident in the ozrsicr of the soul. Things are in the manner in which they are known. so 

o~tsiddris logoi ivhich are projected with an eye to Body will differ from the same 

o~r.sirji/~'i.s logoi projected with an eye to .l'ou.s. 

This general theory of c/imoia also shows us the status of the hypotheses which 

Plato speaks about. according to Proclus. The hypotheses in question are the Iogoi which 

thc soul projects out of itself, Dialectic takes the logoi which it projects as stepping 

stones to an unhypothetical g a s p  of .\mu. Mathematics. on the other hand. takes the 

hypotheses which dialectic projects. and lets them stand. travelling downward from them 

as if they were fixed beginning points. Notice that Proclus understands this distinction in 

an ontoloeical manner. Moving upward to the unhypothetical is an attending to objects of 

thought ivhich are ontologically higher. namely the eic& in ?ioiis, Moving downward 

from assumed hypotheses is to consider the soul's logoi as fixed points from which to 

descend to the consideration of lower things. 

It does not seem to present a problem for us that Proclus should characterise 

upward moving di~inoirr as dialectic. Plato seems to describe dialectic as an upward 

moving discursive reason. so this is fmiliar to us. But it is peculiar to think that 



dounward moving rlianoiu is mathematical reasoning. i,e. that all discursive reason 

Lvhich makes use of assumed hypotheses is mathematics. 

There seem to be two main reasons why Proclus thinks that the logoi which 

downward moving reason projects are mathematical. one hermeneutical and one 

systematic. Hotvever. \vith both of these reasons we must keep in mind that Proclus calls 

many more things by mathematical names than we ourselves would. Recall the long 

passage on the circle Lvhich t quoted in chapter 111.'"~ Although Proclus is clear about the 

ontological station of mathematical circles. he is very free in his use of the name circle 

Lvhen it comes to non-mathematical things which stand in the same series and are 

therefore circle-like. He can call the soul a self-moving number. or speak about the 

figures of the gods. without meaning that either the soul or the gods are. strictly speaking. 

mathematical entities. He can endorse Platu's mathematical construction of the Soul in 

the Tinroelrs. while thinking that the soul is not mathematical. but that the arithmetic. 

harmonic. and geometrical proportions are only images of the structure of the Soul. This 

sort of terminological fluidity is characteristic of Proclus' thought. 

The first reason Proclus thinks that downward moving tiitmoia is mathematics is 

the simple hermeneutic demand of interpreting the Republic passages. While I myself 

think that in the Republic Plato only cites mathematics as an esample of clicmoicr. the test 

is underdetermined. and it is possible to read it such that downward moving reason is 

mathematical reason and that alone. I think this is the reading that Proclus had. and so 

Lvhen he cites the Republic passage in the Euclid commentary he naturally characterises 

do\vn~vard moving reason as mathematical. 

The second. and more interesting. reason that Proclus holds this position is due to 

the fact that in his ontological hierarchy mathematical entities are situated 'below' the 

Soul's O I I S ~ L I .  Proclus lists four types of number in the Timaeics commentary: divine 



( r h e i o ~ ) . ' ~ ~  of the order of otrsiu (olisibdh). psychic (pslrchikos). and physical (phlrsikos). 

By "the order of olrsia" Proclus means here the number appropriate to :Vous. and by 

"psychic" he means the monads out of which the orisicr of the Soul is composed. Note 

that mathematical number is missing from this Iist. It lies between the Soul's oltsicr and 

physical number. In speaking about the olrsin of the Soul. Proclus tells us that the 

monads in it  are not mathematical. because mathematical monads are not of the order of 

ousitr (tmolrsioi). and they are not physical. because physical monads are in an underlying 

matter."" In other tvords. mathematical monads are in between the monads which are the 

olrsici of the Soul. and the monads which are in body. 

This gives us a compelling explanation for why Proclus thinks downivard moving 

tlitmoi~r is mathematics. A dicrnoic~ that moves downwards is a dimoicr that projects the 

Soul's essential logoi. and has as its end the funher unfolding of the hidden content of 

these logoi. Dialectic as upward moving ciictnoia has as its end to see the soul's loyoi as 

images of the paradigms in .Volrs. and so lead the soul away from the multiplicity of its 

oivn projection. in a reversion upon .\blrs. It is in this sense that dialectic seeks the 

unhypothetical. Downward moving tiicrrwici. on the other hand. has as its aim to draw out 

the implicit content of the Soul's logui in ever increasing multiplicity. But the unfolding 

of the Soul into ever further multiplicity parallels the unfolding of the cosmos as an image 

of the Soul itself. In other words. downward moving tiimoiu does not regard the soul's 

loyoi as images of .C'olrs. but rather as paradigms of Body. i.e. as fixed points from ivhich 

it  can consider the reality below the Soul. 

The logoi which the Soul projects from its omin are paradigms of Body insofar as 

they are the proximate ordering principles of Body, without themselves being bodily. 

They mediate between the immateriality and unity of the Soul's oraicr and the extension 

1 IX) In Tint. 11.16 1 25-32. For divine number in Iamblichus. see Dominic J. O'Meara Pyhagorac 
Revived (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1989) pp.79-84. 

jot In Tim. 11.164.19-18. Notice Proclus' fluid use of terms: orrsidd2s refen to :Voiis in the tint 
places. and unot~sioi refen to the ousia of Soul, in the second place. 



and confusion of Body. In other words. they are the proportions. numbers. and figures 

ivhich constitute mathematicai being. As soon as the Soul departs from the consideration 

of its O I I S I ' L I .  and in a downward moving clicrnoicr examines that which it produces. it 

projects mathematical logoi as the paradigms through which it can contemplate body. It 

is for this reason that Proclus thinks downward moving diunoia is mathematics. 

There is an ambiguity here which we should consider. We can think of the 

distinction betiveen dialectic and mathematics in tivo ways. On the one hand, they both 

makc use of logoi ~vhich the Soul projects. In that sense they should have the same 

ontological 'station'. and differ only in the fact that in the first case the logoi are being 

considered as images of a higher reality. and in the second case they arc being considered 

as paradigms of a lower. From this perspective. the perception that we have that dialectic 

and mathematics make use of different l o ~ o i .  i.e. that metaphysics does not make use of 

numbers and ratios. arises because the lugoi are used as lenses. if you will. to look at 

different things. And so they themselves seem different depending on what they point to. 

On the other hand. we can think of  the logoi which they project as different in station. 

Dialectic as a motion of thought will tend to give more unity to the logoi which it 

projects. while mathematics as a motion of thought ~vill lend towards greater multiplicity. 

So the projected logoi. while issuing from the same source. are hierarchically ordered in 

tsmls of unity and multiplicity. I think we have to understand Proclus' theory in both of 

these senses. because I don't think he himself thought the distinction through entirely 

consistently. The biggest problem with this division is that the majority of Proclus' 

discussions of mathematics in the prologues to the Euclid commentary. and in the 

Timwrs commentary present mathematics as an image of either the orisiu of the Soul or 

realities even higher.jO' SO although mathematical logui are paradigms of Body. they are 

'" CC A. Lernould. "La dialectique comrne science premiere chez Proclus." Revue drs sciences 
philosophiclues et rhiologiques. 71 (1987) pp.509-536: see p.5 18: "Mais i l  est important de souligner que 
la perfection ((formelle)) de la science premiere est inseparable d'une superiorite ctrnaterieller), c'est-a-dire 
d'une sup5riorite selon I'objet. Les operations que sont l'analyse. la division. et toutes les autres. sont plus 



also images of the intelligible, and so one can reason dialectically when considering 

niathrmatical lugoi. in the sense that the consideration of mathematical logoi can lead the 

soul uptvard towards the unhypothetical nature of Xozrs. Conversely, one may make use 

of the sorts of l o p i  which are the objects of dialectic. such as justice or the five greatest 

kinds. and take the imperfect projection of them with which the soul begins as assumed 

beginning points in order to reason about things below the soul. In so doing one is 

reasoning 'mathematically' but not thinking about mathematical objects. 

What Proclus should have in fact said is that diimuici has two movements. 

dialectic and a downward motion. and that an important feature of the downward motion 

of di~moitr is that i t  projects forth mathematical lugui ~vhen i t  considers the unfolding of 

pures. Icl ralsonnernent cst plus sere. en un mot. la puissance dialectique est moins divisCe parce qu'elle est 
appliqutk aus objets les mo~ns divisCs et parcr que l'on remonte jusqu'i la Cause ultime de toutes choses ..." 
Lernould assimilates the epistemological hierarchy within the soul (nom. dialectic. mathematics. physics. 
opinion. sensat~on) to the cycle ot'the procession o f  power (rh~nmru) which S. Gersh has explained in 
KI!VfIZII.-IKIiVHTOT (Lriden: E.J. Brill. 1973) pp.60-71,. In this sense a sort o f  cognition reaches 
perfection and overflows. establishing a lower level o f  cognition which is imperfect in power. So dialectic 
establishes mathematics out of  the perfection o f  power which is proper to it. Mathematics. in turn. reaches 
its o\vn I lo\ver) pertkction o f  power by reversion upon dialectic. in accepting from dialectic the starting 
points o f  mathematics. This description is attractive. and has the virtue o f  showing forth in the 
t.pistemological point o f  view the same cyclical motion o f  power which governs the ontological point o f  
view. Hotiever. it needs to be nuanced somewhat to see what is taking place in Proclus. While in one 
senst. the c?clical motion o f  remaining. procession. and return which is the ontological motion o f  power is 
the same at all levels o f  reality between the One and matter. in another sense it i s  not. This uniform cycle is 
itself also governed by the interaction o f  Limit ( r r ~ p a ~ )  and Unlimited (axapov). On a higher ontological 
level. Limit has more influence than Unlimited. and the cyclical procession o f  power gives rise to entities 
which are more unified. more like their causes. and more able to return upon them. When Unlimited 
dominates. at the lower levels. the reverse is true. Body. for example. is unable to revert upon its causes 
because o f  the domination o f  Limit by Unlimited found in  it. In a sense. the cyclical procession o f  power 
only functions 'normally' in the middle region: that is to say. for Smt~s and for Soul. .4 similar gradation 
should appear from the epistemological viewpoint. Soul is the centre o f  the universe. in that in Soul neither 
Limit nor Unlimited dominates. Hence. in the case ot'the partial soul, we find an ability to mount upwards 
towards .Vutis. or sink downwards towards the multiplicity o f  sensation. Soul's own proper mode o f  
cognition. which i s  dinnoia. manifests this duality o f  movement. Its higher half. dialectic. allows the soul to 
move towards .Cbu. while its lower half. mathematics. is the beginning o f  the soul's motion towards body. 
Thus ternould's epistemological hierarchy should be modified: I. Yous: 7. diunoicl (comprising: '.a. 
dialectic: and 2.b. mathematics); 3 .  physicdopinion; 4. sensation. ~Votrs leads the soul upwards. while 
physicslopinion and sensation lead it down, analosous to the domination of Limit or Unlimited in their 
objects. Dicmoiu. on the other hand. reflects the balance of Limit and Unlimited in its objects, as its upper 
half takes as object intermediate being and mounts towards iVoirs. while its lower half takes the same 
intermediate being and descends towards body. In this sense, diunoia as the soul's own proper mode o f  
knowing manifests the declension in  power in the cycle from perfection, to imperfection. to lower perfection 
o f  power. 



cosmos beginning from the oirsici of the soul. Proclus' corpus in fact bears out this 

characterisation of tiianoia. He has works of dialectic. such as for example the 

Parmenides commentary with its ending in the silence of the soui. And he also has 

various arguments which unfold the implicit content of hypotheses which are assumed 

from other. dialectical, arguments. not all of which are mathematical. 

Finally. I am not sure if it is easy to separate out these two motions of diunoiu in 

quite the neat manner which Proclus claims in the Euclid commentary. That text is 

motivated by a need to explain the Rrpiblic passage, and so ivill present us with two 

neatly distinguished motions of thinking. But if ~ v s  consider a work like the Eiemrnrs of 

Tit~.olo~g,. i t  is difficult to say whether it is an upward or a downward moving example of 

dirrrroicr. While on the one hand the overall structure of the Eletnenls is a deduction. the 

sort of argument we find in the proofs is ovenvhelmingly dialectical. Take the proof for 

the first hypothesis. It takes each logically possible position as a hypothesis. produces 

absurdities in each hypothesis but one. and thereby proves the first hypothesis. The rest 

of the ivork continues this process of dra~ving out the implications of the first proposition. 

both to folloiv the unfolding of the cosmos from the One in a downward moving reason. 

but also to establish the first proposition as unshakable. and so lead the sou1 dialectically 

up to a more firm grasp of its truth. In this sense I think the Elrmunrs exhibits both 

motions of ditmoicr. and shows that in our thinking both of these motions occur 

simultaneously. 

Be this as it may. Proclus understands mathematics as one half ofthe motion of 

thinking which is dianoiu. When diunoiu as the Soul's rnergricr moves upwards in an 

attempt to grasp the olrsitr of the Soul itself. and beyond it the Forms in .\'olts. it is 

dialectic. When dianoi~i as the Soul's rnergei~t moves downwards towards body it is as 



an image of the otrsi~~ of the Soul. i.e. as mathematics. and thus as the ordering principle 

We should note. as the final point in this section. that although mathematical logoi 

are the prosimate ordering principles of Body. they are not identical with the logoi that 

are in Body. So although in one sense downward moving reason is mathematical. this is 

only the case with regard to the highest part of this movement. In other words. 

mathematics itself is the investigation of the image of the Soul's olrsia which is also the 

ordering principle of body. but there remains the investigation of that which is ordered. 

body itself. and one must not confuse these two: 

After our mathematical consideration of this text. we must turn our investigation 
towards the physical consideration of it. It is not proper to remain with 
mathematical logoi. and strangle our argument. (for thc dialogue concerns 
ph>sics). nor to neglect mathematical logoi. in a wish to attend to sensation alone. 
Rather. t\e must join the two. and always weatbe the study of physical things 
together with the the study of mathematics. just as the things themselves are 
woven together. being of the same race and brothers in virtue of their procession 
hom .Vo~rs. And in general. if the Pythagoreans placed the mathematical being in 
the middle between the intelligible and the sensible. as more unfolded 
((owlirfomtirtP~z) than the intelligible. and more universal than the sensible. why 
should ue neglect mathematics md consider physical logoi alone'? For how is the 
sensible ordered. and according to what logoi is it set in order. and horn which 
logoi has it come forth. i f not from mathematical logoi? At any rate. 
mathematical logoi are primarily in souls. having descended from .Vorrs. and then 
descend from souls into bodies. So we must not remain with mathematical logoi. 
as certain people do. For this position places false opinions in its auditors. such as 
the idea that physical things are mathematical figures and numbers. and is absurd 
in other w y s .  For physical logoi do not admit of the precision and tixity of 

:,I: 
For another discussion of the place of mathematics in Proclus. see A. Charles. "Sur le canctere 

interrntdiare des mathematiques dam la pensee de Proklos." Lrs ~ l t ~ d ~ ~  Philosuphiqlrrs. 11 ( 1967) pp.69- 
80. Charles considers the relation between dianoia and phontcrsicr to be the relation between remaining and 
proceeding. in that it is in phanrrrsia that the unified t i~ures  hidden in diunoiu emerge into distinction 
(p.72). I think that this is not the case. Mathematics is a part of clilmoiu and the phunrusiu which is 
employed in geometrical reasoning is hence also a form of dianoia. In one sense all diunoia is the moment 
of return. i t .  the energeia in the triad orisiu. rlrinnnris. mrrgeiu, because the enrrgriu is the activity or 
actuality of the soul's knowledge. in its grasp of  itself. But in another sense. because the energeio is the 
rcturn only through the rlriwnris to the ousiu of the soul. in this third moment (energera) the other two are 
implicit. Thus all forms of dianoia involve at1 three moments: remaining, procession. and return. However. 
in the stricter sense all clianoia. contrap ro Charles' characterisation of it as remainins, is the moment of 
return. 



mathematical logoi. And moreover we would not be following the rules of 
demonstration. where it says not to transfer what is known in one genus into 
another genus. So in no way should we consider physical realities as if they were 
mathematical realities."' 

Proclus does not conflate the various levels of his system. even if his more general 

theories dictate that he should. Here we see that he clearly distinguishes between two 

sorts of downivard moving reason. or two sorts of reason which regard the Soul's logoi 

are paradigms of Body. The one makes use of a higher sort of projected logos. the 

niathmatical logos. and the other makes use of a lower projected logos. the physical 

logos. But of course. the phmikoi logoi ivhich are the actual (ogoi in bodies are not the 

phl~sikoi logoi which Proclus is refening to hen. because he is referring to logoi which 

we as Souls are thinking. not logoi which are the indwelling organising principles of 

scnsible things. 

In the rest of this chapter we ivill esamine various aspects of Proclus' philosophy 

of mathematics. with regard to the place of mathematics between the Soul's ousiti and 

Body. 

IV.ii, bIatht.matics as an image of the structure of the Soul's orisifi 

The fundamental text for Proclus' account of the internal srructure of the Soul is 

the passage from Plato's Timtiezis where the Demiurge creates the Soul of the Cosmos: 

:04 In Tim 11.23.9-33: M ~ r a  Sfi mjv ua0qpanmjv avciicqlylv r i v  bqparov rotjtov P K ~  niv o u a i ~ v  
6€i ~ p E n ~ 0 0 a l  0~wpiav. &TE yap r o i ~  pa0rjkamv &piatapfv~rv K P O ~ ~ K E I  T ~ ) V  kLjyov a~apr i iv taq  
coua i~o<  yap o S i a ioyo~)  o i k  a p e k i v  r i v  h 6 p v  E K E ~ V W V  to npo~ a'idrlatv povov €XI jqroi,vrac, aiAa 
S E ~  ouva n r~ iv  apmos~pa ~ a i  oupxf iw~tv  aei ra  oumua roi; h a 0 r p a r t ~ o i ~ .  i m ~ p  ~ a i  aGta ta  
~ p a p a t a  c r u u ~ A L ~ ~ r a t  rai &mv dp0'/€~1j Kai a&?.t$u s a t h  j v  an0 voi  ~p606ov. ~ a i  -(up ~i 
u ~ q v  ~ r a r r o v  oi l l ~ 0 q o p ~ ~ o i  tiJv paeqpatllcilv oljaiav r i v  TE voqtiv ~ a i  rojv a idqr i iv .  & 
u v ~ h ~ r r o p ~ q v  pPv r i v  voqriv U ~ A A O V ,  ~ a 0 o A m n f p a v  68 t6v a iMqGv  o4aav. ri ~ p i j  rucra l rap iv~ac  
ouatoho-/ia; povqi ~pov r i<e~v :  n&c -/up 6 i a s ~ K k p r l t a ~  to a i d q t c v  ij ~ a r a  rroiou~ 6 iu rL ra~ ra i  Aoyos 
fi ax6 xoiwv rrpoebjhu0~ hdywv fi an6 r i v  pae l lpan~6v:  o h  yo6v oi idyo1 n p r h s  ufv Eicnv i v  
~ v u ~ a i  an6 voi, ~ a ~ a f i a v r ~ ; .  Txe~ ra  Pv roi; aoipaaiv 13x0 r&v qn~~ i iv .  6 ~ i  Si o h  p i  u ~ v ~ i v  i x i  :oSv 
uaeqpaticiv. c;joxep rtvPg rrotoi,ai roitro yap ltai W E U ~ E ~  j 6 o t q  E ~ X O L E ;  ~ o i i  aroljoumv. iq t6jv 
o u o i ~ & v  qqua twv  ~ a i  a p ~ 0 p i v  p a 0 q p u t i ~ i v  onov.  ~ a i  6 l l o g  6~oxov- oGSP yap dxt6 t~ovsui  r i v  
u a 8 ~ a r o v  ro a ~ p i p <  rai Epqp~~cspLvov o i  1i)'foi f i ~   outs^^. ;rp% T@ Y ~ S E  roiq ~ l t ~ ~ € i ~ t l ~ ~ i j  jp65 
~r reo0a t  ~ a v o o ~ v .  EV o i j  ~ i p q r a ~  pfi ~ETOO€PELV r a  a n  6Uou  -(&OK ~ K i G t q ~ a  E L <  6 M o  Y E V ~ .  UUKOUV 

oGSP ra  O U O I K ~  Suvarov a p ~ 0 p q r ~ ~ i q  ~ E W P E ~ V .  See also In Tim.i.8.13-77. 



The components from which he made the soul and the way in which he made it 
\vere as follows: In between the Being (omius) which is indivisible and always 
changeless. and the one which is divisible and comes to be in bodies. he mixed a 
third. intermediate form of being (omicrs eiclos). derived from the other two. 
Similarly. he made a mixture of the Same. and then one of the Other. intermediate 
between the indivisible sort [of Same and Other] and the son [of Same and Other] 
which is divided among bodies. And he took the three intermediates and mixed 
them all together to make one thing (mitrn pcmtc~ idem) .  forcing the Other. which 
was hard to mix. into conformity with the Now when he had mixed 
these tt5.o together with Being, and from the three had made a single mixture. he 
redivided the whole mixture into as many pans as his task required. each part 
remaining a mixture of the S m e .  the Other. and of Being. This is how he began 
the division: first he took one portion away from the whole. and then he took 
mother. twice as large. tbllowed by a third. one and a half times as large as the 
second and three times as large as the first. The fourth portion he took was twice 
as large as the second. the fiAh three times as large as the third. the sixth eight 
times that of the first. and the seventh twenty-seven times that of the first.'06 

Pinto continues his account by esplaining how the Demiurge filled in the intervals 

betwen the s e \ w  portions of the Soul with various ratios of the original terms. and 

finally how the Derniurge cut the whole in two lengthwise. and formed these two strips 

into two circles. These are carried around in a circular motion. and are themselves in 

re\.olution. one as the movement of the Same and the other as the movement of the Other. 

: U! The Dcmiurg begins with six things: Being which is indivisible and Being which is divisible. 
and likewise two sons of Same and DVO of Other. He mixes the indivisible and the divisible Being in order 
to produce a third sort of Being. intermedim bctween the original two. tIr does this as well with Same and 
Other. so that he produces three new ihings. and intermediate Being, an intermediate Same. and an 
intermediate Other. He then takes these three new intermediate mixtures which he has made. and mixed 
them all together to produces one mixture which has as its components the intermedate Being, the 
intermediclte Same and the intermediate Other. 

:.uc> Tin1.3ja-c: ap<op~vou mveanjaato EK rt3v61 ro .cai TOLGBE t p j ~ e .  riii a p ~ p i m ~ u  ~ a i  a ~ i  
cura rairta E ; C O U ~ S  oitoias r a i  a a; x ~ p i  ru cripara y~yvop~vqq p ~ p ~ m i j ~  rpirov €5 upmiv EV ~ E O W  

a u v ~ r ~ p a a a r o  orjoiag &Go& fit t~ ?airmi, m l k -  [a4 nipi] ~ a i  r i j~  roc Lripou. ~ a i  ~ a r a  rauta 
mvf ~ q m v  t v  pi.aq~ roil TE auepo% a6rtSv ~ a i  roc kara ta aoipata p~pimoil .  tcai rpia Aabv aina 
Gvru m v e i q a a a r o  ~ i $  piav lium i6kav. j v  8aripou 0 h v  ~ ~ ~ L E L K T O V  u h a v  €i< ~ ~ U K O V  

mvapuJttov Pis. U E I - ~ &  8~ UETU t i i~  oh+aj ~ a i  L K  t p t i ) ~  I~OLQC~UEVOC EV. KUALV i20v roiito poipa5 
uaac x p o m j ~ ~ v  ~ L E V E L ~ E V .  Euacrqv 8i PIC t~ tautoi) ~ a i  ea r~pou  ~ a i  tiiq o i & x i  p ~ p ~ ~ y p i v q v .  i p p t o  
8k h a i p ~ i v  66~. giav ci~€ihEv fb np&rov URO xamo< poipav. ~ E T U  6i: taittqv arntjpe~ S ~ n A a ~ a v  ra6rqc. 
t i lv 6 a; tpirqv $noAiav u&v n j q  G~uripac, rp~rrkaaiav 61: n j ~  ~ r p i q c .  T E T U ~ ~ V  8 i  r f i ~  6&ut€pa~ 
Gtrrkqv. nipnqv 6P tplrrltiv fit ~piw<.  njv S E K ~ V  r i j ~  npwrqc o~ra~AacTiav. $Gopqv a' 
i ~ t a r a ~ ~ ~ ~ o m r r k a o - i a v  ~ p o i q ~ .  



The motion of the Same is left undivided.''' while the motion of the Other is divided into 

seven circles which rotate at varying speeds and in varying  direction^.'^' 

Note that Being. Same and Other are three of the Greatest Kinds (mqisiu gen6) 

listed in Plato's Sophisr. the other two being Motion and ~ e s t . ~ ' ~  For Proclus. the 

Greatest Kinds are the primary divisions of the [ntelligible Forms in IVorrs. and it  is in 

lookins to the intelligible patterns that the Demiurge creates the Soul and gives it order. 

The source for this is the Timaeus. ~vhere Plat0 says that the Demiurge creates the world 

after the pattern of the "living beingl'which "comprehends within itself all intelligible 

living beings1' (lo gur (12 mdm 5 i u  puntu ekrinu m herrrrrdi perilrrbun e ~ h e i ) . " ~  or the 

"complete living being" ( io panteies :dion).ji ' Proclus calls this model the rr~ito=dion. or 

the 'living being its el^."' The Demiurge orders the Soul and the cosmos according to the 

Forms ~vhich it sees in the a~riozdion. and hence which it also possesses in its own 

thought. 

The Demiurge himself looks towards himself and towards that which precedes 
him - ror it  was not permitted him that he should looks towards that which is atier 

;II -  This is the motion of the Earth on its axis, i.e. the plane of the equator. 
'""7he motion of the Other is the plane of the Zodiac. which has within itsclf the seven planets. all 

of which seem to revolve around the earth at varying speeds. The varying speeds and dirrdiuns of the 
rotation of the planets is likely Plato's attempt to account for the observed phenomena of planetary motion. 
Ser Cornford's excellent esplanation of the technical details of this passage in his PlaioO C'osrnolcg~ 
(Indianapolis: Hackett. 1997 [Routledge. 193513 pp.72-93. 

;I)') S o p h . 2 5 4 ~ - 2 5 5 ~  
"" Tinr.30~. 
'I' Tim 3Ib. 
"' The structure of :Vow in Proclus is the following. ~Vom as a whole is divided into the 

'intelligible'. the 'intelligible-and-intellectual'. and the 'intellectual' orders, which correspond roughly to the 
object of knowledge, the power of this object to be known. and the knowing moment. The first two orders 
are each subdivided into three triads. producing nine distinctions within the intelligible and within the 
intelligible-and-intellectual. The auro<@ov is identified with the third triad in the intelligible order. The 
intellectual order is subdivided into seven IeveIs. The Demiurge holds the third place in this seven-fold 
division. As complex as this scheme is, its basic import is that the knowing moment of :Volts orders the 
lower creation according to the Forms which are its moment as object of thou&[. For the place of the 
cnriozdion see In Tim. 1.4 19.16: for the place of  the Demiurge see In Tim. 1.3 IO.3ff. A good summary of  the 
levels of Nous is given in H. Leww. Chaldaean Oracles and Theurgy, .\.!vsticism. Magic and PIotonism in 
die Laier Roman Empire (Cairo. 1956 m e w  edition with a contribution by P. Hadot. "Bilan et perspectives 
sur les Oracles Chaldai'ques et une bibhographie de H. Lewy." (Paris: ~ t u d e s  Augustiniennes. 1978)j) 
pp.Jl3-48J. 



him -and in looking towards these things the Demiurge brings forth all things and 
makes Be  Universe (to p m )  as a whole to be an image of the intelligible whole."' 

There is a declension in content in the move from the airtuziion to the thought of the 

Dsmiurgr. in the same manner as there is a declension in the move from Nous to Soul. 

The same Forms eltist in the ui1toz6ion and in the thought of the Demiurge. but the exist 

in an intelligible manner in the intelligible model. and in an intellectual manner in the 

intellectual Demiurge. 

Everything which is in the paradigm is also in the Demiurge. and in creating the 
cosmos with reference to the model. he is also creating it with reference to 
himself. For the intelligible integrality (pantotGs) is different from the 
ints~lectual .~ '~ 

The same holds for the difference between the Demiurge and the Soul. Thus in creating 

the Soul as a mixture of Being, Same and Other. the Demiurge is producing in the Soul a 

homologous structure on the psychic level of what he himself contains and what he sees 

in the ~urru:3ion. Proclus interprets the Platonic statement that the Being. Same and 

Other which the Demiurge mixes together to make the Soul are of an intermediate status 

as indicating the intermediate status of the ~oul.'" which is between that lvhich is 

"indivisible and always changeless" (:Volrs) and that "that is divisible and comes to be in 

bodies" (the forms divided among b ~ d i e s ) . " ~  Thus. although Being. Same and Other as 

the Platonic Greatest Kinds or genera exist in their primary manner in the intelligible 

:I: 
In T1n1.l.43 1.3 1432.4: aGriiv t~ tov Gvp~oupyov ei; iautov t~ op6v ~ a i  ru rrph iautoir-rpdc 

./up ru  PET autOv airruj ~ E ~ L S  06k: (V U K O P ~ R E L V - K U ~  upujvta n p b ~  Pmiva navra ~ a p a y ~ ~ v  mi ro X ~ V  

~ c i v  e i ~ o v u  rroieiv mi, vorlroi, navrriq 
: I 4  In Tim. l.Jj2.16- 1 8: navt  o h  E ~ L  ~ a i  Pv t@ Sw~oup-pj  ooamp Ev rw xapa6€i-(~an. ~ a i  

~po; k i v o  n o ~ i v  TOV u&ov r a i  ~tp% Eaurov r r o ~ d .  rravtoqq 62 G a r \  p ~ v  fi voqtfi. 6U.q 61: fi voepa- 
The situation IS complex. Not only does the utrfoxEon comprehend the intelligible Forms. it also 
comprehends all o f  the intellectual orders. o f  which the Demiurge is a member. I t  contains them in a 
different manner: the one being contained as parts o f  a whole. the other as the effect is comprehended in the 
cause (hr Tinl.l.431.25-27). Thus the Demiurge contains in its own intellectual manner the intelligible 
content o f  the rrrrrozdion because it iself is comprehended in the cnrtccdion causally. This is a good 
illustration o f  why the same content exists in the lower orders as in the higher. according to Proclus. I t  is 
not that the lower is able to comprehend the higher. but that it itself is comprehended by the higher. thus a11 
that the lower contains pre-exists in  the higher principle. 

:I5 See J. Trouillard. L'Un er l ' h e  srlon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1972) pp.50-67. 
"" There are actuaIIy four levels: Nous. Soul, Forms divided among bodies but which are distinct 

from the bodies which they inform. and bodies themselves. See In Tim.II.15 1.13-1 52.7. 



trlrrozdion. they exist in a different manner as well in the intellectual Demiurge. in SouI. 

in the forms divided among bodies and in bodies themselves. These are homologous 

structures. and the mutual relations between these Kinds hold the same on each level. 

although the manner of their existence on each Ievel varies in terms of their unity and 

multiplicity. 

What would be surprising if the Whole SOUI.'" which possesses in itself in a 
manner appropriate to it  whatever the Divine .\his possesses in a demiurgic 
manner. were also to embrace in advance the cause of the last things of the 
cosmos and as it were the sediment of the tvhole'? For the Soul comprehends the 
invisible Cosmos before the visible. sensible ~ o s r n o s . " ~  

The soul is subdivided into more than Being. Same and Other. These may be the 

primary constituents out of which it is formed. but it contains within itself further 

distinctions. However. although the SouI is divided into a number of parts. each part is 

considered by Proclus to remain a compound of Being. Same and 0ther.'I9 The further 

divisions of the Soul are as f~llows.' '~ The primary distinction. as with all spiritual 

entities. is into the triad of orrsici. rhrnamis. rnergeia (being. power. activity). Omiu itself 

is subdivided into h g ~ r x i s .  harmonia. eirhs s c h h i  ided'l (existencr. harmony. 

form).'!! Finally. Proclus reminds us that the hypnmis itself. as with all other parts of the 

soul. is divided into Being (ousicl). Same and other.'" At this point it is apparent why 

;I- The Soul of the Cosmos. 
i IY In Tint. 1 1 . 3  1.79-232.3: t i  flaupamov njv uAqv lyu~ jv  ncima 2 ~ o w a v  oih-eim~ Eauq i c a  

Sqp~oup-puhj o 0 ~ i o j  V O U ~ ,  ~ a i  t6v rekutaiwv to< tcoupou uai oiov inoma8~qq  riiv o h v  
xpo~i;cqoivu~ t jv  uitiuv: rtpo yap roc ~ a i v o ~ t v o u  ~ a i  aio0qroi tov amaq ~ o o p o v  i uru.~il R E ~ E . X E L .  

"' In Tim. I JLjOff. 
;" Soul is the most complex of the Procline principles. and hence the divisions of the SouI ofthe 

Cosmos are quite complex. There is no need here for an exhaustive account. Consequently. the divisions 
listed in the body of the text are the general divisions given in the commentary on the Timaais. 

'" Proclus sometimes uses the term ~iGo4 for this part of the soul. sometimes q $ a .  and 
sometimes i6ia. For eidos see In Tim.II.I26.1: for schtma see 11.3 16.2: for idea see I[. 177.2 and 9. 

: ? 3  --- For this division see In Tim.II.175.lOff. The divisions ofthe Soul in Proclus correspond to the 
following passages of the Timaais: 3Sal-35b2 (ok ia ) :  Xbl-36b6 (appovia): j6b6-26c5 
( q i p a . ' ~ i S 0 < ' ~ 6 ~ a ) :  36~5-Xd7 (Stjva~q); 36d8-37c5 (Lvipyela). :.- 

--' It1 Tit~i.ll.l57.3Off. Note that uu.~iu is a part ofowia. This is not inconsistent. One olrsin is 
'Being' in the sense of the 'essence' of the Soul. as distinguished from its power or activity. The other otrsla 
is 'Being' in the sense of the intermediate son of Being which is mixed with the intermediate Same and 
Other to produce the Soul. This mixture pervades every part of the Soul, so its olrsicr is in the pan of the 
soul which is its orcsia. Note that at In Tim.LI.126.2jff Proclus does not contradict this. He says at this 



Motion and Rest. the final two Greatest Kinds from Platofs Sophisr. are not mentioned in 

the initial constitution of the Soul. This initial account deals with its olrsin. as opposed to 

its dm~,m~i.s and energcia. and it is in the enrrgeia that Motion and Rest are 

These divisions should not be considered absolute. because the pans of all spiritual 

realities are such that they interpenetrate each other in some manner. 

Moreover. the Soul is a compound of Limit and Unlimited. which structure all 

things below the one.'" This pair. in turn. is used to explain what Plato means by a 

Being. S m e  and Other which are intermediate: 

What is the characteristic of each of the middle genera'? Perhaps that as olrsiu is 
made of Limit and Unlimited. whenever Limit dominates the Unlimited. it 
produces the indivisible otrsic~: whenever the Unlimited dominates. it produces the 
divisible olrsiu: and whenever they are equal. it produces the middle o m i c ~ " ~  

The middle forms of Same. Other. Rest. and Motion are produced when Same dominates 

Other. Othcr dominates Same, or there is equality. producing the indivisible. divisible and 

middle sons of 'Same-Otherf respectively. Likwise Rest dominates Motion, or vice versa. 

or there is equality. producing indivisible. divisible and middle 'Rest-Motion.' These 

point that the ortsirr of the Soul is triple. because it is constituted by Being. Same and Other. and that 
lcpm:*u i s  dttined most strongly by Being. irmmonio by Same. and eiclas by Other. This might at first 
seem to set up these three triads a5 parallel, such that h~purxis does not contain in itself Being. Same and 
Other. Howver, the use of the word p6Mov is important signifying that in h?prrrx;s Being predominates. 
even though Samr and Other are present. and likewise for harmoniu and ridus. the one having Same 
dominate and the last having Other dominate. So Being, Same and Other are present in all pans. but in 
varying degrees. 

''' in Tinr.lI.l3i.S. Motion and Rest are also sometimes ranked above Same and Other, but they 
are more strongly identified with its rrn~rgrriu. See In Tim. 11.137.8ff. See also the discussion in J. 
Trouillard. L'L'n rr1 ( ' h e  srlm Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1972) p.65-67. Trouillard quotes the passage 
from the In Tint. which I cite. but leaves out two lines which stress the location of Motion and Rest in the 
dnergau of the soul. He does produce other instances of the primacy of Motion and Rest. However. the 
passage in question is obscure. and there is disagreement between Trouillard and Festugiere on how to 
render 11.7 1-23. The passage is too elliptical to be rendered without a prior interpretation of the place of 
Motion and Rest in Proclus. As this is not important to our arzument. I refrain from further comment on 
this passage. 

;" See El. Th.prop.159. and Dodds note on props.89-92. pp.246-748. This pair of concepts is 
derived from Plato's Phi1ebzr.s 27c. There we find the Unlimited and the Limit. and the being which has 
come to be by the misture of UnIimited and Limit. 

"" Itr Tim. ll. 137.13-17: ti 61j o h  ~ a p a ~ t ~ p i o r ~ r r a v  k ~ v  bcamou TGV p C m v  - /Ev~v:  fi 
€ne~S~irrep fi oi)uia i~ xipatog mi awipou. 6 ~ a v  piv rcpatj TO r ipas  0aripou. n o ~ d  njv a p ~ p t m o v  
ouaiav. 65av 6 t  TO ~XEIPOV. n o i ~ i  q v  p ~ p ~ m i v .  orav & iS~cra(n. njv +mv.  



middle forms of Being. 'Same-Other'. and 'Rest-Motion' are all produced by the 

domination or equality of Limit and Unlimited with regard to the five megisra gen~."7 

This is a straightforward application of Proclus' doctrine of mean terms. that 

between any two hierarchically ordered terms there is a term which is similar both to the 

first and to tho second term. This doctrine of mean terms allows Proclus to structure his 

tmiwrse in a hierarchy of levels in which an ever increasing multiplicity is found. Hence 

SouI is intermediate bemeen .\:ulrs and Body because in Soul Limit and Unlimited are in 

balance. and this balance is an intem~ediate term between the domination of Limit and the 

domination of the Unlimited. SouI is a balance of Limit and Unlimited. and is both at the 

same time. i.e. it is a limited plurality. It is a plurality because of its unlimited element, 

but this plurality is not infinite because of the element of limit within it. 

For ever?; ii!pcrr.~is. every dtinamis and mergeicr derives from Limit and 
Unlimited. and is either of the form of Limit (percrroeitiG.s) or of Unlimited 
(~ipeiroritlis). or is not more one than the other. This is why all of the Intellectual 
is said to be Limit. and thus Same. so that one may investigate whether there is 
Other in it. and likewise said to be at Rest. so that one may doubt whether there is 
any intellectual Motion. All the bodily, on the other hand. is said to be a fi-iend to 
the Unlimited. and to Other and Motion. Souls are said to manifest at the same 
time both rnu1tipIicity and unitication. and both that which is at Rest and that 
which is in Motion. And indeed. in the intellectual realm there is one owicr for 
each nous. while the olisiu which is in the soul is both one and not one for each 
soul. For their are as many ousicri in all of the soul [ i t .  in all of each soul] as 
there are parts into which each soul is divided. so that all bodies. being divisible. 
are divided to infinity. while souls are divided into a limited number. just as a 
number is divided into units (montrths). whence certain people have thought it 
proper to call the soul a number. because is it divisible. but divisible into 
indivisible parts which are not divided to intinity. For this reason the indivisible 
of the soul is double. being both with respect to that which is like its whole and 
with respect to its ultimate parts. Because each number also with respect to its 
o u n  proper form (eidos) is one and partless, but with respect to what is like its 
matter (h1r1.51) it is divisible, but not with regard to all of its matter. because the 
ultimate parts in it are indivisible. and are the term of the divi~ion.~" 



Hence the balance of Limit and Unlimited in the Soul is such that the Soul is neither one 

like .Ibirs. nor divided into infinity like body. but is rather divided into a tinite number of 

parts. ivhich themselves are not susceptible of further division. 

This passage gives us a clue to the manner in which Proclus organises his spiritual 

hierarchy. We should be reminded of Plotinus' account of the unfolding o f . \ h s  into the 

five greatest kinds. .Lbus is Being and Being is ,Yous. But if.\bus thinks. there must be 

Otherness and Sameness. If there is thought there must also be Motion. and Rest that the 

thought think the same. That there are many gives rise to Quantity. and that they differ 

from each other gives rise to ~ u a l i t y . " ~  Plorinus orders the list of the ntrgisra genP from 

the Sophisr in order to describe the natural unfolding of the cosmos into diversity. 

Proclus' spiritual hierarchy is ordered in this manner even more strongly than is Plotinus'. 

It unfolds From the One, into Limit and Unlimited, whose various mixtures give rise to 

the di~.ersity of all the spiritual orders. This is a conception whose closest modem 

parallel is Hegel's Logic. It is also not really a deduction. but rather a content logic as 

ontology. Every possible mixing of Forms exists. and is ordered in a hierarchy of unit): 

and multiplicity. This not only allows the distinction between orders (One. !Vurrs. Soul. 

Body) but also the internal diversity of the orders themselves. 

Proclus is pleased to show that these same principles which form all of the orders 
and all of their degrees are able to generate totalities which are different each 
time. It is enough for him to emphasise a genus (movement or rest. for example) 
in order to distinguish an order. And if one were then to v a n  the other factors. 
interior to this order. one would have its degrees.''' 

ru- 6~ vu~u; ~ a i  so ni.fi8oc opoi, ouvevoaivetv r a i  rjv bwotv r a i  70 timi)$ ~ a i  so KIVO~)~EVOV. ~ a i  
-/up i piv oinia fi  EKE^ pia r ag  ~icaotov voiv. fi SE EV rjj l y u ~ j  pia vai oir ~ i a  vat3 E K ~ G ~ ~ v .  noMai 
yap ai ouoiat ~ n r a  ncioav yqf iv  ~ a i  tooaGrat. &sat a i  goipat. eic 4 o b  E~ciqUvn G~$pq~ai.  6iortrp 
atjua nclv p~p tmov  i v  ~ i ;  h ~ t p a  6irjpqra~ roiv ~ 4 r ; i v  Stgptlpivwv ei; m x ~ p a q k v a  ~ a i  oiizc. iq o 
apt9uo; ~ i c  povatia~, ijeev ~ a i  ap~8uov airnjv nve; @ow tcakiv. @ p ~ p i h v  pCv. ~ i <  a p p t i  ~ a i  
~ G K  ~ i ;  aei Gta~perci. 610 ~ a i  ro aptptmov atj* S~tr6v. rai rasa so oiov ijhov r a i  ~ a ~ a  ra &qa~a 
rwv pepiv. Exei r a i  iivaatoi a p t e p b ~  ~ a t u  ro o i r ~ i o v  ~ iSo6  E ~ S  k t  r a i  apeptq. ~ a r a  SE njv  oiov 
ijhp u ~ p t o s o ~ .  ~ a i  ouS$ raljrqv nciouv. a M a  ro &cqasov ~ a i  hv r a 6 q  a ~ ~ p 8 ; .  ei, ti ~ a i  i j  ~ a ~ a k q ; ~ ~ .  

;?J Enn. V. 1 .J.26-14. 
: 50 J .  Trouillard. "Convergence des definitions de I'ime chez Proclw." Rotre des sciences 

phrlosophiprs el rheologiqtres. 45 ( 196 1 )  pp.3-20: p.7. 



Trouillard points us to the Timuerrs commentary. The Soul is made up of intermediate 

Bring. Same. and Other. as we have seen. The variation in these constituents produces 

different sorts of souls. ProcIus tells us that when Being dominates. a divine soul is 

produced: when Same dominates. a daimonic soul; and when Other dominates. a partial 

soul (tnwikc? pstlchg). The various constituents dominate by means of their various ratios 

(10 ,~0 i ) . ' ~~  We should not be surprised that Proclus thinks that reality iinfolds from the 

One according to [\.hat we today might think of mere categories of thinking. The first 

motion of unfolding from the One is the establishment of a principle which makes itself 

m a n  in attempt to grasp the One. The selttconstitution of Nous is a motion of thinking 

ivhich has as its aim to give expression to its contact with the ineffable and inexhaustible 

source ikhich the One is. So there is no question in Proclus of having to explain ~ v h y  the 

categories of thought supervene upon the categories of Being. Rather Being itself is 

organised by the spontaneity of thinking. It is only below the Soul that Being and 

thinking fall apart. due to dispersion and indeterminacy. But even that there is 

multiplicity as dispersion and the feebleness of Body is encompassed by the logic of unity 

and multiplicity ivhich governs the entire hierarchy. We should also remember that the 

account ~vhich Proclus gives is an account from the perspective of Soul. but because Soul 

is a self-related motion ofthinking. the categories which it knows and with which it gives 

an account ofthe unfolding of all things from the One, are images of the highest 

categories in .\brn. 

Returning to the passage from the Timaelis commentary cited above."' we should 

note that the constitution of the Soul out of its various constituents does not detract from 

its own unity. Note the a n d o e  in this passage with the consitution of a particular 

number. The Platonic conception of a number as Proclus puts it forth in this passage is 

that a given number as a whole is an indivisible riclos. In other words. the number 10 is 

- 

"' See In Tim.II1.254.2-10. 
"I In Tim. II.IX6-26. 



not identical to the sum of ten units. with regard to its ridos. The reason for this is most 

likelc that the number 10 is considered to have a particular Form which is not identical 

ivith any particular way dividing 10. Saying that 10 is the same as ten units is only one 

nay of dividing the Form. 10 stands aloof. one might say. from the division into 2+3+3. 

because to identify 10 with that division would be to exclude any other division. such as 

for esample 3 + 3 + 3 ~ l .  Once you have taken the Form of 10 and divided it into 1 .3  and 

5. you cannot subsequently make 3 three times with 1 left over, unless you undo the 

original division. Thus 10 is distinct from any panicular way in which it may be divided. 

and has a single eitios which is the ontological expression of this identity before any 

division. One might say that this is its Limit before any impingement of Unlimited. 

A possible objection to this ontological conception of number might be that the 

number 10 is simply the set of all possible manners of dividing 10. including as a term in 

the set leaving 10 undivided. so that there is no such thing as a single ridos of 10 which is 

one and partless. but rather 10 is a single set with each scheme of division as its members. 

This objection reaches to the heart of Procline metaphysics and its doctrine that before the 

many there is always a one."' In response to this objection recall the relation of genus 

and species in Proclus. If the genus is to be the cause of the species. it  must be such as to 

/i)uttd their diversity. This means that the species is a diminshment of the content of the 

genus. But any diminishment must be a diminishment o f a  prior. more unified reality 

ii hich is more than the diminished manifestation. Collies exist because 'being a collie' is 

one partial manner in which the Form of dog may be instantiated, and this partial 

instantiation does not exhaust the Form itself. In the same manner. 2 + W  is one manner 

... 
' I '  The classic statement of this principle is El. Th, prop. 1. However. its full metaphysical 

implications only come out in the comprehension of any lower principle in its cause. See C. Steel. 
""l';rup<~; chez Proclus." in &punis e ffvposia~is n d  .Veopluronismo (mi &I I colloyz~io in~rrna~ion~de  
Jd cenrru di ricerca s ~ i l  neoplatonismo. imiversird degli strrdi di coranio. 1-3 ortobre 1992) ed. F. Romano 
r D.P. Taormina (Firenze: Leo S. Olschki. 1994) pp.79-100. and 1. Trouillard. "L'inrelligibiIitC 
Proclusienne". in LN philos~phie et ses problGmes, reczreil d'dadrs de doctrine a d'histoirr oferr a 
.\lonseignenr R. Jo1it.t~ (Paris: Emmanuel Vine, 1960) pp.83-97. 



in which the ridos 10 may be divided. but this division does not exhaust 10. .And one 

ma) not make of 10 or of the Form 'dog' a set ofall its instantiations. because that would 

be to eliminate the prior. richer reality which is being instantiated in these partial forms. 

The problem with this set-theoretic conception from a Platonic point of view is that it 

~vould reverse the order of causation which makes a dog a dog. such that a grouping of 

particulars would be the cause of the universal 'dog'. We have already examined Proclus' 

objections to this in our discussion of 'later-born universals' in chapter 11. 

tkt ice the Soul. like a number. is an indivisible whole. like the number 10 is an 

indi\isible ridos. Yet like the number 10. which may be divided in many ways. and in 

that sense is in fact the set of all its possible divisions because i r  is thsir foundation. while 

being at (he samc time different from the set of all its possible divisions. the Soul is also 

divided into a limited number of pans, which themselves do not admit of further division. 

So in thc Soul Limit and Unlimited are in balance. The Soul is a multiplicity. but it is not 

an unlimited multiplicity because it is a unity in being a partless whole. like the number 

10. But it also has parts because it is also a self-procession into multiplicity. Yet the 

Soul's division into parts is limited because the number of these parts is finite. and each 

part is itself indivisible. If each part were not indivisible. the soul would be di\isible into 

an infinite number of parts. like body. 

Notice that this is a use of mathematics not as downward moving reason. but as a 

reason ~vhich moves from image to paradigm. The Soul is a number in the sense that the 

unity of a mathematical number is an image of the unity of the Soul, and leads us upwards 

to contemplate the Soul's unity. As we will see. Proclus uses mathematics extensively to 

display the nature of the Soul in the Timaelis commentary. especially with regard to the 

various portions ofthe Soul and the mathematical means which hold between them. 

The balance of Limit and Unlimited in the Soul of the Cosmos is more 

comprehensive than that found in other souls. because the Soul of the Cosmos is 

intermediate between the ~Voiis of the whole Cosmos and the whole olisia which becomes 



in bodies."' and not just between some particular nour and some particular body."' This 

is why it has the Cosmos as its body and not some particular part of the corporeal cosmos 

as its body. 

And it is clear that the Limit in the olrsicr of the Soul of the Cosmos is more 
unified (henikdrrron) than the all of the Limits in all other souls and that its 
Unlimited is more comprehensive than all other [psychic] unlimiteds. For every 
Limit is not equal to every Limit: some are more universal (holikGter6n). while 
others are mare partial. and every Unlimited is not equal to every Unlimited. This 
is because every diuwmis is not equal to ever)' hn~rn1i.s. such that every ulrsicr is 
not equal to every orniu. but some are universal (holiki) and some partial. That 
~vhich belongs ro the urrsiu (lo olrsikles) of the Soul of the Whole [i-e. the Cosmic 
Soul] is more universal than the olaicr of every [other] soul. and the Limit in it is 
more universal than all other psychic Limits. and the Unlimited is more universal 
than all other Unlirniteds in sou~s."~ 

Directly after this passage Proclus contrasts the Soul of the Cosmos with the soul of the 

sun and the soul of the moon. which have an essence intermediate between the solar and 

lunar noes and the bodies of the sun and the moon. The conclusion that we may draw 

from this is that in some manner the umiu of the Soul of the Cosmos participates in the 

intelligible Lvorld in a more comprehensive manner than do other souls. Whether this 

means that it  may grasp a greater portion of the intelligible world than other souls. or 

grasp the intelligible world in a different fashion. is unclear. 

Proclus finds in Plato's passage not only the constitution of the oicsici of the Soul 

of the Cosmos out of Being. Same and Other. and hence the analogy of Soul with a 

number. but also the division of the Soul according to certain portions. and the binding 

together of these portions by the geometric. arithmetical and harmonic means. This 

binding is the harmonia of the soul. as found in the triad hypcrrris. harmoniu. 

. . !"' Note that there is a level o f  forms which are divided among bodies benveen Soul and Body 
itself. . . 

" ' I I I  T i n ~ l l . l 4 l . l j .  
"" In Tim.11, I 4  1.13- 142.1: rai S jhov  or^ t o  x k p a ~  a l i n j ~  ro o u o t i S ~ q  xavrov imi nepumv 

~ v ~ l c h r ~ p o v  r i v  Ev t a i  &.lat; n a u a ~ ;  ynqaic r a i  to  d n e ~ p o v  ~ u v r w v  a m i p o v  wpthqmtdsepov-  O ~ W  

-pip K& rtfpa; iuov rani  par^. trjv p€v oA~rori.pwv 6vrov. rriv 6i: ~ E ~ L K W T ~ ~ W V .  ouSP lt6oa u m ~ p i a  
x a q  a n ~ t p i a  i q  SLOT\ pq& rtiioa bl ivol i i  rraq Guvup~t.  ijor o i .16~  ~ 6 a a  oua ia  ioq nacq oimiu. aLi 
j UEV obi. fi & p ~ p ~ m i .  fjlq o h  to6 i3.0~ W U ; ~ ~ S  TO o l i m i 6 ~ q  O ~ L K ~ ~ E P O V  ~ a q q  ynq1~1j4 ouoiag. uai  
ri, i v  atjq  pa; navrov nepcisov y m ~ ~ u r i v .  ~ a i  to Gne~pov a w i p o v  ~ a v t o v  sriv i v  ynqaiq 



P ~ L I O S  S C ~ @ I ~ L L / ~ ~ / ~ N .  This harmony is necessary for the Soul. so that its pans be pans of 

One thing. The multiplicity which it contains must be seen to have proceeded from one 

beginning point. and thus be 'coordinate' with each other. 'Coordination' is in Proclus' 

Greek szu~rmis. which has the sense of being of the same 'order'. or having proceeded 

from the same principle. The character of the simple principle is reflected in the 

coordination of that which proceeds from it. and if there were no such coordination. it 

would not be the case that the muItiplicity in question proceeded from one same 

principle. 

After the Soul as a whole ( t i n  holorth r;s ysirchPs). its numerical divisions (hni 
ditriresieis mrdi ... hni k d  ~rithmoru) and the bonds of its divisions according to 
harmonic loyoi are taken up. Because the Soul is both one and a multiplicity. 
whole and parts. both uniform (monoeitlZs) and multiform (polwi&s). it is no 
doubt necessary that after its unified herpurxis [Platoj examines the procession 
from its causes. which makes the soul many. Every multiplicity which stands 
outside of the One is in need of harmony. if it is not going to be uncoordinated 
with itself and indefinite (crscmrtrkron . . .p  ros hecniroit kai aoriston). The parts of 
the Soul manifest the multiplicity which is in it. by bringing in a division of its 
one oirsici, while the powers of its harmonic Ioyoi which hold it together (hui de 
sernagcjgui t i n  hurmonikdn iugo'n ri~mameis) manifest the bonds which are in its 
011.~i~1. 

3 3 7  

Proclus describes the first portion of the Soul in terms similar to the monad of 

numbers. i.e. the number 1. which remains in its own unity and from which the rest ofthe 

numbers proceed. 

For the portion which God produced must remain one and undivided. and 
the whole multiplicity of pans which begin from it as their principle must refuse 
an infinity of divisions. Thus the ocrsiu of the Soul is one and not one. having 
been established according to numerical limits which are definite and stable. so 



that in this it is shown that the Soul is a number, in that it possesses what is like 
the root of its parts as undivided and truly one.'39 

The first portion of the soul is like the monad. in that it is the 'root' (r lz ixn) from which 

springs the multiplicity of the pans of the soul. The soul is therefore a number. or 

numerical. However. is not a number in the sense in which we would normally think of 

number 

Now if this is true. it is clear that however many is the number of parts \vhich you 
take. counting them all together as making the same sum. so many will by the 
multitude of monads out of which the Soul is composed. And each of these 
monads will not be mathematical (for mathematical monads are not of the order of 
ousia (mmisioi)).  nor wiI1 they be physical (for physical monads are in an 
underlying matter (en h~rpokeimrnois)), but each will be an otrsitr and be in itself 
kvithout a body (trsdmrrros). being composed out of the middle genera.3Ju Because 
of this each will not be a simple one. but will participate in a certain one. yet will 
not be divisible into similar parts. and in this will differ from the one in bodies. 
which is infinitely divided into similar pans. 34 1 

The Soul is a number which is intermediate between intelligible and sensible numbers. 

Just beforc the passage quoted above. Proclus lists four sons of number. as well as b u r  

sorts of The sorts of number are divine (rheios). of the order of otnict 

(o~r.ridti2.s). psychic (pszlchikos) and physical (ph~rsikos): which are uniform (henoeidgs). 

unmoving (akin2tos). self-moving (crurokiniros) and moved from ivithout (heierokiniros). 

r e ~ ~ e c t i v e l ~ . ~ ~ j  The harmonies which bring coordination. or sunrmis to the multiplicity 

proceeding from the monad of each sort of number are divine (rheios). that in the real 

:3'1 In Tin. I1.164.17- 19: fiv */up G K E ~ U E  piav poipav o 0~04. piav 6€i ~ E V E L V  a ~ i a i p ~ t o v .  ~ a i  
TO i%ov dti j0o~ riv p o p i ~ v  €IC ~ o i a G q <  ap<up~vov tip a ~ ~ i p i a v  avaiv~u0ai t& SIQI~EOEWV. I jm~  ~ a i  
pia q oixsia rfi; ~ p ~ ~ f i ;  ~ a i  oir pia uiv. Ev ijpoi; 6~ ~ J Q ) E ~ & S Q  Kat ap~0pov L ; ) p i q & o ~  mi ior imv.  'iva 
~ a i  ra6tq SEIKVI~~TUI apl0po~ o k a  il vii. njv oiov picav rijv ~aurtjq p ~ p i v  aS~aiperov ~youoa  ~ a i  
3,tw< uiav. 

iJU - 
1.e. the middle Being. Same and Other. 

;JI Irt Tinr.11.164.19-28: ~i 6€ r a i h  abq0i. G$ov on 6004 6v 1, ap iep6~  L q ~ 0 4  tojv poipoiv ~ i q  
rulj~hv ouiloyia8~ic. ~ooo6tov €ma( r iv  povaSov to 1tlij0oc. €5 cjv fi tpqi- ~ a i  h a t  i r a q  rl jv 
uovu6ov o i i r ~  p a 0 ~ p a t i ~ ~ j  (uvoljtsiol y a p  a i  toiaihai ~ o v B B E < )  o i j t ~  O U ~ K I ~  ( i v  U I I O K E L ~ ~ V O ~ ~  yap ai 
roiaGmi jtovaS~;), aUu ocaia ~ E V  av* ~ a 0  Craunjv oioa amipatoq. o h a  SE €K tojv p~awv -{evijv. St 

ii oGSP aim'' t v  ax7ci<, a l i a  uekyouoa tivoc ~vo; .  CTL SE aS~aipetoc ~ i c  ijpoia ~ a i  to+ mi, hv 
otliuaoiv ivot 6 ~ a ~ ~ p o u u a .  i 6 ~ a ~ p e i r a i  eig ouo~a EK dx~ipov. 

:.I2 In Tim.11.161.25-32. 
14; Note here that Proclus says mathematical monads are anowioi. He is not referring to the 

oraid&% arirhnros of ,Vow. but to the ozisra of the Soul. So the number o € h e  Soul's oi~sia is the psuchikos 
crrithmos. 



beings (err roir ontcis olrsi). that in souls (en tciispsiichc~is). and the harmony in that which 

is harmonised from without (en rois hirmosmenois hup'allfin). Note that in this list the 

place occupied by what we normally consider number is missing. Proclus denies that 

arithmetical number is the same as psychic number. but arithmetical number is also 

distinct from physical number. It is not uncommon for Proclus to give hierarchical lists. 

and to omit certain intermediate terms from them. However. the solution to this problem 

seems to be the following. Mathematical number occupies a position between the 

number of the soul's olrsic~ and number instantiated in bodies. hence Proclus denies that 

the monads in the Soul's otrsicr are mathematical. Mathematics is a projection of the Iogoi 

in the Soul's otrsitr. so strictly speaking it is the Soul's rnwgeicr. 

The portions into which the Soul is divided are drawn directly from the Timurus. 

This is how he began the division: first he took one portion away from the whole. 
and then he took another. twice as large. followed by a third, one and a half times 
as large as the second md three times as large as the first. The fourth portion he 
took was twice as large as the second. the fifth three times as large as the third. the 
sisth eight times that of the first. and the seventh twenty-seven times that of the 
first.".' 

Thus if the first portion is taken as the unit, or the number I .  the series of portions may be 

espressed arithmetically as 1.2. j. 4.9. 8 and ~ 7 . ~ ' '  This series is in effect two series. 1. 

2.4. 8 and 1.3.9.27 in which each term is either double its predecessor. in the first 

series. or triple its predecessor. in the second series. The proportion which holds between 

the terms of this series is called the 'eeometrical' proportion. i.e. it is a proportion 

(cincilogin) in which for any three terms, the mean term exceeds the first term by the same 

ratio as the last term exceeds the mean term. In modern notation the geometrical 

proportion between a series of numbers A. B. C is the following: A:B::B:C. Because in 

jU Tint. 35b-c: rippro SE Sra~peiv ~ S E .  uiav aqeikv TO 1cp6tov an0 ~avroc poipav. p ~ t a  SE 
raljtqv a ~ l j p e ~  Suriaoiav mmq. njv 6 a4 rpiqv ip~okiav p ~ v  n j ~  Seur~pag. tplIcAaOiav SE f i ~  
rtpiq;. resupqv SE n jc  Seur~pac GirtAijv. rt~pmqv S€ rp~rchjv f i ~  t p i q .  j v  b ~ ~ r r l v  n j q  nphqg 
d~~arr7.aoiav. PPSouqv 6 ~ x r a ~ a ~ ~ t ~ o a r d a c i a v  r(q rrpiqc. 

3 5  For an excellent discussion of the entire account of the portions of the Soul. see Cornford. 
Plnio's Cosnrologr. (Indianapolis: Hacken. 1997 [Routledge, 19351) pp.66-72. 



both series the following term is always either double or triple the term is follows. the 

same ratio holds throughout. So 2 is double 1.4 is double 2. and 8 is double 1. Likewise. 

3 is triple 1. 9 is triple 3. and 37 is triple 9. Further. the progression begins with the series 

1.2.3. and is Following by the squares and cubes of 2 and 3. We will discuss below how 

Proclus thinks this represents symoblically the Soul's possession of the paradigms for the 

progression of reality into two and three dimensions. 

The Demiurge then filled in the intervals between each member of this series with 

tu.0 mean terms. One "exceeding the first extreme by the same fraction of the extremes 

by \\hich i t  was exceeded by the secondn"bd the second mean "exceeding the first 

extreme by a number equal lo that b! tvhich it was exceeded by the second.'"" These 

t~vo  proportions are the harmonic and arithmetical proportions. which with the 

geometrical make up the three fundamential proportions which Proclus speaks of. The 

harmonic proportion is a proportion where the middle term exceeds the first term by a 

certain fraction of the first term and is exceeded by the second term by the same fraction 

O / ' [ ~ I L J  S ~ L ~ O ~ L I  fwm. An example is the series 3.4. 6. 4 exceeds 3 by 1. which is 113 of 3. 

and is exceeded by 2. which is 1/3 of 6.  The arithmetical proportion is a proportion 

where the middle term exceeds the first by the same number by which it  falls short of the 

last. An example in the series I. 2.3. ? exceeds I by 1. and is exceeded by 3 by 

These harmonic and arithmetical proponions are placed in between the terms of 

the double series. and also in between the terms of the triple series. Hence 1.2 .4 .8  

becomes 1.4/3.3/2.2. 8 1 3 . 3 . 4  16/3.6. 8 and I .  3 .9 .27  becomes I ,  32.2.3.912.6.9. 

3712. 18. 27. The intervals between the members of these series. as Plato remarks. are 

3/2. Ji3 and 9!8.j4' On the musical scale. these correspond to a fifth (312). a fourth (413) 

-- 

3 6  Tim.36~ ~v p i v  tak4 p+~t tr3v & ~ W V  QGTOV U r i ~ p ~ p u a a v  ~ a i  G X E P ~ O ~ E ~ V .  
iJ: Tin1.36a: n j v  6~ img p ~ v  rui drpi0pov impi~ouoav.  iow 6~ Ux~pqophqv .  
248 See In Ti1tl.II.18.21-10.9. 
f 49 An i n r e d  is simply the distance between two terms. taken as a multiple of the first term. So 

the interval or distance between for example the terms 41; and 3/11 is 918. because 4'3 multiplied by 918 
equals 3'1. Thought of in other terms. if the base note is taken as the unit ( I ) ,  between the founh (4:3) and 



or a tone (918). What this produces is two series with the following intervals of a tone. a 

fifth or a fourth between members of the series: 1 [fourth] 413 [tone] 312 [fourth] 2 

[fourth] 813 [tone] 3 [fourth] 4 [fourth] l6/3 [tone] 6 [fourth] 8: and 1 [fifth] 312 [fourth] 

9 [fifth] 3 [fifth] 912 [fourth] 6 [fifth] 9 [tifih] 2712 [fourth] 18 [fifth] 27. When the two 

series are combined we arrive at the following series: 1,413.312.2. 813- 3.4.912. 1613.6. 

8. 9. 37'2 18.37; the intervals of which are: I [fourth] 413 [tone] 3 2  [fourth] 2 [fourth] 

813 [tone] 3 [fourth] 4 [tone] 912 [?I?'' l6/3 [tone] 6 [fourth] 8 [tone] 9 [fifth] 27!2 

[fourth] 18 [fifth] 27. 

Nest the intervals of a fourth are filled in with the interval 9/8. i.s. with tones. and 

~vith the remainder 2561243. i.e. a semitone. Cornford works this out for the intervals 

b a t e e n  1.413. 3'2 and 2. which results in the series 1 .94.  81164.JG. 32.27116. 

243l128. 2: whose intends are 1 [tone] 918 [tone] 81/64 [semitone] 4 3  [tone] 312 [tone] 

27!'16 [tonel 2431128 [semitone] 2. As Cornford remarks. "the upshot is that PIato has 

constructed a section of the diatonic scale. whose range is fixed by considerations 

extraneous to music.""' 

For our purpose the construction of the diatonic scale itself is not as crucial as the 

symbolic meaning according to Proclus of the geometrical. harmonic and arithmetical 

proportions by which it has been constructed. and of the initial seven portions of the Soul 

separated by the Demiurge. 

The proportions are such as to bind the Soul together and unifj it even though it 

has been divided into various portions by the Demiurge. With regard to the seven 

portions of the Soul. 

the one ratio (logos) of the geometrical proportion (gebmerrikis analogias) binds 
together what has been separated in a manner appropriate to the orisin (oirsibdbs). 

the fifth (3 ' 2 )  there is an interval of a tone (918). 
''O This interval is two tones, but since the remaining intervals are to be t ikd  in. it does not matter 

that it is neither a founh. fifth or tone. 
i f . !  Cornford. Pluto's Cosmolog. (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1997 [Routledge. 19351) p.77. Proclus' 

very difftcult explanation of this whole passage is to be found at In Tim. 11.174.15-193.7. 



and so does the harmonic mean (meso~is)  according to the Same. and the 
arithmetical according to the other.'" 

Moreover. the harmonic and arithmetical proportions are inserted in between the seven 

intervals which are in a geometrical proportion. because "every Same and every Other are 

comprehended (prrirchonroi) by ousiri and the hrirn~oni~l belonging to the ousia.""' The 

more panial intewals (i.e. the tones and semitones) which fin in the terms already 

established by the geometrical, harmonic and arithmetical proportions. are hr Proclus 

more partial bonds. because they do not share the universal character of the initial three 

proportions. He calls the more partial intends logoi. as apposed to ~mcrlogicti. or we 

might say in English "ratios" instead of "proportions." A proportion is composed of more 

than one ratio. whether it  is the same ratio repeated. as is the case in the geometrical 

proportion. or whether the proportion contains diverse ratios, as is the case in the 

harmonic and arithmetical proportions. The symbolic interpretation of this doctrine is 

that in the olrsia of the soul there are more universal and more partial logoi. which sene 

3s images of various aspects of the higher world. and paradigms for various aspects of the 

~ouer."" 

.-lndogicli. proportions. unifv that which is divided. according to Produs. insofar 

as they are something which remains identical throughout the diverse members of a given 

series. Even though the members differ from each other. the proportion which holds 

between them remains identical. In modern terms. tbr any given (diverse) member 'n' of a 

geometrical proportion 'x'. n's relation to its prior term is n/x and its relation to its 

subsequent term is n*x. n is always double its prior and half its subsequent. if for 

example the series increases by a factor of two: or triple its prior and one tfiird its 

subsequent if it increases by a factor of three. This constancy in relation allows Proclus 



to describe a proportion in ontological terms as that which unifies and binds what it 

comprehends. Members of a series in a proportion are 'one' in a sense that a random 

grouping of numbers are not. Moreover. the manners in which the three different 

proportions uni@ their terms are taken as symbolic expressions of how the different parts 

of the soul. which are composed of Being. Same and Other. are bound and unified. 

Now every bond is a sort of unification (hendsis) So if the means (meso121es)"' 
are bonds. and the bonds are unifications of what they bind, then what fo1lows is 
clear. These means extend through the entire omici. and make it out of its many 
parts into one whole. and receive the power to bind together the various different 
Forms. Of these three means, the geometrical binds all that is of the order of 
orrsiu in the Soul. For the olrsirr is one l o p s  ~vhich traverses through all of the 
Soul. and holds together the first. middle and last parts. just as in the geometrical 
mean one and the same ratio (logos) extends through the three terms completely. 
The harmonic mean holds together all of the Same which is divided in the Soul. 
pro~iding a commonness of ratio (logos) to the extreme terms and a connatural 
union. seen more strongly in the more universal parts. and less in the more partial 
pans. just as is the case with the Same. The arithmetical mean binds the Other of 
all sorts ivhich belong to the procession (praoths) ofthe Soul. and exist less in the 
superior members of an order. and more in the smalIer members. For Other 
dominates in the more partial. while Same dominates in the more universal and 
the greater. And these two means are in a relation of reciprocity with regard to 
each other (ut~tipqwnthisin hmruipros ollilm+). just as are Same and Other. And 
just as orrsin is the monad of Same and Other. so the geometrical mean is the 
monad of the harmonic and arithmetical  mean^."^ 

The otrsio of the Soul is taken as that which is identical all throughout the soul.'" The 

manner in which the otrsia of the soul is unified is the same manner in which the terms of 

"' "h.lran" here is equivalent to proportion. as the sort of relation which the middle term has to the 
estrernes. be it geornetrical. harmonic or arithmetical. 

i!h In Tim. 11.199.01-22: xcic 61: G E ~ I O S  Zvwai< ric ~ m v .  ~i o h  ai ~ E C T O ~ T E ;  6 ~ a p o i  ~ a i  oi 
6 ~ o p o i  ~ v t d o e i  TCJV ~ E ~ E ~ € V W V  ~ i o i .  SijAov ro mufhivov. a h a ~  6q o h  6 ~ a  r t c i q  S t r i~ouoi  uai piav 
uit~ilv oAqv EK n o l i ~ ~ v  a a ~ p y a j o n a i .  mv6anmjv r i v  n o ~ e i h v  ~ i S h  Aa,~~oiidai Suvap~v. r p ~ i v  6~ 
oitocliv a<rti,v fi p ~ v  y ~ w p ~ ~ p i ~ f i  TO 0i)aiG8~j  K ~ V  m v & i  t i v  v ~ i v .  ~ a i  yap fi oulria ~ i ;  i m i v  
Siu rravrwv ooiscliv eai a u v f ~ w v  x p i ~ a  TE ~ a i  p&m ~ a i  r e k u t a i a .  K U ~ U K E ~  &ti - p ~ p ~ ~ p i f i $  E ~ C  
e a i  6 a t j r b ~  kjyog. Sib r i v  rp i iv  opwv 6 i f i ~ ~ t  T E ~ O S .  fi I% appovi~f i  n j v  r a u t o q r a  xaoav Mv 
Gtqpqphvqv ouvf XEL r i v  w ~ b j v .  roil; i i rpoq  napexophq  rorvwviav ioywv rai ouooui ~ < E * L V .  ~ a i  
hv p lv  toi; o i i c w r i p o ~ c  o p o p ~ v q  p6Mov. i v  61: Toil; CIE~IKWT@OL< irsov. is fi tautotqq. fi Sk 
ap~flpqsucfi njv ~ r e p o q r a  mv6ei  j v  a a v ~ o i a v  flc K ~ O O B O U  niq y q t j ~ .  ticail i v  u l v  toic p ~ i i o a ~  K U T ~  

r i p  t a < ~ v  i r rov ~ v o i n a .  E V  61: T O ~ <  & a n o m  p iMov-  K P U T E ~  yap il i t ~ p o q ~  EV t o i ~  pepiwwt~poig. 
saurdqq  i v  roi; O ~ ~ K W T E ~ O L  j ~ a i  rpe i r too~ .  ~ a i  F ~ o u m v  ~ V ~ ~ X E ~ ~ O V ~ ~ O I V  a i r t a ~  x p a ~  ijuib~ & ti 
~ a u - r o q c  h-ai ~ t ~ p o r q g .  cai (5s totm.uv fi ouaia povci~. o i j r q  t x ~ i v o v  i - [ ~ o p ~ ~ p i ~ i l  p ~ o b q ~ .  

i s -  Notice that ozisin is being used to mean both the ousia as opposed to the dunamis and mergria. 
and olisra as the intermediate son of being in the Soul. as opposed to the intermediate sort of Same and 



the geometrical proportion are unified. Therefore the geometrical proportion, in which 

the same ratio is held between ail members, describes symbolically the relation which 

holds between the various olrsiui of the Soul's single oirsitr. The subdivision of the 

geometrical proportion by the harmonic and arithmetic proportions represents 

symbolically the portions of Same and Other which are with the oiisitri in the Soul's single 

omill. The manner in which the terms in the harmonic proportion arc unified is the same 

manner in ~vhich the various divided portions of Same arc: unified. They are different 

from each other in the sense that they are divided from each other. And similarly the two 

extremes in a harmonic proportion differ from each other because they are different 

numbers. and have a third term in between them. However. in the Soul. these divided 

portions are both portions of the Same. and in the harmonic proportion. both extremes are 

related to the mean term by the same fraction of themselves. Hence cven though the): are 

divided. they are united by the sameness of ratio. That this is seen more strongly in the 

more universal parts and less in the more partial is explained by a following passage. 

~vhcrt. tvhat Proclus seems to be saying is that in a harmonic proportion the interval 

between the middle term and the superior term is a greater interval. and conversely the 

intenal bt.t\veen the middle term and the inferior is a smaller interval. This is approprate 

to the Same because the larger number has a larger interval. and the smaller number a 

smaller 

The various portions of Other are unified in the Soul by the arithmetical 

proportion. in a manner appropriate to Otherness. i.e. although they are u n i k d  they must 

remain Other. The arithmetical proportion binds. because the intervals between its terms 

are all identical. However. the arithmetical proportion is appropriate to the Other. 

because it assigns to the greater number an interval which is a smaller fraction of that 

number. and to the smaller number an in tend which is a greater fraction of that number. 



For esample. in the arithmetical proportion 4.5.6. the interval between every number 

and its subsequent is an intveral of I .  But I is 114 of 4 while being 1/6 of 6. Hence the 

larger is assigned the smaller and vice versa. and this proportion is appropriate to 

~therness.~ '"  

Thus the soul's olrsia. according to Proclus, has a strong kinship with number. It 

is a limited multiplicity because it is composed out of intermediate orrsiu. Same. and 

Other. in all of which Limit and Unlimited are in balance. This limited multiplicity is like 

the unity and multiplicity of the numbers. which are tbunded in the monad. or unit. 

Further. this limited multiplicity is bound together by proportion (irnrrlogiu). which is best 

described through the image of it which is mathematical proportion. 

IV.iii. Mathematics as the structuring principle of Body 

Proclus speaks about the one first proportion (analogia) which is a single Life and 

logos running through everything (mia [is rsli 3% h i  logos keis phoifdn dkr panrdn). 

according to tvhich Nature and the Demiurge set the whole of things in order. This Life is 

i ('1 The manner in which mathematical language may be used to describe the pre-existence of 
things in the soul may be illustrated further. Proclus mentions the seven sorts of ratios (logor). which are in 
the soul and make it a fullness of logoi (loyov xkfipwpa). This is a term we have seen before. but here it 
takcs on a more technical language. The various manners in which these seven ratios admit of mathematical 
division are taken to represent the pre-existence in the Soul of the causes of Cosmos and the senera and 
species within the Cosmos. according to their divisibility. So the ratios which are indivisible. and divisible 
in one. two or ~hree manners represent the limiting Form ofall things, line, plane and three dimensional 
body. Most peculiar in this context are the 'superparticular' (rpinrurion) and the 'superpartient' tepinrert;i). 
which arc. ( I - I x )  and ( I-2!x. 1-3,'s. etc.) respectively. These represent mathematically the two manners in 
which an individual may participate in genus and species. For example. an individual man participates in 
the genus animal. and in one of the species comprehended by that genus, narneIy Man. The superparticular 
is an appropriate mathematical representation of the logos ofthis sort of participation. because ( I  -1:x) 
represents a Ivhole (I = the genus) and one part of the whole. It could be thought ofas (L'x- 1:s). Thus we 
have a representation of participation in the undivided genus itself, and in one of the species which it 
contains. However. some things. Proclus tells us. participate in the gnus  and in more than one species 
comprehended by the genus. His first example is the mermaid. which participates in the undivided genus 
animal. and in both the human and fishy species. His second is the sort of dragon which has a head of a 
lion. parricipatin~ obviously in the undivided genus animal. and in the species of dragon and of lion. 
Proclus assures us that there are many such creatures in the earth and in the sea. The logos afthis sort of 
participation may be represented by the superpartient. because in a ratio such as ( l t l l x )  or ( l + 3 k )  what we 
find is a whole and two or more parts of that whole. corresponding to the undivided genus, and hvo or more 
species comprehended by that genus. See In Tim.11.702.3-j0. 



a bond (tlesmos) created by universal Nature, the single Soul. and the single ~VOUS. 

Proclus tells us that tlesmos has three meanings. The first is the common powers of the 

elements. The second is the one cause of bodies. The third meaning is the bond which is 

intermediate between the other two. which proceeds from the first cause and makes use of 

the powers divided among bodies. The single Life is the third son of tlesmos. It is the 

bond spoken of by the TheoIogians (Orphics) as the "golden chain" or "seriest' (chnis2 

.s~.irrr).'~" 

.-Is we saiv in the first part of this study. each order of Proclus' universe is an 

image of the higher order. This is the meaning of the term tmulogitr here. There is a 

single Life which is the anaiogia of all things. Or to put it another way. the power of the 

first cause runs through all levels by their imitation of it. and by their imitation there 

comes into being a chain. or series (seircr). ofcausation tvhich links the lower to the 

higher through similarity. In this manner the Forms in :Vom are the cause of their 

imitation by Soul: Soul's internal structure is imaged in pure mathematics. which in turn 

git.es rise to its own images in the elements of body.j6' All things are bound together by 

proportion. and primarily by geometrical proportion.'6' so that just as in a geometrical 

proportion each member of the series is to its previous what its subsequent is to it. so 

Soul is an image of : l ' o ~ ~ .  mathematics is an image of the order of the Soul's o~isiu. and 

body is an image ot'rnathematic~?~' 

For proportion (cinalogiu). as we have said. imitates the divine unification (ign 
rheicrr~ hendsin). and is a demiurgic bond (desmos esri clGmiotirgikos). But the 
proportion in mathematical objects has precision and is graspable by reason 
(episrimonikon); for its logoi are immaterial. This is not true of the proportion in 
physical objects. However. the proportion which is in the heavenly bodies 

760 In Tim. 11.74.1-27. 
Xtl For the principle ofanalogy in Iamblichus. see Dominic J .  O'bleara. P~rhugoros Revired 

(Osford: Osford University Press, 1989) pp.jO.69: in Syianus see ibid 131ff. And see A. Charles. "Sur le 
caracttke intermediare des mathematiques dans la pensee de Proklos." Lrs ~ ~ t r d r s  Philosophiques. 12 
( 1967) pp.69-80: see p.75. 

"' Produs thinks that the geometrical mean is most truly a mean. and that the others are derivative 
o f  it. See In Tim. II.30.23fF. 

363 In Tim.II.59.18-19: ~ a i  r a p  tu mumrca TGV paeqpa~civ E ~ K ~ V E G  h i .  



participates in a certain precision. The proportion in sublunar bodies less so. 
because it is in matter (en hd2i sruephomeni). So here once again appears the 
ordering of the elements (hP turis ... rcin stoicheidn). and how it is that Plato 
appropriately draws the confidence he has in physical logoi from mathematical 
realities -- for they are causes. and the demiurgic procession is accomplished 
through the Soul. and the generation proceeds (proeisi) appropriately through 
mean terms ( L ~ ~ L I  rne~8n) .~~'  

It is clear that for Proclus we may use mathematical reason to speak about physical 

realities because physical reality is an image of mathematical. Moreover. this is only the 

case because mathematical reality is the proximate cause of the physical. Finally. one 

may reason more surety about the physical by means of mathematics as its cause. because 

of the precision and rpisr2monikon character of mathematical reality. 

Certain passages suggest that the manner in which mathematical entities are the 

causes of physical things is like an unfolding or unrolling. similar to the Soul's unrolling 

of its o\vn essence by the projection of its kugui. 

And so. as Plato himself says. the physical proportion exists in numbers. volumes 
and powers (cl~u~omesin). Physical numbers are the Forms which are in matter ( r ~ r  
rid2 ra enul~r). and are divided according to their underlying matter 
(Itttpokeimc.t~on): volumes are the displacements and intervals which come from 
matter; poLvers are the <qualities> which hold bodies together and give them their 
specific character. For the Form (ridus) is different from the power which arises 
from it. The Form is partless and of the order of essence (omiddeis). but when it 
has been stretched out and taken on bulk it puts forth powers in matter (enlrlow 
thmamris), like an exhahion from itself. which are certain qualities. For 
example. the Form of fire is a partless essence (ortsia) and is a genuine image of 
its cause - for even in divided things there is something which is partIess - but 
from the Form. which is indivisibly in fire. there comes to be an extension of tire 
and a displacement with regard to matter. from which are projected (probeblitai) 
the powers of fire. such as heat or cooling or moisture or some other such thing. 
And these powers are qualities of the order of essence. but are in no way the 
essence of fire. For essences are not composed of powers. and essence and power 
are not the same thing. Rather. everywhere that which is of the order of essence 

'M !,I Tinr.[I.j 1 .+I 5 (Note that the tern 'proponion' used in this passage is not the one Life which 
runs through all things. but rather the internal proponion of each level): ptp~itat yap, h p  E~TIOFEV. fi 
uvahq ia  rilv B~iav ~vwcriv tiai 6 ~ ~ 6 5  E ~ L  6qpio~py~tid~. an fi ~ E V  EV T O ~ C  pa0+aaiv avahyia  TO 

jlh-p$q ~ Z E L  ~ a i  ro E ~ L ~ O V L K Q V -  6dok -(ap & h V  oi k6yot. fi 8€ &v toiq ~ u r n ~ o i ~  o k i 8  opoiw;. 
ui.i iiq ~ E V  EV rois 06paviotc imi. ~ E T E ; C E L  ~ a i  a ih l  rtvoc U K P I P E ~ U C .  tj S€ EV t o i ~  URO oEh+qv jnov. 
UTE EV i k g  urp~~opivq. rahv o& q ratts Gtaoaiv~ta~ tiv o r o ~ ~ e i o v  ~ a i  05 e i ~ o t q  15 n l t i ~ w v  uxo 
T ~ V  pa0qparuv E R ~ / E L  rip P ~ ~ L V  tois ~ I W L K O ~ ~  Loyois -- airia yap ~ c m v  ~rreiva. tcai fi i i r p ~ o u p y ~ ~  
rpootjog. Sia lyuyj~ trrtrehirai. ~ a i  fi dmoyivvqmq o i t i ~ i o ~  ~ p o ~ i c n  81a T ~ V  [~EOUV 



precedes power. and horn that one proceeds the plurality of powers. and from the 
undivided proceeds the divided. just as also from the single power comes many 
activities (mer.geiui). For however far each thing has proceeded. to that extent is 
it more multiplied and divided. while remaining partless and undivided in its 
principle and cause.j6' 

Notice that essence. volume and power are not here a triad. Rather. the same triad is 

operative here as at higher levels. i.e. that of ousicr, tlunmnis. and energria (essence, 

power. activity). Volume seems to be the concomitant characteristic of the triad ofotrsiu. 

~ilrncrmis. and energria at this level. just as being measured by time is of the triad in the 

Soul. Notice also that the rnrrgeitr of bodies does not revert on the first moment as it 

does in .Ibw and Soul. Soul is the centre of the universe. That which lies above i t  

possesses itself in motionlessness. Soul possesses itself in a circular self-motion. [n that 

ivhich lies below Soul. the motion ceases to be circular. and become rectilinear. So there 

is only 3 weak sort of'reversion', in the sense that the activities a body are images of its 

essence. But these activities are directed outwards rather than back towards the essence. 

They are like an exhalation which produces displacement. interval. and bulk. i.e, volume 

or cstension. For this reason, body is thought by Proclus to be moved from without. 

Soul is self-moved. because in its activity is a grasping of its essence. Think of it as a 

nlonwnt of desire For itself. The activity of Soul is inherently self-moving because it is 

such as to seek continuaIIy to possess itself. Body is moved from without in the sense 

that the activities which arise from its essence do not themselves grasp the plan of their 

own unfolding. as do the activities of Soul. Rather. they issue from the powers and the 

i b! In Tinr.II.24.3 1-25.73: ouuoiiv. ~ arrlotv ahto<. h a p t e p o i ~  ~ a i  6ycotl; r a i  6uvapEalv. ~ i o i  
6i: upt0poi p€v oi ouotroi ra ~ i 6 q  s a  Ewia .  ra pepi<op~va n ~ p i  TO ~ ~ O K E ~ ~ E V O V .  i)yrot 6~ a i  Ertao~h; 
alkiiv K U ~  u i  S ~ a t x a u ~ t i  u i  wpi q v  iibqv. Suvapeq 6t? a i  m o t o q r q  a i ,  m v a r n r a i  rai ~ i 6 o K o ~ o i  
rtjv awpdrov. 6Mo y i p  TO ~ i S q  r a i  d U n  tj a n  a ino i  6tjvap~q. a610 pt?v pap auepC; ion ~ a i  
oiraiG6~;. Eh-~ae€v 6P ~ a i  6yrtw&v oiov rrvoilv u6 iauroi, ~ p o ' i ~ r a ~  r a ~  EvQAos 6 u v a p ~ y  noiaqfl~a< 
r l v q  oljoaq oiov €;-ti to6 m p o ~  TO p ~ v  ~ i 6 o ~  airroi, r a i  o in i a  apepic k t  r a i  cinwg &{aha  njq 
a i r i a i  106 mpoc- Lost yap n ~ a i  i v  ~ o i ;  p~p tmoig  dlp~p& alio EP TOG ~ i 6 0 q  a u ~ p ~  (ivto~ EV KG n p i  
6taoraut< aurou .{iyv~rai r a i  &?am; n ~ p i  njv iiliqv. a$ iq a i  S ~ v a p ~ t ~  X P O ~ ~ ~ W ~ L  TOG KUP~C.  oiov 
0ep~orq;  i j  ~ L C  fi i r7poqq i SMq n g  r o t a i q .  rai ~ i u i v  a&at K O L O ~ ~ E G  piv o i ) o ~ & ~ i ~ ,  o k i a  6 i  tot 
x u p h ~  oir6apGq 06 yup €K r r o ~ o ~ r w v  a i  o k i a t  oG6€ t a 6 ~ o v  o h i a  lcai 66vapq. ciMa ~ p o q y ~ i t a t  
xuvra~oi,  TO oljaui6~; fit 6 u v a p ~ ~ .  mi E; E V O ~  E X E ~ V O U  n h j 0 0 ~  X ~ O E L ~ L  6uvap~wv rai 6: aiiiatp€~ou 
6~gprlp~vov. i j o r t ~ p  a4 wai ih- Suvapmq ~ v ~ p p t a t  nkioug. 6oq yap KPOE~OLV E K ~ ~ O V .  ~omiffq) 
u 6 a o v  x k q e v ~ r a ~  ~ a i  B~a~peisa i .  aura j v  i2p~iv  i a u r o i  lcai tilv aisiav a p i p m o v  6v rai 
a6iaipe~ov. 



essence of a body and the plan of their unfolding is resident in the essence from which 

they came. 

And so Nature possesses the Form of the tooth. the eye. and the hand. by which it 
gives shape to matter: and it is not the whole eye which is extended. but rather it is 
the case that it possesses somewhere the partless Form. Yet the Soul remains one 
uhile possessing in itself both the divine and the irrational (dogon). and in the 
divine it  con~prehends the irrational powers under a rational manner (perirchei ttrs 
trlogozrs thinameis IogikGs). by which it guides might the irrational. and orders it 
as it  

For this reason body is not rational. because cognition is this grasping of self through 

reversion upon one's essence. and body is incapable of this self-reversion. 

We will examine further the manner in which mathematical principles order body 

uhile remaining ontologically higher than it by looking at Proclus' discussion ofthe 

paradigmatic role of thc seven portions of the Soul's ousi~i. and his discussion of the 

proportion of the four elements. 

1V.iii.a. The seven portions of the Soul's olrsitr 

Proclus summarises his account of the signiticance of the initid seven portions of 

the Soul separated by the Demiurge as follows. 

And thus the ozrsia of the Soul is in seven parts. as remaining. proceeding and 
returning: as the cause of the procession and the reversion of both the ouskii 
which are divided among bodies: and of bodies themselves. If you wish. because 
the Soul has received an existence (huposrmis) which is intermediate between the 
undivided and the divided existences. it imitates the undivided through the triad of 
terrns.j6' and it  has embraced in advance the divided through the tetrad.368 

;hh [n Tim.II.47.25-3 1 : ~ a i  r a p  fi ~ i ) q  oijtoq 060vroc ZXEL ~ a i  th0aA~oG ~ a i  ~ e i p o ~  E ~ C .  4 
~ a i  tjv uLqv popooi. cai 06 nii; 000aApbi G~acrrazo< ~ L V .  uM Ecrriv onou ~ a i  apep& ~ X E I  to ~ 1 6 0 ~ .  

SE ~ y u ~ j  pia r i  ~ a i  EXEL to pPv eeiov EV ~ a u r j .  to 6t 6ho*(ov. ~ a i  EV T$ 8 e i ~  T C E P L ~ ~  t a ~  
uh+/oui S U V ~ ~ E I  AO'(LKG~. aIL< c a t ~ u 0 i ) v ~ i  njv aAoyiav ~ a i   tar;^^ 6 ~ 0 n o q  

; 6: Proclus separates the seven terms into a triad. consisting of 1 .  3. 3. and a tetrad. consisting of 4. 
9. 8. 27. 



We will examine in greater detail each of these portions. 

The tirst portion, which is represented by the number 1. is the most intellectual 

(norrdr~rton) and highest part of the Soul. It unites itself to the One itself. and also to the 

entire hlrpcirsis of the Soul. and is named 'one' because of its resemblance to unity. This 

portion is said to have an ancllogicr to the cause and the centre of the Soul. and it is 

through it that the Soul remains where it is and does not depart from the Whole. In other 

words. the unit represents the first portion of the Soul because in Proclus' arithmetical 

thinking the unit is the monad of numbers. It remains, as does the highest portion of the 

Soul. Subsequent portions of the Soul proceed by departing from the unity of the first 

portion, in thc same manner in which subsequent numbers proceed from the unit as their 

monad. by departing from the number one. or from unity.36' 

The second portion. represented by the number 2, "multiplies that ~vhich is before 

i t  through productive processions (genn2rikr1isproor/ois). which is indicated by the dyad 

[=:I. and it manifests all ofthe processions of the Soul's o~rsirr.""~ The number 2 is here 

thought to represent procession because it is the first departure from unity. as double the 

monad. Proclus describes the second portion of the soul as "double" the first. and hence 

as imn~itating the "Indefinite Dyad" (crorisron cluc&~) and the "Intelligible Unlimited" 

(trpirtrn [On t102rGn). "Indefinite Dyad" is a term used rarely in Proclus. but this passage 

shoivs that in at least this case he considers it to be equivalent to the First Unlimited. 

tvhich along with the First Limit are the principles immediately below the one.''' Thus 

:bl) In Tinr.lI.703.30-304.21. Proclus makes the point here that the tirst portion ofthe Soul is not 
an absolutt. one. Rather, it is like the One itself only because it is a unified plurality. Neither is the one of 
.\.ow a pure one, because it too falls shon of the pure one which is the one of the gods. 

j 7 In Tim.II.204.2 1-23: i) SP S~uc ipa  rtoManAacna(~~ njv rtpi, aGnj5 yewqt t~a i ;  K P O O ~ C .  6s 
ti h a g  tv6~iiivumi. ~ a i  r t aoa~  rag npoo6oy ~ ~ r n a i v e t  njq owiag. 

5-1  See In Tim.1. 176.8- 177.3. See also Plat. Theoi. 111.37.21-38.7. In Tim. I. 176.8-1 77.3 is the only 
passage that I have found. other than the one currently under discussion, in which Proclus calls the 
Unlimited the Indetinite Dyad. Although the earlier In Tinrueurn passage is a discussion of the views of the 
P>thagoreans and of Philolaus. the passage currently under discussion seems to indicate that Proclus did not 
think that the name "Indefinite Dvad" was innapropnte to the First Unlimited. However. Proclus much 
more often uses the term "dyad" to refer to both Limit and Unlimited. as a dyad of principles which come 
immediately after the One. In this he differs From his master. Syrianus. who posits immeditely after the 
One a Monad and a "Dyad infinite in power" (upeirodtmomos duas). or an "Indefinite Dyad" (aoristos 



the second portion of the Soul is analogous to the principie of all multiplicity and 

procession. the First Unlimited, as the first portion is analogous to the Monad which 

remains.j7' 

The third portion. represented by the number 3. is the moment of reversion within 

the o u s i ~ ~  of the Soul itself. It "makes all of the Soul revert back towards its 

principle ... and is that which rolls the Soul together (.~rmrllisomrnon)'~' towards the 

principles."j74 In the same way that the number 1 is appropriate to describe the monad of 

the Soul, and 2 the dyadic principle of procession. Proclus thinks that 3 is appropriate for 

the moment of reversion. He says that 3 has more affinity with I than with 2.  because I 

may be divided into 3 by a whole number. whereas 2 does not divide into 3 except 

through 3 fraction. This is symbolic of the manner in which the third part is "measured" 

( m w e i r ~ r i )  by the first. and is filled ~vith "unitication" (henisis) from it. and completely 

"held together" (.swz~.chomrnon) by it. Beginning with the third moment as the moment 

~ l i r t ~ s ~ .  I t  is likely that Proclus' language at this point recalls that of his master. and that calling the 
"inrclligible unlimited" here an "indetinite dyad" funhrrs his demonstration ofthe affinity of the dyad ofthe 
Soul with this principle. The use ofthe term "indefinite dyad" in Syrianus' sense is unclear. Dillon has 
argued that it may be attributed to Imablichus. but this is disputed, because his evidence is drawn from 
Darnascius. who may not simply have been reporting Iamblichus' views. See A. Sheppard. "Monad and 
Dyad as Cosmic Principles in Syrianus." in Sod ond rhr sfrwrire of bring in lute h'roplutonisrn. Syrianus. 
Prosllrs andSinrplici~rs, ed. H.J. Blumenthal and A.C. Lloyd (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press. 1981) 
pp. 1-17. Its ultimate origin may be traced back to Aristotle's attribution ofthc term to Plato at 81.1rt.987b3j- 
988a1: "rtj 6~ 8ua6a ~ o i f j a a ~  njv ~ f i p a v  06otv 61a to to% apt8poGc 2501 r6v I(POIOV E#U" €5 a i x i i ~  
~ ~ F V V I . ? ~ ~ U L  kiox~p - 2 ~  tlvo< E K ~ U Y E ~ O U . "  Aristotle uses the term indefinite dyad with reference to Plrtto at 
.\kt. 1082alj and again at 109 la6, where he reports Plato as saying that number cannot be derived any 
other way than from the one and the indefinite Dyad. Note that the generation of the numbers from the One 
in Pm~re~rrtlrs 1 J jc - lJJa  does not mention a dyad. Simplicius attributes the doctrine found in Aristotle to 
Plato. and reports that Porphyry also attributed it to Plato. Hence it is safe to assume that the term 
Indefinite Dyad as applied to the principle of procession and multiplication is current at least in 
Neopythagorean circles. As to its role in Aristotle and in Plato himself, that remains a mystery. For an 
attempt to solve this mystery. see K. Sayre, Pluto's Lufr Onfologr (Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
1983). 

;-2 
...- In  Tim. 11.2042 1-25. 
' " Note the contrast between stmelissomenon. which is a rolling back together, and anelisomenon 

as an unfolding or unro!ling, used to describe the projection ofthe Saul's iogoi. 
174 I n  Tim. iI.204.26-27: fi 6E t p i q  rr6oav a h j v  E X L ~ P E $ E I  X ~ A L V  E ~ G  fi)v up%+. ~ a i  h i  to 

spi~ov uinfjq TO o u v ~ t o o o p ~ v o v  E ~ S  tuq a p ~ a c .  



of reversion. therefore. ProcIus finds it appropriate that Plato assigned to it the number 3. 

because he considers 3 to refer back to I in a way in which it  does not refer back to 2."' 

The numerical designations of the tirst three ponions, which Proclus calls the 

"triad" of portions. have reference to the remaining. procession and reversion of the Soul 

itself. The remaining four ponions. the "tetrad". govern the entities lower than the Soul. 

and their numerical designations represent this symbolically. The fourth and tifih 

portions, tvhich are represented by 4 and 9 respectively. "are intellectual causes of the 

incorporeal [being] Lvhich is divided among b~dies .""~ This refers to the intermediate 

I e td  of Forms or logoi which exist between the Soul itself and body. Tho number 4 and 

the number 9 are appropriate to describe the causes of this level of being. according to 

Proclus. because they are plane numbers or square numbers. Proclus does not spec@ at 

this point esacrly tvhat he means. It could be that planes as two dimension figures are 

intermediate between the one dimensional and the three dimensional. as the Forms 

divided among bodies are intermediate between the Soul and body. Or it could be that 

planes are thought of here as the limit of body. and hence are like the Forms divided 

among bodies. i.e. they limit them but they are not identical with them. Later Proclus 

seems to side with the second interpretation. when he says that the Soul through the 

fourth and fit.e portion produces the sort of being which is incorporeal but also 

inseparable from body.jT7 This does seem to suggest the mathematical analogy by which 

the plane is thought to be the boundary of the solid. but itself is not a part of it. as the 

point ends the line but is not a part of the Line. because neither the line nor the point are 

composed of points or planes.37s There are two ponions in this category. one deriving 

from the second portion and one from the third. which themselves represent procession 

- - -- 

3-5 In Tim. l i.?O4l.?5-1Oj.?. 
j 76 in Tim.I1.?0j.j-5: oisiar yap  E ~ O L  ~ t j v  aauparwv T ~ V   pi soi; &pam ppt(opimv voepai. 
j-- In Titn.11.209.75. 
;-!I One cannot add together any amount of points and arrive at a line. because a point has no 

magnitude. Similarly. a plane has magnitude in only two dimensions. Hence insofar as a solid is bounded 
b) a plane. the plane considered in itself is not really a corporeal (i.e. a three dimensional) object. 



and reversion in the Soul itself, respectively. Hence the fourth md fifth portions are 

divided into the portion derived from 2 which contains in itself the cause of the 

procession and generation of the being divided among bodies. and the portion derived 

from 3 Lvhich contains the cause of the reversion and perfection of the same. More 

specifically. the fourth portion is the cause of the procession into multiplicity of bodies. 

i.e. of their divisions. while the fifth portion is the cause of their reversion. which in this 

contest Proclus tells us is cognitive."" 

.-IS one misht expect. the sixth and seventh portions. represented by 8 and 27. 

refer to the Soul's possession of the causes of the procession and reversion of bodies 

themselves. This is because 8 and 27 are cubes. i.e. three dimensional numbers. and 

hence are an approprate manner of representing the causes of body. ;!M 

I t  should be stressed that Proclus does not think that the portions of the Soul are 

literally the numbers 1 .2 .3 .4 .9 .8 .  and 27. Instead. this double series of numbers 

rcpresents symbolically the seven initial portions of the Soul. The reason for this is that 

the numbers are though by Proclus to have a relationship to each other that is homologous 

to the relationship \vhich holds between the portions of the SOUL For this reason 

mathematical representation is able to reveal to us that which is above it. and to raise our 

minds to the contemplation of that which lies above it. [n this case the soul. i.e. our 

partial soul. is contemplating itself in a certain manner. However. the ontological 

difference between our thinking and the ponions of the Soul of the Cosmos is significant 

enough that this sort of symbolic representation has a place. Our own discursive thinking 

j-9 In Tim II.205.7- 17. 1 disagree with Festugitre's interpretation of In Tint. [I.?OS. 10-1 5 .  He 
translates this passage as: "Et il semble que I'une soit generatrice des panies distinctes qui dans le corps on; 
purernent valeur generative. mais n'en imitent pas moins la procession des forms gbnentives de I'Ame. et 
que I'autre soit ginentrices des parties qui sans doute sont parties distincres du corps. mais qui posedent un 
pouvoir cognitif et ainsi imitent le mouvement de retour de I'Ame." I think it shouId rather read: "And it 
seems that the fourth portion is productive of [the ForrnsJ which are productive ofdistinct parts [in bodies]. 
as well as the fertile Forms which imitate procession of the Soul: and the fiflh part [is productive of the 
Forms] divided among bodies. but which possess a cognitive power. and thus imitate the reversion of the 
Soul." 

j30 In Tim. iI.205.17-11. For a summary of all the portions, see in  Tim. 11205.3 1-206.29. 



takes place on the level of the energrill of the partial soul, while what we are 

contemplating. along with Proclus in his commentary, and Plato in his Timueus, is the 

olisia of the Soul which is in a sense our older sister, the Soul of the Cosmos. 

1V.iii.b. The proportions between the elements. and the three quality theory of the 
elements 

The mathematical structure of the cosmos can be illustrated by Proclus' 

explanation of the proportion which holds between the elements. and the three-quality 

theory of the elements."' Mathematics as we know it is thought by Proclus to be an 

image of the Soul's olcsia. However, it is also a cause. and its effect and image is the 

physical world. 

In the Timmrs. Plato tells us that there must be a third in between two things 

~vhich are being put together. which will act as a bond of union ifthey are to be bound 

beautifully or well (krrl6.y). 

Two things cannot be beautifully (kai6s) put together without a third: there must 
be some bond in between them both which causes them to come together. And 
the most beautiful (kdlisros) of bonds is that which makes itself and what it binds 
as much as possible to be one. And by nature proportion (cmulogiu) is the most 
beautiful thing which accomplishes thk3" 

Proportion makes three things become one in the following manner. If between two 

numbers there is a mean term.3a3 i.e. a number which is related to the last number as the 

first number is related to it. then this mean makes the three numbers to be one. Take the 

series 1.2.4. What the first is to the mean (i.e. one-hait) the mean is to the last. What 

581 See A. Charles. "Analogie et pensee drielle chez Proclus," Rewe Infernationale de 
Pltilosophre. 23 (1969) pp.69-88: see pp.72-76. Charles notes how the principle of mean terms which is at 
work in Proclus' discussion of the four elements. and which allows them to have an inner continuity, is 
applied with the same result in other parts of his philosophy. For example. between the unmoved and that 
which is moved From without we find the self moved. See below. chapter VI. 

TRZ Tint. 3 I b-c: Giro 6.k p%yu h a k k  mviu ta68a~  tpitou p u p i ~  06 ~ U V ~ T Q V -  Geopov yap EV ~ E G F  

6ei nva a p ~ o i v  mvayw-{oc yiyveoea~. 6~up& 6P ~ a k h a t o c  cis 6v aurov r u i  ta mv8oi)p~va k t  

pcihuta Pv rto~ij. toiho 6i: IK&UKEV avakoyia ~ a U m a  anotekiv. 
!" The word "mean" is beins used here as the middle term of a proportion. and not as the 

proportion itself. which is also possible. 



the last is to the mean (double) the mean is to the first. So Plato tells us "the mean 

becomes first and last. and the last and first in turn become the mean.""' In other words. 

the first is half and the last is double. and the mran becomes both half and double. But if 

the mean is the same as the tirst and the last. they in turn are the same as it. And as Plato 

says. "having become the same as each other. they all become one."38' Note that this only 

holds if there happens to be a mean between the two numbers which one wishes to bind. 

If there is no mean. then presumably they cannot be bound "bmutifully" (kulds). 

Moreotqe. Plato tells us in this passage that if the world were two-dimensional a single 

mean ~ w ~ l d  have sufficed to bind it together. But as the world is three-dimensional. two 

means are necessary. And so God placed water and air as means in between the extremes 

o f tire and earth. 

In esplaining this passage. Proclus points out that there is one mean between two 

numbers only if they have two factors in the same ratio. Two such numbers are 18 and 

3 2 .  18 can be factored into 3*6. which is a ratio of 12. and 32 can be factored into 4*8 

which is also a ratio of 1 2 .  If we think of this geometrically. then any two numbers have 

a mean if i t  is possible to construct two similar rectangles with the given numbers as their 

areas. Obviously this would include any two square numbers. because the sides of all 

squares are in a ratio of I :  I. One arrives at the mean by multiplying the first factor of one 

of the numbers by the second factor of the other. beginning with either number. So the 

mran bct~veen 18 and 32 is 24. because 3*8=24 and 4*6=24. 24 is one and one-third of 

18, and 32 is one and one-third of 24. so it is the mean which binds the two extremes. and 

the three numbers become one. So if the world were two dimensional. i.e. if it were such 

that what was to be bound were two similar planes. then one mean would suffice. 



However. the world is not two dimensional. And three dimensional numbers, if 

they are to be bound with means. may only be bound by two means. By three 

dimensional numbers I mean numbers which. i f  they are to be bound. must be bound by 

using three factors of each. in the same ratio. Take as an example 24 and 193,. These can 

be factored into 9*3*4 and 4*6*8. These factors are related such that the second is one 

and one-half the first. and the last is one and one-third the second. This is true for both 

numbers. The means are arrived at by multiplication of factors. The tirst mean is arrived 

at by multiplying two factors of the tirst extremeJR6 by one ofthe second. and the second 

mean is arrived at by multiplying one factor of the first extreme by two ofthe second. 

This only works if the place of the factors is conserved. so that if one uses the third factor 

of the second number. one substitutes it for the third factor of the first number. The 

means between 24 and 192 are 48 and 96. In the series 34.48.96. 192. each term is 

double its previous. so that all terms are made one through two mean terms. This is the 

mathematical explanation of the text. according to ~ r o c l u s . ' ~ ~  

The physical explanation is as follows. Just as two numbers which must be 

factored into three terms are joined by two means. so the elements are each characterised 

by three qualities. and hence they must be joined by two means. Fire is subtle ( S ) .  

penetrating (P)  and has great mobility (M): earth is dense (D). obtuse (0) and is immobile 

(I).  Subtlety is opposed to density. penetration to obtusity. and mobility to immobility. 

Fire and earth. as opposites with regard to all three qualities. must be bound by two 
- 

: $6 An "estreme" is one of the original two terms. not one of the means. 
7s- Calcidius goes even further. He illustntes the two means benveen three dimensional numbers 

through solid geometry. See Calcidius' commentary on the Timeus chapters XVIII-XXII. pp.68-73 
Klibansky edition. imagine the factors of the two original numbers as the lengths of the sides of two similar 
rectilinear solids. Calcidius tells us that the two means mediate benveen the two original solids. because 
the! can be placed behveen them such that the first shares one face with the fim mean. with no overlap. 
The tirst mean shares one face with the second mean, and the second mean shares one face with the final 
solid. And for two solids to share a face they must have the lengths of at least two sides in common. 
othenvise one would stick out beyond the other. See figre 4. Appendix. 

Note that the volumes of the four rectilinear solids are the same as the four terns in the arithmetic 
progression 24.48. 96. 192. Thus the reason that 48 and 96 are the means. according to Calcidius, is that 
they are the volumes of solids which allow the solds with volumes of W and 192 actually to be stuck 
together. 



means. air and water. Air shares two qualities with fire and water shares two with earth. 

And air and water also share two quaiities with each other. In this way, each of the four 

elements is bound. as they are all joined in the proportion by which each is the same as its 

neighbour in two qualities and differs from it in one. Air is subtle. obtuse and has great 

mobility. and water is dense. obtuse and has great mobility. Hence we have the following 

progression: 

Fire: S-P-bl 

Air: S-0-M 

Water: D-0-M 

Earth: D-0-1 

It is so Fire and Earth be bound together most beautifully that God placed a mean 

between them. and because Fire and Earth have three principle qualities that in fact God 

placed between them the two means of Air and Water. 

Notice that this explanation is intelligible for Prochs because mathematical 

entitics arc the causes of physical entities. Hence the relations which hold between 

ph) sical mities are images of the relations which hold between mathematical entities. 

Thus the proportion which binds two three dimensionai numbers has its image in the 

proportion ofthe elements. 

11s a note to this section. I would like to extend this reasoning concerning the need 

for t~vo means between three-dimensional numbers. and hence between the elements. 

There is an interesting progression that Proclus does not mention. but which is in the 

spirit of this thinking on these matters. from arithmetic. through solid geometry. to 

physics. With regard to all sets of three 'dimensions'. whether taken as factors of a three- 

dimensional number. sides of rectilinear solid or as qualities of an element. there are six 

possible means between the extremes. This is because each place can hold one of two 

things, i.e, a number from the beginning or ending extreme. Eg. if the solids are 1.2.4 and 

2.4.8 the first place can either hold a 1 or a 2, the second a 2 or a 4 and the third a 4 or an 



8. This is 2*2*2 for a total of eight possible combinations. Two of the combinations are 

the extremes. leaving 6 combinations as means: 

A. 1 * 2 * 4 = 8 -- the first extreme 

B. I * 2 * 8 = 16 -- the first mean number 

C. I * 4 * 4 =  16 --the firstmeannumber 

D. 2 * 2 * 4 = 16 -- the first mean number 

E. 2 * 4 * 4 = 32 -- the second mean number 

F. 2 * 2 * 8 = 3 2  -- the second mean number 

G. 1 * 4 * 8 = 32 -- the second mean number 

H. 2 * 4 * 8 = 64 -- the second extreme 

From the point of view of arithmetic there are two mean numbers. which may be 

arrived at by any of the three combinations in each set. All that matters is the product. so 

it doesn't matter which factor sets you choose to anive at the proper means. 

From the point of view of solid geometry. the combinations could be thought to 

be more restricted. If we follow Calcidius' account. in which the geometrical means 

actually tit  together. such that the first mean has two sides matching the first extreme 

figure. and ~vill hook onto that surface: the second mean has two sides which match the 

second extreme figure. and will hook onto it by that side. But also the two means 

themselves must be contiguous and hook on to each other. so that the means themselves 

must have two sides which are of the same length. So if the first mean is B the second 

mean can be F or G. but cannot be E. If the first mean is C. the second can be E or G. but 

not F. If the first mean is D. the second can be E or F. but not G. 

From the point of view of physics the choices are even more limited. The scheme 

would look like the following: 

.4. subtlety -- penetration -- mobility = Fire (8) 

B. subtlety -- penetration -- immobility = - ( 16) 

C. subtlety -- obtusity -- mobility = Air (16) 



D. density -- penetration -- mobility = - (16) 

E. density -- obtusity -- mobility = Water (32) 

F. density -- penetration -- immobility = - (32) 

G. subtlety -- obtusity -- immobility = - (32) 

H. density -- obtusity -- immobility = Earth 

In this scheme there are two qualities which are shared only by one clement: 

penetration and immobility; two which are shared by two elements: subtlety and density: 

and two which are shared by three elements: mobility and obtusity. However. there is no 

mathematical necessity which dictates that the two intermediates be what they are. The 

necessity. such as it  is. must be thought to be physical. i.e. once you have decided that 

penetration is only possessed by Fire. then the second intermediate must be Air. because 

B and D both contain penetration. which is ruled out from the start. This son of arbitran. 

physical necessity is not present in solid geometr]l'. because you may stick the first mean 

onto any one of the sides of the first extreme. The second intermediate can also not 

contain penetration. so must either be Water (=density. obtusity and mobility) or element 

G ( =subtlety. obtusity and immobility). However. if you have already decided that 

immobility is possessed only by Earth. because of physical necessity. then you are 

required to choose Water over element G as the second intermediate. because G contains 

immobility. .At In Tim. 11.40.3 Proclus discusses Fire and Earth. and points out that Fire is 

penetrating iind able to pass through ( d i d m o n )  all the other elements. Think of how 

anc-thing may be burned or heated -- eg. the way metal may glow. indicating that Fire has 

penetrated it  and passes through it. Earth. on the other hand. is very difficult to move. 

~vhich is not the case for Water and Air. In his discussion at In Tim.II.JO.23 it is 

significant that Proclus says that if you remove penetration from Fire. ycv get Air. and 

then he starts from Earth. and says if you remove immobility you get Water. 

So it is arithmetically and geometrically possible that the demiurge could have 

created other very different elements instead of Air and Water. but because there are Fire 



and Earth, which are the only elements to have penetration and immobility respectively. 

physical necessity dictates that the intermediates be Air and Water. It seems that this 

scheme works even more nicely that Proclus realised. if we consider this movement from 

arithmetic. through solid geometry, to physics. Arithemetic is more universal than 

geometry. in the sense that the multiplicity of manners of arriving at the mean have no 

bearing on the mean itself. Geometry is a sort of intermediate. in the sense that one may 

begin kvith any of the three possibilities for the first mean. but then subsequently one is 

constrained in one's construction of the second mean by one's arbitrary choice of the h s t  

mean. In the physical world arbitmy necessity almost overpowers the universality of 

thought. because although the physical mediation is an image of the means in arithmetic 

and geometry. one is restricted to what actually exists. and by the particular 

characteristics which are actually possessed by the extremes and only by the extremes. 

1V. i~ .  Plmrtrsitr in between Soul and Body 

At the beginning of the second prologue to the Euclid commentary.'88 Proclus 

raises a question about the ontological status of geometrical matter ((On gecimrtrikGn 

hill2n). '" which leads him to a discussion of phuntmb as a projection of geometrical 

~ o ~ o i . ' ~ ~ )  On the one hand. if the figures which geometers speak about are sensible. and 

therefore are wedded to sensible matter. then it seems that they could not lead us to the 

contemplation of the intelligibles by making us used to thinking the immaterial. 

Morcover. we do not find among sensibles the perfect angles. straight lines. or points 

jsn The tirst prologue is about mathematics in general. The second is about geometry. 
58'1 Morrow unfortunately translates thv YEW~E~PIIC~~V Gqv as "the subject-matter of geometry." 

For a brief discussion of geometry as the probolr' rdn ousdidddn logbn in the Euctid 
cornmentar).. see Dominic J. O'Meara. Pyrhugorm Rc'~f~d(O~ford:  Oxford University Press. 1989) 
pp. 167-169. See also I .  Mueller. "Mathematics and Philosophy in Proclus' Commentq on Book I of 
Euclid'.~ Elmrmrs." in Procltrs Irctetir rt inferprere des unciens. ..lcfes L Colloyzre inrmmionalr du 
C.C: R.S. Pwis 2-4 OCI. 1985. ed. J. Pepin et H.-D. Safiey (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1987) pp.505-3 IS. Mueller 
recognises Proclus' "projectionist" philosophy of geometry (see pp.3 16-3 17). However, he does not point 
out that it is an application of his wider doctrine of the projection of the soul's logoi. 



tvithout breadth which we do find in the objects of geometry. As well, how could 

rzeometrical conclusions be irrefutable if the figures about which they speak are in the u 

ever-changing matter of sense-objects?j9' However. if it were the case that the 

underlying in geometry was outside of matter (ex6 [is hlrlis esti ta hupokein~ena t2i 

grcitmwicri). pure and separate from sensiblc objects. other problems arise. In this second 

case, geometrical objects will have neither parts. nor body, nor magnitude. 

For hgui have present to them magnitude. bulk, and extension in general in virtue 
of the matter which is their receptacle. a receptacle which receives the indivisible 
in a divided manner. the unestended through extension. and the motionless as 
moving."' 

Thc consequence of this is that the normal operations of the geometer become impossible. 

because it is impossible to perform bisections. make comparisons of size. and speak of 

contact between figures which have no magnitude. extension. or bulk. Thus i t  must be 

the case that geometrical matter (h l rk )  is divisible. but not sensible. 

Proclus' solution to this dilemma is to distinguish between two types of 

underlying matter (hupokeinlenin hlrlSn): 

for matter likewise is twofold. as Aristotle says somewhere: the matter of thing 
tied to sensation and the matter of imagined objects (r6n phanrmrsr6n) - and we 
shall admit that the corresponding universal is of two kinds: the one sensible. 
because it is participated by sensible things. and the other imaginary (phantuslon). 
because it has its existence in the multiplicity of imagination @hmmia).j9' 

3 I 
/ti Eirc1.49.Jff. 

:.I2 
In Eticl.8.?7-50.02: bXl~l j  yup uai ~ Y K O S  ~ a i  & q 6 t u m a m ;  to? Ad'/oq ha  rilv hkucjv 

h 6 u ~ q v  napayiveta~.  ta p€v u p i p m a  peprmic. s a  S t  a S i a a t a t a  Stao~atw<.  ta SE a ~ i v r l s u  
K ~ V O V U E V O ) <  ~ E X O ~ E V ~ V .  

i'li In Orc1.5 1.15-17: rai -tap fi 6)iq Sttnj, ~ a i  fi p ~ v  t6v  a i a 8 f i a ~ t  m(w/oBvtwv 6~ t r jv  
o a v m u t ~ v ,  c;ic xuu k ; a i " A p ~ m o ~ ~ ) i q ~  oflul-- Sazrov ~ i v a i  TO ~a0ohou  to ~ a t a r ~ r a y p h v o v  
ouypp joopev. TO pLv aia9qrov p e r ~ ~ o p e v o v  h o  suSv a i d q ~ i v .  TO SL gavramov (jg Cv t o i ~  i c  
o u v ~ a o i a c  1tAfi0~aiv I ~ O E ~ K O C .  Morrow notes at this point that he does not follow Friedlein's 
punctuation. but rather follows Barocius and Schanberger in understanding c;iS xou ~ a i ' A p ~ m o T & A q ~  oqcn 
to go with the previous clause rather than the following S inov  &vat TO ~aBokou. I follow Morrow in this. 
He also notes that Aristotle distinguishes (Met IO36a9-17,) between i j lq  a i d q n i  and i j lq  v o q i  rather than 
behveen ukq aioeqnj and iilq TGV davramiiv. However. Morrow thinks that Proclus is justified in this 
modification. because at De .-hima JXaIO Aristotle assumes that phantusia is a form of nobis. Whether 
or not this is a justifiable reading ofAristotIe in general. it is certainly justified for Proclus. We have seen 
that he is comfortable applying terminology in a very fluid manner. even if he thinks that the ontolo_eical 
realities which he names are precisely delineated: so his use of both rid; and logo; to refer to the contents of 



Pha)l tmicr  has in it a universal which is different from the universal in sense-objects. But 

it is also different from the universal in c l i ~ . m o i ~ . ' ~ ~  And this universal in phanrcisia finds 

itself in a matter which is likewise in between the matter of sense and the immateriality of 

&rr~oicr.'~' Phlinmi~r is able to have in it figures which have extension and are divisible. 

"through its fommtive motion. cmd the fact that it has its existence with and in the 

body.~jl)h Thus the mathematical objects in phanrcisirr are able to admit of divisions and 

comparisons. and differences of magnitude. because they do have extension in matter. 

But the matter in which they have their extension is not the matter of sensibles. with its 

imperfection and ever-changin, 0 nature. 

In the Euclid commentary Proclus thinks that phantusici  is in between rliunoio and 

scnsation.j9' This is why Aristotle called it passive noirs ( n o u n  pafh2fikon). according to 

the soul's ulcsitr. Here it would be natural for Proclus to think of Aristotle's contrast between the sensible 
and thc intelligiblc as a contrast between the smsible and thephunlus~r~n. Indeed. in a passage just 
follo~iing he mentions Aristotle's phrase mrnpurhL'tikon. and says that phnntrrsru is called "nuus" because 
of irs kinship with the highest sort of knowledge. and "passive" because of its kinship with the lowest. This 
namrt manifests its inttlmediate character. See our discussion ofthe various sons ofnoG.sis. of which the 
louest is ph~rnr~~sru. in chapter VII. 

?QL Of course. Proclus has already said that ru mafhi.mafikct are a form of tliunvftu. .4gain we run 
into Proclus' fluid terminology. Geometrical objects are classed below non-mathematical drtinoc'~~. and 
bclow the objects of arithmetic. So one may think of them as the lowest son of diunuL'ru, as Proclus docs 
\$hen talking about mathematics in general. On the other hand. one may distinguish them from the 
rlicinrGrtr. bccause of the extension of their underlying matter, as Proclus does here. 

j"' At this point Proclus brings up his three-fold distinction behveen the universal (a,) before the 
many particulars. (b.) in the many particulars, and Ic.) as posterior to and arising from the many particulars. 
He mcntions this distinction, and then remarks that for each of these universals there is a difference in the 
underlying matter. Praclus then goes on to the passage quoted above. where he says there is a difference in 
the nlatter of (cfirhira and phanrusm. Morrow's translation gives one the impression that this latter 
distinction should be mapped onto two of the three terms mentioned above: the universal before the many. 
in the many. and posterior to the many. However. the phrase ~ a i  r a  y ~ d ~ o v r a  a 6 r a  S ~ r r a  0 € p ~ v o t  should 
be read as: "and we must also posit the universal which is participated [it. the universal in the many] itself 
as double." So what Proclus is doing is subdividing the middle term of the three-fold initial division. This 
fits Ivith his other writings. where the universal before the many is unpanicipated. the universal in the many 
is the panicipated moment - panicipated here either by sensible or imaginary maner -. and the universal 
after the many is the later-born universal produced by Aristotelian abstraction. 

:% In Eucl.5 1.7 1-12.: Sta re  njv u o p o o n ~  jv ~ivqmv ~ a i  t o  p ~ r a  oGparoj ~ a i  EV adpan j v  
imiotaatv CXELV. 

3: The status ofphanrasiu in Proclus is a controversial issue. H. Blumenthal is of the opinion that 
in Proclus' early works. especially the In Timar~rm, doxo is thought ofas  the main faculty behveen sensation 
and clitrtioru. This place is gradually usurped by phanfasia. so that in the late In  Errdidem do.ta is 
mentioned only marginally. andphanrcrsia has become the main faculty occupying this middle position. See 
H. J .  Blumenthal. "Plutarch's exposition of the Dr.4nima and the psycholog of Proclus." in De Jambiiqtrr 
u Proclzrs (Geneve: Fondation Hardt 1975) pp. 123-147. This may be the case. Our interest in phantasia, 



~roclus. '~ '  .4s he often does. Proclus analyses this name into its elements. and states that 

.Aristotle called p h a n t m i ~ r  passive nolrs in order to show both its kinship with the higher. 

nulls. and the lower. the passivity of sensation. Being in-between. it is both the same as 

and different from its upper and lower neighbours. It is similar to d i a n o i u  as its upper 

neighbour because it projects what it knows out of the centre which is itself. rather than 

receiving its logoi  passively from outside. It is similar to u i s t h b i s  because the logoi  

~vhich it  projects reside in a matter which introduces extension into them. which is not the 

case for the logui  in tlianoici. 

By contrast phmtcrsicr. occupying a position in the centre. in the middle of these 
types of knowing. is moved by itself to project ( p r o b a i l e i )  its object of knowledge 
( t o  gnciston), but because it is not outside the body. it leads its objects out of the 
undivided centre of its life into division. extension. and figure. For this reason 
w e ~ t h i n g  that it thinks is a figure (nrpos)  or a shape of its thought. I t  thinks the 
circle as extended. and although this circle is free of external matter. it possesses 
an intelligible matter provided by phcmrmici itself. This is why there is more than 
one circle in phcmrasiu. as there is more than one circle in the sense world; for 
ivith extension there appear also differences in size and number among circles and 
triang~es.'~" 

All of the circles in phanrasio are identical in that they are all instances of the same logos 

(ptrntus humoiolrs crll2loi.s kctrh'hencr logon hliposrttnrm). i.e. they are all circles. But 

ho\vevrr. is in its role in the probol; iu'n orrsidd6n logu'n. a role which is present almost esclusively in the /n 
E ~ i ~ ~ l r d t w .  For Proclus on phunrusiu see A. Charles. "L'irnagination, miroir de lPme sclon Proclos." in Lr 
.\'~;opl~rroni.sn~r (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 197 1) p p . 3  1-38: H.J. Blumenthal, "Neoplatonic interpretations of 
.-\ristotlr on Phrnir~rsiu." The R?view oj',l[riuphwics. 3 I ( 1977) pp.241-257: E. Moursopoulos. Les 
srrtrcriircs tlr I'in~rrginoire duns la philosophie dr Produs. (Paris: Lrs Belles Lettres. 1985): and S. Breton. 
Philosuphie rr n~ailiL'niuii~ue che: Proclris. sirivi dr. Principrs pttilosophiques der ~r~arh&naikpes, par :V. 
Hurnr~mn, rrudiir de lirllentund par Genevihe lie Pesloiran (Paris: Beauchesne, 1969) pp. 1 12- 123. 

ion Morrow refers us to D r  .-ln.4jOa24. At this point Aristotte is not referring tophantasia. but to 
the two types of nutis. one which becomes all things and one which makes all things. Morrow refers us as 
well to In Tinl.I.244.20 and III.IS8.9. 

;In In Euc1.57.20-53.05: fi 6 a; ~ a v s a a i a  TO p$uov ~dvrpov mrL~ouan  roSv .p13mrnv 
r i v ~ y e i p ~ r a ~  p ~ v  a m  iaurijc ~ a i  npopciki  so yvomov. ~ T E  8~ OGK c n i p a ~ o ~  o k a  EK to6 a p ~ p o u  
rij; mil; ~ i ;  p~ptupov ~ a i  8iacrra(nv ~ a i  cq$a npociy~t ia - pma  ai)fil<. ~ a i  6ta roGto nciv. OEF iiv 
voi. ~6x0; Emi ~ a i  popoil VO$~TOC, ~ a i  tov KE IC\~KAOV Siamat& V O E ~  f i l~ ~ E V  E K T O ~  GLqq 
~a0apeuovra vorlrtiv 6~ i i~qv  Zxowa njv EV aimj. ~ a i  &a TOGTO oiq E ~ G  EV aufl ICGKAOG. k n ~ p  o& 
EV roic aioeqroi;. aua yap 6taoramq uva~aivetar ~ a i  KO pelcov ~ a i  so i laaaov ~ a i  to nhfi0q s i v  rz 
K U I C ~ O V  ~ a i  r6v rpty~vwv. 



they ~vill differ in their size from each other. due ro the extension afforded by intelligible 

matter. 

Phntcrsia is situated between rlirinoicr and aisrhisis. However. Proclus also sets 

up a parallel between dimoicl and Nature (phwis) on the one hand, and phanrmia and 

sense objects on the other.'"' Prior to the universal in sense objects is the universal in 

phlrsis. and prior to the universal in phontusici is the universal in dimoicr. The structure 

of the scnsibls world is afforded to it through the mathematical principles which it 

receives through Nature. standing under the Soul of the Cosmos. Thus the Soul ofthe 

Cosmos, or the World Soul. puts forth the undivided mathematical logoi which it 

possesses through the medium of Nature. and produces body. Our partial souls, however. 

being only little sisters of the World Soul. put forth the undivided mathematical logoi 

~vhich we possess into the matter produced by phctnrmitr. 

I think Proclus' account here suffers from an internal contlict produced by the 

dit't'ercnce between the World Soul and the partial soul. Structurally. phanrcisi~~ lies 

bst~veen tiionoiri and sense. and this should hold for all souls. because all souls share the 

same structure. Most of his discussion ot'pheinrcrsin at the beginning of the second 

prologue to the Euclid commentarq; stays with this account ofphanrmicr as in-between. 

Ho~vever. at In Ed.53.18ff Proclus seems to remember that he is speakins ofphanrsici 

in a geometrical context. and that it would be strange to think of the WorId Soul as 

performing bisections. and other such operations which the geometer performs. Hence he 

speaks ofphrsis as lying above the universal in sense objects. and clianoia as lying above 

the universal in phcrnteisia. After this one mention of phiisis. however. both phlisis and 

sensation seem to be forgotten. and Proclus returns to an account in which we find oniy 

tlitrnoict and phantcisiu. One presumes that in this account sensation has resumed its place 

below phrinmsic~. 



This account which Proclus gives ofphnnts i (~ is quite interesting, because it 

contains some of the most explicit descriptions of the probolP r6n owi6d6n log& in the 

Procline corpus. Thus it is in the context of geometry. and its need to project its figures 

into the matter ofphanmia. that Procfus says: 

For dianoicr possesses the lo@ but. not being powerful enough to see them when 
they are it-rapped up. unfolds and exposes them and presents them to phuntcrsicr 
sitting in the ~estibule.'~' 

Thus thinking (no2sis) [in geometry J makes use of phcmtcrsia. and the syntheses 
and divisions of its figures are imaginary (phernrmrai). Its knowing (gndsis) is a 
journey (hodos) towards the dianoetic being (dictnoitiken olrsictn), but it has not 
yct reached it. because tiitrnoitr is looking towards the outside. and although 
investigating tvhat is outside by means of what it has within. and making use of 
projections of logoi (proholtris login). it is from itself moving to what lies 
outside. But if it should ever be able to roll up its extensions and tigurcs and view 
their plurality as a unity without figure. then in turning back to itself it would view 
quite differently the panIess, unextended. and essential geometrical logoi of which 
i t  is the fullness (p(kdma).'"" 

The Form itself (10 gt eidos o~rto) is without motion. ungenerated. indivisible and 
free of all underlying matter. But whatever exists secretly (krtcphick) in it is 
brought to phantcrsiu separately and dividedly. That which projects is tii~muiu: that 
from ~vhich it is projected is the dianoetic Form (tliunoOron eirlos): that in which 
tvhat is projected exists is this thing called 'passive ,Voirsl (ptrrhCrikos hotrros 
k~iiorrmc.nus nous) that unfolds itself [circling] around the true LLi)l~s. divides out 
itself tiom the undividedness of pure intellection (akrcliphnow noPs~ds). shapes 
itself according to the shapeless Forms (eidi)  and becomes all thinp. all that 
rlirrnoia and the panless logos in us is."03 
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All of the elements of Proclus' main account of the proboli Idn oirsi6dbn logdn are 

present. Dianoin is thought of as a unified hllness ofiogoi, which produces out of itself 

the divided projections which arc its own thoughts. These thoughts produce the divided 

sciences which we know of as the dianoetic sciences which have as their aim to lead the 

soul back towards its unified centre. and to pass from these to the higher unity which is 

.\'olt.s. Hokvever. Lve should also notice the contrast with the account oftliunoin as a 

projection of the soul's logoi which we examined in earlier chapters. The account of 

cliurroici in the Euclid commentary seems to present clicmoiu as a unified plGrdrntr, which 

is subsequently unfolded by phcrntcrsici. In the account we examined earlier. it is the airsh 

of the soul bvhich is theplGrdma I& oirsiddh log&. and this plGr6mo is unfolded by the 

soul's tliutwio. We have here an example of the relativity of Proclus' descriptions. The 

probolt? rcin otisicirlcin log& is moving at this point from one level of multiplicity. the 

temporal. to another level. the spatial. From the lower perspective. the multiplicity of the 

projection of the soul's logoi in rlirrnoirr appears to be a dianoetic unity. Further. Proclus 

p e s  back and forth between a description of  ~iinnoia as the projector and that which is 

projected. Proclus says both that it isphcmr~rsic~ which projects geometrical logoi (In 

Etrc1.52.20-53.05) and that it is tkinoicr which projects them into phantmiu (In 

Eucl.j6,1 1 -23). 

There is another important difference between this account in the Euclid 

commentary and the main account of the prohol2 tbn owi6dbn logdn. however. and it has 

to do with the passivity ofphontmig as a receptacle for the projected geometrica1 logoi. 

At 111 Ezl~,l.56.14- 15. Morrow translates diusfatds kui meris16s cis phnnrcisiun prougefai 

as "produced distinctly and individually on the screen of imagination." In his forward to 

the 1992 edition of Morrow's translation. tan Mueller writes. 

[Imagination in Neoplatonism] serves as a kind of depository for sensations and 
thus provides the basis for an account of empirical knowledge. But more 



importantly, particularly in Proclus' Euclid commentary. it serves as a kind of 
movie screen on which dicmoia projects images for mathematical reflection,"'" 

The other accounts which we have of the prohol2 riin oirsibcl6n log& do not include this 

element of passivity in the projection. Rather. the usual description is of a spontaneous 

throiving forth of the orrsi6cieis iogui into a multiplicity which is the soul's energeiu. So it 

is necessary here to find some reason for the shift in Proclus' language. 

The solution is that the characterisation ofphanrcrsia as a projection screen is 

accurate in a certain sense. but is also misleading. because it overemphasises the 

'passivity' in this account of geometrical projection. while covering over the importance 

of the emergence of spatiality. Mueller points out that Proclus refers to phonrdsicl as a 

sort of mirror. This reference would make one feel comfortable with a characterisation of 

plt~tntc~.si(l as simply a screen on which tiianoitr projects logoi. and hence as a mere 

passivitv.4'5 However. the context ofthat passage is Euclid's detinition of the plane. 

Proclus says that i t  is reasonable for Euclid to have chosen one of the two sorts of simple 

surfaces. the plane surface as opposed to the spherical surface. as the subject in which he 

\\.ill study the figures and their properties. The reason for this is that it is more easily 

done on a plane than on a sphere. because there are certain figures which cannot be 

represented on a sphere. such as a straight line or a rectilinear angle. For this reason we 

should think of phmrusicr as a plane projected in front of us. and of dimoict as writing 

evecthing on it. so that phnptrusiu is like a plane mirror to which tlictnoicr sends reflexions 

of itself. Clearly here the emphasis is on the sort of surface which is most useful and 

basic for geometrical demonstrations, rather than on the function ofphantasia as a 

passive screen. 

114 p.u.  
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Further. the most explicit passage in which phcmrusiu is called 'passive' is the 

phrase at In Eltc1.56.16-18 "to dt, en h6i to probdomenon pathStikos ho~rros kalo~mzenos 

nolrs." I have translated this above as. "that in which what is projected exists is this thing 

called 'passive .Ibtrs."' This is an obvious reference back to In Eucl.52.3-4 where Proclus 

refers to someone (Aristotle) who referred to phcinfcisitl as "passive nous." But the phrase 

that Proclus uses in this place is "nwn parh0tikon [is mrOn pros~ipein orrk cikn2sen." 

~vhich literally means "someone did not shrink from calling [ph~rntnsio] passive nolrs." 

The phrase 'did not shrink from' indicates that Proclus thinks that this appelation is a bit 

strange. Indeed. he goes on to ask how anything could be nous and passive at the same 

time. The solution is that this name points towards the upper neighbour of phnntosia. 

~vhich is a sort of nolrs. and towards the lower neighbour. which is passive. We cannot 

drab thc conclusion here. then. that phanrcrsrtr itself is passive at all. Further. we cannot 

draw this conclusion from the use of the phrase at In Eucl.56.16- 1 8. because it is a clear 

rekrcnce back to In Eucl.52.3-1. Finally. there are clear indications that phcrnrosic~ is as 

much activity as passivity. The strongest indication ofthis is at In Elrc1.52.22. 

"[l'hm~rtrsitrj is moved by itself to project @rohallei) its object of knoivledge (cinegeiretcii 

mcn crph' hecruris kui proballri to gndsron)." So while a case might be made for the 

passivity of phcmrcisia because it is that in which the logoi ivhich dimoiu projects exist. it 

is more likely itself an activity. itself a projection of mathematical logoi. It is possible 

that Proclus' thoughts here are ambiguous. because phcmtcrsitr holds this middle place 

bctween the activity of ditmoicr's active projection. and the passivity of nisthdsis. 

Be all this as it may. what is missed in the account ofphunrosin as a mere passive 

screen is that the sort of probolS t6n omidtl6n logdn which phantasia performs is really a 

projection of explicitly spatial l ~ ~ o i . ~ ' ~  The lugui in question are lines. angles. and 

''" This projection is active and passive. active in the sense that all projection is energeiu. and 
passive in the sense that the logoi once projected seem to be their own receptacle. i t .  they are themselves 
both the 'mirror' of imagination and what is seen in the mirror. S. Breton proposes that imagination creates 
spatial things. and as such the imagination ofa partial soul creates its +~wa. See S. Breton. Philosophie rr 



figures. Phantmicl is the moment of the unfolding of the cosmos where space. as interval 

(tlicist~isis), emerges. just as tlictnoin is the moment where time emerges. The Soul is the 

first principle to exist in time. because it is unable to view all of the logoi which it 

possesses in its o d u  in one simple act. Its movement from one bgos to the next is 

described as a circling around the noin in which it participates: a viewing of the notrs 

~Lhich is its centre from the various points on the circumference of a circle."07 Thus the 

particulnr sort of  multiplicity which is an inability for the instantaneous unity with the 

totality of l r p i  constituting its essence generates the motion of the Soul. which is 

measured by Time. 

1C'ith mathematical projection. spatiality begins to emerge. It  is proper to think of 

the Procline hierarchy of principles in terms of their most basic characteristic: their 

relati\.t. unity and multiplicity. or their proximity or distance horn the One. The One is 

simple. The henads are likewise simple. yet there are more than one of them. .Vow has 

an inner multiplicit)r. yet each element of that multiplicity is able to be present to each 

other element. Soul is an inner multiplicity in which each element is not able to be 

present to all other elements at once. The activity of Soul is a serial activity in which its 

contents are consciously present. but one at a time. It is this division or multiplicity 

Lvhich is measured by Time. Body has sunk to a level of multiplicity in which none ofits 

elements are able to be present to any other of its elements at all. i.e. the parts of bodies 

cannot occupy the same position..'08 We call this spatiality. The object ofphanrmirr 

holds an interesting place between the Soul. as temporal but non-spatiaI. and Body. 

Geometrical figures may be thought to occupy the same space. and so two adjacent 

mc~rhl;morrqrrr the: Procitrs, strivi de. Principes phrlosophiqzrrs drs muthCmutiqrres. par .ni Harmlonn. 
~rutktir tie i~dlen~undpar Genevrive dr Peslo~ran (Paris: Beauchesne. 1969) pp. 111-123. A. Charles argues 
convincingly against this point. and agrees with us in the role ofphan~r~viu as providing the paradigm of 
material spatiality. and not of producing spatial things. See A. Charles. "L'imagination. miroir de I'ime 
srlon Proclos." in Lc. .C'ioploronisme (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1971) pp.24 I-M8. 

411- The temporality of Soul's projection will be investigated in detail in chapter VII. 
l o x  See El. Th. prop. 14. where all that is capable of self-reversion must be incorporeal. 



figures may make use of the same line as a boundary. and the line is simultaneously an 

element of both figures. However, the shapes of the figures themselves cannot be 

violated. The two opposite sides of a square. for example. can never be thought of as 

occupying the same position while the figure retains its identity. This inability of 

elements of one figure to leave their place and be present to the other elements of the 

same figure is the key characteristic of the sort of multiplicity which is spatial 

multiplicity. Hence in pkinmia we see the emergence of ideal space. The spatiality of 

body is merely an intensification of this son of multipIicity, because the inability to be 

mutually present which holds for a given tigure now holds between different bodies. 

Notice the transformation of the notion ofhuli  here. Rather than the potentiality of Form. 

matter has become a sort of concomitant characteristic of a certain son of Form. 

Geometrical l o p i  are in intelligible matter because they are a son of Form or logos 

~ i h i c h  have extension. or intewal. Above we have seen Proclus describe physical logui in 

a similar manner. {vhere volume is a sort of "exhalation." rather than the product of the 

unity of  Form with individuating matter. 

Thus the sort of spatiality which emerges inphcmtmiu is not the spatiality of 

Body. but rather is a cause or paradigm of the spatiality of Body. According to ProcIus' 

doctrine of mean terms. in between that which possess the perfection and precision of the 

unestended. and that which is extended but admits of all sons of imprecision. is that 

\vhich is both extended and precise. In between tlianoicr and crisrh3sis is phunfc~sic~. 

These geometrical figures which are extended but precise are the causes of the imprecise 

order in Body. We have seen the beginning of this in Proclus' account of the 

mathematical portions of the Soul. The Soul possesses in its seven main portions the 

principles of the remaining. procession. and return of both two and three dimensional 

being. But these portions of the Soul's otisin are not themselves the prosimate causes of 

Body because they are not themselves two or three dimensional. They are rather the 

principles in which two and three dimensional being exist. as in their cause. They are 



portions of the olrsia of the Soul which proceed outward into the thmmis and mergeicr 

of the Soul. Phonr~isiu is between the Soul's oirsicr and Body. because unlike the oilsin of 

the Soul. which is the cause of two and three-dimensionality. it actually is ideal two and 

three-dimensionality. without the imperfection of ~ o d y . ~ O ~  It is with and in Body. yet the 

sort of matter in which it projects its ideas is intelligible matter. "IntelIigible matter" in 

this sense is a peculiarly Neoplatonic invention: i.e. an entity which must exist because of 

other principles. such as the doctrine of mean terms. but which seems at tirst blush to be 

an osymoron. And its being with and in Body is likely parallel to the way in which the 

boundaries of a solid are with and in it. without themselves being three-dimensional. 

These mathematical hgoi which the Soul projects in phanrcrsirl are caused by and 

are images of the portions of the Soul's oisiri. and are themselves the proximate causes of 

the order in the physical cosmos. The physical cosmos is ordered according to 

mathematical principles. as we have seen above with regard to the insertion of Air and 

Water as means between Fire and Earth The mathematical principles which reside in the 

olrsitr of the Soul are not ontoIogicaIly the same l o p i  which reside in particular particles 

of Fire. .4ir. Water. and Earth. for those logoi lack the simplicity and precision of the 

Soul's logoi. Nor are the logoi which order the physical world a direct image of the logoi 

in the Soul's omio. Rather. the Soul's orrsicr is itself ordered, and this order is mirrored in 

the structure of mathematics. 

Thus mathematics is an ordering which emerges as we know it through the 

energcia of the Soul's projection of an image of its own oirsiu. and this projection is 

arithmetical and geometrical. Phunrnsicr as geometrical projection is the first point at 

tvhich spatiality emerges. as the inabiiity of different parts of the same tigure to be 

present to each other. There is an ambigous sort of passivity in this projection. but in 

109 Proclus does not allow us to pin him down here. but it is likely that he thought ofphaniasia as a 
sort of arrrgeiu of the Soul. The rnergeia is that which projects the ozisi6deis logoi. as phonrasio projects 
geometrical logoi: the Soul's energeia is its self-motion. as phanrasia has a "formative motion (morphoriken 
kitlbin)." See In Errc1.j 1.2 1. 



essence it is still the activity of the probol; t6n orrsihd6n Iogdn. Finaily, the emergence 

of t\vo and three-dimensionality in geometrical projection is the proximate paradigm for 

the three-dimensionality of body.'"0 

1V.v. Conclusion: mdogiri 

We can see from the account of the proportions in the otrsiit of the Soul of the 

Cosmos. tvhich holds as well for other souls. that Proclus uses mathematical language as 

a metaphorical way of speaking about that which is above mathematical number. He also 

uses it to speak about physical reality. which is below mathematical number. I am using 

'metaphorical' here in the manner in which I used it in chapter [It. as language drawn from 

one sphere of reality applied to another sphere of reality. which keeps its truth because of 

the homologo~~s structure \vhich holds between each teve! of reality. Proclus' statement 

of the principle of this metaphorical use of number is quite clear. 

But Plato. through secrecy. used mathematical terms as a son of veil over the truth 
of things. just as the Theologians make use of myths. and the Pt~hagoreans make 
use of symbols. For it is possible to see the paradigms in the images. and to move 
through the images to the paradigms.J" 

Thus mathematical number is an image of the number of the Soul. which as we saw 

above consisted in having an owici which was like a numerical monad. composed in turn 

of indivisible olisiai which themselves were monads. Further. the Soul was harmonised 

110 5. Breton. in Philosophic. rr mu~hinrmiyrre the: Prorhrs, strivi dr. Principm philosopliiqirrs drs 
nrn!ht;mtrrirlurs, prr .V. Hartmonn. truhir clr l'ullemondpur GmeviPlv clr Peslo~rtrn (Paris: Beauchesne. 
1969) pp.85-87 points out that the classitication of mathematical sciences which Proclus gives. following 
Grminus (Proclus gives nvo classification systems). is part of this procession into multiplicity. The 
classiticrrtion of mathematics into fundamental and applied. with the applied sciences. such as optics and 
canonics. bring divided images of either arithmetic or geometry. show that "la descente de I'intelligible dam 
le sensible s'opere donc par drgres. En chaque groupe. le premier de ligne eserce une fonction rectricr sur 
Ic. second. Cette regulation se rhptite de niveau a niveau. cornme si un rn6rne courant de lumi2re tnversair 
tout I'intervalle et statTectait de couleurs diverses a chacun des paliers. definis par une correlation originale 
de la discipline et de son objet" (p.87). For Proclus' nvo systems of ctasaificafion. see In Eitcl.36.12-38.01 
for the Pythagorean classification. and 38.034.08 for Geminus'. See also figures 5 and 6. Appendix. 
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through the proportions which held between the portions of the owiu which the 

Demiurge separated out within it, and the numbers which Plato assigns to these portions 

portray in a symbolic form the relations of remaining. procession and return which exist. 

both in the soul itself and as the paradigm of two and three dimensional procession and 

return. i.e as the procession and return ofthe Forms divided among bodies and of bodies 

themselves. In other ivords. the ozrsiu of the soul is the paradigm of mathematical 

number ~vhich is its image. hence as Proclus says. mathematical number is a particularly 

~tsetitl nirans of representing to oneself the structure of the owicr of the soul. because "it 

is possible to see the paradigms in the images. and to move through the images to the 

paradigms."4'' 

.As ~ v s  have seen above. Proclus' own term for what I am calling 'metaphor' is 

c t n t r f o g i ~ ~ .  We hate discussed how tmulogicr as mathematical proportion is that which 

remains identical throughout a given series of numbers. This sort of onologici is itself and 

2 1 1  P. bferlan examines Proclus' mathematical psychology. and concludes that Proclus is intent on 
opposing those who find in the soul only one branch of mathematics. such as Aristander and Numenius who 
find onl) arithmetic. or Sevens. who find only geometry. It is not the identitication ofthe Soul and 
matlirmatics which is the problem. according to Merlan. but rather that these thinkers identify the Soul with 
only one branch of mathematics. Both Proclus and Iamblichus, on the other hand. say that all branches of 
mathematics are to be found in the Soul. according to Merlan. It is correct to say that Proclus opposes those 
who tind only one branch of mathematics in the Soul, but not quite correct simply to say that he identifies 
the Soul with all three branches ofmathematics. As I have argued. Proclus is arguing equally against those 
who do not distinguish between the essence of the soul and mathematical being. What we think of as 
mathematical being is an image of the structure of the Soul's essence: it has a homologous structure to. and 
thus is an image of the Soul's essence. For this reason the essence of the soul can contain. for example. all 
of the tigures of geometry in a manner without shape. So it is insufficient simply to say that the Soul is a 
unity of all three branches ofmathematics. For this reason. despite his contribution to the earlier histor). of 
a mathematical psychology. Mertan cannot be taken to speak with authority about the mathematical 
character of the Procline Soul. See P. Merlan. From Phonism ro .Veoplafonisrn, lnd ed. Revised (The 
Hague: Martinus NijhotT. 1960) pp.21-24. 77. 

Further. Merlan sees an opposition of doctrine between the earlier and the later books of 
lamblichus' De con~rnrtni murhemuiica scienria. In the earlier books mathematics must be said to be its own 
sort of being in order to preserve it from motion and change. Merlan thinks this produces a quadripartite 
division of being. rather than a tripartite division: intelligible. methematical. psychic. sensible (not 
necessarily in that order). In the later chapters. larnblichus identifies the soul with all branches of 
mathematics. Leaving aside the question of De commlrni nrathenmica scienfia. we can see that in Proclus 
there is a tripartite divison of Being. Mathematicals are found in the mtrgeia of the Soul. and are moving 
only in the sense that the mergeia of the Soul moves. It moves From object to object. See Merlan. From 
Plaronisrn ro ?;'eopiuronism. pp.28-29. For the mathematical circle as an image of the internal structure of 
.Vorrs. see W. Beienvaltes. Proklox Grttndl-geseinrr Afefaphysik (Frankfin am Main: Vittorio 
Klostermann. 1965) pp. t 66- 173. 



image of the more general undogin which holds between all levels of Proclus' 

uni~erse."~ These two uses of amlogia are related. One might think of an ascending 

series of numbers in a certain andogia as an image of the unfolding of the Cosmos from 

thc One. Although the inten& between the numbers, and the numbers themselves. 

partake of ever increasing magnitudes. and in that sense are becoming more and more 

diverse. running through them all as that which is ever the same is the structure of their 

mutual relationship, their cmttlugici. Just as in a mathematical series. the terms may 

change but their relation remains the same. in Proclus' ordered universe the terms at each 

level of the hierarchy change. but the mutual relations between them remain the same. or 

at least similar enough that there be an analogia from one level to the other. Prochs oven 

uses the term hurnoiog~~ to describe the relation of various levels. This word should be 

familiar to US. bccause this conception of the similarity which holds between the various 

41:  117 Tint.I.373.7-20.: "And how could there be any gap if there tirst comes the being which are 
~t.w!l'(trtr~o). second thefrom irsrl((atttoit). third thejront ilsrlfunil from rtnorher (al~rou kiri ulloit). tburth 
the beings which have come to bejrortt ctnuther (crlhu grgonutdn). and fiRh place is held by those beings 
which are orher ( d l h  c~nldn), and i f  ranged among each o f  these there are the beings which are s~milar in a 
dissimilar manner. and i f  there is a continuity in being this great? And what is left out if there are first the 
beings which are established as unmoving (i1kinL;tdn hidrrrmmdn). second the self-moving beings 
(tn~tokrrti.tdn). and third those moved from without (helrrokinPtdn). which indeed are the last o f  beings - for 
things have been tilled up by the beings which have been enumerated - and in general. the production o f  
things has been demonstrated to be continuous by many approaches. and i f  you wish to speak this way. that 
there is an trnulugiu from above right down to the last beings. according to the well-ordered procession 
(prootlorr) o f  all things from rhe One ( ~ a i  t i  r a p  civ ~ i r l  KEVOV KQU~TUV pEv GVTWV KOV ai)ro. SEUT€~OV 6i: 
r i v  aGto6. rp i tov 6i: rOv ainou ~ a i  &bu. T E T ~ P T W V  6P tt3v 6Mou yeyovotov. rtEpxqv ra:;v 
~~dvscov rOv akAct)v dvrov. €0' ~ r a r s p a  6k roljrov tuiv avowoiog opoiov t ~ t a y p i v o v  ~ a i  toaa6qc Cv 
roi; xpa/uacn @; auvqeia; ok-qg: r i  5' Gv € h k i x o ~  npUj~uv ~ E V  tOv a ~ 1 w i t o v  ISpupivw. ~ E U T E ~ O V  

& T ( ~ V  U ~ J T O K L V ~ ~ ~ O V .  f p imv  8~ thv ETEPOKLV~TWV. 6 6fi ffavruv i kqa ta  t&v dvtuv €mi -nuwa yap 
oup~ex i~ ipc l ) ra~ ru Gvra r o i ~  ~ i p q p i v o q - ~ a i  0105 ~ a t a  noMac id106oy f i ~  rrapayoflq r&v npayparwv 
a u v e ~ o 6 ~  G E L K W U E ~ ~ ~  ~ a i  ~i @AEI L k y ~ t v  uvaAoyia~ o l j q g  ~ V O ~ E V  6 ~ p i  r t 3 ~  t ~ k v ~ a i u v  ~ a ~ a  n jv  
an0 roc EVOG navwv xpoo60v E~T~KTOV:) . "  See S. Genh. KINHLlEAKI~VHTOZ(Leiden: E.J. Brill. 
1973) pp.82-90. and A. Charles. "AnaIogie et penske serielle chez Proclus," Revue Inrernrrriondr rle 
Phiiusvphie. 23 ( 1969) pp.69-88: see p.75-82. Charles points out that the principle o f  anal02 holds not 
only in the vertical series o f  procession From one hypostaric order to the next. but also within each order 
itself. o f  henads. intellects. or souls. The procession and reversion by which souls emerge from the monad 
o f  soul is such that each member ofthe order is homologous with each other member. and with the monad. 
The relarion between members is one o f  analogy, which allows both for the conservation of  identity in the 
order. and for the difference involved in the declension ( G K O ~ ~ G )  ofterms by which distance from the 
monad is measured. See also f .  Dillon. "[mag. svmbot and analogy: three basic concepts o f  Neoplatonic 
allegorical exegesis." in The signrficance of iVeoplsrronism. ed. R. Baine Harris (New York; S.U.N.Y.. 
1976) pp.247-261. 



levels of reality is what we mean when we speak of'hornologous structures' in different 

organisms. Further. it is the homologous, or analogous nature of the structure of reality 

which allows use to have any knowledge at all of that which lies above or below us. 

The Soul thus has taken up in advance in its essence (orrsicitlds) all of the sciences 
(episrimrrs): the geometrical science according to its totality. its figure (schimu) 
and its lines (gramrn~s ) :~~ '  the arithmetical science according to the multitude and 
the essential monads in it (m o~rsibrieis en utuii monas). as has been shown 
above: the harmonic science according to the ratios ( l q o i )  of its numbers; the 
spherical science according to the two revolutions [i.e. of the Same and the 
Different]. .4nd the Soul is this true bond of the sciences ( f e n  marhthrrLin): an 
essential (o11si6dis) [bond]. intellectual (noeros). unified (Izendnlrnus). it 
comprehends them all without shape (amorphbs) and purely -- figures, [it 
comprehends] without figure; that which is distinguished. in a unified manner: the 
extended. tvithout extension. These things belong to the oirsirr of the Soul. and we 
must see all things in it in this manner. Moreover. from what has been said. one 
must accept the following: that every secondary reality is analogous to what 
precedes it, and that everyvhere the one has precedence over the many,..i\nd just 
as the things ivhich precede (h2guirrnen~l) are with regard to each other. so arc 
those which follow with regard to each other. and all things are homologous 
(homologu) with each other: the oiisicr. the harmony. the Form (eicios). and all 
things arc throughout. because of the fact that the Soul's life consists of parts 
which arc like each other and are of the same character. And although the Same 
and thc Triple belong more in the Circle of the Same. and the Different and the 
Double more in the Circle of the Different. yet all of the proportions ( l o p i )  exist 
throughout. but in a different manner in the primary and in the secondary realities. 
In the primary they are exist intellectually (noerGs). as wholes (holikds). and in a 
unified manner (hincimrnbs). while in the secondary they exist in the mode of 
opinion ( d m ~ s t i k d s ) ,  as distinguished (diZr2mrnris). and partially (merikris).'" 



Thus as we saw in chapter 111, when the soul projects its logoi and unrolls its own 

olrsicr what it produces is a divided image of its source. And as its source is to the Soul. 

so is the Soul to the image it itself produces. The relations and structures which hold 

~vithin the objects of our divided thought are homologous. or analogous. to the relations 

and structures which hold in the higher and the lower realities?" However. analogy does 

not mean identity. I t  must be the case that the same thing may exist in many ways. 

othrnvise there ivould be no such things as image and paradigm. And image just is the 

same thing taken in a novel way. but not in a way which is utterly alien to the 

The causal influence of the One. through the henads. shines forth in what Proclus 

calls "chains" or "series" (srira). The power of a henad is present to the intelligibles and 

to all successive orders. and each intelligible in turn is present causally to its consequents. 

and so on. In each member of a causal series. each member is manifest. either as the 

cause exists in the effect. or in its own manner ofexisting. or as the eiTect pre-exists in 

the cause. So all that exists above the soul is present to it  through its causal influence. 

and hence all of the higher orders are present to the soul. Likwise. a11 that the Soul gives 

rise to is present to it  under the manner of the pre-existence of the effect in the cause. So 

both the higher and lower orders are present to the Soul according to the Soul's own mode 

of existing. The Soul's reception of the influence of higher entities is through its own 

sclf-related activity. As we will see in the next chapter. in this manner the Soul is 

J l b  See J.Trouillard, "La puissance secrete du nombre selon Proclus." Rwwe de phihophie 
~trtar~uir .  1 (1983) pp.277-24 I: see p.233: "Puisque I'ime rst nombre, penser le nombre rst pour elle se 
penser elle-meme a travers ce qu'elle projette et etale devant son regard. Elle tire d'elle-m6ms tes raisons 
mathimatiques qu'elle fome. Elle s'exteriorise pour s'interioriser. pour gayer dans son activite a travers ce 
circuit une conscience d'elle-mime plus claire que la presence obscure qu'elle detenait deja dans sa 
substance autoconstituante. Par sa nison dianetique (6iuvoia) eIle projette dans la matiere imaginative les 
nombres e! les figures." 

41' J.Trouillard. La m~stagogie de Prochis (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1981) p.137: "Une troisieme 
erreur serait de croire que ce deroulement est dgi  par une logique analytique. en sorte que dans ce 
processus i l  n'y aurait ni creation ni nouveaud. mais seulement explication. La plurdite expressive ne sort 
pas de I'unite par deduction, pur allongement ou redoublement. Chaque ordre est une totaIite originale. 
Exprimer. c'est creer." 



constituted by the influence of its antecedants and by its own activity. Proclus' word for 

this is "self-constituting" (alrthrrposrctros). This conception of the order of things is what 

allows Proclus to say that each order is an image or paradigm of each other order.'"' 

If we strip this conception of analogy of the anagogical character which allows us 

to rise to the contemplation of higher realities. and focus on its application to the lower. 

then Proclus' doctrine of the analogical use of  mathematics should be familiar to us. for in 

fact it  parallels the use of mathematics by modem science. Modern science does not say 

that physical reality is nlrmher. but rather that the most convenient. useful. and precise 

lvay of representing physical reality in our thought is through mathematical equations. In 

a like manner. Proclus does not think that the number in the Soul. or the number in the 

physical ~vorld is nurrhemrricrrl nrrmher. but rather mathematical number is a convenient. 

ilsefd and precise way of representing in our thought the reality which is both above and 

hclow mathematical number itselC419 For modern physical scientists to be realists. i.e. to 

hold that their equations actually do reveal the structure of physical reality in some way. 

they must at least implicitly hold a similar ontological doctrine as Proclus with regard to 

the homologous or analogous structure between mathematical and physical reality. 

othenvise language drawn from one sphere would be inapplicable to another. Proclus 

goes beyond modem science. of course. because he holds this doctrine of homologous 

structures with regard to all IeveIs of reality between the One and indeterminate matter. 

u,hilr modem science ~enerally holds that it exists only between mathematics and 

116 Cf. J.Trouillard. La nlj.sfagugre dr Procios (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1987) pp.69-70: "Puisque 
tout etre rayonne la perfection qu'il se donne. I'irne sera illurninee par les ordres qui lui sont andrieurs. 
Chacun diffusers en elle son caractire dominant, de telle sorte qu'elle recueillera autant &elements qu'elle a 
de principes [in Tim. I[. I:S. 13- 141. Plus precisement, du moment que I'ime doit se rkaliser. se vivifier et se 
penser elle-mime. chaqzre s6rie supirieure L;t.~illeru en erllr un aspect de su cuusalitt! d'rlle-mGme strr rile- 
nienir. Sous la motion fondamentale qui est celle de I'Un. I'irne eveillant ce germe de non-ttre se f en  
substance avec I'Ctre. puissance avec la vie. activite avec la pensee. Elle refera en entier le chemin de la 
procession. en particularisant par degres son pouvoir unifiant jusqu'a devenir un nombre automoteur. [In 
Tin~.11.193.25-271. La procession ne s'etale donc pas en etapes discontinues. Toujon identique et toujours 
ditkente. elle est tout entiire immanente en chaque foyer de manifestation." 

.I IY For a similar interpretation of Proclus' use of mathematics in reasoning about the physical 
world. see Dominic J. O'Meara. Pj.thagoras Revived(0xford: Oxford University Press, 1989) pp. 185-197. 



physical phenomena. Further. Proclus accounts for this analogy. while modern scientists 

do not.'" 

420 Social phenomena may also be included here, if one thinks of the use of statistics in the socia1 
sciences. Dominic J. O'blean. Pyrhugorus Rer.ived(Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1989) pp. 195-4 
makes that point that Proclus' use of mathematics in physics differs from the modem use in two important 
ways. First. for Proclus both mathematical and physical entities are derived from a common. higher source. 
Stcond. Proclus thinks that the order of the physical world is an image not only a f  what we rvould think of 
today as the mathematical characteristics of mathematical entities. but also of the metaphysical 
characteristics which Proclus thinks mathematical entities have due to their status as images of still higher 
entities. These two points are valid. but they do not change the fact that both Proclus and contemporary 
science considers the structure of mathematics in some way to show forth the structure of physical reality. 
and in that sense they both hold that there is an analogous or homologous relation between rnathematical 
and physical being. 



CHAPTER V 

.-I C~TOKIXESIS AND HE TEROKI~VESIS 

This chapter examines the fallibility of the partial soul's diunoirr. The Soul's 

dimoiir in Proclus is more than what we would think of as mere cognition. The prohoi2 

r d i ~  otrsidrkch is also the act by which it brings itself into being. Because Soul is a 

c0gnitii.e hppostasis. its cognitive self-reversion through moni. pr.ooc/u.s. and rpisrrophi 

is also its act of self-constitution. In the first part of this chapter we will examine the 

rclarcd conccpts of self-sufficiency. self-constitution. and self-motion. 

Self-motion (alrrokin2sis) is a characteristic of all Soul. However. the partial soul 

lies at that level of Proclus universe where the self-related activity characteristic of Soul 

btgins to d\vindlr into the passivity of Body. That is. it is possible for the partial soul to 

ccase its autokinetic activity of thinking. and succumb to hrterokinkis. or motion from 

~vithout.  Such is no longer its o\m principle of motion. but is moved by sensations and 

passions. In the second part of this chapter we will examine this fall of the partial soul. 

Such a soul may be rescued from its passivity through dialectical conversation. In 

the third part of this chapter we will examine the case of Alcibiades. Socrates is able. 

through dialectical conversation. to make Alcibiades revert upon himsdf. and begin the 

process of anamnkis. In so doing. he removes the impression of heterokinisis from 

Alcibiades' soul. and restores its oirtokin2sis. 



V.i. The 1nerik2 pslrchi: aurcrrkt?~, i~uthuposrcrros. autokinitos 

Proclus says that the Soul is self-moved (aurokinitos). AumkinPsis is a mean term 

between the unmoved (crkini2ro.s) and that which is moved by an external principle. or 

moved by another (heterkin2tos). 

For imagine all things to be at rest: what will be the first thing set in motion? Not 
the unmoved. by the law of its nature. And not the extrinsically moved. since its 
motion is communicated tiom without. It  remains. then. that the first thing set in 
motion is the self-moved. which is in fact the link between the unmoved and the 
things which are moved extrinsically. At once mover and moved. the self-moved 
is & i d  of nrean term between the unmoved mover and that which is merely 

An3 again: 

Soul again. being moved by itself. has a rank inkrior to the unmoved principle 
which is unmoved even in its activity. For of all things that are moved the self- 
moved has primacy: and of all movers. the unmoved. IC therefore. soul is a seff- 
moved cause of motion. there must exist a prior cause of motion which is 
unmovcd. Now .Vous is such an unmoved cause of motion. eternally active 
ivithout change. It is through .Yolr.v that soul participates in perpetuity of thought. 
as body in self-movement through soul."' 

From these passages it seems that 1rirrokin2si.s has to do with motion commonly 

understood. However. the motion of the Soul is not spatiai motion. Soul's motion is the 

motion of  thought. from one intelligible object to another. So utrrokinSsis is one way of 

describing the pohuli! r h  ocisicicl6n logci~. 

.-ltrrokinkis stands in an analogical relation to two other important concepts in 

Proclus: the self-sufficient (nutarkis) and the self-constituting (cittrh~rposrcrros). 

.-l~rrokinL;.sis is the manner in which the Soul is both u m r k i s  and ctrrrhrrposraros. These 

tivo terms. the mrtrrki2s and the u~rrh~iposturos. are explained in detail in the Elemenrs of 

4: I El. Th.prop. 14: ~i -(ap orair1 t a  rrawu. ti ROE Gorat to  r r p k q  rtvoBp~vov: O<TE yap TO 
aaivqrov (oi, yap ~EQUKEV)  o k E  KO E T E P O K ~ V ~ T O V  (im' 6Mou '(up KLvEirat). k i m r a l  apa to 
a6torivqrov ~ i v u i  rb ~pclitwq ~ i voBpvov .  Z l t ~ i  aa i  roiito Z o t i  TO t@ aatv j ty  ra i r e p o ~ i v q r a  ouvcimov. 
uioov ~coq ov. aivoiiv re apa aai  ~ t v o B p ~ v o v ~  ~ r ~ i v o v  yap TO p ~ v  n v e i  povov. 70 St ~ t v ~ i r a t  povov. 

'" El. Th.prop.20: x a k v  6 t  fi vqfi ~ tvoup ivq  Eaurij; Geur~pav €pi r a c ~ v  f i ~  a ~ t w i t o u  
O ~ J U E ~ O ~  ~ a i   at' PvEp-(~tav artvrjrou i ~ ~ e o t w u q y  6 ~ 0 n  ravtwv pdv TGV ~ i v o u u ~ v o v  f i y ~ i r a ~  to  
u6ro~ivqrov. R ~ V T W V  6P r6v tctvo6vtwv to ciwivqtov. ~i o h  i x f i  ~ r v o u p ~ v q  ~awc la $Ma 
K L V E ~ .  6 ~ i  ~ p o  ui)tij< d v a t  KO aaivrjmq K~VO~)V. V O ~  6C3 K L V E ~  a ~ i v q ~ o ~  I;)v r a i  a ~ i  aata ~h a ixa 
Pv~py iv .  ~ a i  yap fi y r q i  Sta voiiv PET+ to6 a ~ i  VOE~V. i j m p  O@Q 6th q q t j v  TOG EUWO a ~ v ~ i v .  



ThwloLq. but their important relation to the SouI's ct~r~okintsis is not brought out fully in 

that test. In the C'ommrnfagf on [he Rlcibiades I. however. the connexion between these 

three terms is made esplicit. Moreover, in the Cbmntenrwy on rhe .-llcibiades I. it is 

made zsplicit that the fall of the partial soul is due to the faiIure of its urrrokin&is. 

In this section we will briefly examine the ulrturkGs. the aurhlrposrntos. and the 

~nrrokit~Pros in the Elements oj'Theolu~. and then in the next section turn to their 

connesion in the Commertrrr,:t~ on the ..ilcihiadrs I. 

The ~rurtrrkO.s is the self-sufficiient. [t is that which supplies its own good to itself, 

It is a mean term between the Good or the One itself, which is above self-sufficiency. and 

those things ~vhich receive their good from an external principle."" 

For ~vhat else is the self-sutticient than that which has its good from and in itself? 
And this means that it is indeed fulfilled tpl2res) with goodness. and participates 
good. but is not the unqualified Good itself: for the latter. as has been shown. 
transcends participation and fulfilment. If. then. the self-sufficient has fulfilled 
itself ~vith goodness. that from which it has fulfilled itself must be superior to the 
self-sufficient and beyond self-sufficiency. The unqualified Good lacks nothing. 
since it has no desire towards another (for desire in it would be failure of 
goodness): but it is not self-sufficient (for so it would be a principle fulfilled with 
goodness. not the primal  GOO^).''?^ 

. - I I I I L I ~ ~ ~ S  means to be self-sufficient. strong enough. sufficient in oneself. It is derived 

from twked. ivhich means to defend. ward oil', be strong enough. suffice.  ati is&.^'' Self- 

sufficiency in Proclus has come to mean being able to furnish oneself with one's own 

good. or to have fulfilled oneself with one's own good (to alrrark& peplZrdke-n healiro 1011 

'" See El. Th. props.8- 10, and I.TrouilIard. L cr mwugogie de Procios (Paris: Belles Lenres. 1982) 
QD. 187-206. 



cigc~tlmr). But the self-sufficient also participates the Good itself. because what 

distinguishes it  from the Good itself is the former's transcendance of participation and 

fulfillment. So while supplying itself its own good. the self-sufficient also participates 

the Good and is fulfilled with good from it. All things have the Good as their principle 

(c1rch2) and First Cause (cri~icrprdistL;). and the Good is the source of the unity. and hence 

goodness. to all  thing^.'"^ 

Elow can one and the same entity be both self-sufficient and dependent on the 

Good? Thc notion of fulfillment is important here. Each entitiy isfilled with its own 

cood. This implies that at some point this entity exists but is not filled with its own good. 
b 

and hence it implies a transition from an unfutilled state to a state of fulfillment. This 

trmsition from intial state to the perfection which comes from being filled or perfected 

through possesion of its good is described by Proclus. as we have seen in previous 

chapters. by the triads of monP. proudus. and episrrophi. and ousitr. rilmamis. and 

rwrgciti. Spiritual entities have a cyclical activity. such that their triadic moments really 

[nark stages of the movement of the enrrgcicl which is the entity from a state of  

imperfection to perfection.4" We must avoid thinking of this transition in temporal 

terms. because in .170~r.s it is an atemporal dynamism. a logical dynamism. and only in 

Soul does Time become the index of movement along the circuit of the Soul's periodic 

ertrt-geiti. Further. even in Soul the temporality of its movment marks a more 

fundamental logical dynamism. 

The self-sufficient must participate in the Good. because the power of the higher. 

more perfect. cause has greater influence than that of the lower. 

A11 that is produced by secondary beings is in a greater measure [meizonds] 
produced from those prior and more determinative [criri&erdn] principles from 
rvhich the secondary were themselves derived. For if the secondary has its whole 
esistence from the prior. thence also it receives its power of further production. 

J26 El. Th.props. I I- 13. 
See El. Th.prop.33; and S. Gersh KINHZIZ.MINHTOX(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1973) p. 170-1 2 1 .  
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since productive powers reside in producers in virtue of their existence and form 
part of their being. But if it owes to the superior cause its power of production. to 
that superior it owes its character as a cause in so far as it is a cause. a character 
meted out to it from thence in proportion to its constitutive capacity. If so. the 
things which proceed from it are caused in virtue of its prior [dia to pro airroi~]: 
for the same principle which makes the one a cause makes the other an effect. If 
so. the effect owes to the superior cause its character as an effect.J28 

And follo\ving: 

Every cause both operates prior to its consequent and gives rise to a greater 
number of posterior terms. For if it is a cause. it is more perfect and more 
potverful than its consequent. And if so. it  must produce a greater number of 
effects ... But again. the powers which are in the consequent are present in a greater 
measure in the cause [husu climrrtai to uirimn, mei:onds ekeitro thmcrrcri]. For all 
that is produced by secondary brings is produced in a greater measure by prior and 
more detemlinate principles. The cause. then. is co-operative in all that the 
conscqucnt is capable of producing."'9 

Proclus' corollary to this propostion is that all of Soul's effccts are also produced by .Voi~.s. 

but not \.ice versa. since :Vom as prior and more powerful extends farther down. 

Likc\visc the causation of the Good cstends to the lowest level of reality. and also causes 

all that .\birs (and Soul) causes, while :Vms does not cause all that the Good causes. since 

its weaker power does not extend as far down as that of the Good. Thus the self- 

sufficient must participate in the Good because the Good as first principle is the most 

fully causal power and extends to all things by giving them existence. 

In what sense is the self-sufficient dependent on the Good. and in what sense does 

i t  supply its own good to itself? The causation of the Good operates prior to all other 

causes. and bestows on all things its proper effect. which is unity. All things. in order to 

J:Q El. Th.prop.56: Hav ro 6x0 n3v Seuripov napa-/opevov ~ a i  anb rhv xpotipov lcai 
a i t ~ c o ~ ~ p c o v  x a p a y ~ t a t  pet<ovq.  a i  cjv lcai t u  k u r ~ p a  r a p i y ~ t o .  e i  yap to Seimpov oAqv EXEL j v  
uuoiuv ax6 to6 xpo aut06, ~ a i  B i ) v a p ~ ~  ailf* TOG xapciyeiv k e i k v -  ~ a i  yap ai 6uvupe~5 ai 
~ a p a r c r i ~ a i   at. ouaiav ~ i o i v  i v  t o i ~  xapayoum. ~ a i  mpnAqpoi,cnv al i r iv  mjv oioiav.  e i  6i j v  to6  
xapuye~v Sirvuutv ax6 f i ~  ~ J K E ~ K E L ~ E ~ ;  aitia; e k o l ~ ~ .  nap' k e i v q q  Z ~ e i  ti, d ~ c :  a i r ~ o v  &v i m ~ v  
airiov. ~ E T ~ Q B E V  E K E ~ ~ E V  ~ a t a  njv lixom~r~ICiJv Siwap~v. e i  6i: TOGTO. ~ a i  r a  a? aliroi, xpoidwa 
u i r ~ a r a  &xi 6 ~ a  TO xpo au toC KO yap tlarepov a n o r e l h a v  a i n o v  ~ a i  O&epov a i ~ i a t o v  a n o r e k i .  e i  
6C: roirro. rcai ri, a i r ~ a r o v  E K E ~ ~ E V  a x o r ~ k i x a ~  TOLOGTOV. 

42s El. Th.prop.57: n 6 v  air iov ~ a i  xpo so6 ainatoi ,  ivep le i  ~ a i  yes' a610 I&IOVOV Emiv 
i ~ i r o m u t ~ ~ o v .  e i  yap Emrv ainov.  : E ~ L ~ ) T E ~ ~ v  Eon ~ a i  Suva thr~pov  to6 per' airto. ~ a i  e i  toiho. 
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esist. must partake of unity in order to exist. because existence in Proclus' system is 

a11vq.s esistence as one particular sort of thing. The particular son of unity for each 

entity. hoivever, is not determined by the One. The One only bestows unity simplicirer. 

or rather. the One makes all things exisr. It does not make them exist in the particular 

manner in ~vhich they exist. or it does not determine before hand the particular manner in 

\vhich an entity partakes of unity. For self-sufficient entities. this particularisation of 

unity comes about from their own self-development. from their own mon0. prooiios. and 

qi.w-oph2 by which they remain in their causes. depart from their causes in their own 

manner. and revert upon their causes in their own manner. So i V o u s  is self-sufficient. 

because i t  is the interm1 development of ,VOM which makes it to be what it is. a fullness 

of intelligible and intellectual moments: thought and thinker as one and as distinct. So 

u.hils dependent on the One. .Vu:'is is also an entity which fills itself with its own good. 

because it  is its own self-development which makes it to be what it is. and furnishes itself 

tt ith the good proper to itself as an atemporal cognitive entity. The same goes for Soul. 

The Soul is dependent on : b u s  and the One. but the good proper to Soul is furnished by 

itself to itself through its own manner of cognitive self-reversion. The probolP tdn 

olrsidtiGn log& is the activity by which Soul grasps its own owiri and Xom. and therefore 

it is rhrough the prohok f in  o11si6d6n lo@n that Soul detemines for itself the manner in 

which i t  possesses its own good. In this manner. self-sufficient entities bring themselves 

into being in the manner proper to themselves. and are not only self-sufficient. but self- 

constituting (~iitrhicpos~~~tos), 

Self-constitution is another way of describing self-sufficiency. The auturkt?s is 

that which gives to itself its ottn good. by being itself the principle of its manner of 

participation in its causes. and ultimately in the One. The nzrthrrposratos is that which 



brings itself into being, in the sense that it causes itself to exist in its own prcrrliar 

430 nlonncr. The One is the source of the existence of an otrthuposra~os entity. but it itself 

is a cyclical en~rgricr for whom the plan of its self-unfolding is contained in its first 

moment. The Soul. through the probol; t in  orrsi6d6n log&. draws forth what is present 

krzrphids in its ozrsicr. or moni. The rpi.~rrophPlrnergeia of a self-constituted entity is a 

self-reversion. because it is the moment in which the implicit content of the oirsiulrnon2 

has been de~xloped into an explicit multiplicity. But it is also a reversion on its higher 

causes. because the oirsici considered as the beginning point of the circular activity is the 

moment of moni. or remaining in the higher cause. Self-explication is an activity by 

~vhich the entity explicates its own remaining in its cause. which is its moment of identity 

with its cause.'"' by translating i t  to a level of increased Thus the self- 

constituted reverts simultaneously upon its originary cause and upon itself. So the Soul's 

proboll. rdn ouvidtl6rr logdn is a projection both of itself and ~f~l'otrs. ' ' '~ 

All that is self-constituted is self-reversive: 

For if i t  proceeds from itself it will also revert upon itself. since the source of the 
procession of any term is the goal of the corresponding reversion. If. proceeding 
from itself. it  should in proceeding not revert. it coiild never have appetition of its 
proper good. a good which it can bestow upon itself For every cause can bestow 
upon its product. along with the existence which i t  gives. the well-being which 

1;o See A. Charles. "La nison et le divin chez Proclus." R m t  des scrrncrsphtlosoph~t~es ei 
rhl;olog~cpe.~, 87 ( 1969) pp.458481: see p.467. 

4: I El. Th.prop.30, 2 
''' Cf. J. Trouillard. L'Lh dr I'cime . d o n  Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1977,) p.20. "L'antithlse 

ln~rrieure a I'idee est donc celle de deux fonctions. I'une retenant I'unite en soi-mime. l'autre s'elanpnl vers 
une indktinie multiplicite. Proclos appellen la premiere povfi et la seconde rrprjoh;. La synthese de ces 
tendances opposees sera I'ixwrpoetj qui recupere le multiple et ramtine l'expansion a son centre en 
enveloppant Ie sysreme entier des dtterminations. Chaque intelligible n'est donc pas seulement une 
d~termination. mais une autodetermination qui ne peut s'accornplir sans s'opposer sa propre 
indCtermination." 

J i i  Jean Trouillard discusses the self.constitution ofthe Soul in relation to the cycle of negations 
found in Plato's Purnrenidrs. The chancteristics which are negated of the One are generative of the 
affirmations of the same characteristics with regard to what comes after the One. What is ne~ated of the 
One is negated just because it is other than the One, or what is produced by the One rather than the pure 
One itself. See J. Trouillard. L'Un rr I'ame seion Proclos (Paris: Belles Lenres. 1972) chapitre V. 
"Thtiologie negative et psychogonie." pp.i 53-1 54. See our discussion of the position of Trouillard. and the 
presence of the One to the Soul as the anrhospstichrs. in chapter V[I. 



belongs to that existence: hence it can bestow the latter upon itself also. and this is 
the proper good of the self-constituted.434 

This proposition is followed by its inverse. that all that is self-reversive is self- 

c~nstituted.'~' This marks the boundary of the self-constituted at Soul. because Soul is 

capable of sel f-reversion. while body is not. 

For it is not in the nature of any body to revert upon itself. That which reverts 
upon anything is conjoined with that upon which it reverts: hence it is evident that 
every pan of a hody reverted upon itself must be conjoined with every other part - 
since self-reversion is precisely the case in which the reverted subject and that 
upon tvhich it has reverted become identical. But this is impossible for body. and 
universally for any divisible substance: for tho whole of a divisible substance 
cannot be conjoined with the whole of itself. because of the separation of its pans. 
tvhich occupy different positions in space.'36 

klowever. Proclus nuances the self-constitution of Soul. by saying that the self- 

constitued is perpetual (aidion). and is above the passage of Time. which marks non- 

4:: being. He seems to be thinking of Time here as equivalent to genesis. rather than as 

thc .Yolr.s ~vhich is the measure of the Soul's motion (see chapter VI). Be that as it may. he 

is very careful to say that the self-constituted transcends that which is measured by Time 

in respect of its ousicr. The Soul. however. is not measured by Time in respect of its 

olrsi~r. but only its rnergeitr. 

Every participated soul has an eternal existence but a temporal activity: For either 
it will have both its existence and its activity in eternity. or both in time. or else 
one in eternity and the other in time. But it cannot have both in eternity: 
othenvise it  will be undivided Being. and there will be nothing to distinguish the 
ps~chic nature from intellectual substance. the self-moved principle from the 
unmoved. Nor can it have both in time: othenvise it will be purely a thing of 

. . 
434 El. Th.prop. 15: o l j 6 ~ v  yap r i v  o o ~ a t w v  npo; iuuro  K i o u ~ e v  €nicrpioetv. ei -{up to 

i ~ ~ o r p i o o v  xpoc TL a u v u x ~ e t a t  EKE~VW n p o ~  6 i x ~ o r p 6 m ~ t .  S$ov 61j o n  ~ a i  r a  y i p q  to6 o h ~ l a s s  navta 
npbc ~ a w a  ouva\ye~ roc np0q Eauro i x t a r p a ~ ~ v r o c .  r o i r o  yap j v  to xpoc Eauro ix impLvat .  otav i v  
'(EVQTUL liuocl). TO TE ~ ~ i m p a ~ i v  ~ a i  npoc ci ~ ~ ~ o r p c i o q .  aSUvarov & €xi ochpa~og roiko. ~ a i  okog rrjv 
u e p ~ o t o v  ~ a v r w v .  ou  yap GAOV oky m v a x r ~ t a ~  i a u r @  TO peptstov Sui tov tr3v pep6v ~ o p i o p o v .  6 M o v  
aMqoG KEI~EVOV. 

4;: El. Th. prop.49-5 1. 



process. and neither self-animated nor self-constituted; for nothing which is 
measured by time in respect of its existence (krrt' m s i m )  is self-constituted. But 
the soul is self-constituted; for that which reverts upon itself in its activity is also 
self-reversire in respect of its existence (kilt' o~rsicm). that is. it  proceeds from 
itself as c a ~ s e . ' ' ~ ~  

This strong division between the oirsicl of the soul and its energeicr is present only in the 

E1emcnt.s c! f 'Tholqq.  The distinction between o ~ a i u .  ci~~ntrmis. and energeicr is also 

present in the C'otrrmenrtrry on [he Timoeus, as we have seen in chapter IV. but in that 

work the distinction is not presented in such strongly dichotomous terms as it is in the 

Elenlenrs o j ' T h e o l o ~ ~ .  The Soul is a self-moving motion of thinking. in which the o~isicr. 

chtttctnris. and ertergeh are moments of its self-development. Thus it is likely that the 

strong distinction which we find in the Elements of'7'hleo1oLgv is due to the highly 

discursive nature of that text. As we have seen in previous chapters. it is the nature of 

ditinoiu to take what is in itself a unity and translate it into a multiplicity oflogvi. This 

scrnis to be most true of the Elenzenrs uj'T/teology. What we end up with in the Elements 

of'TI~eolo,qy is not a false account. but rather an account which must be balanced by other 

Proclinr tests in which more symbolicalIy loaded terms are used to allow the entities in 

question to appear in their inner unity.439 

V.i.c. The mrukinP[os 

The Soul is self-moving. If it is self-moving it is self-reversive. because true self 

motion inheres in that which is both mover and moved. and not with respect to different 

parts of the entity in question. 



And if one and the same thing moves and is moved. it will (as a self-mover) have 
its activity of motion directed upon itself. But to direct activity upon anything is 
to turn towards that thing. Everything. therefore. which is originally self-moving 
is capable of reversion upon itself:" 

But all that is  capable of self-reversion has an existence separable from body."" and is 

self-consti t~lt in~.~~'  Thus we know that the Soul is self-constituting and self-sufficient 

because \vs know that it is self-moving. Further. Soul's self-motion is a motion of 

thinking. because its motion is its own movement or self-development by which it reverts 

upon its o\vn omio in thinking it. That there is motion in this energrici is the mark of the 

multiplicity proper to soul. measured by Time. So it is its self-motion which marks it as 

an in-bet~veen principle. 

For being intermediate between the indivisible principles and those which are 
divided in association with body. [the Soul] produces and originates the latter and 
likeivise manifests its own causes. tiom which it has proceeded. Now those 
things whereof it  is the pre-esistent cause it pre-embraces in the exemplary mode. 
and those from which it took its origin it possesses by participation as generated 
products of the primal orders. Accordingly it pre-embraces all sensible things 
afier the manner of a cause. possessing the iogoi of material things imrnaterially. 
of bodily thinss incorporeally. of extended things without extension: on the other 
hand it possesses as images the intelligibk principles. and has received their 
Forms - the Forms of undivided existents parcelwise. of unitary esistents as a 
manifold. of unmoved existents as self-moved. Thus every soul is all that is. the 
primal orders by participation and those posterior to it in the exemplary mode.'14' 

Soul is all things. those above and below it. a fer  h e  manner of image or of cause."' It is 

self-sufticient and self-constituting. yet also is caused by principles above it. Hence its 

140 El. Th. prop. 17: ~i 6€ Ev rai rairtov rkvei cu i  nve i tu t .  rilv TOG r ~ v e i v  ~ v i p q ~ ~ a v  rpljc 
2uuti, €;EL. K L V ~ ~ L K O V  E a w o i  Cjv. x p a ~  6 6i: i v r p y ~ i .  xpoq r o k o  indarparr ta~.  K ~ V  6pa t o  i aurd  KIVOCV 
~pci~ toy  n p 6 ~  ~ a u r o  € 0 ~ 1 ~  i l i ~ m p ~ x f ~ ~ o v .  

14 I El. Th.prop. 16. 
'" El. Th.prop.43. 
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444 C. Steel. ""l'rcapQ; chez Proclus," in &punis e Hrpostusis nei ~Veoplatonismo (utri &I [ 
collocpio infernuzionale del crntro di ricerca sul neoplatonismo. tiniverxitd degii studi di catania. 1-3 
ottobre 1992) ed. F. Romano e D.P. Taormina (Firenze: Leo S. Olschki. 1994) pp.79-100. 



self-sut'ficiency and self-constitution must lie in that it gives to itself its own good 

through its own manner of participating its causes. And it does this parcelwise, as a 

manifold. and as self-moved. Its motion is the motion of thinking measured by ~ i r n e . ~ ~ '  

Thus Soul's intermediacy is manifested in an important way in its self-moving temporal 

motion of thinking. It is this manner of self-constitution. however. and the intermediate 

state tvhich i t  holds. that allows the partial soul (mrriki psirchP) to fall into genesis. 

V.ii. The fall of the meriki pslrd16 into heterokin6si.s 

At the beginning of his Comrrre~mry un rhe .-llicibiarits I. Proclus tells us that the 

most proper and assured principle of all of the Platonic dialogues. and indeed of all 

philosophical investigation (pcrsis ...r2.~philosc1pholr the(iri~r.s). is a discrimination 

(~li~t,yr.td.sis) of our oltsict. Just as things have a different being (rimti). so roo does their 

perfection differ. according to the declension of their orisin ( k a m  [On 12s ousics hpkrsin) .  

According to this. the good is different for different things. and doubtless the good 
which is in them naturally is coordinate to the nature of each. For this reason the 
perfection of :lroits is in eternity. and that of Soul in time. And the good of the 
Soul is to be in accordance with :Voirs. and that of body to be in accordance with 
~ a t u r e . " ~  

The good for the Soul begins with self-knowledge. because it is this which allows us to 

assimilate ourselves to Xuus as much as possible. The discrimination of our omin. or self 

kno~vledge. is the beginning of philosophy and its leading principle. "Now we have said 

that self-knowledge leads every other question. and. so to speak. leads [proigrisrhaij all 

philosophical in~estigation."~' As we have seen. the soul thinks all things by projecting 

the logoi in its olrsia. and thus the soul in seeking to know all things must begin by 



looking to its own olrsicr. Thus the aim of the Alcibiades I. according to Proclus, is both 

care ofthe soul and s e ~ f - k n o w l e d ~ e . ~ ~ ~  In one sense the care of the soul and self- 

knowledge are the same. in that the care of the soul begins with self-knowledge. 

However. the care of the soul has to do not only with the assimilation of the soul to No~rs. 

but also to the One. so while care of the soul begins with knowledge. it eventually leaves 

it behind. "One must say then that in this dialogue that assimilation to the divine through 

the cart' of one's oivn has an analogy to the Good. and that self-knowledge has an analogy 

to . \ i ~ . v . " ~ " "  So self-knowledge is the beginning of self-reversion. which is also a 

reversion on S o u s .  and ultimately on the 

Notice that the epistemological and ontological aspects of this account arc drawn 

together: self-knowledge and self-reversion are the same. 

The third argument. in showing that the one who answers is the one who affirms 
(toil ~lpokrinomenon rinui ton lrgonra rkiknrrs) makes appear the cutrokin2sio of 
the soul and the projections of its logoi (proholm rdn logcin). and makes clear that 
ivhat one learns one recollects (trnarnn2sei.s). and is nothing else than the one who 
is being perfected reverting upon himself (pros hrulrron rpisrrrphri ron 
irieio~mrenon).J2' 

Di~rnoicl is a sort of thinking. but it is through this thinking that the Soul confers on itself 

its own manner of being. which is its own good. Diimuiu is mon3. proodos. and 

t~pisrrophi'. I t  is ~11tokinL;sis. SO because Proclus thinks that the partial soul can fall into 

ignorance. and cease its dianoetic activity. he thinks that the panial soul can become 

hsterokinetic. It can be subject to the pnrhCrnara which come from sensation. living 
- 

U I  in .-llc.9.19-20: "Now if one should say that the aim of the dialogue is the care of oneself and 
the knoirledge ofthis care. then this would well put forth (Ewi r a i  ~i r y  ~ ( o t  r i i o i  &vat rilv ~aurciv 
ExyCi .~~av K U ~  rjv ra6rq; -ptScnv rrj Staidyo. t i 0 e ~ a t  p ~ v  opOk)." 

U ') in .4lc. 10.8-10: k{to0w 61j o h  tcav ro6roq T@ p ~ v  &(a06 ta apotw0fivat r@ 0eio Sta r t j ~  

Fauiiv E x t p ~ k i a ;  uvajroy~iv. trj 8~ V@ to 'ptSvat Eautou 
'" Scc P. Courcelie's survey of the Neoplatonic interpretations of the delphic "know thyself' 

(.{vG€h aeausbv), and [he influence of the Platonic .-Ucibiudes I. in Plotinus. Porphyrl;. larnblichus. Julian. 
Proclus. Hrrmias. Damascius. Hierocles. Simplicius. Olyrnpiodorus. and the Pseudo-Dionysius: "Le 
'connais-toi toi-mhe' chez les Neo-platoniciens Grecs." in Le :Vkplaronismr (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1971) 
pp. 15:-166. 

45.1 In .4k. 15.12- 16: o 6~ t p i t g  tov arco~pivob~vov &vat rov k&pvcu S e t ~ v i y  njv  
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accordins to appearances and taking its opinions from outside. rather than be itself the 

source ot' its own thinking m~tion.'~" 

Proclus says that there are two sons of e r k .  One sort is an inspiration from above 

which leads the soul up from sensible beauty to the source ofall beauty itself. and souls 

\vhich possess this sort of erds are able even to lead less perfect souls up to this higher 

beauty. The worse sort of erds. however. is possesses by souls which are erotic. but 

\vhich are cherish partial and material beauty. As [ mentioned in chapter 11. the souls who 

possess this lo~ver ~'r6.s are those 

ivho have fallen away ti.om the gift from above. due to wicked nourishment 
(nlochthPnm rrophGn) ...[ and] embrace the images of beauty. because they are 
ignorant of true beauty. and they have affection for material and divisible beauties. 
srnr o m i &  vj'themselvrs, ignorcmr , I f 'wl~ , f  (hey ~ L I I ' Y  ~~r , ! f i r td . '~ j  They separate 
themselves from all divinity. and are carried away toivards the gor/lrssness ~rnd 
oh .s~wr i t~? '~  of matter.'" 

.-Is I pointed out above. Proclus describes the weaker souls as not only having fallen away 

from the gift from above. but 3s having "perverted the gift from above" (parcrrrrpomrs 

ri.n rkcirhm d~sin) . '"~ The susceptibility of certain partial souls to hrrrrokintsis may be 

explained by the declension in the coordinate Soul order. Some partial souls are 'further 

away' from the monad, and are more dominated by Unlimited than others are. But the 

actual cause for any particular partial soul to fall tiom rnmkinCsis to hererokinisis is a 

serious problem in Neoplatonisrn, and Proclus' account of it is as sood as we find in this 

school. The likely cause of the fall of any partial soul is its partial grasp of Nolrs. If the 

soul is a cyclical rnergeicr whose self-explication comes about in Time. then the soul 

which begins from its moment of m o d  and is engaged in its prootios will not yet have the 

'" Cf. J.Trouillard, L'Lrn a / ' h e  selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Letres) pp.36-37. 
45 ;  Phurdrus 250a. Proclus deviates from the text of the Phardrus. which runs: ~ml.fittovra~ rai 

o i r i t '  <EV> uvrciv 7iyvovra~. 6 6' C ~ L  to rtaeog drpoodar. 
-LJ .-tlcibiadcs I I34e: €4 to 60~ov rai r6 more~vov PM~ovrq. 
a55 

It1 .-ilc..j3.21-34.3 ai 6€ a; nj< irei0~v 6 k o g  altox~aollaai 61a uw-qpav rpo~tjv. O U ~ V  

6~ E ~ O ~ L K ~ ~ V  kqoijaa~ ~ a i  toi< E~&%oL< r i v  rakciv npomimouaat &a j v  t i v  a)cq&viv 6-potav. 
o~koopovo~viai ~ E V  ra h k a  rai pep~ma raMq lcai raika ~k7t)cfinowa~ ro ~aut iv  dtyvooijaa~ ?ta80o 
3 rr~novtlaorv, a ~ i o r a n a ~  6ii roc &iou ~ a v r o ~  ~ a i  ~ i <  to ci0~ov imoo~povta~ ~ a i  txor~tvov rijq GAqq 

3% in .-11~-. 34.14. 



entire intelligible world consciously present to it. Hence the possibility exists for the 

soul. as yet ignorant of the true beauty of the intelligible world, to become overly 

enanloured of the images of this beauty which it sees in the sensible world. Therefore 

each soul must make its way through this dangerous time of its partial unfolding of its 

o\vn logoi. moving towards its own perfection by the full projection of its logoi. 

Mo~vever. even this solution is problematic. Firstly. Soul's grasp of Srutis is never 'full' in 

the sense of brine finished. .L'ulr.s is a centre around which the Soul may circle 

indefinitely. without exhausting it as a source for the projection of lugoi. Secondly. the 

Soul's self-development is measured by Time. but its origin from .Vom is not temporal. In 

Proclus' account of ~mtrmnLsis the time before birth when we knew all things is replaced 

by the moment of mont; in :Volts. or the unconscious possession of the logui of all things 

in the soul's ousitr. This is an ontological. not a remporal. origin. Even though the 

activity of all souls is measured by Time. Proclus does not seem to think that there was a 

point in time when any given soul came into existence. It is likely that he thinks all souls 

esisted during thc intinity of past time. So we are left with the question of why some 

partial souls fall into i1rrcrokin2.si.s and others do not. This question is not adequately 

ans~vered in Proclus. or indeed in all of ~ e o ~ l a t o n i s m . ~ ~ ~  

Be this as it may. the partial soul which pays too much attention to sensation and 

the passions arising from it is caught by the multiform and varied images which it  

presents. and enters a state of forgetfulness of its own olrsicl. The logoi ivhich the soul 

projects are multiple. but they are also still universal in a manner in which the particular 

impacts of sensible objects are not. More importantly. the objects of sensation. or of 

pltmrtrsi~r. remain outside of the soul. and cause it to tend towards heterokinbis. rather 

than to its own nutokinSsis. 

"- See the discussion of the various y e s  of souls. and the role of mediator played by superior 
souls such as Socrates. in Dominic J. O'btran. P,rrhugorus Rrvived(0xford: Oxford University Press. 
1989) pp. 149ff. 



For by nature purification does not come to us from outside. but it is set in motion 
from within. from the soul itself. For all evil is from outside and is brought into 
the soul from outside, but the good is from inside, for by nature the soul is 
boniform (crgu~horidCs). And insofar as the soul becomes more perfect. to that 
estent the soul receives an autokinetic life. so that it becomes heterokinetic 
through being joined with bodies and sharing their passivity (r2n pros ilirta 
.slm~parhrian). For this reason everything which the soul receives from outside 
remains situated outside of it. such as the objects of phantusiu'"R and sensation. 
and the only things which are in it are those things which the soul does from itself 
towards itself. and are projected Cprobulletcri) from itself.'j9 

We have the impression from this passage that the body is simply an evil for the Soul. 

.And indeed Proclus does speak of the body in very strong terms. saying that life with a 

body is not natural tbr the Soul. and that t'or the Soul to be in the world of genesis is like 

tm~elling in a region infected by the plague.Jh0 

f-fowever. this position is more nuanced in Proclus than we often assume. The 

descent of the Soul into body is danpous  for the Soul. because of the possibility of its 

fascination with what comes from the body. However. this descent is also a good for the 

Soul. Proclus gives two reasons for the descent. First. it allows the Soul to immitate the 

providence of the gods. The perfection of the gods is of two sorts: an intellectual 

perfection ( r2s  men noercrs). and a providential perfection ( I P S  tie pronudikis). The first 

is in Rest. and the second in Motion. Souls immitate the first son of perfection through 

contcmplation (rho tPs throri~a). and the second through a life associated with genesis 

(t l icl  ti.s genesiutir'gurr :dis). So the SouI's association with body allows it to immitate the 

pro\idential perfection of the gods by having the care of a body. The second reason for 

the descent. according to Proclus. is the perfection of the World. It is fitting that between 

458 Segonds proposes davrama for o a q a t a .  Phantasia here seems to be used in a standard 
:\ristotelian manner. as a storehouse for sensoy images. and not in the special manner in which it was used 
in the Euclid commentary. Compare my discussion ofphantasia at the end of chapter [V. 

.IF) In . 4 k . m j - I  3: 06 yap i ~ o e e v  iwiv fi ~ a e a p m c  rtpos(iyve&a~ K ~ ~ U K E V .  a% 2 ~ 8 0 8 ~ ~  an. 
aGrfjs i p p q t a l  njq wifi;. to p ~ v  -pip ~ a t i 6 v  lt6v 1&0ev ~ a i  Eneioa~t6v  E m  ~u;-3.  t o  SE 1iya0ov 
i v 6 o e ~ v  OUOEL yap i m l v  &faeoelbflq ~ a i  iiav t ~ k ~ o t r i p a  yivetal. t0~06tq)  njv a i ) t o ~ i v q ~ o v  
a n o ~ a u p a v e l  (o~fiv. oiov ~ t e p o ~ i v q t o ~  y ~ v o p ~ v q  61a njv t i v  m p a t o v  m v a p q a ~ v  ~ a i  Gta j v  rrpoi 
aGza muna0e1av. & a  6tj ro&o ~ a i  r6v 6 6v C:oOev E ~ G ~ E ~ T ~ L  privet ~ e i p e v o v  &KTO< aGfi;. i m p  ta 
o a q a r a  lcai ta aiaeqta. pova 6~ k i v a  Lv aimj h i v  o a a  nap' af iq  ~ i j  airnjv 8 p c i m ~  ~ a i  k' ai)qi 
rcpopaiktal.  

.IMl h~ .4lc.256.1 1-17. 



those beings which are immortal and rational, and those which are mortal and irrational, 

there be beings which are mortal and rational. The idea of perfection here has the notion 

of completion. Proclus thinks i t  fitting that all sorts olbeings exist. and if this 

intermediate sort did not exist. there would be a sort of gap in creation. So the soul's 

association ivith body allows there to come into existence beings which are mortal and 

also rati~nal."~'  So the descent into an association with body is a mixed good for the 

Soul. [t allows it to share in the completion of the World. and to immitate the providence 

of thr gods. However. because the Soul is not itself a god. it is not able to exercise its 

providence over its body with the gods' freedom from infection by the lower, 

Now perfecting the worse and exercising providence over inferiors does belong to 
souls qua souls. since their descent comes to be for them due to their providence 
for things in pnes i .~  and their care over mortal things. But not to receive anything 
from the things i~hich they administer and not to be mixed with the inferior. but 
rather to order them without being held in check by them belongs to the gods and 
to the good c1ciimonc.s. And whenever this also belongs to human souls. i t  is there 
because of a certain tlivirte or daimonic g$fi4" (kcrrtr tincr rhricrn i dtrimoninn 
h s i n )  .46' 

Because of the intermediate position of the Soul. it can exercise providence over inferiors 

without being infected by them only through the care of those entities superior to itself. 

- -- -- 

Ih l  
hi  Tin1.111.04-24. See J. Trouillard. "Le lien de Lime et du corps selon Proclos." Diotima. 8 

( 1980) pp. 178-1 32. Trouillard also points out the the descent ofthe Soul into body allows the soul to 
actualise i tsdf  more completety (see I n  Tirn.II1.184.16ff). By the addition o f  h e  three sorts o f  body the 
Soul i s  nblc to exercise its phun~usiu, its common sense. and its proper senses. This seems to be the car.  
Ho%\evt.r. rhe Soul only possesses these senses due to its association with body. So Trouillard seems to 
hn.e put his finger on a consequent o f  the descent into body rather than a reason for it. The strongest case 
could be made for the need to actuaIise the Soul'sphunrasin. as we have seen in chapter V. i.e. the exercise 
o f  pharvuskt allows the Soul to be the cause o f  body. However. the exercise ofphantasia needs at most the 
hishest sort o f  body: the "immaterial vehiclc" ( o ~ w a  a i i l ~ i v )  o f  El. Th.prop.208. There seems to be no 
reason to don the other two sons o f  body except for the exercise o f  providence over them. and for the 
completion o f  the orders of being in the world. 

462 "Divine giR" is tiom Phwdna 744a7-8, where it refers to the mania which is a gift of the gods. 
v,: 

in .-llc.62.34-63.08: TO p ~ v  yap TE~ELOGV f a  ~ ~ i p o v a  ~ a i  KPOVOE~V TGV K ~ T ~ ~ E E ~ E ~ O V  

G R U ~ X E L  xui yru~uic y r q u i ~ .  Pmi ~ a i  ti ~riO0605 a + ~ a i i  S L ~  njv rrpovo~av TGV EV * { E V ~ E L  

ripayparov ~ a i  &a njv EXL&E~UV n i v  9qtWv &@VETO. to  S$ K~SCIV an0 TGV ~ L O ~ K O U ~ ~ V W V  

eio6i~~oQa~ p q 6 ~  ava!.kiyuudai ~ o i ~  ~ ~ i p o a v .  aMa a s ~ ~ r q  a 6 ~ a  ~ L ~ K O ~ E ~ V .  !koi< XPOCSI~KE~ Kai 
tois O./aOoi< Gaipoat. ~ a i  orav Gnap~q ~ a i  ~ a i q  av0ponivaq v ~ a i ~ .  r a t a  n v a  O ~ i a v  4 Gaipoviav 
&GLV 6 r t a p ~ ~ t .  



The descent of the Soul is also described by Proclus as a consequence of synthetic 

reasoning. In the :lkibimies I commentary he tells us that there are two sorts of reasoning 

(1ugo.s): synthetic and analytic. These do not correspond exactly to the Kantian 

Rather, synthesis is reasoning by affirmation (kcttcrphmis). and analysis is reasoning by 

negation (crpophasis). 

And you see how. if the argument (ho logos) proceeds in this manner. that 
sometimes we make our way through synthesis and sometimes through analysis: 
and in reasoning synthetically we make affirmations (rti men kmphurikcr lrgonrrs 
strnrhrtikhs) and in reasoning analytically we make negations (tcr de ~rpophariku 
ancrliirik6.s). Synthesis and analysis belong wholly to the nature of the Soul. [t 
descends from the more perfect to the more imperfect through syntheses of logoi 
and the addition of certain foreign tunics (prosrhrse& rincin ailorricin chircincjn). 
such that is is walled up in this thick and rigid bond [LC. the body]. It ascends 
through analyses and the shedding (c~phtrirrsrrds) of that which in no way belongs 
to it. such that it becomes nirdr (gzrmniris) (as the C'htrlhrm Orc~clt! says). and 
unites with the immaterial and separate Forms themselves. For these reasons the 
syllogism which proceeds through affirmations proceeds from the more perfect to 
the less perfect. and the syllogism which proceeds through negations is the 

- - 

'" In thc Kantian epistemology, a synthesis is a judgement which joins two ideas which in 
themselves haw no connection. For this reason Kant is forced to rely on rxpcriencr, which yields an 
already completed synthesis. Even apriori synthetic judgements are ultimately justified through the already 
given snthesis of empirical experience. Analytic judgements. on the other hand. are simply the repetition 
of what is already contained within the tirst term. and hence add nothing to our knowledge. In Proclus. 
however. a synthesis seems l o  function more as the unfolding of the hidden content of the idea itself. as 
when we think [he Form Animal and then add to it Dog as one of its manners of unfolding. This synthesis 
considered in one manner adds nothing to the original idea. as it  is only possible because Animal already 
contains in a hidden manner the idea Dog. In another manner. however. this synthesis does add to the ldea 
Animal. because in our thinking the Idea departs from its simplicity into a complexity which belongs to a 
lower ontological level. Analysis, on the other hand, is a son of setting f k e  of the ldea of Animal. for 
esample. from the actual complexip of what it may contain implicitly. For Proclus. the truest manner of 
understanding the Form Animal is to think it without thinking of the endless production of various animal 
species. neither synthetically nor analytically, but in noetic simplicity. However. the soul already lost in the 
material world must begin to think this form in its simplicity by first analysing it. i.e. stripping it of all the 
particularity of different animal species which belong to the material world. It must think ofthese species in 
ordcr to let them go. 

lh? In .-llc. 179.1 1-1 80.06: rai o p k  on%, ~i rairrrj rcpociyo~to o k6yq. rot€ ptiv O ~ E G O ~ E V  ~ a t a  
oirv8eotv. TOTE 6€ ~ a t a  avukumv. r a  pPv r a r a @ a r r ~ a  ; I f l o m ~ i  o u v 0 ~ n ~ r i ~ .  r a  6P a x o g a n r a  
rivaAun~i,i .  r a ika  6 ~ .  fi oiJv0eatg rai fi avalumg. n p o m j ~ ~ t  n a v t q  rij OUCEL ri i~ y u ~ f i ~ .  ~ a n o C q  p i v  
rinh rtav ~ E ~ L O T E P O V  5u ase i ia repa  6ra 6 u v e ~ o ~ q  Xoyov rai r r p o d ~ a ~ a i ~  ttvolv akkorpiwv 
~ ~ r 6 ~ v c l ~ v .  2wq Gv tov n q u v  rotrov rai uvrirurrov w p ~ a r o ~ ~ i q t a ~  6equjv. a v r o i q  6ir 6 i  a v a h t i m q  
~ a i  a o a i p h o q  rt3v p$Ev a 6  j rcpoqrSvrwv. ioc 6v -lupvfncr yevopivq r a t a  so F.Jgiov a 6 r o i j  
mvao8ij roi; a i i l o ~ i  e ikar  ~ a i  XWPLOTO~ j. 8 ~ a  Sfi r a t r a  ~ a i  o pEv 61a rriv ~ a r a ~ a a e w v  mMoyrapoq 
UKU rwv r d ~ ~ o r i p o v  in i  r a  ase)idmepa n p d ~ u n v .  o 6~ 61a rt3v arroOamov avcinalriv. 



It is interesting in this passage that Proclus gives an ontological dimension to katcrphrttic 

and crpophcrric reasoning. These two forms of reasoning are of course familiar to us from 

their Christian theological use. as positive and negative ways of speaking about God. 

Hoivever. here the sense is the addition or subtraction of one term from another. through a 

s>4ogism. And because this addition or subtraction is really a motion of the Soul itself in 

its prohol2 rdn ozr.sciidti~n l o g h  it is an addition or subtraction from the Soul's own 

multiplicity. .A Soul which engages in krrr~rphmis is burdening itself with more and more 

specific l o p i .  and thus departing from the simplicity of .\.'oKs towards the particularity of 

matter. Proclus describes it  as like putting on a certain number of tunics (childnes) which 

are strangers to the Soul and serve to imprison it. .-lpophmis. on the other hand. is like 

stripping off clothes to become nude, a state in which one possesses only what is oneself 

and nothing foreign to oneself. However. one presumes that both of these modes of 

reasoning make use of l o p i .  So why is it that one son burdens the Soul and the other 

does not. if they both involve a multiplication of logoi'? It is likely that Proclus thinks of 

X'~ir(ipI~(rsis as a sort of syllogistic reasoning in which the entire unfolding of logoi must 

stay in place in order for the knowledge which comes about through it to remain. The 

predications ivhich are part of a positive argument must hold their place in the mind in  

order for the knowledge which the encapsulate to remain. In contrast. cipophusis projects 

logoi only to leave them behind.J66 In the Pormenides commentary the whole 

Jhh Cf. A, Lernould. "La dialectique comme science premiere chcz Proclus." Rmzw drs sciences 
plnlo.sophiq~rt's rr tlrt;alugic/ires. 71 (1987) pp.509-536: see pp.527-534. Lernould gives an excellent 
discussion of the hypothesis "The One which is" (i.e. the One-Being) in Proclus' Cuntmmrun on rhe 
P m w n i d e . ~ .  This is the principal hypothesis which dialectic makes use of, and the one which allows the 
soul either to rise to a vision ofthe One itself. remain in an investigation of the One-king. or descend to an 
esamination of all reality derived from the One-Being. His position is that synthesis and analysis form a 
dialecrical uni? (p.>:O) b) wliich the soul, through synthesis. is also able through analysis to mount on 
high. 1 think this is correct. In other words. the same hypothesis and chain of fogui tbllowing from it is 
synthetic ir, ;hat it establishes the characteristics of the various divine orders. and in that this can be held to 
and left in place by the soul; but it is also analytic insofar as these are the chancteristics which must be 
negated of the One itself. and left behind by the soul in seeking to rise to that One. I think there is an 
overlap here with Proclus' distinction between dialectic and mathematics. If dialectic is upward moving 
rliclnoio. and mathematics is downward moving dianoia, then the tint makes use of  analysis and the second 
of synthesis. However. the analyticlsynthetic distinction seems to be more general than the 
dialectic'mathematics distinction. In In .4lc. 179.11-180.06 (above) Proclus points out that "synthesis and 



de\dopment of iogoi has but one purpose: to remove all positive designations from the 

One. In fact. its purpose is even more estreme, according to Proclus. It intends to do 

awa\ ivith all designations for the One. positive or negative. One is left simply to 

contemplate the One in silence. This sort of leaving behind of all discourse is not 

possiblc ivith kmrphasis. whose whole intend is to establish meaningful terms for 

discourse. .-lpophmis. one the other hand. makes use of Iogoi only to leave them behind. 

It is likely for this reason that Proclus says the descent of the Soul involves a synthesis of 

l o p i .  and its ascent involves an analysis. 

However. even though the Soul descends towards body through a synthesis of 

l o ~ o i .  it is possiblc tbr the Soul which projects logoi synthetically from its ousia also to 

ascend analytically. Synthesis itself is not the problem. The real problem for the Soul 

comes ivhen it surrenders to the passivity of the body. and ceases to project its logoi from 

itself. It  then forgets who and what it is. because i t  has ceased to c a m  on its own proper 

activity. Why does it do this? 

Why is it that in descending into genesis the partial souls are infected with 
material disorder of this sort and with these sons of evils'? It is because of their 
\.oluntary downward inclination: because of their excessive appropriation of the 
body: because of their sympathy (srrmpcrihei~in) with their otvn image (prri to 
eicidon a~~rPs)  - that which is called "animation" (empsuchiun) -: because of their 
change (meicrboli) which happens all at once from the intelligible to the sensible. 
and from that which is a rest to that which is completely in motion: and because of 
the disorderly circumstances which are natural to the association of such 
dissimilar terms: the immortal and the mortal. the intellectual and the irrational. 
the extended and the indi~idisible.~~' 

analysis belong wholly to the nature ofthe soul." i.e. insofar as the soul can descend below or rise above its 
proper station. down to a fascination with body or up to the partlessness of the One. this motion even 
beyond clianoia takes place by the means of gnthesis and analysis. 

16: in Tim.[II.324.?5-j35.02: 6ia  ti o h  Kai~h~oiruai  sic -~EVEULV ai p ~ p i r a i  yru~ai rapcqic 
~ o i u G q <  .&+~oIJ  KC^ KUICGV dlvanipdaflat TOLO~)TOV: 81a rip ai)t~~oi)cnov par*. Sta mjv uooSpuv 
 REP^ rii ~ @ a  o i ~ e i w o ~ v .  6ra niv m p m i 0 ~ ~ a v  niv n ~ p i  TO ~i6U)coV airri& 3 Stj ~ a b o k r v  ~ p l y u ~ i a v .  & a  
rip aepoav p~:apokfiv rfp a+o r o i  voq~oij n p o ~  ro aidllrov ~ a i  ano roc ljmi~ou ~ p o ~  to nav-q 
tcrvqtov. Stir njv tkanov  m n q i a v  thv E ~ ~ I I J O ~ ~ V I J V  roij a ~ o  touotjf~v avouoiw m v ~ c r r a ~ ~ v o ~ ~ .  
a0avcisou ~ a i  BVQTOG. vmpoir ra i  avotjrou. GiamamG rai apspoiq. 



Proclus has not really answered the question of why a Soul would have a "voluntary" 

( a w x o ~ ~ s i o n )  inclination towards and and excessive accomadation to the body in the first 

placc. But be that as it may. once the Soul does incline towards the body voluntarily and 

cscessively. it undergoes a sort of shock due to the swift passage from immobility to 

mobility. and the peculiar juxtiposition of its own nature and that of the body. Proclus 

says a few lines later that we pursue the mobile which always flees us (dibkumrn p r  ro 

phcugon w i  k i n o r i m e n ~ n ) . ~ ~ ~  One could think of a man first introduced to the tlickering 

images of a television screen. After much time in ti-ont of the screen. the man becomes 

accustomed to the mobility of this medium. His attention becomes truncated. and he 

becomes unable to engage in activities which require long concentration. In Proclus' 

account. the Sou1 pursues the changing sensible images. and very soon cannot find its 

way back to its immobile centre. In this manner. Proclus says. the mortal participates in 

I I U I ~ S ,  and the intellectuai in death (ro men gar thniton nolc meral~rnchanei. to cle noeron 

This association ~vith the body causes the Soul to receive an enrphmi.~. a 

The soul is crrrrokinL;fos by its ousicr (kur' ousian men gilr estin ~auukiniros h2 
pslrchC). but when it associates with the body is takes part in hrrerokinisis in 
some manner. Just as the soul has given the lowest appearance of aurokinPsicr to 
the bod!. so it has received in return the reflesion of heterokinisiu. through the 
natural condition of body. Now. it is through its power (tiimcrmis) of uutokinisia 
that the soul is inventive of and apt to discover and productive of logui and 
rpistirnoi. But it is through its impression of he~erokinisic~ that the soul at times 
needs to be set in motion by others. So that the more perfect souls are more apt to 
discover [logoi and episrimai]. and the less perfect are more in need of external 
aid. The first are more aritokinitoi and less infected with the worse. while the 
second are less nrrtokinCtoi and are more affected by the nature of the body. 

.'" In Tinr.[11.315.05. 
464 in Tim [ I  l.325.08-09. 
'-' Enrphusis has the notion of an appearance. image. or reflexion. The sense is that the Soul is by 

nature autokinetic. but due to the influence of the body. it takes on an outward show o f  heterokinesis. as 
something foreign to i t  and added to it. like the tunic-like bodies the Soul dons as it descends into towards 
g m s i s .  



Nevertheless. they aIso proceed in perfection, and once they have been roused 
from the body and have collected their own powers together away from matter 
they become more productive and more apt to discover of those things above 
tvhich earlier they were infertile and without resources. due to the idleness which 
came to them from matter. and due to the non-life and the fruits of genesis (tfict 

1i.n ek rG.s hulSs epphikoris~~n w g i m  kai 10n mjian koi ton rk t i 3  genclsclds 
k ~ i r ~ n ) . ~ "  

The soul which attends to sensation. and thinks that it knows reality through sensation. 

rather than through its probolz Ifin orrsiiickidn lug&, is a soul which has become 

heterokinetic. It is the nature ofbody to be moved from without. and the soul when it 

suffers the passion of sensation is also moved from without. When this becomes the case. 

the soul forgets the truth which i t  already possesses in its olairi. and takes the moving 

images of the sense-world for the truth. 

The first cause of self-conceit. vanity. and deceit for the souls is the body. and 
matter. and the imaginary sketch of the Forms kvhich are in matter. We run after 
them as if they were true. and admire them as if they were real. and we pride 
ourselves in them as if they were pure goods. because we are deceived by them.'?' 

:\nd this deception tcnds to render the soul more apt to be deceived. because it renders 

the soul more heterokinetic, and more apt to take that which comes from without ( k t  

~ i i s r h 2 ~ 1 c i )  as the primary reality. 

The soul's crurokinisis consists in its ability to give itself its own good through its 

oivn activity. Hokvever. i f  the soul takes what it receives from its senses to be the primary 

reality. it ivil l  think of itself as a thing like body. But it is not the nature of body to eive 

1-1 In Alc.225.14-216.08:  at' oirciav ,uEv yap E ~ L V  airtorivqtoc fi \ ~ r u ~ i ,  lcoivwvljcraaa 6E t i  
o ~ u a r t  ~ T E G A E  no5 t i j  E T E ~ O K L V ~ G ~ U ~ .  yup TW aISpan ~ E ~ W K E V  a i r to~ ivqcr ia~  & ~ ~ T O V  iv6akpa. 
uijrw ~ a i  nj< E ~ ~ p u r ~ v q ~ i a ~  < F ( Q L ~ G L V  &a  mjv m p i  TOGTO q f a ~ v  avtf l a p .  61a FEV o h  njv nj; 
aGtouvqoiu; S6vaptv rrop~poc i m v  fi y rupj  ~ a i  ~ i r p e n n j  rai yovipo~ tGv lJgwv ~ a i  ERLGTTJJ.L~V. 6ui  
6i r jv  q; ~ r e p o ~ ~ v r l o i a i  @aamv 6eirai K O ~ E  ?rjq nap' aMwv a v a l c ~ v j a ~ q ,  ore 6fi Kai ai p ~ v  
t e i ~ t o r ~ p a t  st3v ~ ~ 6 v  E U ~ E T L K ( ; ~ ~ E ~ ( I L  g6Mdv ~ i a ~ v .  a i  6C: ~ T E ~ I T T E ~ O L  R ~ L O V O S  PvSEE~< i s  C ~ W ~ E V  
poqeeia;. ai g€v yap pa&ov ~ i m v  aGtowivq~ot ~ a i  finov a v a ~ x A q q c i v a t  TOG ~ ~ i p o v o ~ .  ai 6i: fi~sov 
a ~ r o r i v q r o i  rai p d i o v  E K  fils o w p a n ~ f i ~  o \ j a € q  rraeoiraal. xpo io6aa~  6' opog EV r e  r ~ k ~ o i r d a t  a a i  
a i r a i  r a i  roc acljparo~ a v q e t p o p ~ v a ~  ~ a i  m k J i y o u u a ~  rue Eauroiv 6 u v a p ~ ;  axo f l ~  ijlqc 
- / o v ~ u t i ) r ~ p a ~  y i v o m a ~  rai E ~ ~ E T L K & E ~ ~ L  T O ~ T W V   pi 6 KPOTEPOV i a a v  @ O V O ~  tiai &topoi 61a n j v  EK 
ril~ u k r ( ~  EQ j ~ o u a a v  ap l iav  rai j v  acoiiav rai tov EK filq y ~ v f a ~ w g  aapov. 

'-' In .-Ilc. 108.1 1-16: lcpoirq % oi  j a ~ o l c  aitia a a i  TOG rjOou r a i  njq a x a q  r a i ~  yuxa i r  to 
oiuci FOKL rai fi JAq m i  fi x ~ p i  a u j v  ~ i S ~ k t t i i 1  mtaypagia  riiv ei6Gv. ~ r r ~ t p ~ ~ o p ~ v  yap aljsoit ojg 
a i r l 0 ~ c r ~  lcai 0aupa<opev a i n a  dy b n a  ~ a i  p e a  opovo6p~v h' a6tois  05 roig EihL~ptvioLv a{aOoi& 
a x a ~ o i p e v o ~  G i  a6r iv .  



itself its o\cn sood. Hence the soul. in thinking of body as the primary reality and of itself 

as akin to body. forgets that it gives itself its own good. It thinks that it receives its good 

from without. 

And indeed the soul which has been assimilated (homoiorrmeni) to :"lotrs seeks the 
good in itself. and is truly self-sufticient (aurarkis). But the soul which is 
corporeiform (scimnroeicl2s) submits to the passivity of bodies (ro ~cin s6mrrf6n 
hlrponzenri pc~rhos) and thinks that its own good lies in other things - money. 
friends, honours. or other such things - so that it has only an illusion (phunrosmci) 
of self-sufficiency. and not the real thing. For that which is not sufticient in itself. 
but depends on other things. things which moreover are manifold and unstable. is 
not of a nature to be self-s~fficient.'"~ 

In his commentary on the .-llcibicdes I. Proclus discusses Alcibiades' belief that he is self- 

sufficient. because he is happy. The major premise which Alcibiades employs. that "he 

\vho is happy is self-sufficient." is true. because it is projected from the koincri ennoiai 

and tiom iogos. Ho~vever. the minor premise which Alicibiades employs. that "I am 

happy because of my body. my family. my friends. and my wealth." is fat=. Thus 

Alci biades draws the false conclusion that self-sufficiency comes from these external 

things. and that he is self-sufficient. His mistake is in his false minor premise: Alcibiades 

is in fact not happy (r~rd~rimcin). And if he is not h a p p ~  he cannot be self-sufficient. 

because the converse of the major premise is assumed to be true: "he who is self- 

sufficient is happy." Alcibiades' mistaken notion of happiness. and hence of self- 

sufficiency. comes about because his minor premise is not arrived at by the pruholi /& 

cltr.sdiricitirr logrin. but rather is drawn from "phantasia. from sensation. and from irrational 

passions (ctpo phmrcrsim rrpo ciisthiseds. cipo [tin ~ r l o ~ i n . . . ~ u i h 5 n ) . ' ~ ~ ~ ~  The passions are 

the source of frapentation and disaccord for souls. Proclus makes a very nice point 

hsrc. Those \vho reason about happiness incorrectly are still in agreement about the 

47; In Ale. 106.2 1-107.08: ~ a i  ~ f i  roiwv i p ~ v  v@ 6 ~ o i o u p ~ q  <rlrei TO 6.peOv dv Eauq rui 
toriv wg aAqOG< a6raph.q. i 6~ oa~aToetSfi< to r6v mpa~av ~;XOU&VEL 1[a00< KUL TO drfaeov 12v 
E T E ~ O L ;  O ~ E T ~ L  ~ ~ i d a i  TO ~ a u n j ~ .  i ~pfpamv r i  ~ikolq fi npai; fl cifio~c m i  totodroi;. U ~ T E  

oav~aopa uPv ainap~~iag CXELV, ai)TiJv S€ ~ t j  ~AEIV. 70 yap  ufi €am@ ~ P K O ~ ~ E V O V .  ax E t ~ p w  
E<QXT@OV. ~ a i  roljrov R ~ V T O ~ ~ X ~ V  ~ a i  ama~uv. OGK iiv ~ i q  n j ~  a k i p ~ o q  ~ l j m q .  

4fJ I n  .41c. IO4.14-15. 



major premise. "that the good for man is happiness," because this is drawn from logos. 

However. they are in disagreement with each other. because they draw the minor premise 

from their passions. which are specific to each individual. Hence the avaricious man 

thinks that money is happiness, because his passions tend towards money, while the 

dissolute man thinks that sex is happiness. because his passions tend towards sex.'"' 

V.iii. The rescue and perfection of the nrrriki, pslrchi 

In order for the partial soul lost in materiality and the passivity associated with 

body to be rescued. it  must somehow recover its natural ourokin5sis. We are describing 

this in ontological terms. but we must remember that the soul's mrrokinPsis is its proboli, 

rcirt o~r.scli3clin login,  Thus the conversion of tho soul fiom heterukin&is to a~lrokinisis is 

a cognitive conversion: a conversion from the soul's acceptance of cri.stht.si.~ as the source 

of knonkdge to a projection of logoi from its own centre. Not surprisingly. Proclus takes 

the sort of philosophical conversation which is found in the the Platonic dialogues as the 

paradigm of such a conversion. We have seen the importance for Proclus of Socmtes' 

claim that it  is the interlocutor himself who comes up with the ans~vcrs in dialectical 

conversation. because this is the proof that all knowledge is ~~zcrmnL;.si.s and that the soul 

already knoivs all th ing4 j6  In Procline terms. this is the proof that the soul is naturally 

autokinetic. 

From the ontological perspective. this conversion has two related aspects. 

Because the soul has lapsed into hrra-okin2sis. if it is to move it must be moved from 

~ i t h o u t .  at least initially. However. the goal of this conversion is cttifokinbi.~. so any 

motion imparted to the soul From without must be a motion by which the soul comes to 

move itself. So Proclus' account of Socrates' ministrations to his interlocutors is one 

1-5 In .-llc. 104.18-76. 
J'6 See especially the geometrical proof at Meno 8Sb-c and Socrates' claim to midwifery at 

Thra~rerus 1J9a- 15 Id. The key passage for Proclus is Alcibiades' self-rehation at .-ilcibrades I I 132-1 I k  



~vhsre Socrates moves his interlocutors' souls such that they move themselves. It is a 

peculiar hererokinXs which is also from the point of the soul of the interlocutor an 

In the .-llcihicirtes I Socrates asks Alcibiades how he could know what the Just is. 

tk has not had a teacher who has taught him what the Just was. and he has never thought 

to investigate it on his own because there was never a time when he thought he did not 

know \.\.hat the Just ~ v a s . ~ ' ~  Proclus comments that these are the only two ways which 

lead to learning (nrcrrhOsis) and discovery (heuresi.~): the first is to search for it ( : t f i s i s )  

and the second is to be taught it ( c ~ i d ~ ~ s k n l i u ) . ~ ' ~  The soul which is heterokinetic. 

however. cannot engase in zitt!si.s. because of double ignorance. It thinks that it knows 

ivhen i t  docs not. because i t  is fooled by the images of the Forms which come from 

~~isrhC.si.s. It is only a h  the soul's double ignorance has been taken auay through 

refutation that it can engage in 5r is i s .  In this sense. zO12sis may be thought of as the 

pr-oh012 rriu otr.stlitj&n log& itself. because it is present only in an autokinetic soul. 

D ~ L ~ I S ~ L I ~ ~ C I .  on the other hand, is the sort ofhererokinisis which is also citirokin2sis. 

according to Proclus. and is needed because the soul must be moved from without due to 

its adoption of the heterokinbis of body. 

The cause of this is that the human soul ( h i  anthr@int psucltt) is married to the 
body and lives a life in comon with the body and has been added to from the 
nature of body [such that] it is necessesary for it to be roused into motion 
(c~ncrkint!sui) by external powers. For imperfect nous is guided by perfect noris. 
just as an the imperfect nature fhti atelis phlrsis) is brought to perfection by a 
nature already perfect in actuality (hlipo [ i s  releios kat' energeim id; ) .  So a soul. 
in regarding another soul. sees in what they have akin its own proper knowledge 
(en t6i mggen~~i tGn heulrtgs gnhin horai). and in this manner its deficiency in 
perfection is brought around to perfection. and its ignorance to knowledge.479 



Notice the modified Aristotelian principle at work here. that act is prior to potency in all 

but time. Thus Socrates can prove that Alcibiades does not know what the Just is. He 

has nei-er thought to search for it. due to his double ignorance. and neither can he name 

his teacher. i.e. he has not been roused fiom without to put forth the logos o f j u s t i ~ e . ~ ' ~  

This is both nurokinisis and hererokinbis. The soul is moved from without. by 

the questioning of Socrates. yet i t  is the interlocuter who accuses himself of his own 

ignorance. In the passage above we see another aspect. After refuting itself and sho~ving 

forth to itself its own ignorance. the soul sees in another soul the knowledge which is akin 

to itself and which is its own by right. and thus is spurred on to put forth that knowledge 

from its otvn urisicr. So although this is hererokinPsis due to the questions of Socrates. it 

is also cu~rokinG.sis because AIcibiades refutes himself and is spurred on to his oivn proper 

So the soul lost in materiality must be moved from without in a manner that it is 

also moved by itself. Recall a passage which we examined in chapter 11 of this study. 

.\gain it is right to admire the appropriateness of Socrates' [~vords]. For. after he 
refutes Alcibiades he does not reproach his ignorance. but concluding that he has 
neither learned nor discovered [what the Just is]. he asks. "how and from where 
do you know [the Just]?" Now this at the same time contributes towards 
Alcibiades' bringing to birth. and to his appropriate treatment. so that Alcibiades 
himself should be in a certain manner his own refuter. For just as the gods both 
purify us and ivork to our benefit through our own [actions]. and in general move 
us in an manner such that we move ourselves (aurokinOroirs). in the same manner 
Socrates has devised a refutation in such a manner that he who is refuted will 
think that he has been refuted by himself. and he himself who is bringing to birth 
Inraierromrnos) senres as his own rnid~ife.~" 

484) Later in the dialogue ( I  IOe) Alcibiades names the many (hoipolioi) as his teachers. However. 
Socrates shows that due to their disagreement among themselves as to the nature of the Just. they cannot 
k n u ~  what the Just is. and hence cannot teach it. 

J9 1 See Dominic J. O'Meara. Pythagoras Revived (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1989) pp.152- 
155: J .  Trouillard. L'Un d i'drne selon Procios (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1972) pp.36-37. 

r e  In .4ic.Xl. 13-23: I7ui.i~ toivuv KO E p p ~ f i ~  TOG h c p a t o ~  0aljparo~ iiktov. lcai yap pera 
rbv ~ k - ~ o v  o i t ~  ~ V E L ~ ~ @ Z  ~V ii-poiav aGr& a)c)ca mvayayriv ~ OGKE Zpatkv o i i r ~  E@EV ipure. 'KG 
oic30a ~ a i  KO~EV: '  rouio -/up apa p€v ~ i g  p a i ~ i a v  m v w k i .  apa 812 ~ i 5  &pp~i.ij 0~pamiav .  iv' ainoq Ij 
spoxov riva o ~ a u ~ o v  d i y ~ w v .  d m p  y a p  oi e ~ o i  ~ a i  ~a0aipouaiv fip65 Kai ~ u ~ p y ~ t o i r c n  6t'Bauriiv. 
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Proclus says that "he who is refuted will lhink (doxei) that be has been refuted by 

himself." This might seem to indicated that this impression of self-refutation is a false 

impression. However. the tone of the rest of the passage states very clearly that in fact the 

interlocutor does refute himself and is his own midwife.J83 It is likely. rather. that the use 

of ~iusei indicates that this nlirokinisis is a strange son of crzrrokin0sis. because it is also a 

sort of hrrerokinisis due to the questioning of Socrates. But Socrates devises his 

heterokinstic questioning in a manner such that his own motion is minimised. and the 

interloct~ter's amazement at bringing forth answers out of himself will be increased. 

Socrates' questioning allows the soul to regain its aurokinPsis because it in 

dra~ving forth logui from itself. the soul becomes aware again of the content of its own 

ousitr. Further. the soul which is awakened in this manner regains its true ercis for the 

intelligible and leaves aside the er6s for the body and bodily things in which i t  had 

indulged. This self-love. through which the soul loves the higher realities which are its 

sourcc. is tvhat drakts the soul on. and is the completion and source of its azrrokinPsis. 

This crris may then be identified with the rnergeicr of the soul. as a conscious embrace of 

\\,hat it  is in its o u ~ i a . ~ ' ~  
- - - - - -- - - - 

paieG~rai. 
I l i  CC In Tin1.III.302.23-14: "For the gods wish to rule the self-moving such that they move 

themselves (xai yap oi 0 ~ o i  poi r~ovta~ rGv a k o ~ ~ w j r o v  d p p v  i; al j~o~ivl j tov  Civtov). 
I84 According to Proclus. Socrates practices three sciences: dialectic, maieutic, erotic. Although he 

uses all three at once. in the .-llcibiudes the erotic has first importance, whereas. for example, in the 
T/IL'(ILJIL'IIIS the maieutic is most important. W. Beienvaltes points out that the erotic unites and completes 
the dialcctic and the rnaieutic. The logoi which are brought to birth through Socntic questioning are 
spurred on by the desire which is present in the soul. and which is revealed to the soul through refutation. 
Socrates' midwifery is erotic in that it reveals to the soul its own erris. and allows the soul to begin the erotic 
dialectical ascent towards its own source: .Vow. See W. Beienvaltes. "The love of beauty and the love of 
God." in C*lu,s.sicul Jlerlirerranean sspirirndi~~. E ~ p l i a n ,  Greek. Roman. ed. A.H. Armstrong (New York: 
Crossroad. 1986) pp.193-3 13. See also C, Steel. "l'anagogie par les apories." in Pruclus rf sun injltlmcr. 
..IL.IC.T ~ l l l  ~ d l o q r ~  de ,V r~~chde l ,  juin 1985. ed. G. Boss and C. Steel (Zilrich: ~ditions du Grand Midi. 
1957) pp. I0 1 - 1  28. Steel's article examines how Proclus thinks the first pan of the Purmmides is a rnaieutic 
dialogue. The five difliculties (Proctus actually finds six. subdividing the fifth) with the theory of Forms 
which Parmendies articulates are not meant to be a rehtation of the theory. according to Proclus. but rather 
to draw forth out of the soul of the young Socrates a higher understanding of the Forms. This too is an 
erotic ascent. because the uporiai concerning the Forms lead Socntes from an examination of Forms in 
matter to the henads themselves. This ascent in argument allows the Soul to turn its thought upwards. and 
prepares it for the examination of the One as the cause of all that comes after it, contained in the second pan 
of the dialogue. 



We are left at this point with a strange situation. The soul is rescued from genesis 

and set on the road to perfection by a heterokinisis which is also aurokinisis. This 

mrokinPsis is the proholi rdn ousdidcibn logdn. and this projection of  logoi is the circular 

motion of remaining in. proceeding from. and returning to !Volrs. However. Now has a 

knowing tvhich is not multiple in the manner in which soul's projection of logoi is 

multipk. If we take the Platonic dialogues as an esample. we can see that the road tiom 

refutation to knowledge wanders down many side paths and requires a great 

n~ultiplication of arguments on the way to knowledge of the Forms. So if the aim of the 

rcscur of the soul is to lead it back not only to its own activity. but to :Vorrs. we must be 

ablc to anslver the following question: How is the multiplication of logoi inherent in the 

plwholi. t i i t7 olrstii6drin logcirt not simply a falling away from the unity of .Yolrs. and how 

does this multiplication lead ultimately back to unity? 

Proclus has an answer to this question. but it is not entirely satisfactory. His 

answer is that theprohok r6n oirsrli6din logbn is not an indeterminate multiplicity. but is 

rather a unified multiplicity all of which is oriented back to its source in ,Volu. This is 

sort of n middle solution. It keeps the soul's normal activity of the proholc rdn otrsc/ickf&t 

Iogcir~ from being simply an evil and a fall from .Volts. but it does not do away with the 

inherent multiplicity of dimoia. Ultimately. Proclus' solution will be to break his system 

in the following sense. The soul is the only entity in the entire cosmos which is able to 

leave behind its own station and take on the unity of .lrom. In this Proclus agrees with 

Plotinus. Thus unification does not come about through dinnoin. but through that in soul 

which is higher than ciirmoicr. 

Although this is the case. it is significant that dicinoin itself is a unified 

multiplicity. If this were not the case. dianoia would only lead away from Xous. and not 

back towards it. as Proclus contends. In the final two chapters of this study we will 

examine the manner in which cficmoicl is a unified multiplicity. due to its orientation 



towards the monad of Time. and the manner in which the Soul may surpass dianoia. 

through its own nous and its own one. 



CHAPTER V1 

TIME 

In the previous chapter we saw how the partial soul was seduced by its own 

fascination with the passions arising from the body. and in turning its attention to the 

bad! conkmted its native citrrokintsis to hrtrrokin2siv. The sdvation of the partial soul. 

according to Proclus in the .-llcihi~rdes 1 commentary. began with a refutation of its double 

ignorance. and was completed through the recollection brought about by philosophical 

conversation. CIo~tever. we were left with a problem with this account. The aim of 

philosophical conversation was to convert the sou1 towards its own owicr. but also to turn 

it ultimately twvards the unity of Nolrs. But the medium of philosophical conversation is 

the pruhol2 I &  olrstlidd6n logdn. This drawing out of l o p i  from the urrsio of the soul 

must be a multiplication of logoi. It is on the one hand a retreat from the indeterminate 

multiplicity of body. But on the other hand the knowing which the soul has of its own 

I J I I . Y ~ L I  is through a multiplicity of projected logoi. logoi which allo~v the soul to see its 

oivn ousiir from a number of sides. 

Our reflection on the Form of justice. for example. comes about through 

esamination of various aspects of this Form. and how it interacts with other Fonns. and 

even how it  is embodied in human action in the material worid. Our understanding of the 

Form of triangle. likewise. comes about through an examination of various sorts of 

triangle: equilateral. scalene. isoceles. It is through an examination of the various 

manners in which "having internal angles add up to I80 degrees" may play out that we 

understand just what this definition means. The paradox of human knowing. however. is 



that our knowledge oftriangle is not identical to all of our projections. to all of our 

examinations of the various aspects of this idea. According to Proclus. these projections 

have as their ultimate aim to allow us to rest in the unity of the idea itself. but rest in it 

consciously. rather than merely employing it as un unexamined cognitive heartbeat or 

breath. 

Stated another way. the ultimate aim of diclnoicl is to leave aside tiianoi~r for the 

unified knoiving of X'(m. and for the unification (hendsis) by which we touch the One. 

1-low does the autokint'tic movement of the Soul from its ousilr. through its riwmr~is. to 

its multiple etw,yriu allow the Soul to attain the unity which is itself higher than the 

Soul's o\vn olrsi~r? The same problem in fact occurs at the level of !Volts. How is it that 

. l o u s  is a reflection of the One. which is absolute simplicity. through the multiplicity of 

rid2 in its knowins moment? Somehow :Vo~rs is able to grasp the One in its honing.  but 

in another sense it fails to grasp the One due to its own multiplicity. The problem is more 

pressing with regard to the partial soul. however. because it is a common doctrine of 

Y~'t.oplarunism that the panial soul descends into materiality and is able to rise again from 

materiality to its o\vn station. and even above its o ~ i n  station to some sort of union with 

. \ i ) r rs  and the ~ n e . " '  In Plotinus the status of the partial soul is quite ambiguous. with 

one part descending from h'mrs. and another pan remaining undescended. In Proclus we 

find the cclebrated denial of the doctrine of the undescended soul. in proposition 21 I of 

the Elenwnls of'Thrology: "Every partial soul in descending towards genesis descends as 

a ~vhole: and there is not a part of it which remains above and a part which  descend^."^'" 

However. this denial is not as clearly a departure from Plotinus as it seems at first. 

because even in Proclus the owia of the soul is a fullness of logoi. which is its 

JY! See the excellent analysis of [he partial soul's mobilip in lamblichus. Darnascius. and 
Prisc ianus in C. Steel. The chunging srlj; .-I srli& on [he soul in ltrrer ;Veopkrr~onrsm. lunrbiichus. 
Dnnrcrsci~is cud Prisciantis (Verhmdelingen van de koninklijke academie voor wetenschappen. lrtteren en 
schone kunsten van belgiz. klasse der Ieneren jaargang sl, nr 85) (Brussels: Paleis der Acadernien. 1978). 

186 El. Th.prop.2 I I :  n6m pq11ICj1 y q i  ~ a n o w a  ~ i q  - { h ~ c n v  oAq ramm. lcai 06 so pBv aljqc 
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participarion in and remaining in Now. So while Proclus does not have the doctrine of 

the undescended soul per se. he does agree with PIotinus that there is a part of the soul. 

namely its orrsicr as moment of remaining. which is always in contact with or participates 

in .L'orr.s. 

Be this as i t  may. we are left with a situation in which the partial soul seeks the 

unity of .\'ur~.s through an increase of its own multiplicity in theprobolP rdn odiciddn 

lugcin. The solution to this problem in Proclus is the Lbllowing. The Forms in .Vom and 

the projected l o p i  in Soul are not simply multiplicities which have no relation to the 

sources ti-om ~vhich they arise. Rather. both .VOLIS and Soul are described by Proclus as a 

dnamic  coming forth of a unified source into a multiplicity which is an expression of 

that source and oriented back towards that source. So the multiplicity of logoi in Soul is 

not simply an indeterminate manyness of projections. Ever?; projection arises from the 

unified centre of the Soul and has as its aim an expIication of that centre. Thus the 

multiplicity of logoi in  Soul is a unified multiplicity. i.e. a multiplicity which is unified by 

its source in the same manner in which the circumference of the circle is unified by its 

centre."' 

In this chapter we will examine this principle of unity for the Soul's projections. 

focusing once asain on the partial soul. The uni@ing principle in Proclus is the monad of 

Time. around which the Soul circles. Time is a moving image of Eternity. in the sense 

that ~vhsreas time is the uni@ing principle of the multipliciry of l o p i  in the Soul. Eternity 

is the unifying principle of the multiplicity of ei& in .C'oiis. Consequently. we will 

tsamine i) the manner in which Eternity unifies the intelIigibles: ii)  the manner in which 

Time is a moving image of Eternity: and iii) the manner in which Time unifies the Soul's 

projection.4Y8 

487 CF. A. Charles. "La nison et le divin chez Proclus." R r r w  drs sciencrsphilosophiques eer 
rlr2ologiytrrs. 87 11969) pp.458482. 

ass For a briefexplanation of Eternity and Time in Proclus. see W. O'NeilI. "Time and Eternity in 
Proclus." Phronesis. 7 ( 1962) pp. 16 1-165: see also J.Trouillard. "La procession du temps selon Proclos." 



V1.i. Eternity 

[n the Timneils Plato tells us that the model @nradeigma) after which the 

Demiurge made the all (rode to pan) is an Eternal Living Creature @don rri'dion on). and 

that he made this all more similar (homoion) to its model through the fabrication of Time: 

as the nature of the Living Creature was to be eternal. it was impossible to 
bind this nature in its entirety to becoming (rdi gennithi). So he planned to make 
a certain moving image of Eternity (eikd ... kindon rina uidncls), and then in setting 
tile Heavens in order. he made of that Eternity which remains in a One an eternal 
image. ~vhich proceeds according to number. And i t  is this image which we call 
~ i r n e . ~ "  

Proclus comments on this passage at length in the In ~irnonrrn."~ AS we have said. for 

ProcIus. Eternity is the principle which unifies the intelligible genera. while Time is the 

intellectual principle which unifies the divided activity of Soul, as ~vsll as all else which 

shares in becoming. 

Eternity dwells in the intelligible. But where in the intelligible does i t  reside'? 

Proclus asks in what order (ftuis) of the intelligible (nuito) it exists. 

. - h i  now we must look at things differently, and tbllou Plato [rather than 
Aristotle] in asking what Eternity and Time are. And we must not make of Time 
simply an image of Time. nor must we say that Eternity is simply a certain 
intelligible God. Rather. we must establish first in which order of the intelligibles 
Eternity has its e~istence. '~'  

In order to understand this question. we must speak briefly about the structure of Proclus' 

spiritual hierarchy. In Proclus the divisions which emerged in the Plotinian :Voli.s have 

been systematically related to each other through a logic of unity and multiplicity. 

Plotinus speaks about a division between subject and object in :Vcliis. and about a 

Diorintcr. 4 (1976) pp.104-I 15; and see a later version of  this ankle. pulbished as part ofchapter VIIl of 
J.Trouillard. L'r ntjlrrtrgogie tie Proclus (Paris: Belles Lenres. 1981) pp. I7 1- 185. 
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multiplicity of genera of Being in i V ~ l i ~ .  while also asserting the unity olNurrs. Proclus 

holds to the unity of iVow but he subjects the reality which is Nous to an exhaustive 

analysis. in order to distinguish more clearly its moments. It is crucial to remember about 

this analysis. as we have been saying throughout this study. that the terms through which 

\ve understand ?hrs are not themselves noetic. Our thought is dianoetic. and as such the 

simultanrous division and unity which is h r s  cannot be expressed by us adequately. We 

can hold only to one side or the other. and we finally fall back on a mode of expression by 

~vhich we say .\'olrs is a thinking which is both compIl;tely unif ed and divided. even 

though this is not something we experience in our own thinking. 

Proclus refers to the distinction between object and subject in :Vurr.r as a division 

betwen intelligible (noGtri) and intellectual (noenr) orders of :Volts. Further. between the 

intelligible and the intellectual is an intermediate order which is referred to as intelligible- 

and-intellectual (nods krri nuera). This distinction between orders is at first misleading, 

bccnuse i t  gives onc the impression that the intelligible orders are merely object of 

thought without the activity of thinking. while the intellectual orders are merely activity 

which looks up to the intdigible for their object. This is not the case. .Vru~is is an 

hypostasis. tvhich means for Proclus that it is a mind which is a unity in plurality. in 

~vhich the total stnlcture is mirrored in each part."92 Similarly. Yous is one mind. but at 

the same time each of its parts is a reflection of the whole and thus are also individual 

minds. Thus all of the orders have these three moments in them in some manner. and 

their hierarchical arrangement is a matter o~ern~has i s .~"  The intelligible has more the 

'" S. Gcrsh. KINHTl,.4KINHTOT(Leiden: E.J. Brill. 1973) pp. l 9R 5 1-58, 
4'lj See the excellent article by P. Hadot. " h e .  Vie, Pensee chez Plotin et avant Plotin," in Lrs 

rotrrccs dr Plo~rn (Grneve: Fondation Hardt. 1960) pp. 105-14 I .  Uadot traces the history of the triad Being. 
Life. and .Vorrs uhich structures .Volts in Plotinus. Although ~Vutu- in Plotinus is less complex a hypostasis 
than in Proclus. the same triadic structure is present in both. Moreover. the doctrine of the interpenetration 
of each moment by the two others is common to Plotinus and Proclus, and as Hadot shows. to the tradition 
before them. As Hadat says. "Au point de vue des [dees. c'est-8-dire de I'Etre ou de I'lntelligible. la vie 
correspond nu mouvemenr de division interieure de I'hre qui I'organise en une hitrarchie de genres et 
d'cspkces. Au poinf de vue de I'tntelligence. la vie correspond a I'activite de la pensee qui exige sans cesse 
un passage de I'identite a I'alterite et un retour I'identite ... Autremenl dit. I'intelligence plotinienne est 
douee d'un mouvement interieur qui n'est autre que la vie" (p. 132). In Proclus this interpenetnting triadic 



character of cause. and thus Proclus distinguishes out three intelligible triads which stand 

abotpe and give rise to the other orders. Thus next there come to be three intelligible-and- 

intellectual  triad^..'^ and after these comes an intellectual hebd~rnad.'~' So while Nous 

as a tvholr is a unity. its various moments as intelligible. intelligible-and-intellectual. and 

inteHectua1 are to be thought of both as an articulation of the interior nature of the thought 

of .lCIi~.s as a tkhole, and as an articulation of the noes (intellects) which make up the 

different orders of .Yoirs. all without losing the unity which .bruirs has as the unity of a 

thinking mind. 

So Proclus' question about the place of Eternity is important. If Eternity is in 

.\bw and in one of the three intelligible orders OF Xms  rather than in the lower orders. 

then i t  is important to specify exactly which intdligible triad i t  is. In other words. asking 

about the place of Eternity in the intelligible is asking what role Eternity plays in the 

unfolding of the One into the multiplicity of intelligible ei& which found the subsequent 

diversity of the cosmos. Proclus thinks that the three intelligible triads in :Vws are. in 

order. the One-Being. Eternity. and the Eternal Living Being. or mrrozdiun. The tinal 

intelligible triad. the cruro5ion. is the paradigm to which the Demiurge (who is in the 

structure governs not only the whole of Xo~rs itself. divided into intelligible. intelligible-and-intellectual. 
and intellectual orders. but also the internal structure of at least the fin[ two orders. For the triads 
intelligible. intelligible-and-intellectual. and intellectual. and Being. Life. :Vow. see W. Brirnvaltes. 
Prokfos. Grunckl~gr seiner dleraphwik (Frankfurt am Main: Vinorio Klostermann. 1963) pp.89-I 18; and J. 
Pt'pin. "~lernrnts pour une histoire de la relation entre I'intelligence et I'intelligibte chez Platon er dans le 
nCoplatonisrne." Rtwrr philosophiq~rr. I J6 ( 1956) pp.39-64. 

N L  He speaks of triads because each is a triad of remaining. proceeding. and returning moments, 
which are the ubiquitous structurin$ principles of the Procline cosmos. 

a')? That rhere is a seven-fold division of the intellectual order indicates that Proclus is not 
following onlb- the inner logic of dionoia . because his system unfolds in triads. It is likely. therefore. [his 
division is d r a w  fiom the Chultluean Orucies. which Proclus considers to be a higher revelation of the 
hidden secrets ofdivinity than is dianoio. For Produs' relation to the Chaldaran Orucles. see H. L e y .  
C'htrlriuran Oracles and Thelrrg: i\!vsticism. Magic rrnd Plaronism in the Larer Roman Empire (Cairo. 
1956 [New edition with a contribution by P. Hadot. "Bilan et perspectives sur les Oracles Chalda'iques et 
une bibliographic de H. Leiw." (Paris: ~ tudes  Augustiniennes. I978)I) pp.481-185. and A. J. Festugiere. 
"Contemplation philosophique et art thiurgique chez Proclus." in ~trttrdes de lophilosophie Grecqlre (Paris: 
J. Vrin. 1971 ) pp.585-596; and E. drs Places. '-La religion de Jamblique." in Dr Jumbliqrre ir Procl~rs 
(Genevc: Fondation Hardt. 1973) pp.69-94. For the inteIlectua1 hebdomad. we L. Siorvanes, Ptoclla. 
.Vea-Pluton~cphilosoph~ ondscirnce (New Haven: YaIe Univers~ty Press.. 1996) p. 150. Notice as well 
that there are seven planetary spheres. It is possible that Proclus thought of the planetary spheres as an 
image of the intellectual hebdomad. 



intellectual hebdomad) looks when he orders the cosmos. As such. it contains all of  the 

genera of Being. but in a m m e r  best described by Plotinus, where all is in each and each 

in all. without any mixture or confusion. 

For i t  is "the easy life'' there. and truth is their mother and nurse and being and 
food -and they see all things. not those to which coming to be (genesis). but those 
to ~vhich real being (airsin) belongs. and they see themselves in other things; for 
all things there are transparent. and there is nothing dark or opaque: everything 
and all things are clear to the inmost part to everything; for light is transparent to 
light. Each there has everything in itself and sees all things in every other. so that 
all are everywhere and each and every one is all and the glory is unbounded: for 
each of them is great. because even the small is great; the sun there is all the stars. 
and each star is the sun and a11 the others. A different kind of being stands out in 
each. but in each all are manifest."' 

One may be tempted to think of this multiplicity of intelligible genera as a static set of 

catqories. Perhaps they are the mrgisia genP of Plato's Sophist. Proclus does speak of 

them at times in these terms.497 Yet it is not the case that a static set of intelligible 

categories can easily be thought of as all in each and each in all. The dynamism of the 

Plotinian . \ i~ l l .s  seems to rule out a conception of the this tirst multiplicity of Being along 

.4ristotelian or Kantian lines. from the Cmgories or the Criticlire qf Pure Rruson. The 

Plotinian ei& are alive. It is as proper to speak of them as gods as i t  is to speak of them 

as the primary division of Being. And they are Being as thought. and thought as the 

ctwrgeicr of thought. They are Being as thinking activity. 

I f  this is the case. then the intelligible order of Noirs cannot merely contain the 

~ruroz4iotz. Proclus has analysed the thinking of .Volts into its moments. one of which is 

the multiplicity of intelligible genera which is the outo5ion. But just as there is more to 

the description of .Yous in PLotinus than its multiplicity. so in Proclus this multiplicity 

1% Enn.V.8.J. 1-12: ~ a i  ;/ap to p ~ i a  (tie~v  EKE^. ~ a i  aAi$&ia 6C aimic ~ a i  yevite~pa m i  
rpoo+ xai oinia ~ a i  rpooi - ~ a i  opim ti! navra. o u ~  oic yivea~g npoaeot~v. U M  oii oioia. mi 
PuuroiJ< Ev akko~;. S~asuvil yap navra mi motetvov oliSt? avritunov o66iv. aMa x6q rani rawpk 
~ i ;  ra E ~ U U )  ~ a i  RUVTQ. 0% r a p  00)ti. ~ a i  yup C p r  mig rravra EV aim& ~ a i  a; ope Ev 6Uy ndvra. &me 
navta~oi, navta ~ a i  niiv niiv ~ a i  kaarov x6v ~ a i  Gn~~pog i aiy)iry &astov yap a\jtiv piya. €6 ~ a i  
TO ,uwpov piya- ~ a i  ijk~oq  EKE^ xawa Gotpa. ~ a i  ~ ~ a s r o v  $tog a6 ~ a i  navta. 6' h &carny 
uicio. ~piuivei 6~ ~ u i  xavra. 

29- See the discussion of the mivrure of Forms at In Parn~. 768ff. 



must be embraced by and be an expression of a prior unity. The unity here is Eternity as 

the second intelligible triad. As such Eternity is not a genus of Being. because the genera 

of Being only make their appearance with the mfo:6ion. Proclus remarks that the genera 

of Being imply their opposites. but Eternity is not opposed to any of the genera in the way 

in \vhich Rsst. for example. is opposed to motion. 

XI1 of these are equaIIy eternal: Same. Different. Rest. Motion. This would not be 
the case if Eternity were one [genus of Being] among them. For Rest is not 
equally Rsst and Motion. but all of the intelligibles are equally always in existence 
and eternal. So Eternity is opposed tc none of these. nor to anything which comes 
after it."" 

If this is the case. then neither is Time opposed to Eternity. Rather than being the 

oppositc of Eternity. Time is its image. This is important for Proclus' conception of the 

structure of the whole of things. Being does not fall into two different genera: that tvhich 

is eternal and that which is temporal. If it  did. then the eternal and the temporal would be 

rslatcd to each other in the same manner as any other two genera into which Being falls. 

such as Rest and Motion. or Sameness and Rest. Instead. in Proclus. we find that the 

temporal is related to the eternal not as simply other than it. but rather as its image. As 

1i.e ivill see belolv. this moans that Time is the unifjing principle of the temporal. and is 

not ranked itself as being in Time. in the way that Eternity is the unifying principle of the 

intelligible genera without itself k i n g  one of these genera. 

So Eternity cannot be a genus of Being, and if it is not a genus of Being it cannot 

be in the ~ldozciion. the third intelligible triad. Rather. i t  is the comprehensive principle 

of the intelligible genera in the autoz6ion. It is Eternity which brings them to birth and is 

the cause of their unchanging permanence. 

... and [Eternity is] the cause of the unchanging permanence of all [the intelligible 
general. a cause which is neither among the many intelligible [genera] themselves. 
nor comes from them by [a sort of] collection. but is raised above them and 



present to them. and by itself arranges them and as it were gives them shape. and 
it does this by making them to be as a whole all at once. For the manifold Form 
of the intelligibles (h i  panroci~rpi rdn noPr8n iden) is not brought forth 
inmediately after the Good. which is without any trace of multiplicity. Rather. 
thcre are certain natures in between. more unified than the multiplicity of the All- 
Complete [ix. the slrfozfiion]. and shewing forth in themselves the pangs of 
childbirth and the signs of the generation of the Wholes and the unifiiing bond.'") 

Eternity is one of these natures which art: "in between." as the principle immediately prior 

to the rn~rozdion. The term "pangs of childbirth" (ddincr) is an interesting term tbr Proclus 

to use ivith regard to the emergence of the intelligible genera from Eternity. Throughout 

Proclus we find that multiplicity is brought forth from unity. Hence Eternity, as the 

principle of brining forth, is not ranked with the intelligible genera. because it is a prior 

unity which brings them forth. Proclus quotes the Chaldaean Oracles. and takes up their 

tnotif of the "Paternal .Vuus" (pawikos norrs) and the "Flower of .Voiu" (nooil tmrhos). He 

comments: 

[Etzrnity] is saturated [tiiakorisl with Paternal Divinity. which [the Oracles( call 
"the Flower ol.Yuurs." It shines down on all things. as the source of their noris and 
their eternally unchanging hnowing. and their erotic turning towards 
(srrvphesrhui) and activity around the cause of all.'00 

Eternity is not only the source of the bringing to birth of the intelligible genera. it also is 

the source of their noirs and hence of their circular movement back towards the source of 

their birth. These two motifs. of paternity and of a tuming towards or return (episrrophZ) 

indicate what is really going on in Proc1ust conception of h'oucs. In general in 

Nttoplatonism that which in its fertility brings an effect into being by conferring unity on 

its effect is in so doing also the source of its good. This is indicated by the identification 

4 w  In Tim.111.12.18-27: r a i  u i r i a  n j c  av~<aAAarrou rcavrov Siapovii~. o 6 ~  €v a h i ;  u;6u roit 
n u i h i ;  vorlroi; 066' €4 a 6 t h  a8poi<op€vq. cia' t!~gpqtivol~ autoiq n a p a k a  lcui raw EUU.~~~V a 6 ~ a  
& a t 1 8 ~ i o a  rai oiclvei popoafma mi a670 roiko WrGv a l a  ofta ~ i v a ~  rro~o6oa: 06 yap E U B E ~  peru 
rdyuflbv rrj ~ a v q  rcltieuu~ av~poamv fi xavcoSa* z13v vorpiv iSha xapciy~rat.  an ~ i m  t ~ v q  p ~ ~ a : l  
o i m ~ ;  j v w u ~ v a t  yEv pahlov to< n)cjOoy TOG navr.te;lo j. c;lfiva 6L ~ a i  Zpeaaiv q~ a x o y ~ v ~ ~ i a ~ c l k ;  riiv 
i i iwv ~ a i  ~i]; m v o ~ i j q  i v  iiaurais h S ~ ~ r c v i , p m i .  

500 In Tint.lil.1J.11-14: r c a r p i ~ f i ~ y a p  B E O ~ T O ~  h a ~ o p f i ~  ciiv. ip rcaki voov dueq. votv 
Prttlcipmt roi; rrciot ~ a i  TO cki PoaGtoy voaiv ~ a i  ipania$ =pi njv rrcivtw a p ~ j v  mpioea0ai  ~ a i  
~ v ~ p y e i v .  



of the Platonic One and the Platonic ~ood. '"  The multiplicity of intelligible genera in 

the ~rirfo:dion are not merely a static set of categories, because they themselves are living 

pi& which have brrn brought to birth. And in their being brought to binh they look back 

to their source. they strive towards it erotically. and they attain its unity and perfection in 

the only tvay they can. i t .  through their own multiplicity.'0' Nous as a whole has the 

unity of a mind whose thought is of itself. .Vous as intellectual. or as act of thinking, has 

a unity afforded through its orientation back towards the intelligible genera. But these 

genera themselves also have the unity afforded by their erotic orientation towards their 

oum source. This unity afforded by being oriented towards a prior unity is the sort of 

unity ivhich Time affords the multiplicity inherent in ~lirn~oiu.'~' 

So in Proclus' metaphysics. even at the highest Ieveis of :Yola. Being is a dynamic 

coming forth into multiplicity of that which is hidden in a prior unity.'0J So that which 

'"' See C. Steel. "L'Un et Ie Bien. Les nisons d'une identitication dans [a tradition platonicienne." 
R ~ w e  &.s .wien~w philosophiqrrrs er ~hiulogicl~res. 73 (1989) pp.69-85. 

'"' This internal dynamism by which .Volts is a hypostasis which brings itself to binh is already 
present in Plotinus. See P. Hadot. "~t re .  Vie. PensCe chez Plotin et avant Plotin." in Les sotrrces dr Plorin 
(Genthe: Fondation Hardt. 1960) pp. 105-1 J I : see pp. 136- 137: "l'unite. la continuite de ce mouvement 
impliquent que lu vie rsr dijcipensie. qu'il y a une sone d'unid preintellectuelle don't I'Intetligence n'est 
que Ir dtveloppement. L'unitti multiple de I'2frr et la connaissance definie de la pens& intellectuelle sont 
priformies dans Ie dynamisme de la vie. L'itude de la triade itre-vie-pensee chez Plotin semble bien nous 
conduire ii conclure que I'intuition centrale de Plotin est celle d'une vie qui utilise la determination 
intellectuelir pour essayer de rejoindre sa source. On pourrait voir Id une transposition de I'rxperience 
farnilitire a tout homme, celle de desir d'expression. La volonte &expression devient en nous d'abord sens. 
puis phrase esprirnke. sans que la phrase exprimee puisse jamais rendre adiquatement ce qui voulait 
s'esprimer. Cenaines expressions de Plotin. par exemple celles par lesquelles i l  represente le rapport de 
I'ime a I'intelligence. commr analogue a celui du logos profere au logos indrieur. poumit justitier ceue 
interprCtation." 

!"' Plotinus' treatment of Eternity differs from Proclus' in the same way that his treatment of .Vocrs 
differs. In both authors the same dynamism of thinker and thought is present. but while Plotinus focuses on 
the unity of such an unchanging multiplicity. as we see from our discussion Proclus takes this unity and 
divides it into its various moments. So for Plotinus: "The life. then. which belongs to that which exists and 
is in being. all together and full, completely without extension or interval, is that which we are looking for. 
eternity [r ivemi ~oivuv r i  r t~pi  13 3v EV KG ~ iva t  ( w i  opoi ~Uoa ~ a i  dfipqq a6taara-tog ~avrqf i  to6ro. 
; sij jrlroGu~v, uic~iv]." Because Proclus has distinguished the moment of life as that which gives binh to 
energriu as the intelligible genera. Proclus holds that Eternity is the life of !Vms in the intelligible, but not 
that Eternity is the life of the intelligibles themselves. See Enn.III.7.3. For Plotinus, Eternity is in a certain 
manner identical with .Vom itself. See Enn.III.7.5.18. For a comparable difference between Plotinus and 
Proclus. with regard to the internal structure of:Votrs. and the Demiurge. see J. Dillon. "Plotinus, Enn. 3.9. t .  
and later views on the intelligible world." Transactions andproceedings ofrhe .-lmericun philological 
ussociorron. 100 ( 1969) pp.63-70. 

'" This dynamic coming forth of a rnultiplicity from a previous unity is forceabIy stated by J. 



emrrzes into multiplicity has a certain unity about it. as having sprung from a single 

source and 3s returning to the same source. Such a multiplicity may be thought of as 

vectorial. i.s. as pointing the way back towards it own origin. Or it may be thought of as 

the circumference of  a circle. whose infinity of points are all made into one figure by their 

orientation towards the centre. i.e. by their equidistance from the centre. 

.\!om as a dynamic coming forth of a prior unity into multiplicity is not so much 

like the common sense which gives unity to the proper senses. in Aristotle. or the 

transcendental unity of apperception which allows us to add the 'I think' to all of our 

thoughts. in Kant. Rather. it is closer to the self-articulation of Geisr in Hegel. or the 

revealing of itself of Being in Heidegger. In both these thinkers tve have a coming forth 

into multiplicity. but both differ from Proclus' conception of the prior unity which 

emerges into this multiplicity. il:cllrs gives rise to a multiplicity of intelligible genera. but 

i t  is first a primal unity which actualises itself in these multiple ways. Being is itself a 

power. a unity. which expresses itselfin the multiplicity which it brings to birth. yet all 
I 

that mulliplicity of thought which is brought to birth seeks the unity which Being in itself 

is. Thus besides the third intelligible triad. the arr!ordion which is the multiplicity of 

intelligible genera. there must be a prior principle which brings this multiplicity to birth. 

And this is Eternity. the second intelIigibie triad. 

Let US concede that there must be a principle before the clrrro:6ion. Why is it 

€ternit>. and why is there also another intelligible triad before Eternity? Briefly stated. 

Proclus tells LIS that from Plato we know that the airrozdivn is eternal. But to be eternal 

Trouillard. Sec: "L'intelligibilite Proclusienne." in La Phriosophie rr ses Problemes. Rrctreil d'e'rudes dt. 
thcrr ine r k  t.i'ltisroire (Paris: Ernmanuel Vine. 1960) p.86: "Le senre n'est pas seulernent la raison etxcace 
drs ressemblances. mais awsi de I'infinie divenitication des especes et des individus. Car par I'iiae~pov 
qu'il contient uni a son rrPpa~ il peut alirnenter dam une lignc donnfe les antithkses mutuelles des temcs 
subordonnCs. Et cette synthtse d'autre et de mime forme la s&ir appropriie ou le numbre connaturel a 
chaque unitf qualitiee ... Cela ne signifie nullement que le genre soit ce qu'il produit en ce sense qu'il 
snfermerait d'avance I'idee distincte de ses participations. Celles-ci peuvent lui resscmbler sans que lui leur 
ressernblc. 11 faudrait plut6t dire qu'il lesfonde selon tout Ieur &re. parce qu'il a en lui beaucoup pltrs qu'il 
ne hut pour justitier leur apparition ..." See also S. Gersh. KiNHLIf V O ( L e i d e n :  E.J. Brill. 1973) 
pp. 110- 12 1 .  E. Moutsopoulos. Lrs siniaures de I'imaginaire durn laphilosophie de Procltcs (Paris: Les 
Belles Lettres. 1985) pp.6 1-72 gives a p o d  discussion of Time in Proclus in relation to causation. 



means to participate in Eternity. not to be Etemity itself. So we know that Eternity is 

distinct from. and higher than. the auroz6ion. Further. by analogy with Time and the 

World. we know that Eternity is the next thing above the ozrroz8ion. Proclus tells us that 

the World is the first thing to participate in Time. because Time did not exist before the 

creation of the World. In other words. genesis as a whole participates in Time as a whole. 

and is its primary participant. Likewise. the am:dion participates in Eternity as a whole. 

and is its primary participant. because it is the primary locus of eternal beings. Hence 

Eternity is the second intelligible triad. which brings to birth the alrtozciion as the third 

intelligible triad.":' 

What is before Etemity? Eternity is not itself the primal unity of Being. but 

rather. i t  is the principle of giving birth. It is the second moment: the r1wxrmi.s in the triad 

ptr~cr!~l~rrr~rnli.s/~~o~i.~: the 5 O  in the triad on!zo'dno~rs: the prootlos in the triad 

t~~otd!prc~ot i~.s l rp is~roPh~..Co6 As power. life. and procession. Eternity is the principle of 

emergence. and what emerges is before it. Remember also that not all which is is eternal. 

Therefore Being must be a principle which is more comprehensive than Eternity. and in 

Procline metaphysics the higher principle is more comprehensive than the lower. Thus 

the unity to which Eternity looks is Being itself. and it is Being which Eternity causes to 

be expressed and brousht to birth in multiplicity in the mrrozciion. Being is the first 

intelligible triad. caIIrd by Proclus the One-Being. Proclus interprets the phrase "Eternity 

nhich remains in a One" from Plato's Tinmlrs to refer to this. The One in which Eternity 

remains is not the One itself. but rather the unity of the One-Being. 

If Eternity manifests a duality. even if we are often silent about this in our haste - 
for the "always" is bound to "being" (rdi onti) in one unity (kartr razrton) and 
"Eternity" (uidn) is "that which always is" (ho aei 6n) - it seems that that before 

%I! In Tinr.ttl.l7.3 Iff. 
'Oh See In Tinr.IlI. 10.29-30 where Eternity is called "Infinite Life" (~62 apeiros). Each triad 

possesses each of these three sets of moments. However, the structure is repeated on a higher level. so that 
the three intelligible triads themselves may be thought to follow these sets of moments. 



Eternity there is the monad of Being. the One-Being. and remaining in this One 
[i.e. in the ~ n e - ~ e i n ~ ] . ' ~ '  

The monad of Being is the One-Being, so that it is this that Eternity remains in. Eternity 

manifests the duality of "being" and "eternal." But the Being which lies before it also 

manifests a duality: that of "One" and "Being." The One itself as absolute simplicity does 

not admit of this any duality. and so cannot be said to be. So because the unity which 

Eternity makes manifest is a unity of Being. it is the One-Being. and not the One itself. 

So we see that Being does not fall into eternal and temporal as genera of itself. 

Rather. Being gives forth the eternal genera in the uutoz6ion. which themselves give rise 

to a temporal image. Because Time is an image of Eternity. rather than simply a different 

mode of existence for beings. we should expect that Time will also be a principle of 

bringing to birth and of unification. So to sum up. the three moments ofthe intelligible in 

.\.airs are the simple source which remains in itself. the One-Being: Eternity as the 

principle ~vhich brings to birth the intelligible genera and unifies and comprehends them: 

and the mro$ion which is a living multiplicity of intelligible genera. erotically turned 

tonards the unity which is their source. 

VI.ii. Time as a moving image of eternity 

In ~vhat manner is Time a moving image of Eternity? Proclus tells us that Eternity 

measures the intelligible, as a unity. while Time measures the things which are in 

becoming. as numbered. Eternity is a measure in the sense that the multiplicity of 

intelligibles in the crlrrozbion are all beings. and as such they are all expressions of the 

unity which is the One-Being. Eternity is the principle which brings them forth into a 

permanent existence. and leads them back beyond itself to the One-Being. specifically 

because they manifest in a multiple form the unity which is the One-Being. It is a 

507 In Tim. 111.15.1 1-15: ~i 6ti o a i i v  6ua6a ~ p @ a i v e ~ .  ~ d v  R O ~ ~ K I ~  aljto K ~ ~ K E L V  

mou6a<ouev (KO yap a ~ i  KG &KL m v a m ~ s a i  aara r a k o v  rui Zmrv a ihv  o a ~ i  4v).  Z a m v  ZXELV rip 
uovci6a roc dvrog xpo a6roG a a i  KO Ev 6v rcai ~ E V E L V  kv ro6ng r@ €vi 



measure because the eternal multiplicity of intelligible genera strive towards the unity 

\vhich it  reveals while manifesting it in their own multiple way. 

Beings ~vhich come to be and pass away. on the other hand. do not partake of the 

permanence of Eternity. They have only an image of that permanence. which is duration. 

Thus the principle which is their measure. the unity which they strive towards and 

n~anifest. is not Eternity. but Time. 

So in the same manner as the cosmos is said to be an image (eikdn) of the 
intelligible. so the cosmic measure is named an "image" of the measure of the 
intelligible. But Eternity is a measure because it is a unity (hds to hen). while 
Time is a measure because it is a number. Both of them measure. but Eternity 
measures what is unified. while Time measures what is numbered: Eternity 
measures the permanence of beings (dicrmunin r6n onrdn). while Time measures 
the duration of things which become @crrcmsin rdn ginontrndn). The supposed 
opposition between between them [Eternity and Time] does not indicate <some 
sort otb dissimilarity between the measures. but rather indicates the derivation of 
the secondary realities from h e  older ones. For procession (proocios) derives 
from remaining (monCs) and number derives from unity ( I O U  he no^)."^ 

Plato tells us that Time "proceeds according to n~rnber."")~ and measures things which 

become as numbered. Proclus contrasts this with Eternity which "remains in a One" and 

measures things as a unity. Eternity measures things as a unity because that which it 

measures is an unchanging multiplicity. or rather. a singular multiple reflection of the 

One-Being. Time. on the other hand. measures things as numbered. because things which 

come to be and pass away exhibit a diversity of periods. or cyclical activities. which 

makes up for them their duration. More importantly. their duration is numbered because 

they do not exist as a whole all at once. and if they are not to be completely without order 

their duration must be numbered. We should understand "number" here both in the 

common sense manner. as the number assigned to the periodic orbit of a planet. and in the 

!oS In TinlSll. 17.75- 18.02: ~ a 0 a w p  o h  o ~ o o p o ~  E ~ K ~ V  ~ ' i p r ~ f a l  roc voqroii ~ a i  ro ~ o q ~ t r o v  
pirpov ~ i ~ h v  roc S r p o u  roc v o q ~ o i ~  ~ a ~ o v o p a o t a ~ .  aM' o p t v  a i b  p ~ r p o v  & so iiv. 6 6P ~ p d v o c  (3s o 
a p ~ O ~ o c .  p e r p ~ i  yap € ~ a w p o ~ .  6 ~ E V  ta &vi<op~va.  6 61: t a  ap~0poi)p~va. ~ a i  6 uiv njv G~auovjv r6v 
~ V T W .  3 8i: niv x a p a ~ a a i v  tGv y ~ v o p ~ v w v .  a i  61: S o a o i h a ~  avnOf O E L ~  alis6v oix  avopotdqra W n v a v  
TGV u ~ ~ p o v  ~ u ~ a i v o u a ~ v ,  ada TO x a p h k i  ta G d ~ p a  ~ a p a  tbv rrpeopur~pov. ij KE yap np~oGoc ai, 
rfit u o v f i ~  wai o ap~0uoc ax6 706 dvoc. 

IO'I Tinzuezrs 37d. 



more metaphysical sense which we have seen in chapter IV. In this second sense. Time is 

the measure of encosmic beings because i t  is the number or order of their unfolding into 

multiplicity."%ence it contains the plan both of their unfolding and of their perfection. 

~ l l l  See Plotinus Enn.Il1.7: "On Eternit) and Time." For Plotinus' treatment ofTime see especially 
chapters I 1 - t 3. Proclus does not differ From Plotinus in essence. despite the fact that Plotinus rejects the 
idea of Time as a measure ofmotion (Enn.111.7.9) and Proclus accepts it. and that Plotinus has Time being 
made by the Soul. while Proclus does not. In this I disagree with S. Sambursky. "The concept of time in 
late Neoplatonism." Proceedings oj'the Israel .-lcadem~~o/'Sciences und Hzrmaniries. 2 (1968) pp. 152-167. 
Sambursky points out that larnblichus and Proclus hypostasise time and eternity, while Plotinus does not. 
This is an important difference. and in this I agree with Sarnbursky. However, in my opinion it is an 
example of how Plotinus and Proclus can express substantially the same philosophical content in divergent 
\rays, with the former expressing the continuity of the spiritual world. and the latter espressing its moments. 
Samburskk's analysis of Plotinus is much fuller than his treatment of Proclus. For a brief treatment of time 
in Proclus, with conclusions different From mine. see P.C. Plass, "Timeless time in Neoplatonism." The 
.\lotle'nr Schalmun. 5 5  (Nov. 1977) pp. I-19. 

Plotinus Enn. tI1.7. I 1.17-52: "in the same way Soul. making the world of sense in imitation of that 
other world. moving with a motion which is not that which exists There. but like it. and intending to be an 
image of it. first of all put itself into time. which it made instead of eternity. and then handed over that 
which came into being as a slave to time [oiisw 6fi ~ a i  au r i  r o q o v  noioGaa aioeqtov g i p f i a ~ ~  E K E ~ V O U  
K ~ V U U ~ E V O V  ~ i v r p l v  06 T ~ V  i l t ~ i ,  a ~ o i a v  6€ nj € K E ~  ~ a i  EBEhouaav Eiltova E K E ~ V ~ ~  Eivai. ~p(.irov UEV 

Eaurilv E~pdvwaev a n i  TOG aiivoq ro<rov no~ipaaa .  k i r a  6i: ltai r@ yevopivq~ SOKE 8 0 u k i ) ~ ~ v  
xpovwl." For both Proclus and Plotinus there is a dynamism in ~Votrs and in the Soul. and the first 
d>namism is somchow Eternity and the second Time. The): agree substantially on what takes place in the 
emergence of'rime from the eternal. but they differ on exactly which moment they apply the name "Time" 
to. So. for example. while both discuss Time in the context of the Soul's multiple manifestation of the 
Forms in .Vorr~. Plotinus calls time "the life of soul in a movement of passage From one way of life to 
another [iv K L V I ~ ~ E I  ~ E T Q P ~ K L K ~  G U O U  E ~ S  ~ M O V  Piov <~)fiv]'' (Enn. 111.7.1 I .J4-45)" while Proclus says 
that this same movement of passage is what is in Time. and is numbered or measured by the monad of Time. 
See also Plotinus' acceptance of Time as a measure in the sense of "what is measured" at Enn. 111.7.13.15. 
Proclus' tendency to multiply entities through his dividing analysis is at fault here. for as we will see there 
are m a n  Ievds of Time for Proclus. and the Time which moves in its participants is likely the Time which 
Plotinus pointed to. But we must remember that this multiplication of entities in Proclus is a result of the 
dividing ac!ivity of dionoiu. and it describes a reality which is every bit as one and continuous as it is in 
Plotinus. I t  is interesting that although Proclus mentions many others in his exposition of Time. such as 
.-\ristotle. lamblichus. Porphyry. and Syrianus. he does not mention Plotinus. not even when he is criticising 
Plotinus' view at In Ti1~r.III.21.01-29. See L.Gerson's treatment for the structure ofTime in Plotinus in his 
Plotinus (London and New York: Routledge, 1994) pp. 115-124. See also P.Manchesterls "Time and the 
soul in Plotinus. I11 7 [J5], 1 1. ," Diomsirrs. 2 (1978) pp. I0 I - 136. Manchester's excellent treatment brings 
out the relation between temporality and logos as a principle of emergence. i.e. the dynamism in the 
movement from the eternal to the temporal which is needed to make sense of Time as a moving image of 
Eternity. Manchester is interested in the kinship between Neoplatonic treatments of temporality and 
contemporary phenomenological treatments such as Husserl's. He refrains from turning Plotinus into 
HusserI or Hcidegger. while at the same time making a convincing case for their mutual relevance. For a 
clear summary ofthe hermeneuticd principle at work in ankles such as Manchester's. see W. Beierwaltes. 
"Image and caunterirnage? Reflections an Nroplatonic thou2ht with respect to its place today." in 
.~'eoplororrism and carts Christian rhoright. essms in honour oj'A. H. ..lrmsfrong, ed. H.J. Blumenthal and 
R.A. Markus (London: Variorum. 1981) pp.236-248: see p.237. See also W. Beienvaltes. Proklos, 
Grrmhrige seiner Meraphysik (Frankhrt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1965) pp. 196-200. 



Perhaps also Time is an image of Eternity because it is that which brings 
encosmic beings to perfection. just as Eternity does for [eternal] beings, as "that 
which holds them together" (sunochetls) and "guardian" @hrouros).'" So that 
things which are unable to live according to notrs are brought under the order of 
Fate ( h p o  tin 12s heimarmenls q e m i  rccin), lest they flee the divine completely 
and come to be without order. Thus even that which has departed from Eternity 
and is unable to partake wholly in the perfection of Rest by remaining always all 
at once the same ( h m a  klii m i  taula) is perfected through the sovereignty of 
Time. [Temporal things] are roused by Time into activities (mergeius) which are 
profitable for them, and through certain recurrent periods are able to enjoy the 
perfection which is appropriate to them."' 

Each thing Lvhich is in becoming has its ob-n period. and thus its own numbering of its 

period. which sets its boundaries and its circuit. In his characterisation of temporal things 

as periodic. ProcIus has in mind primarily the periodic activity of Soul. However. he also 

has in mind the circular orbits of the pIanets. whose periodic return to their starting points 

is an image of the activity of Soul: and the periodic return of things to their point of origin 

in Nati~rt.. such as the seasons. and the procreation of animal species."3 The circuit of the 

species oak tree tiom acorn to maturity and then back to acorn again illustrates how 

Pruclus thinks about this. The oak species has a period in the sense that there is a return 

to t l ~  besinning point. in the offspring. This period is numbered because it usually takes 

a certain number of years. However. it is also numbered in the sense that this period 

progresses along a certain bound circuit -acorns don't mature into elm trees. for example 

- and this boundary to the circuit of the life of this species is set according to Proclus by 

the monad of Time and the species' participation of the Forms in the monad of Time. 

!I1 For these two Chaldaean terms Fesmgiere refers us to H .  Le\w, Chuflaeun Oracles und 
Thews.. .i l~sricism. Mugic and Pluronism in the Lafrr Roman Empire (Cairo. 1956 [New edilion with a 
contribution by P. Hadot, "Bilan et perspectives sur les Oracles Chaldaiques et une biblio-mphie de H.  
Lwy." (Paris: ~tudes  Augustiniennes. t 978)l) pp. 129-l3 I. 
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While this characterisation of Time applies to all encosmic things, we will speak here 

only of the participation of the Soul in Time. 

Time is not only an image of Eternity. it  is a moving image of Eternity. However. 

Proclus points out that nothing can move with regard to the whole of itself. as there must 

be a subject tbr movement which remains the same and undergoes the motion. Otherwise 

there would be a substantial change, and in moving with regard to the whole of itself 

Time would cease to be Time. 

and the image of Eternity especially is bound to possess in some way "remaining 
always the same" and stability. Thus Time cannot be in motion with regard to all 
of itself. given that nothing else is. Necessarily some part of it must remain 
stable. if e v e ~ t h i n g  which moves moves with regard to a part of it which remains 
stable."' 

Thus the monad of Time is in itself unmoving. and only moves in its participants. 

Proclus tells us that. 

So indeed the monad of Time remains (mrnei). because it is suspended from the 
Demiurge. but being tilled with measuring power. and wishing to measure the 
motions of the soul's oiisicr. and the energeicri and parhimcrra of the physical and 
bodily. it proceeded according to number. Time, remaining in its own 
partlessness and internal rnergeicr. with regard to its external [enrrgeia]. that 
which is contained by what is measured by it. proceeds according to number. that 
is according to certain intellectual ricl2. or rather according to the first number 
itself. which presides over the intellectuals (to noercr). in a manner analogous to 
the One Being. as Parmenides says. which presides over the intelligibles. Time 
proceeds then according to that number. on account of which it provides the 
appropriate measure to each of the species (rid;) of encosrnic 
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The monad of Time itself stands above that which it measures, as Eternity stands above 

the intelligible genera. Notice that in order to be analogous to the intellectual orders, 

Proclus has distinguished the "first number itself' (auton ton pr6tiston arithmon) from 

the monad of Time. This number is a higher unity than Time. just as the One-Bring is a 

higher unity than Eternity. We can take this as an example of Proclus' idea of the 

analogous structures which hold between different levels of the universe. As there are 

h~gher unities than Time. Time itself not only measures. it is itself measured. 

Time itself is also measured. but not by anything extended (for it would be 
ridiculous to say that that which possesses the elder nature and \vorthinsss is 
measured by that which comes after it). Rather. Time is measured by the single 
monad of Time. which its procession (prootlos) is said to unfold (anelifrein). and 
much more primarily by the Demiurge and by Eternity itself. of which we say it is 
an image. and with regard to which it is rendered m ~ b i l e . " ~  

In other words. just as the intelligible genera unfold Eternity and the One-Being. that 

ivhich partakes of Time unfolds the monad of Time. and the Demiurge. and Eternity. All 

unfoldings are multiple reflections not only of  their immediate superiors. but of every 

analogous order above them. As that which measures. Time is a number. But it is a 

number in the sense of  an intellectual ridos. so it measures its participants because it is an 

intellectual e i h s  which its participants unfold. 

So Time has various levels: i) it is number as "what is numbered" or measured by 

itself. i.e. its presence in what participates in ~irne:"' ii) it is number as the measure of its 

participants. i.e. through itself as the monad which is the unmoving moment of Time 

itself; iii) and finally, Time as a whole is measured by what stands above it. by the 

Demiurge. and Eternity. So Time is number exists in its participants as that tvhich is 

I b  In Tim. 111.3 l .OJ- 10: L E T P E ? T ~ ~  6€ 61% ~ a i  aimj €6 ouS~vog. p ~ v  S ~ a o t a t o l i  ( ~ a i  rap 
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I T  The procession of  Time considered as a whole is a simple. unditferentiated. and regular motion. 
even if the procession of its participants is complex. differentiated and irregular motion. See In 
T1m.111.30.1 Iff. 



measured by itself. as itselfthe measure of its participants. and as itself being measured 

by hisher principles. 

Proclus tells us that Time does proceed according to a number which is the 

inrdligible number, referring either to the cilttoz,,.dion. Eternity. or the intelligible as a 

whole. However. when Timaeus says that Time proceeds according to number. he is 

referring primarily to Time itself as the intellectual number which numbers or measures 

the simple procession of Time and the complex procession of things in Time. 

So Time does proceed according to the intelligible number. and also in that it 
itself numbers its participants, and also again it proceeds according to the number 
in its participants by which they are numbered. This [last] is [Time as] numbered. 
and possesses only a sort of image (eitl,,.dlon ti) of essential Time (otrsiLidotrs 
ckronorr). by which everything is numbered through the larger or smaller numbers 
of their own life. so that a cow lives for a certain time. a man for a certain time. 
and the sun. the moon. Saturn. and the other planets have their return and make 
their periodic revolurions by this or thar measure."" 

It is this middie sort of measure. Time as the measure of its participants. which is 

imponnnt for us here. 

Time measures the duration ot'the life of its participants. More importantly. Time 

measures their circular activity. most prominently the orbits of the planets. and the 

circular activity of the partial soul. Time brings itself to imitate Eternity. because as 

Eternity is comprehensive of the intelligible genera. Time is comprehensive of its 

participants. But it also brings temporal things themselves into a closer imitation of the 

intelli~ibles. Things in Time do not share in the permanence and unchanging identity of 

the intelligibles. but through their circular revolutions and periodic returns to their 

beginning points they imitate this intelligible immobile permanence."g Think of the orbit 

'Is in Tin~lll. 1 9 . 2 - 2 :  rcpoirw y ~ v  o h  ~ a i  ~ a r a  rov voqrov apiepov. n p o ~ i a ~  SL ~ a i  K ~ W  ijv 
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of a planet. The circular orbit is in one sense a motion, but in another sense it is a being 

at rest. because the planet always returns to the place from which it begins. In a certain 

sense the orbit of a planet has no beginning point, so that one might think of the planet as 

desiring the rest of the centre of the circle which is its orbit, but being unable to attain that 

rest. i t  imitates it by its unbroken circling motion. In contrast. rectilinear motion leaves 

its point of departure. never to approach it again. However. Time also embraces 

rcctilincar motion. because even that which is below things which move in a circle are 

mrasurcd by their duration. For this reason Proclus says that Time is said to move in a 

spiral (IrdikoeidG), because the spiral embraces in one single Form both the circular and 

the rectilinear."" 

This measurcmsnt of the periodic energeiui of things is the primary sense of Timc 

for Proclus. Time perfects things. and brings them to imitate the intelligible paradigms 

by measuring their periodic revolution around itself. Proclus does concede that we have 

another sort of measurement of Time. in our marking of the passage of Time. But the sort 

of nicrisuring ~vhich Lve do. and which we normaily consider to be Time in the primary 

scnsc. is performed tvith a certain ennoitr which is only "about" Time and is not Time 

itself (tolrrtr , y r  h i  ennoid drdi hS prri chronon kui o~rk t rms  ho chranos)."' If Timc is 

to be the measure of our motion. it certainly could not be an ennoia which is in us. Even 

the motions of the heavenly bodies. which we think of as marking Time. are not the 

primary measure, because they themselves are aIso measured. They have determinate 

periods to their circular enrrgeicii. The primary measure must be the monad of Time 

itself. which is a moving image of Eternity. "Image" because it embraces its participants 

with its number in the way Eternity embraces the intelligibles with its unity. and 

"rno\ingV because its participants are in motion. aIthough it itself is at rest. 



VI.iii. Time as ~Volrs 

What is the monad of Time itself and how does it measure the circular activity of 

the Soul? According to Proclus. it is a nous which is unfolded and unrolled by the 

activity of things in Time. but primarily by the dianoetic activity of the Soul. 

For as .li)irs is to the Soul. so is Eternity to Time, and inversely. so that Time is 
before the Soul. just as Eternity is before !Volrs. And Time should be participated 
by the Soul. and does not participate in the Soui. just as !Vms does not participate 
in Eternity, but the inverse. So Time possesses a certain intellectual nature 
(norrml ... ~incr phirsin) which moves in a circle everything which participates in it. 
and particularly souls."' 

Time is an intellectual nous (noris noeros). i.e. a nolrs in the intellectual hebdomad of 

.C;)ir.s as a ~vhole ranged below the Demiurge. As we have seen in earlier chapters. 

Proclus thinks that rlicmoitr is the Soul's projection ofthe logoi which constitute its urisia. 

and these Iogui are themselves the Soul's participation in .Voir.s. The particular r m s  

ivhich souls participate. according to the Timaezrs commentary. is the monad of Time. 

Because the logui which constitute the Soul's olrsia are the its own participation in 

.Lorn. the dianoetic activity of Soul as an unfolding of its own olrsiu is also an unfolding 

of .\'OM itself. And because the particular norrs which the Soul unfolds is the monad of 
. .. 
I lme. this is the sense in which Time is a measure of the Soul's activity. The Soul 

unfolds and unrolls the nom which is the monad of Time. through a thinking activity 

ivhich may be understood metaphorically as a circle. circuit. or period which has Time as 

its centre. 

And so. Time is eternal. and a monad. and a centre by its essence and its activity 
which has remained at rest in itself; and at the same time it is continuous. and is a 
number. and a circle by its procession and what participates in it. [Time] then is a 
certain proceeding nola. since it could not bring to perfection the resemblance of 
encosmic beings to their paradigms unless it itself were first suspended from 



[these paradigms], but it also proceeds and flows en mcrsse towards the things [ru 
prqmaro] over which it keeps guard.'23 

The Soul partakes of Time. but not in its ousia. Rather, it is the changing 

u~rrgr ia  of Soul which participates in Time. The Soul unfolds its own unchanging ousirr. 

but this ottsicr participates in !Vous atemporally. It is only in the activity of unrolling and 

unfolding its own oirsicr in the probol; rdn olisciidddn Iugbn that the Soul participates in 

Time. Why not identify the monad of Time with the omia of the Soul? This is a 

comples issue. and amounts to the question "why is the ousirr of the Soul not itself 

.\hlu?" The answer is likely that the Soul's mrsirr is not identical to .Vuii.s. but rather is a 

remaining in :L'oirs because .Yuiis is the Soul's point of clepanurc. and that towards which 

its cnergeia strives in its renirn. Again we must resist thinking oCu~r.sicr. rltmctmis. and 

L ' ) I L ' ~ , ~ ~ ~ c I  as three absolutely separate things. They are moments of the unfolding of Soul 

as a ~vhols, So the ousia of the Soul is not identical to Sotis in the same manner in which 

the point of departure is not identical to the first Icg of a journey. 

Timc is at rest both in its ouisicr and its encrgeicr while the Soul is at rest only in its 

~ I I S ~ L I .  anil is in motion in its rnrrxria. However. Time proceeds in its participants. so the 

description of Time as at rest has to be understood in such a way that in itself Time is at 

rest. both in its ulrsicr and its internal mergeiu. but is also in motion in its participants. or 

in its external mergeio. 

For Time is eternal not only in its olrsiu. but also in its internal energricr. 
remaining always the same. It is in motion only insofar as it is participated by that 
~vhich is outside of it. extending to them its portion and coinciding with them. By 
contrast. every Soul is moved in a transitional manner (mcraba(ik6s) both with 
regard to its internal energeia and its external energeiu. that through which it 
moves bodies."' 



Notice that being at rest and being eternal are identified here. Notice as well that Time's 

presence in its participants and its external enrrgeia must be identified. If we take the 

three terms - ousia. internal rnergeiu, and external energeic~ - we are able to rank 

Eternity. Time. and the Soul with regard to a greater and greater share in motion. Eternity 

is at rest in its olisiu. internal enrrgeicr. and external rnergeici. Time as .Vuirs is at rest in 

its oirsil~. and its internal rnergeiu. but it is in motion in its external energeic~. i.e. in its 

participants. The Soul. on the other hand. remains in Nolis. and so is said to have an 

olisiu which is at rest and eternal. Yet neither its internal nor external rnergeia is at 

rest.'!" 

Proclus describes the energritr of the Soul as a circle. circuit. or period around the 

ccntre ~vhich is Time. The circle metaphor is extremely important for Proclus. as it is his 

primary metaphor tbr describing the relation between dicmoicr and :lruus. It may be 

thought of in tivo complementary Lvays. In one \way of thinking. .\biis is a point on the 

circumference of the circle. The circumference. as the activity of Soul. circles forth. 

unrolls the concentrated content ot':Voirs. and returns back to its beginning point in Yotrs 

at the end of its period. As we saw in chapter 111. this version of the circle metaphor may 

end with the circumference reaching its initial point. or failing to reach the initial point. 

One iwsion empllasises the abiIity of lower things to unite with their causes. and the 

other version emphasises the independent existence of the effect. In the contest of the 

Soul's circuit around the monad of Time the complementary point of view is more 

important. Here .Yam is not a point on the circumference of the circle which is the Soul's 

activity. Instead .Vozrs. as Time. is the centre of the circle. and the Soul's activity is the 

circumference. The distance of the circumference from the centre indicates that the Soul 

has proceeded from Abirs. And the orientation of the circumference around the centre 

indicates the circling return by which the Soul tries to attain the unity of Notrs. but makes 



itself many in its own thinking. The Soul circles around Noris. viewing it from different 

sides. and it is the various points of view which constitute the divided logoi which are the 

conceptions of the Soul's dianoia. 

And so the procession of Time is a dividing and unfolding motion [kinisis] which 
makes appear part by part the power which remains partfess. like a son of number 
which receives in a divided manner all of the rids of the monad and which returns 
back towards itself and begins the circle anew."' 

The motion of Time. this dividing energeici of Soul which participates in Time. is 

measured by the Monad of Time. and even higher. by the Demiurgtt. and by Eternity. The 

sense of measure becomes clear here. These higher unities are a measure in the sense that 

they are the paradigm which the divided image in the thought of Soul seeks to reflect. 

They measure. because the term of the Soul's period. its metaphorical circuit or 

circumference. is oriented back towards an explication ofthe centre which is Sow. They 

measure. because they are the comprehensive source. and the originary touchstone for the 

divided energein which is the activity of Soul. In virtue ofthis measure the multiplicity 

of Soul's ettergeicr is an ordered multiplicity. rather than an indeterminate mu~titude.~" 

Proclus states that the monad of Time and the dianoetic activity ofthe Soul which 

unfolds i t  is an image of Eternity and the intellisible genera in the rilrroxiion. I t  is 

extremely important to take this statement seriously. Just like Eternity. Time is a 

principle of bringing to birth. or dynamic coming forth. It is a principle which divides up 

the unity of ,Voii.s and gives rise to the multiple energeia which is the periodic motion of 

the Soul. In knowing Noirs through its own logoi. the Soul gives rise to the ontological 

"' In Tini.III.30.26-30: ~tpd~tcnv oi)v to6 XPQVOU ~ i y b t q  a v ~ L i ~ t o u u a  ru i  S~atpoCaa ~ a i  
U E ~ L O T ~ <  P~ouivouoa t j v  a p p q  rai p~ ivaoav  Sljvap~v. h-a9amp tli api8ph~ xavra ta EiSrl nji 
uovu6o< thqpqp~vwi u n o 6 ~ 0 p e v o ~  rai n p o ~  fiautov ~ x t m p i ~ o l v  r a i  a v a ~ u ~ j . 0 6 ~ ~ v o q  

< 7- 

- -  See J.Trouillard. "La procession du temps sclon Proclos." Diorin~a. 4 (1976) pp.104-115: see 
p. 1 10: "Le temps n'est pas seulement une detente. mais une rythme. I1 n'est pas essentiellement un 
glissment indCtini. mais une recuperation de cette fluxion par la puissance nombrante qui procede de 
I'6tsmid. I I  n'est pas avant tout un mouvement. mais la mesure immobile qui impose un ordre au 
mouvement. De meme que la monade. maitrisant la dyade indefinie. fait naitre nombres et rapports. ainsi le 
nombre informant le mouvement tout entier. I'organise en periodes definies." See J.Trouillard, La 
n~~xrrtgogir dr Proclos (Paris: Belles Lemes. 1982) pp. 165-167, for a discussion of the circle as a metaphor 
for the activit). of Nous and Soul by which the spiritual hierarchy is articulated. 



and epistemolo&ical station which it occupies. The Soul's activity is that by which it 

brings itself to birth. by coming forth from 1 ~ o ~ r s . ' ~ ~  Eternity gives rise to multiplicity as 

simultaneous presence. Time. on the other hand. gives rise to serial motion. We as souls 

do not have the entirety of the intellisible eidi present to our minds. Rather. we strive 

erotically to~vards them throush a dividing thinking which sees them dimly. part by part. 

So t\.hile Eternity and Time are both principles of bringing forth multiplicity. of giving 

birth to a multipIe image o f a  prior unity. they themselves differ from each other as 

paradigm and image. The whole of Eternity is present to the intelligibles. and so the 

IL hole of Time is present to its participants. but while Eternity is present to the crltto:dion 

all at once. Time is broken up in its participants into what Proclus calls the eid2 of Time: 

\\as. is. and i b i l l  be.""his difference is expressed in a lovely uay even in the names for 

Eternity and Time. according to Proclus. Eternity (.-lidnu) is to aei eincri. i.e. the being 

\\hich al\.ca!s is: while Time (chronos) is chorortol~v. i.e. the nous which dances in a 

circle like the c h o r ~ s . " ~  

Moreover. both Eternity and Time are principles not only of bringing to birth. but 

of mi tication. The intelligible genera in the ulrtoz4ion are not simply a disordered 

collection of Forms. Rather. they are a complete totality of living Forms which are 

unified as a singlc retlection of the unity of the One-Being. The logoi which the Soul 

projects. as long as its crrt~okinCsis is not infected with the heterokinisi.r which arises from 

body. are not simply disordered thoughts about this or that. They are multiple. and in that 

sense are a descent from the unity of ,lbrls. However. they are each of them vectors back 

towards the .Vms which is the centre of their life. Hence the unfolding of logoi in the 

pr-obol2 tiin otutii&fhn iogdn allows the Soul to leave this unfolding behind. by making 

r 23 Cf. A. CharIes-Saget. L'architec~trrr du divin. ma~ht!mariqtre er philosophie che: Plotin ef 
Prodra (Paris: Lcs B e k s  Lettres. 1981) p.256: "La parole philosophique ne pretend donc pas dire 
strictement ce qui est. elle produit ii purtir de ce qui est. Par ce lien indiscernable entre le modele chache et 
ce qu'il inspire. la philosophie sst a la fois revelation et production." 

"9 in T'inr.III.37.OI ; 50.21-51.22 
"" In Tit~III.9.16-18; ZS.00. 



more and more clear that the Soul itself is an image. and in doing so pointing more and 

more ciearly the way towards :Volts as the paradigm. 

But as long as our thinking remains diunoio without passing over into Norrs it will 

srck wholeness without achieving it. 

The dit'ticiilty on this point is that the substantial autoconstitution of the Soul is 
eternal (aidnimn). while its power and activity are temporal [EI.Th. 191). Without 
doubt this temporality is implicit in the complex subsistence (hlrpm-xis) of the 
Soul [ i ~  Tim.II.147.29-148.51. But [its htrpurxi.~] remains no less a simultaneous 
totality (holon hcrmn) [El. Th.521. and i t  is impossible for that which is successive 
to adequate it. It is for this reason that duration expands without limit. in order to 
mimic through an indefinit extension the infinite intension of its centre. The 
cosmos. according to Proclus. can neither begin nor end: it never ceases to unfold 
its instants. because it has never finished expressing its principles. It repeats its 
passage into being unceasingly. because it cannot receive the infinite power of its 
cause in a single instant. In the same manner. each intuition has need of an 
indefinite circuit of discourse; and each singular psychic essence has need of an 
unlimited unfolding of individual histories in order to express itself in becoming 
[El. Th.1061. This is without doubt one of the meanings of the Myth of ~r . ' "  

'the binh o f  dianoctic lugoi will not cease until we reach the goal of all climoicr. which is 

to leave behind rlimoili altogether. 

"' J.Trouillard. La mystagogie de Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1 982) pp.63-64. 
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CHAPTER VII 

THE SOUL'S .VO.&IS AND HE:VOSIS 

Diimoiir makes the Soul to be a divided image of ,Vozrs. However. riianoiu is not 

the only thing in the Soul. It possesses opinion and sensation. and it also possesses nous. 

and its own "one." In this chapter we will examine the Soul's no2si.s and hmbsis. 

Plotinus was criticised by later Neoplatonists for his doctrine of the undescended 

soul. the idea that there is a part of the soul which is always unified with .\;'oils. When the 

Soul puts off its divided powers. it retreats into this pan of itself. a part which has never 

Icft .\i)lu. and through this part it knows the intelligibles. If this is the case. say his 

succcssors. then the Soul is always in possession of complete intellectual virtue. for it is 

aluays gasping the intelligibles. But this seems to contradict the misery and vice which 

~ t e  find in many souls. The final proposition of Proclus' Elmrnrs of'Thrologv is directed 

against the doctrine of the undescended soul: "Every partial soul. tvhen it  descends into 

gcnrsis descends as a whole. and there is not a part which remains above and a part which 

descer~ds." '~~ This proposition gives the impression that the soul which has descended 

into genesis has nothing whatsoever in it higher than its temporally divided activity. 

However, this can not be the case. We know tiom other texts that Proclus thinks the soul 

has its own nozrs. and its own one. and it is unlikely that these parts disappear when the 

soul descends into genesis. The most obvious contradiction of the idea o f a  soul whose 

highest part is riianoiu is the first proposition of the Elements of'Thrology: "Every 



multiplicity participates in some way in the Certainly the soul which has 

descended into genesis still participates the One. And just as the One is present to all 

things as the unity which confers determination on them. so the Soul has its own unity. 

\\ hich is the presence to it of the One. 

I think there is a better way to understand this final proposition of the Elements of' 

TIteolocyl~. and with i t  to understand ProcIus' objection to the undescrnded soul. We must 

remember that although spatial metaphors are useful. they can also be misleading. When 

the soul 'descends' into genesis. it is not going anywhere. If ive take this metaphor too 

literally. we begin to think that the soul who has come t l o w  here. into genesis. cannot 

also possess no~rs. because notis is not clown here. it is up there. in its own place. and that 

place is not dow7 here. But this motion of the soul into genesis is not a spatial 

translation. rather. i t  is a motion by which it ceases to direct its attention towards one 

thing. and directs it towards another. To use a different spatial metaphor. the soul 

descending into genesis ceases to attend to the Xo~rs which is present to it. and instead 

attends to the body which is outside. And when it does this. it does so with its entire 

attention. .And so Proclus says that when the soul descends towards ge~tesis. it does so 

cornplrtely. and there is not a part of it which remains above. But this means that the soul 

nhich attends to body is not also attending to m i s .  In other words. Plotinus' mistake was 

to bitiircats the soul's attention. and to hold that a soul can at the same time attend to body 

nith one part of itself. and even be subdued by the passions arising from body. while at 

the same time attending to the intelligibles with another part of itself. Thus the Plotinian 

soul can at the same time enjoy the highest bliss and the deepest misery. Proclus does not 

think this is possible. So while he does think that Nous and the One are always present to 

the Soul. as they are present to everything else. he does not think that the soul always 

attends to them. In his threefold classification of Souls in El. Th. proposition 184 he tells 



us that partial souIs move from intellection to unintellection (crpo norr cis unoim). This is 

tvhat marks them utT tiom higher souls. Partial souls are also the only souls which 

descend into genesis. So I think there is good reason to identify the descent into genesis 

with the move from intellection to unintellection. In other words. the descent is really a 

movement of attention rrom the intelligible to the bodily. So while Proclus does think 

that the One and Xulis are always present to the soul, even to the descended soul. he does 

not hold the Plorinian doctrine of the undescended soul. as I understand it. 

In most other ways. however, Proclus agrees with Plotinus about the Soul. 

Proclus' descrip~ion of the Soul is more detailed and systematic than is the account found 

in the Et~nrrrrb. But in its main points the account is the same.''' In both authors the 

Soul is distinguished from .Vow by the temporal division of its activity. but in both 

authors thc soul can take on the unity of .v~Ks."' And in both authors. the soul rises 

ah0i.c its proper station in this way by shedding itself of its native multiplicity. In his 

5 :4 For a different view, see H.J. Blumenthal. "Some problems about body and soul in later pagan 
Neoplatonism: do they follow a pattern?" in Plaronism~rs lrrtd Chrisrennrnt. Fessrschrflfirr Hrinrich Dvrric.. 
hrsg. von H . D .  Blume und F. Mann ("Jahrbuch FUr Anrike und Chrisrentum". Ergrnzungsband 10) 
(Milnster: AschendortTsche Verlagsbuchhandlung. 1 9 8 )  pp.75-84. Blumenthal takes the position that later 
Neoplatonists after Plotinus have a tendancy on the one hand to multiply entities by inserting terms in 
betwrtn entities. On the other hand. they were also concerned with what he calls "tidiness." They were 
concemcd not to blur the distinctions between the entities which they described. Hence they rejected the 
Plotinian doctrine of the undescended soul because. amon2 other reasons. it would make the soul very 
untid). The soul would then extend from the intelligible down to lower bodily functions. and its precise 
outline would be blurred. While this is true in a sense about Proclus. in another sense it misses what is at 
work in Proclus. Blumenthal accuses Praclus of an alarming inconsistency in his use of terms. We have 
seen in this srudy that he is equally happy calling the olrsiu of the soul a fullness of  logoi or eidc'. even 
though he could have reserved the term logoi for soul and pi& for Yous. I think there are two sides to 
Proclus' thought. On the one hand. he is engaged in an elaborate description of the moments ofthe motion 
of power which unfolds out of  the One. into :Vom. Soul. and the hlaterial World. It is imponant to 
distinguish these momeots one from the other in as explicit detail as possible. The discursive reason which 
is philosophy looks at reality part by pan. and the motion of this power is reality. On the other hand. this 
power which dianoiil breaks into its moments is one continuous dynamic motion of  power. Logoi really are 
d 2  which have descended into the serial motion of the Soul. So these entities which are described as 
distinct in Proclus' thought are also not distinct. From this point of view Proclus seems much more like 
Plotinus. Hence he too can hold that we can rise to !Volrs and the One, even if from the other perspective 
this would seem to make the soul 'untidy'. It is this second perspective which allo\vs for the continuity in 
Proclus' universe. and for [he immanence of the higher in the lower, which must always balance out the 
aspect of transcendence. 

'" See for esample Enn. V .3.8-9. 



discussion at the end of the commentary on the Pnrmenidrs. Proclus closes with the 

injunction that the soul ascending to Nous may not ascend 

nith its multitude of powers, but it must let go of everything which is akin to it 
and whatever divides its activites. And having mounted on high and come to be 
there. and having come to anchor in the One-Being, it must bring itself towards 
the One itself, and make itself one. not being curiously busy about many 
things ... but rather closing its eyes altogether and gathering together aI1 its activity 
and being satisfied with unity alone."6 

It is clear that the Soul can not unite with :Vom or the One through dicinoiu. Just before 

this passage. Proclus had spoken of the insufficiency of a11 knowledge for grasping the 

One: 

Do not regard only the knowledge which is in us (for it is partial and there is 
nothing honourable in it. for it does not know the One): but regard also the 
daimonic kno~vledge. through which they contemplate beings: and the angelic. 
through tvhich they have intellection of the things which precede them: and that of 
the rncosmic gods. through which they tbllow upon the absolute gods. their 
leaders (cipollrrois hegmrosin): and that of the absolute gods themselves. by which 
they have their activity in a detached manner about the intelligible: and higher 
still. that of the assimilative gods. through ivhich they primarily assimilate 
themselves to the intellectual gods: and. in addition to these. regard the primal 
source of kno~vledge. which is united to the intelligible objects themselves. and 
~vhic h the Phoe~lrzrs called "knowledge-itsel t' (crrrtoepisrPmP): and above all of 
these. regard the intelligible union which remains inside the innermost sanctuary 
of Being. secret and ~nutterablr."~ 

The soul's knowledge is "partial and there is nothing honourable in it." This partial 

knoivledge is tli~utoirr. We have seen in chapter 111 the Procline principle that the 

I 3 6  In P w n .  S.R.M..690-694 [520.33-1 I]: peta f i $ 3 o y  6uvapEarv avapEiv~tv. uMix rcavra 
aothva~ r u  tau* m r { ~ v f i  r a i  6aa 6taLpEi rac t v ~ p y t ~ i u <  ai)njq Un~pPEPqruiav 6€ ~ a i   EKE^ 
.(~vopEvrlv h-ai opp~a0eiaav t v  5 4  t v i  ivlt n p o ~  alito to Pv a G i v  xpoaa{e~v ~ a i  Lvicerv pfi 
xoi.unpu~~povotaav ... aicha n a v r q j  pi~ouaav r a i  ~ b s a v  rip h i p - i ~ t a v  o u d M o w a v  r;ai aproupEvqv 
r;i EVO~OEL ~ O V O V .  See also the wider passage. in  Parnr. S.RM.687-723 [320.34-32 1.691. 

5:- In Prrrm. S.R.M..38 1-29 I [506.34-307.J-!]: p i  uovov i6q5 i v  i p i v  - p ~ p ~ i n i  yap ai jm lcai 
o i ~ 6 ~ v  o~pvbv  Ev a<*. 06 'yap, ~ L - ~ ~ U K E L  TO 15 -. a l i u  r a i  n j v  Sarpviav ~ n i m q v .  6 ~ '  i c  r a  ;ma 
BEGVTUL. ~ a i  n jv ~ ~ ' ~ ~ E A L K T ~ v .  6 ~ '  VOOGGI t a  npo a i .1~6~.  ~ a i  n iv  T ~ V  ~-pmspiuv OE&. 81' f i ~  EEOWUL 
r o i  a x o i l h t c  i y e p h i v .  l ta i  t6v axoku~uv a l i ~ i v .  1 ~ ~ 0 '  fiv d I l t 0 i h ~  mp'I TO V O ~ T O Y  Ev~pyo i icn~.  
~ u i  QVWTEPW rfiv r6v a o o p o ~ ~ r i r ~ v .  81' EUUTO* X P ~ ~ K S  aoopo~otcn T O ~ G  vo~po i<  hi<. r a i  rbv  
TOVTOI< €51 ti lv q y a i a v  E~tonipqv njv ainoi~ j v w p i y v  mi; voq~oig. fiv ~ a i  u6roextafpqv t, 
Qui6poi n p o q l y o p ~ u a ~ v  ~ a i  i ~ n ~ p  naa13v j v  v o q i v  p h v  ev6uv pbvouaav i-v t@ aairtct, toti &TO<. 

~ p u o i a v  o6crav ~ a i  cio0egtov. 



knowledge in the knower is characterised by the knower itself, not the object known.538 

and so that sensation. phanimirr. ~iiunoiu. and norrs all know their object in their own 

manner,'3" 'The converse of this is that the various degrees of reality are known by the 

p0ivt.r appropriate to them. 

For ive say that in all degrees of reality like is known by like: the object of 
sensation is of course grasped by sensation. the object of opinion by opinion. the 
object of ~iianoia by di~moirr. the intelligible object by nous. so that that which is 
most one is grasped by the one and the ineffable is grasped by the ineffable. 
Socrates in the .llcibicrtics said rightly that the soul in entering itself sees all other 
things and sees god. For inclining towards its own unity (hm6sin) and the centre 
of its entire life. and pulling away from multiplicity and diversity of the varied 
powers in it. the soul rises to the highest point of view itself of beings.'J0 

So the Soul ivhich rises to .Volts and the One does so through its oivn no~rs. and its own 

one. In this chapter tve ivill discuss the Soul's noCsi.~. and its union with the One 

(hrt1bsi.s). In the first part we will examine a passage from the In Tirrmwm which draws 

togcthcr ~ l i ~ ~ u o i u  and noisis as closcly as they can be drawn together. In tho second part 

\vs \vill examine the tlower of noiu and the tlouer ofthe soul. by which the Soul 

surpasses chnuic~. We tvill also look brie tly at the interpretation of the relation between 

the Soul and the One in Jean Trouillard. and the theory behind the practice oftheurgy. 

VI1.i. .\'oP.si.s and dicmoiu in In Tinweurn 1.243.27-248.6 

In this section we will examine an important passage from Proclus' commentary 

on the ~imctnls."" In this passage Proclus distinguishes between six levels of intellection 

(noisis). It is important for our study. because in it Proclus draws together noisis and 

!:R DL'c. club. 7.20-25. 
5:" 

In Tim.I.352.1 1-19. 
"" PIa. Theol. I .  15.17-16.1: T@ -(up o~o i?  rtavtayoi, oapEv ru ij~oia yivimedui- rj p ~ v  

uio0fioet SrlicuGfi to aioerlrov. rfJ SE 663j to G~aarov. rfl SE Stavoia to S~avoqrov. r@ SE vw to voqrov. 
(ijme ~ a i  r@ ~ v i  TO Evt~Ota~ov ~ a i  T@ appqt@ TO ~ P P ~ T O V .  'Op9Gi -pip ~ a i  o €V ' A F . K L P L ~ G ~  Zu~pa.nl~ 
E ~ / E V  ei; Eavnjv ~icnoimav Ti)v yrufiv Ta TE 6Ma navtu ~atoymfh~ ~ a i  rov 9 ~ 6 ~ -  mw~ljouda -fap 
e i  njv Ea~fli  E V W ~ V  ~ a i  to KEVTPOV f l ~  m p ~ a q ~  <ufiS ~ a i  TO djeog arcom~uajop~vq ~ a i  n j v  
no~~thiav TWV EV aiIrfJ navt08anGv S U V ~ ~ ~ E Q V .  EX' aiInjv 6V~t61 K+ G~pav TGV OVKWV mpiumjv. 

!.I I In Tim. 1.243.37-248.6. 



liiwoia more closeIy than anywhere else, such that the perfection of riimoia leads the 

Soul to nohis. 

In the passage in question. Proclus is commenting on the following lemma: "That 

which is grasped by no2sis with logos is always the same. That which is opined by 

opinion ivith unreasoning sense-perception (nwt'ciisdl~seds crlogou) comes to be and 

passes alvay, and never really is."'" Plato makes here a two-fold distinction. which is 

both ontological and cognitive. Corresponding to "the being tvhich is always the same" 

(tiri k m r  rmta on) and "that which comes into existence and passes away" (gignomenon 

kri ~ipoiItimc.non) there are "noisis with logos' (noisis mera logou) and "opinion with 

sense-perception" (rlo.ra mrr' clisrheseds). This ttvo-fold distinction corresponds to the 

later passage of the Tinluetrs where the movements of the Circle of the Same and Circle 

of the Other give rise to knowledge and to opinion. 

This two-fold distinction is insufficient for Proclus' more complex metaphysics. 

Proclus must interpret Plato's text in such a manner that it stands as it is. without error. 

.t.t hoIds xvithin itself the f ~ ~ n h e r  distinctions needed for Proclus' own system. From a 

non-Neoplatonic reading of the test. Plato's phrase noisis mera logotr might be taken say 

that there is one sort of cognitive activity. called noisis. which knows unchanging being. 

and that this r7oCsis includes a logos in some way. On a Neoplatonic reading. this draws 

noi..si.s and Ioyos too closely together. and runs the risk of identifjing notrs and riilinoia. 

Rather than a bvo-fold distinction. Procius find four orders of knowing clearly 

distinguished in Plato's text: nobis. logos. dara and nisth~sis.'~' In order to show that 

this is in fact the correct interpretation of Plato's text. Proclus gives a long and interesting 

discussion of the lemma in question. distinguishing between six levels of no2sis. and the 

i l l  T i m . 2 8 ~  To p i v  64 vo+r p ~ ~ a  L ~ Y O U  IZE~L)~T]TKOV ci~i ~ a t a  ~ai)~dli)v. TO S€ a 6  S ~ T J  PET' 

a i ~ O + x u ~  ahdyou Go<amov - ~ ~ y v o p ~ v o v  ~ a i  axolktjp~vov. 6 n q  612 OU~EXOTE Gv. The previous lemma 
has ser the subject of the difference between the being which always is. and that which becomes and never 
is. Tint27d:  "What is that which always is. and never possesses coming to be. and what is that tvhich 
comes to be. and never is ( t i  .ro Gv a ~ i .  ~ E V E ~ ;  6k O ~ K  gyov. ~ a i  ti ro yov6pzvov p ~ v .  i v  6i: O U ~ E ~ O ~ E ) ? "  

"j Cf. the divided line the Republic. 



various senses of logos, distinguishing logos from noCsi.s on the one hand, and from tio.ro 

on the other. 

The first three levels of noPsis correspond to the three moments of the hypostasis 

of .Yorrs: intel1igible. intelligible-and-intellectual. and intellectual moments (noPron. 

noi.ron ktri ttorron. noeron). This is not the same triad as we have seen in chapter VI. 

Being. Eternity. and the amzdion are the three intelligible triads. and as such they 

constitute the no0ion order. The noPton of h'om as a whole is also called Being. the 

no0rou h i  norron is Life, and the noeron is also called .V~~I .S . '~"  So the first three levels 

of no0.si.s correspond to the nobis of Being. Life and iVolrs (on. 5 2 .  now). As mentioned 

abo1.e. the triad of  Being. Life and :l'o!rs parallels the triads of orisicr. tllmanris. and 

c.tw,:iyi~r. and the triad ofmonP. prootlos. and episrrophP. These three moments are the 

moments of the self-unfolding of .Voru. beginning from Being as the object of thought 

and the origin of all determinations. Life is the power of Being to grasp itself, in 

knotvldge. and .lbw proper is the knowing moment. 

The first le\.el of ~oiisis. called "nuisis he noiri." or intelligibile intellection. 

The tirst type of noisb is intelligible no0si.s. which is agreement with the 
intelligible. and is nothing other than the intelligible. It is no0sis in the manner of 
being. and being itself (oiisidriis esri noisis kui crlrtoorrsicr), because all that is in 
the intelligible exists in this manner. in the manner of being and intelligibly 
(olrsiciriis kni nofr6.~)."~ 

This is the moment ~f Being in .Vous. considered as a type of noisis insofar as it shares in 

the third moment of Xvirs. A s  we have remarked with regard to the triadic structure of 

the Soul. we should be cautious about distinguishing too sharply between the moments of 

.Volts. .Yom is one reality. and these triadic analyses are intended to trace the moments of 

the motion of a single power. So each of the moments share in each of the others. That is 

Proclus gives the same name to both a triad as a whole and one of its constituents. in order to 
rrnphasise the predominance of that constituent in the triad. 

!45 In Tim.1.743.19-244.2.: rcpoiq pLv o h  i m ~  v o q q  f i  voqni. ~ i <  rairrov ii~ouoa t@ voqt@ ~ a i  
0 % ~  k p o v  o h u  xapu so voqtov. f i  ~ a i  o k c 3 6 q ~  i m i  voqoti ~ a i  airroowia. Gton miv to i v  t@ voqt@ 
rourov U & ~ K E  rov .rpoxov. o u ~ ~ w 6 $  ~ a i  voqt%. 



tvhy the tirst moment. the nodon. or intelligible. also thinks. according to Proclus. It too 

has its own noisis insofar as the third moment is present to it. 

The second type of no2sis is the life and power which joins nolrs to the intelligible 

object dealt with in a similar manner. 

The second [type ofnoisis] joins nous to the intelligible. It has a character which 
binds together and leads together the extremes. and it is life and power (z6i kui 
rhncmtis). I t  fills nous from out of the intelligible. and establishes noits towards 
the intelligible.'"6 

The tvords "filling" (pI2rultsa) and "founding" or "establishing" (enidrzrolrsa). with the 

prepositions "from" (up) and "towards" (cis). give the sense of a double motion. .Volrs is 

filled by a motion arising from the intelligible. and is in turn drawn back towards the 

intelligible tvhich fills it. The medium of this double motion is the second moment of the 

hypostasis. Life. Life is also said to have a noisis. for the same reason as Being is said to 

have a nobis. The they both share in the third moment. and it in them. 

Third is the rtoL;sis of the third moment. Nmrs itself. 

Third is the ~wis i s  wedded (suzugos) do the divine No~rs itself. This noisis is the 
mergeicr of ~o1r.s."' through which it has grasped the intelligible which is in it. 
and in accordance with which i t  k n o w  itself. and in virtue of which it is itself. It 
is an L ' M L ' ~ ~ ' R L ' ~ c J .  and it noSxis itself (alrtonoCsis). but it is not intelligible nokis. nor 
nut;sis as clru~arnis. but as mergeiu. as has been said. and intellectual no2sis 
(tzoera no&is). 548 

Proclus says that this is nuisis itself. What he means by this is that noOsis is the act of 

knowing. of grasping the determinations of Being. and this is the moment of : b u s  which 

is the knowing moment. grasping Being as the first moment of ,Vow. This is why this 

5Jb In Tin1.1.244.2-6.: & d p a  6~ fl cruvcintouua T@ voqt@ tov voiv. auvelcnmjv ~ ~ o u u a  ~ a i  
mva-p-(uv r6v  UKPWV i6~oqta rai odua (mi K U ~  ~ U V U F I ~ .  7tkqpo&Sa p€v a x 0  to< voqto6 tov voiv. 
PvtdpGoucra 6~ t6v vuiiv ei; to voqtov. 

547 This is the hypostasis as a whole. the previous .Voris is the third moment. So this noksis is 
wedded to the third moment. which is the energeia ofrhe hypostasis as a whole. through which it has 
grasped the tirst moment o f  the hypostasis. 

548 In Tim.I.2JJ.6-I I .: ~ p i q  61i fi B€v[ a674 7 4  0 ~ i y  v@ miruyog vorlotg. i v i p l e ~ a  ohra  roc 
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voqm<. 



moment has the same name as the entire hypostasis, because it is what makes :Volis as a 

whole a knoiving hypostasis. Insofar as the the lower types of noisis are types of noisis, 

it is because they too grasp the intelligible. So the first three types of noisis. then. are 

intelligible noPsis (no2rL; noisis). noisis as power (hmtimis). and intellectual nocsis 

(noclrtr noPsis). corresponding to the three moments of the hypostasis of .Vow. 

The fourth level ofno2sis is the noPsis of the partial intellects (h2 rbn merik6n 

nocin noPsis). These are the noes which are stand in the coordinate series. emanating 

from the monad of Noirs. Contemporary Neoplatonic scholarship often uses a spatial 

metaphor to distinguish between a monad's coordinate and subordinate causation. So we 

speak of a twtical and a horizontal scheme of causation. Standing in the horizontal 

schcme is the One. :Vmu. Soul. and Body. The horizontal scheme is the causation of 

hcnads by the One. rtoes by the monad of :C'oiis. souls by the monad of Soul. and bodies 

by Nature. The partial .Yoes have the same internal structure as does .Lblrs iwelC 

containing its three moments: the intelligible object. the intelligible object's power to be 

knotvn. and the knowing grasp of the intelligible object. Proclus does not assign to them 

three sorts of noisis in this classification. although he does distinguish their internal 

moments. 

The no&is of the partial intellects holds the fourth place. since each of them has 
both a certain intelligible object [noi~on] completely wedded to itself. and noisis. 
Rather. each has all of them in a partial manner, notis. nobis. noiton. through 
tvhich each of them is joined to the wholes and intelligises the whole intelligible 

Proclus has neglected to mention the moment of life and power which is in the partial 

nous. but we can be confident that it is there. His point is that even in the partid noiis. 

noisis is a grasping of the intelligible object. And so the partial notis must somehow 



have the tio2ron present to it.''' The difference between iV01i~ as a whole and the partial 

mms is that the partial nola has all three moments in a partial manner (merik6s). Just 

bclow this passage. Proclus recaps his discussion of the first four levels of noZsis by 

saying the following: 

But where in the [first] case no2si.s is the known object (gnbston) [ i t .  being]. in 
the second case [i.e. life] it possesses the first [i.e.being]. In the third case [norrsl 
it possesses the second [life]. and sees the first [being] as a whole (holikcjs). In the 
nest case [i.e. the partial noes] it is the known object in a partial manner (esti men 
(0 gtltiston nwikds). and sees the wholes through the part (horcri dr kui m holu dill 
roll nterik~~r). '~'  

Proclus justaposes 'as a whole' (holikds) and 'in a partial manner' (tnerikris). We will 

esamine this distinction in more detail when we speak of the noOsis of the partial soul. 

Proclus does not say very much about this partial noes in this passage. saying he has 

esplained them in detail elsewhere."' However. he does say quite a bit concerning the 

relation of the partial noes to the rational soul. We Lvill look at this below. 

Before esamining the fifth son of noisis. the noO.si.v of the Soul. which in this 

passage Proclus calIs the "Soul which has logoi" (logik; psrrchi). we will mention brietly 

the sixth sort of noOsi3.. the knowledge gained through the imagination (phantcisia). 

!'ll 
.At this point Festugere seems to think there is a corruption in the text. because it states that each 

partial norrs canrorns now: " i l  est etnnge de lire que chaque voiic possede ~ E ~ I I C O S  le voiig: peut-&re 
voii<. vorlo~;. voq~ov (sic CMP: voiiv voqmv sont une correction de la vulgate) sont-ils une glose comme le 
conjecture Diehl." [Festugiere. Comnrrnrairr srrr ie Timer. vol.2, p.79. note 1) Festugiere wishes to change 
the accusative. noun. to the nominative. not~s. in order to correct the sense. However. I think Festugiere is 
mistaken here. If the hypostasis, which is called Nolrs, contains as its third moment 'notrs'. as mrrgeia. it 
makes sense that each panial :Voirs will contain a third moment similarly called nous. This is not an 
ontological confusion on Proclus' pan. but rather a terminological dificulty arising from giving the same 
name to the hypostasis as a whole and to its third moment. 

!!I In T1nr.I.244.13-17: an- 6nou piv i m r v  aGrb so yvombv il v o q o ~ q  onou Si &m g iv  to 
Seirrepov. EXEL SE ro rrpirov onou 6i: pPv ro rpirov. ZXEL 8i: to BE~KEPOV. ope 64 TO X ~ ~ T O V  

b h 1 ~ 6 q  iinou & Cart pLv TO pocnov y e p ~ l c e .  3pa 61+ ~ a i  ta 3ha 61a so< ~ E P L K O U .  

'" At this point Festugiere laments that Proclus seems not to have given a more explicit explication 
of the panial noes elsewhere: "I1 est dommage que ProcIus n'ait pas Cti  ici plus explicite. car, autant qu'il 
semble. on ne voit pas qu'il ait donne aifleun ( i v  iiUotq 145.22) de doctrine precise et complete sur le 
u ~ p ~ ~ t i ;  vocc. Diehl renvoie a El. Theol. .. prop. 109 (96.13 ss. Dodds). mais ce n'est qu'un des lieux de cet 
ouvraze ou paraisse le U E ~ L K O S  vaii~. i l  est en ce lieu suppose connu. non defini ni explique. et i l  ne sert qur 
pour I'application a un cas paniculier du principe plus _eenenl enonce prop. 108." 



Sixth. if you wish to count even this. the knowledge gained throughphrrnrusiu (hi  
phmrosriki gnisis) is called nobis by some people. and phanrmirr passive notis 
(nolrs hP phantasiu pcrrh2rikos). because it knows what it knows interiorly. making 
use of impressions and tigures."-' 

Proclus seems fairly non-committal about this sort of no2sis. and seems to include it only 

for completeness. When recapping his discussion. Proclus seems to deny that phrrnrusitr 

is a nuLsis at all. It uses form and figure (schOmu and morphi), but eternal being is what 

is most far tiom these. Further. phanrirsitr does not contain a logos. He calls it an 

irrational type of knowing (gndsis alogos), and no knowledge without a logos is able to 

grasp being itself. The implication of this is that dicmoin. which does make use of a 

lugos. is in fact able to grasp being itself in some manner. Finally. phanrtrsitr is nor able 

to grasp a universal (ro k~rthoio~i,..hcrirein). whereas the noisis of the loyik2 psrichi has 

just been said to grasp the wholes in a partial manner (homi men rcr holcr, allu mrrikis 

htinlo h i  orrk rrd~rods)."~ Proclus seems to be using phtrnrusiri here as a storehouse of 

senson. impressions. rather than the medium of the unfolding of geometrical 1 0 ~ o i . ~ '  In 

any case. i t  seems that the logos of the Soul is the lowest level which can correctly be 

called m2.si.s. 

Proclus' initial treatment of the logiki psuchi is brief. He says: 

The no5sis of the rational soul (16s psrrch6s rEs logikgs) is tifth. As the rational 
soul is called (legertri) n o w  so is its knowledge (gn6sis) nohis. i.e. a noisis 
which passes from one thing to another (merubatiki noisis) and has time 
connatural (szunphlrC) to itself.'j6 

The phrase meirrharikg nozsis must refer to tiiunoia. because it is tlicrnoio that is 

mrrahciriki.. Dirlnoi~t is classed as a type of noisis here. because ciicmoicr does hate a 

grasp of the intelligible. just as the higher sorts of noisis were qualitied. however. so is 



tliclnoicr ~oPsis in a qualified manner. The difference between clianoia as noisis and the 

ito2.sis of the partial nous is that the panial nous sees the whole of Being through a part in 

a single grasp. while tlionoia must move from part to part. Form to Form. in order to see 

the whole of Being. The function of calling cliclnoicr nobis is to bring diunoiu and nobis 

closer than one might otherwise think. They are different types of the same activity. the 

grasping of intelligible being. 

If ~ v e  consider the declension from the hypostasis of:Volrs. to the partial noes. to 

the logiki psi1ch0. we will notice the sort of diminishment in cognitive powers which 

Proclus means to convey. .Votr,s has a third moment (,Volrs) which is able to grasp its first 

moment (Being) as a whole. Partial noes are weaker than the monad of:Vo~. and 

although they still grasp Being as a whole. they grasp the whole which is reflected in the 

part. and this grasping takes place without time. Lugikuipsrrchai. finally. are not able to 

grasp the whole of being through any one part. but must move tiom part to part. their 

motion of thinking measured by Time. and so come to grasp the whole. There is a logic 
--. 

at play here. by which Proclus travels from 'whole in the whole'. to 'whole in the pan'. and 

finally to 'Lvhole in the totality of parts'. The next stage in the declension ofcognition is 

phmzrmitr. ivhich cannot grasp the whole of Being at all. 

As we said in our introduction. there are various sorts of souls. according to 

Proclus. Above the partial souls are the heroes. angels. and demons who are intermediate 

bet~veen partial souls and the divine souls who occupy the highest place. Proclus' 

discussion turns at this point towards the partial soul. distinguising it tiom the angelic and 

daimonic."' Proclus takes Plato's two phrases from the Timaelis Iemma under 

discussion. 'noPsis with Iogos' (nogsis mera io,polr) and 'opinion with sense-perception' 

(tlo.rrr  net' i~isthese6s). and divides each phrase into two terms. saying that in the second 

phrase one of the terms (aisthisis) lies beIow the rational soul. while in the first phrase 



one of the terms (noisis) lies above it. It is important that Proclus qualifies noisis here. 

saying that "noisis considered in itself is above" the soul (110 noPsis unrjterd kat' 

~ ~ i , n ) . " \ ~ l t h o u ~ h  nogsis in itself lies above the rational soul. clicmoiu is both a sort of 

no0.si.s. and able to lead the soul towards this higher sort of noisis. 

For the partial now is established immediately above our ousiu. leading it up and 
perfecting it. It is towards this that we are turned (rpistrephornerhu) when we are 
purified through philosophy. and bind our own intellectual power (noerun 
tlwxrmin) to the n o M  of that ,~'orts."" 

"Being turned towards" is episrrrphomethcr. which has the technical sense of the 

epistrlwpll in mon0. prootlos. and rpistrophi. So this text says that the aim of philosophy 

is a purification which allows our own noetic power to be bound to :Votis itselE through 

the episrrophL; of the partial soul. Proclus says three things about the relation ofthe 

partial soul to the partial noris. 1.4.) There is not a one-to-one correspondance between 

thcm. so there are numerically more partial souls than partial noes. (B.) Second. the 

partial notis is not participated directly (trtttorhen) by the partial soul. but requires 

intermediaries. (C.)  Finally. these intermediaries are the angelic and daimonic souls 

~vhich. unlike the partial soul. are always active about the partial nous. It is through these 

angelic and daimonic souls that the partial souls "at times participate in the intellectual 

light (pore nretrchousi torr noeratr ph~tos)."i60 Although Proclus does make use of the 

idea of Socrates as a rluimdn who causes Alcibiades to regain his mtokini?sis, in the 

C'omtnenrq* on [he .licibicrdes I. and makes similar points in the Parrlnrnicks 

commentap, he does not very often make use of this feature of his system. However. he 

has said both that the partial now is established immediately (prosechds) above our 

orrsi~r. and that it is not participated directly (mrtorhrn) by the partial soul. 



Perhaps Proclus means by "our ousiu" the orrsiu of Soul in general. and so the 

partial noirs is established immediately above the Soul's otrsiir, even though there are 

mdations of souls. Be that as it may. the partial soul does not always participate the - 
partial noirs. 

For now we have assumed this much. that the entirety of the partial noiu is 
immediately (prosrchd.~) participated by other souls than ours. the daimonic souls. 
but it shines out towards our souls (ellrrmpei tie eis rtrs h2rneiercrs) whenever we 
return towards it. and perfect the logos in us by making it intellectual ([on en 
Il2nliu loyorl rzucr-on crporrlesdnrm). And just as in the Phae~klrs [217c-dl. [Platol 
calls this the steersman of the soul. and says that only it know being. and says 
that with it the soul keds on nous and epistPmi. so here too rt02si.s is before the 
soul. and that is truly nobis. and i t  is participated by the soul. whenever its hgos 
should be actualised in an intellectual manner (huim ho logos energii nuerd.~)."~' 

Proclus contrasts the immediate participation of the partial noris by the daimonic souls. 

with the non-immediate participation by the partial soul. Both the daimonic souls and the 

partial souls participate in iVoirs through the monad of Soul. according to the Elcmenrs uf' 

~ h c r n l o . ~ . ' ~ ~  They differ because daimonic souls (as well as angelic and heroic souls) do 

not pass from nails to rrgnoicrrr. Partial souls. on the other hand. possess noris only 

occasionallq., And they must return upon nolrs. and perfect their iugus by making it 

noc.r.o.s. The verb crputelrd here should be taken both with the sense of 'to render 

something such and such'. and 'to complete or perfect something'. When the logos of the 

does become active norrds. it in a sense ceases to be logos and becomes noirs. and aIso 

tinds its own perfection. The aim of tiictnoicl is a grasp of intelligible being. and the 

culmination of clicmoicr is a grasp of the intelligible by which it takes on the character of 

noirs as much as is possible. At this highest point ofdianoia. the soul's transitory activity 

takes on as much unity as it can. 



When logos intelligises (noti) eternal being, insofar as it is logos it is active by 
passing from one thing to another (metabarik&), insofar as it is intelligising 
(nodn) [it is active] with simplicity (mercr hcrplotSios). It intelligises each thing as 
at once simple. but it does not [intelligise] all things at once. It [intelligises] by 
passing from some things to other things. intelligising all that it intelligises while 
passing as one and simple.'63 

So the highest point of the logos in the logiki pslrch0 approaches the simplicity of no1r.s 

insofar as all that it knows it knows as one and as simple. as does nous. However. even at 

its height. in this passage. the logos of the logiki pslrch2 does not lose its character as 

ntertrhurikos. because it must pass from one thing which i t  knows as one and simple to the 

nest thing ivhich it knows in the same manner. and so on. 

At 1246.10 Proclus turns to the nature of the logos itself. He first mentions. and 

then leaves to one side. the three sense of logos found in Plato's ~ h e a e t e ~ ~ ~ s . ' ~ "  He leaves 

these aside because all of these senses imply composition (srtnrhrsis) and division 

(t1itritwi.s) and are not suited for grasping eternal being. Note that Proclus' point here 

depends on Plato's inclusion of logos with nuisis in the Tinruerrs lemma. as that which 

grasps eternal being. I think that he is exhibiting [he terminological tluidity of his system 

here. Strictly speaking. a logos is an unfolding into multiplicity. and so will involve 

i1it1ire.si.s and s~mrhesis. However. a logos is also that by which diunui~l grasps being, so 

in that sense Proclus can extend the term to all of the Soul's ways of grasping being. In 

this passage he tells us our entire olcsici is logos: pmcr de hhZmdn hL; orrsic~ logos rnin. 

But in fact not all of our ousic~ is logos. unless he is stretching the terni. This is in fact 

what he is doing. Because there are three things in us. opinion (cluxa). discursive thinking 

(dicrnoicr). and nous. he says that l o p s  is said in three senses with regard to our soul: 

logos as opinative (rlo.wsrikos). logos as discursive (.episrPrnonikos). and logos as 

intellectual (no~lros).'~' By nous here Proclus says he means the highest part of dbnoicr 

56: In Tim.I.246.5-9: otav -{E Aoyoc volj to a ~ i  dv. wc pPv Ad.foq f v e p y ~ i  p~ta@nr;Gq. .h SE 
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(leg6 ~ i e  noiln en totrrois 10 rts diunoios u k r o t ~ r o n ) . j ~ ~  This term rrkrol~fon is signiticant. 

and calls to mind the flower of the soul. the one ofthe soul, the highest point of the soul. 

In fact. Proclus draws together the highest part of the soul and the highest part of 

And neither is rlicrnoicr. to the estent to which it proceeds towards multiplicity and 
division (krrlh'hoson ris pldhos ck6rri kcri ciiuiresin). capable of running back 
tonards .Volrs. Rather. the opposite is the case. It separates itself from the 
intellectual partlsssness through the variousness of its l o p i  (uphisrcrteri cliu rPs 16n 
log6n poikilius 12s noers  amrreic~s). There is left only the highest part of the soul 
( to  akl.omon tis pslrch2s.F) and the most 'one-like' part of tiicmoiu ( to  
henoeidr.sttrton ;L;s clianoicrs) to be founded in the noGsis of the partial now. bound 
to it through its kinship with it.j6' 

Proclus is saying at the same time that clionoia is a probol2 r6n olrsidel6n l o g h  which has 

as its culmination a multiplicity oflogoi. and that rlicrnoicr has as a highest part which is 

bound to the no2sis of the partial norrs. I think that these two statements are consistent. 

Dicrnoiu is an activity by which the Soul draws forth the content of its own olrsia. at the 

same time drawing forth the ei& of Nolrs into the multiplicity of its otvn logoi. However. 

thtl metaphorical kno~ving which is climoiit has as its aim to point the soul back up 

towards the source which dinnoia unfolds. The aim of clianoirt is not ultimately to rest 

uith the mt~ltiplicity of its projected lugoi. but as the culmination of its circling around 

nuus as its centre. to allow the Soul to put aside the divided perspectives for the unity of 

 lou us. Proclus thinks that this is possible. and so he thinks that there is something which 

he calls here the henoeiciesfofon /is dionoius. If ultimately Proclus is a mystic. who 

thinks thar the end of knowing is an unknowing unity. he is a very intellectual mystic. 

%.I The 'enunciative' logos: a logos as runnins through the elements of a thing: and a logos which 
sets out the characteristics of a thing which differentiate it from other things. In Tim.1.246.11-13: 6 ro 
rrpuoopi~o< ~ a i  ( 61u riv mot~eiov St1~06oq ~ a i  o toiv ka-mou npo~ ra ciMa Stacoopb 
rropamar~~o~. 

'" Votice that in this exhaustive list Produs has omitted ais1h2si.s. 
Ibb In Tim.1.246.7 1-12. 
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k i r t m i  spa si, urporatov r f j ~  y n q i j ~  rai ro ivoetS~matov tiji Gtavoiac EvtSpuecr0at fi v o j m  TOG 
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because the road to Nous for the partial soui is dianoi~r. and the road to the One is through 

It  is this hrnoritlrsttrton tPs clictnoicrs which Proclus says is the logos in us that 

knoivs the intelligible. "Indeed this is the logos. the logos in us which intelligises the 

intelligiblrs (routo ciP o m  rstin ho logos. to noom hOnlrjn 10 n ~ h ) . " ' ~ ~ r o c l u s  is at the 

same time saying that there is something in us which surpasses ifiunoia and logos. and 

that this is also a logos. I think in doing this he is trying to mark both the distinction 

between and the continuity of the partial soul's rlionoict and now.  Proclus says that Plato 

in the Repirhlir calls the enerpilr of this logos n o ~ s i s . ' ~  And because nobis is the 

ettergrirr of a rtol~s. so this logos must be a son of norrs. 

If its activity (energrill) is noPsis. then this logos tvould be a sort of noirs. which 
in the following passages [37a-d] Plato says comes to be in the soul when i t  
moves around the intelligible ob j e~ t . "~  

CVhereas before tlirmoicr ivas called noisis. now logos is a sort of nous. 

What Proclus has done in his commentary on this passage is move in his account 

from a consideration of clictrroiu. to a consideration of the partial soul's noris. while 

remaining ivithin the same framework of terms. Plato's text says that the soul knows the 

being \vhich is always the same through noPsis with logos. Proclus first distinguished 

betwen ttoLsis proper and logos. .VoGsis proper belones to the three moments of .Vom 

irself. and the partial noirs: logos belongs to the soul's tliunoio. Then Proclus 

!hX In Tim. l.D6. I I - 12. 
'"" Diehl refers us to Rrp.51 Id-e: "And it seems to me that you call the habit of mind ofgeometers 

and other such people cfianoio. and not notrs. because diunoiu is something in between opinion (do.ta) and 
nous. Your interpretation is quite sufficient, I said. And now. answering to these four sections, assume four 
passions Iptrrht'nrora) which come to be in the soul: noGsis for the highest. rlicmoia for the second. belief 
(pisris) for the third. and seeming (cikusiu) for the last (Stavo~av 6P ~ a A ~ i v  LOL Sowi; q v  t i v  
;le(i)petp~u6v re  uai  niv r i v  to~orjtwv ~ t t v  aAii' o i  voiiv, iq ~ E T U ~ I ~  t t  6Gq5 t~ rcai voi, njv Gicivo~av 
o h a v :  i ~ a v o j r a r a  qv 6' &pi, cine&gw. lcai poi ~rci toi; r ~ r s a p a t  r~$acn  t ~ t t a p a  saiira rraO@ara i v  
sij ~ q f ~  'pyvopeva Aaw, v d e o ~ v  pPv €xi r@ avotatm. S ~ a v o ~ a v  SE ixi r$ G~uri-po. ;@ spi t@& x i m v  
arro6o; rai r@ r e k u r a i ?  ~ i ~ a a i a v ) . "  However. Plato does not use the term cnergeia in this text. In fact 
this term does not appear in Plato at all. 

5 70 In Tim.1.147.2-5: ~i SE v d r l q  aljtoir fi Evf p - p a .  v o k  Gv nq ~ i q  &tog i h j y o ~ .  Gv i v  roic 
ExopCvo~; kyyiyv~o0ai  orlm nj y q f ~  n ~ p i  to  voqrov n v o u p i q .  



distinguished between the soul's noisis and its dianoin. by saying that although the soul 

has ndsis. its noisis is mrrcibatikds. What he really means is that ~iilianuicr as a form of 

noPsis is lower than true noisis. Finally, at the end of his exegesis he says that there is in 

fact true noPsis in the soul. and draws this sort of noEsis together with the soul's diunoiu. 

so that the completion of tiicinoia is this higher nobis. .At the beginning of his account he 

estends the term rroPsis even down to the divided lwei of dicinoiu. At the end he extends 

the terms Iogos and iliunoiu even up to the soul's unified noEsis. By both distinguishing 

and binding together the soul's two ways of knowing the intelligible. Proclus is able to 

give a complete account of the passage at Tinlaew 28a. which says that the soul knows 

the intel [igible through nobis with logos (nuisei r n m  logar). 

He makes it  clear at the end of his exegesis that then is true no2sis in the Soul. 

and that i t  comes about by the highest and most unified part ot'the Soul. This does not 

mean that diiinoia or logos. in the strict sense of these terms. is noGsis. in the strict sense 

of the term. But that the Soul who is active dianoetically may be led. as the completion 

of this activity. to a higher grasp of the intelligibles. 

For uhcnever the soul should stand off from all phcmrrrsicr. opinion. and multiple 
and indeterminate knowledge. and should run up towards its own partlessness. 
according to tvhich it is rooted in the partial : l h s .  and in running up joins its own 
rrtrrgcict to the no2si.s of the partial norrs. then in fact it does intelligise eternal 
being in concert with the partial norrs. even though its emrgeiu is both one and 
double. and sameness and division esist in its intelligising. At that time the noisis 
o f  the soul takes place 'at once' to a greater degree (arhro6rercr ginerui) and it 
becomes closer to the eternal things, so that it grasps the intelligible object 
together at once with NOM. and acts as a smaller light does with a larger light. as 
the logo.r in us runs in under the noOsis of Notis. and the intelligible object comes 
to be comprehended by noOsis with [ogo~.~'' Far our logos in concert with nobis 
grasps (lmirei) the intelligible. while the noisis of Nous always both is and sees 
the intelligible. and our logos is joined to .Votrs whenever this Iogos becomes 
'noi form' (nooridEs)."' 

5-1 Tin~arrrs Xa. 
<-- - in h.1.?47.10-25: otav yap fi yq(i l  oavtaoiaq artoorj ~ a i  Wqc, K U ~  i s  xo1Ki;hrl~ mi 

uopimou .jvriaeo~. avaSpapq 68 ~ i c  njv i a m j c  apperav .  ~ae'  jv EveppiQmx T+ ~ E ~ L K G  v@. ~ a i  
civaSpauoimx ouvayqra~  njv ~ a u n j ~  Evipye~av x p o ~  j v  E K E ~ V O U  voqutv. TOTE 6h PET' E K E ~ V O U  V O E ~  TO 

aei 3v. pniq t~ iS Evepyeiag o k q q  ~ a i  8 u o ~ t S o i ) ~  ~ a i  ~ a u t o r q ~ o q  ~ u i  6 t a ~ p i b ~ w <  EV ta iq vofia~cnv 



In the second part of this chapter we will examine "the highest part ol the soul (to 

~ikrorciron r i . ~  psuchzs) and the most 'one-like' part of ~Iianoici (to henoeidesturon tPs 

~ I i m u i ~ ~ s ) . "  

VII.ii. The cinrhos noii and the imrhos rPs psirchis 

In the Tintcieiis commentary Prochs indicates that we have more in us than 

This is because man is a microcosm (mikros kosmos ho anfhrdpos) and everything 
which is in the cosmos in a divine manner, and as a whole. is in man as welI. in a 
partial manner. For there is in us nous in act (noiis ... ho k d  energeiun): and a 
rational soul (psrrchE IogikL;) which came from the same Father and the same life 
giving Goddess as [the Soul of j  the All: and an ethereal vehicle (ochzrna) tvhich is 
to us as the heavens [are to the World Soul] (cmolugon I& ourcn~di): and an earthy 
body mixed from the four elements. and which is of the same order as them.'73 

Notice that from this passage that what is "in us" is more than just the logiki ps~rchi,. 

This recalls passases from the Ennearls where Plotinus distinguishes between "us" and 

the In the strictest sense. man is a soul. But in a more metaphorical sense. tve 

can say that "we" are more than a soul. because we animate bodies of various gradations. 

and because "in us." or present to us. are both ;Voiis and the One. So what Proclus is 

saying here is that. although in general the reality which we are has the characteristics of 

discursivity and temporality which emerge with the order of Soul. the reality tvhich we 

i~rrup~oGor\i. t l l v ~ ~ a i h a  yap r a i  a0powripa g i v e r a ~  n i q  w t j q  fi voqaq rai i.rptipo, rtjv aioviov 
rrpaypa~wv. 'iva ~ a i  i2j.q ro voqrbv apu r@ v@ rai oiov ~ 6 q  Giiat~ov p ~ t a  p~i(ovo< QOIOS E V E V ~ ~ ~ .  TOG 
E V  fipiv kbyou t j v  v o p v  uxorpE~owoc r o i  voi. rai y i m r a ~  to voqrov v o i a ~ t  p ~ r a  E y o u  ~ t ~ p ~ h q ~ t a v .  
b ,UEV yap i y E t ~ p 0 5  kiyoq jma rjlq vo j a e q  aipei TO vorltov. i SE TOG voi, voqa~;  a ~ i  mi tm K U ~  tipa 
ro vorl~dv. ~ V U ~ E L  8€ aim$ TOV A&/ov. otav ~ a i  O~JTOC y i v q r a ~  v o o ~ ~ b i c .  

577 
It1 Tim. 1.5. I 1 - i 7: fi 61071 p t ~ p o ~  K O ~ L O S  a dv0poxo< rai kai E V  t o v y  ndwa p€plr%. 

3au EY r@ ~i)ww e~iuq re ~ a i  o h ~ a i q  vo% KE yap i m v  ipiv o rat' Evip-{aav. r a i  l yu~i l  ;.ogtrril 
xpo~i0a i iaa  EK roc uirrou n a r p a ~  rai q~ ainijc @oqovou 0~fti; nj ohg. tiui G~qpa aiCkptov a v a h y o v  
rt;l oirpuv6. K U ~  o&pa pitvov EK riiv t ~ m a p o v  moipziov $~paOfv. 01s a a i  ~ G o r o ~ ~ o v  ~ m v .  

'-'See for example EnnV.8.10-1 I ,  At the end ofch.10 Plotinus speaks ofthe beauty which has 
penetrated through their whole soul when they come to be in the intelligible. In the next chapter the word 
soul docs not appear. Rather the language shifts to presenting oneself to oneself, and being with the god. 
and leaving sense-perception behind. 



are also includes the higher and lower. because these are in the Soul as well. The centre 

of the Soul is h'ulis. and the centre of the nous in the Soul is the One itself. 

For every soul. through its own intellectual part. is centred about the Highest. the 
One itself. but because of its multiplicity it  travels around its own Yorrs in a circle. 
desiring to embrace it  and fold itself around it."' 

Dianoia is the manner of embracing the intelligible which emerges on the psychic level. 

and is the activity which most properly belongs to the Soul. In order for ciiunoin to be 

possible. hoivever. its unified source must be already present to it in its centre. Proclus 

says that the olisic~ of the soul is a plilromrr rdn orrsi~ri6n hgdn.  meaning by this that the 

logo; ~vhich the Soul projects are already present and waiting to be unfolded into 

multiplicity. But if the oirsicr is such a plCrutviu. the source of the piit-ornu. .Vuuis itself. 

must also be present to the Soul. And libwise the One must be They are of 

course not separate from the Soul spatially. and if their causal power reaches to the Soul. 

as it  does. then they must be present to it. 

Proclus has a number of terms by which he refers to the presence of :+'om and of 

the One in the soul: the "flower of nous" (anrhos nou).5'' the " tlower of the soul" ( m h s  

12s pslrc-l~~.s).i78 the "one of the soul" (hen r3s pnrc~i~~s) '7p  or "mosc unified pan of the 

soul" (ketroeirlesratut~ r P s  pst~ch0s)5" or "highest pan ofthe soul" (okrorrrron t2s 

p.suc~.s)5Y' of the soul. and the "huparxis of the soul" (hirparxis p s l i c h ~ s ) . ' ~ ~  

-- 

< - 5  
In Eucl. 149.5-8: ~ u i  yap miaa y r q i  ~ u r a  p€v TO voephv ~ a u i c  ~ a i  aino TO Cv ri, 

uh-pcita~w KEKEVTPOTUI. ~ a t a  6i: TO rAijQo< K U K A L K ~  XE~LKO~EUEKUL.  ~ ~ ~ p i n t i ~ @ ~ ~ i  ltoQoi10~1 trjv 
Euuig vouv. 

'*" J.Trouillard. LIL:n er / ' h e  srlon Proclos (Paris: Belles Letres) p.34: "Ce scheme geomttrique 
nr: risque donc pas d'enfemer I'ime dans sa sphere psychique. puisqu'elle est concentrique a l'esprit et a 
I'Un. Partir d'elle-meme. c'est partir de ses principes. Proclus s'efforce ainsi de satisfaire en mime Iemps 
deux esigences platoniciennes: d'une part I'autoconstitution de I'ime qui se fait subsister elle-mime m 
irnittant ses raisons - d'autre part son illumination par les intrlligibles et l'esprir. selon l'ordre de la 
procession." 

''I Phrl.Clralrl. (des Places) 210.29. 
'' In Prlrm. 107 1.30. 
5-0 In Purnr. I07 1.26. 
"' Phil.C'hnld. (des Places) 2 10.30. 
581 In Tim,11203.3 I .  
"' Plrrt. Throl. I .  15.16. 



This is the source [i.e. the unique cause of all], I suppose. of the intellectual 
character (noeron itlidmn) of the soul. by which it grasps the intellectual Forms 
and the differences within them, and also of the highest part of [our] notrs, which 
the): call the flower, and this is the source of its huparxis, by which it unites with 
(s~rr7clp1esthai pros) the henads of being. and through these with the the hidden 
unity (hendsin) itself of all the divine henads. For there are in us many knowing 
powers (tlimamecin ...g ndristikdn). but it is through this alone that we can by 
nature come together with and participate in that [unity]. For the class of gods is 
not grasped by sensation. if indeed it transcends all bodies: nor by opinion or 
dicrrtoici. because these are divided and lay hold of things which are multiform: nor 
by noisis with logos (nogsei meta l ~ p i , ) . ' ~ ~  because forms of cognition such as 
these are of the real beings (rdn ... onrbs ontin). But the divine hupcrr~is ( I &  rhebn 
h p a n i s )  is mounted above [the level of] beings and is delimited by this unity 
itself of [all] beings. So if indeed the divine is knowable in any manner. there 
remains only that it is it graspable by the huparxis of the Soul ([Pi r2s p w c h b  
Iruptr~wi), and that it is known through this. as much as is possible. For we say 
that in all degrees of reality like is known by like: the object of sensation is of 
course grasped by sensation. the object of opinion by opinion. the object of 
~iicmoicr by dianoiu. the intelligible object by nous. so that that which is most one 
is grasped by the one and the ineffable is grasped by the ineffable. Socrates in the 
.-llcihitrc1c.s said rightly that the soul in entering itself sees all other things and sees 
cod. For inclining towards its own unity (hrndsin) and the centre of its entire life. 
L 

and pulling away from multiplicity and diversity of the varied powers in it. the 
soul rises to the highest point of view itself of beings."' 

I t  is clear from this passage that Proclus thinks the Soul has a life higher than rlimoia.''' 

In the C'ornmrntcq~ on [he Pcirmeniclrs Proclus distinguishes between :Voiis and Soul. but 

emphasises that the rid2 are present to us.'" We are not aware of them because we do 

- - ~- 

!Bi Tin1.28a. 
'#.I Plut. Theol. 1.15.1- 16.1 .: " 0 0 ~ ~  oipat ~ a i  njc 16 UEV vo~p6v i6iwpa ~arajcrlnnlcov 

iircappztv zkv voeprjv eiG& ~ a i  njc tiv atitoii 6taoop6;. njv SE alcporqta to6 voi~ ~ a i .  CG oaot. TO 

uv0o; m i  t j v  GnapSrv mvaxreoflat npoq t a ~  tiva6aq t i v  iiviov ~ a i  6 ~ a  rolitw npoc a 6  j v  niv naoov 
T ~ V  0eiov ivaSov ax~rpuoov ~ v o o ~ v .  n o ~ i v  yap tiv k i v  6uvap~wv oua6v -pwp~cntK(iv. Kata ta6Tqv 
u&qv xi 0~iw oq-{iveo0at lcai p~ tE;~e tv  t i ~ ~ i v o u  K E Q ~ K ~ ~ E V .  OGTE yap aio01iu~t to 0 ~ i v  yivoo 
iqrrrdv. ~ ' ixep io t i  owuarov arravrov Pfqp~Lvov. OGTE 6o;g ~ u i  S~avoia. peptarai -{ap a h t  ~ a i  
nuiuetbrjv iaantovrai npa-{purwv. OGTE v o f i a ~  p ~ r a  Ai)'(ou. GV 'lap i ~ f o v  ~ i o i v  a i  totaGtai 
-(vOjoq. j GE ~ r j v  ~ E G V  iirrap<t; P n o ~ ~ i t a t  toiq o h  ~ a i  ~ a r '  ahjv aoclipiarai njv ~ v o o i v  twv o h v .  
.\~irrerat o h .  e k p  icni ~ a i  onwaoiJv TO 0 ~ i o v  yvoarov. nj njq ynqijs 6xap<et ~a ta lqnrov  unap~erv 
~ u i  h a  radrqc yvcl~pi jea0ar ~ a e '  ooov Suvatav. T+ yap opoig navra~oG oap€v t a  opota ytvimeo0ar. 
r i  u ~ v  aioeljoa GqiaStj to aio0qtov. 6~ 6 g q  KO 6o;acnov. f l 6 ~  h a v o i ~  ro Gtavoqrov. r@ 6k v$ to 
voqtov. GCXE ~ a i  T+ Evi to Evtccirarov lcai I@ appfiro to Cippqrov. 'OpOrjc -(up lcai CI Ev 'Ahr~ptaGq 
I o ~ p a q c  E;CE-/EV ~ i ;  iaunjv eimowav filv yqt jv  ra TE CiMa nama l c a t o y ~ d a t  lcai TOV & o r  
mvv~6ouoa yap ei; T+ tiauqq €vwcnv ~ a i  TO ~ivrpov q c  aupnaqc <wijc ~ a i  to  nhij0oq 
unooh-euu(opivq ~ a i  filv xotrthiav ziv Ev alitij navro6an6v Guvap~ov. tin' avnjv Civ~tm njv &pav 
i i v  dvtwv ~TEPLOX+. 

'" See also the three types of life in In Rep. I. 177. l jff. 
'86 See In Parm.930-93 1; 947-950. 



not usually exist in their unified manner. [n order to grasp them we must become like 

them. and put off all of our native division. In this way we can be active noetically. 

In the Commenrcmry on rhe Timirem Proclus speaks of the Soul's nohis. 

For after the wandering of genesis. and the purification, and light of rpisfim9. the 
intelligent activity and the noiis in us (ro noeron energgmn kcri ho en Pmin notrs) 
takes flame. It brings the soul to harbour in the Father and establishes it 
unpolluted in the dcmiurgic nobris .  and joins light to light. not like the light of 
episrinri. but more beautiful and more intellectual (noerderon) and more like the 
One (t~enoridesrrwn). This is the paternal haven, the finding of the Father. the 
unpolluted union with him.587 

.-\nd in a passage just following: 

For the finding did not belong to a speaking soul. but to one keeping holy silence 
and lying open to the divine light: i t  did not belong to a soul moving with its own 
motion but to one which keeps a kind of silence: for since the soul cannot 
naturally grasp the U I I S ~ L ~  of the other things by a name, or a limiting definition 
(horisirkPs c~pudosrd.~), or episrL;mP. but only by noisis. as he [Plato] says himself 
in his Letters [ S r v m h  irrrer 342.a-dl. how could it find the ultsia of the Demiurge 
in another way than nottically (noer&)? But how. when it has found in this way. 
could it  express its vision by nouns and verbs and disclose it to others'? For 
discursivity (dirxodus) which moves in syntheses is unable to present the one-like 
and simple nature (henueicih, kui hupl2n ...p hmin). 'Well then.' someone might 
say. 'do we not say a great deal about the Demiurge and the other gods and the 
One itself?' We do indeed speak about them. but we do not speak each one's real 
se l t  and we are able to speak in the manner of rpist0mC (rpisrPmottikis). but not 
in the manner of nous (noercjs). For this is finding. as we said before. But if 
findings belong to the silent soul. how could the talk which tlows through the 
mouth suffice to bring to light what we have 



In these passages Proclus speaks of the Soul joining itself with a higher power. and of the 

Soul putting off its own division. I interpret this to mean that when the Soul ceases to be 

acti1.e in its own dianoetic manner. it is able to uni@ itself with the higher realities which 

are present to it. This is different from the lack of tijanoiu which marks souls moved by 

their passions. HererokinPsis is indeed empty of the divisions of dicmoia. but only 

because it is marked by the more extreme divisions of sensation. The Soul must have 

becn purified of this passivity. and undergone unamrrbi.~ in order to return upon its own 

olwia. in order to be ready for the silence of nous and the One. In this sense. dictnoiu is a 

sort of preparatory purification. It purifies the Soul not just of the pcrthemurrr of sense. 

but ultimately i t  purifies it of its own dianoetic iogoi. 

Proclus speaks of the flower of nous (anthus rutc nor{), or the highest part of now.  

or the one of nozis. in the soul. This is the part of the Soul which grasps the intelligible in 

a manner proper to the intelligible itself, We can say that it  is a part of the Soul. or we 

can say that it is the presence to the Soul of the intelligible itself. In either way of 

speaking. the Soul is able to surpass tlicmoin through the flower of norrs. In a fragment of 

Damascius' commentary of the Chcriduecin Orcdes we find a reference to a certain 

intelligible which must be grasped by the flower of no~c.s. I t  must be grasped by the 

tlotver of t~o~rs .  and further. "one must not conceive of this intelligible with vehemence. 

but rather ~vith the subtle tlame of a subtle n~ics ." '~~ In a fragment which is like12 from 

Proclus' lost commentary on the Chaldrran Omcies. Proclus calls this the most unified 

part of the n o w  in us. 

For indeed perhaps the flower of nous (rmrhos no~r) is not the same as the flower 
of the entirety of our soul. The former is the most unified part of our intellectual 
life (1;s nowus hsrniin 5 s  to henoridestaron). whiIe the latter is the one of all of 
the powers of the soul (hupmhn t8n pnrchikin d~inarnecin hen). which are quite 
varied. For we are not only nous. but also dianoia and opinion ( t i o . ~ )  and 

""ee Fr. 1.1-6. p.66 Phil.Chald. (des Places): Ou 6h ~ p f i  aqpoSp6qn v o ~ i v  76 voq.rov EKE~VO 

ahAa vdou savaoG ravaj ohoyi. 



attention (prosoch5) and choice @rouiresis). And before these powers we are an 
olisia which is one and many, divided and indi~is ib le . '~~ 

The (inrhos noir is the highest thinking part of the Soul. It is the unity by which we 

become one with the intelligible thought itself. We should be reminded of Plotinus' 

unification with the Form of Beauty. which is really a unification with Nolrs itself. in 

Emecitl V.8. It is by putting off all multiplicity that both Proclus and Plotinus think the 

Soul becomes like the intelligible which is already present in its centre. 

Procli~s speaks about another one. highest part. or flower in the Soul. Rather then 

calling it the flower of now. he calls it the t lowr  of the Soul (iinrhos (2s pst~chGs). In the 

fragment from his commentary on the C'hultiwm Oracles just above. Proclus seems to 

indicatc that the anrhotrs nolr is only the highest part of the Soul's nous. and that there 

needs to be another tmrhos. an cinrhos of the whole Soul. because there is more in the 

Soul than r t o ~ s .  If we think of  the Soul on the analogy of a circle. whose circumference is 

thc Soul's dianoetic activity. and whose centre is its ousiii. then we can distinguish in the 

centre itself further centres, such that the original centre becomes a circumference to an 

cven more unified centre. So iC the Soul's ousici is its centre. then the flower of nous is 

the centre of the Soul's oirsia. However. the tlower of nulls allows the Soul to grasp only 

the highest intelligible moment. it cannot be that by which the Soul grasps the One itself. 

So inside the flower of nous we must find another centre. which Proclus calls the flower 

of the kvhole Soul. and which is that by which we are unified with the These 

!.HI Phil.Cl~cdd. (des Places) 210.28-21 I .J.: Mfinor~ o h  ocw CUTL taurbv vofi 6veoc wai x a q  
rip;, ri; lyuxfg av0oc a)cAa YO p ~ v  &on n j ~  voep6q jp iv  <wig  TO ivoet6~orarov. KO 6i axauiiv t&v 
lyuprciv 6uvcip~aw EV, noiuet6iv oiroiv. o i  -rap EWEV v o 6 ~  povov. aAia lcai Gtavota ~ a i  6ga ~ a i  
rtpooo~i ~ a i  xpoaipelr~g. ~ a i  xpo r6v Guvapewv rovtov ouoia pia TE wai xoMi ~ a i  pepwmi TE lcai 
uuepi;. 

'" In "L'hyparxis de I'irne et la fleur de I'intellect dans la mystagogie de Proclus." Procltrs - 
ltlcretrr el inrerprGt l l rs  ancirnr (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1987) pp.335-345 Christian Guenrd argues that the flower 
of noics and the tlower of the soul are like the lower and higher points of the mystical plane of the soul. 
I>ing above both discursive and non-discursive thought. They are moments of the soul's hypunis. in one of 
the various uses of that term. I End his argument convincing, especially in his insistence on the distinction 
between the three terms: h)~arxis of the soul, flower of intellect, and flower ofthe soul. C. SteeI. 
""'l'rrup~~; chez Proclus." in &pars-is e F@posrusis nel Xeopla~onisn~o (utri del I colloquia inrerna-ionale 
tiel cw~rro di rlcercu sul neoplufanismo. tmiversitti degli sircdi di cutunia. 1-3 ouobre 1992) ed. F. Romano 
c D.P. Taormina (Firenze: Lea S. OLschki. 1994) pp.79-100, follows Guenrd in his distinction of the flower 
of intellect from the flower ofthe soul (see pp.95-100). However. Steel points us to passages from the 



flowers. or ones. or highest points. are the direct presence to the soul of the summits of 

those things in which it participates. As there is in ~Voiis itself as a hypostasis a highest 

moment. the summit of the intelligible. this highest moment is also present to Soul which 

participates in it. as the tlower of the now in soul. the Chaldasan tinrhos nou. But 

because soul also participates in the One through the henad tvhich is immediately present 

to it. there is also a flower or one of the soul itself. through which the soul may surpass 

ektn the inte~li~ible. '~'  

The intelligible and the One can be present to us because "there is nothing in 

between but the fact that they are different.""' When Proclus says that we rise to .Vorrs 

through the m ~ t r s  in us. this is not a matter of a spatial journey. The traidic motion from 

~ I I S ~ L I .  ~ l m ~ ~ m i s .  to energei~~ which is the Soul' projection of l op i  is its own manner of 

mediating to itself the .Voiis which is present to it as its centre. The same reasoning holds 

for the One. If .YOMY is a divided image of the One, then in mediating .Cb~is to itself the 

Soul also mediates to itselfthe One. So if .Volrs is present as its centre. so is the One. C. 

Gu~rard  argues strongly for the position that the henarks hzrperoztsioi are not a separate 

Pltrrotrri T h ~ v ~ l o ~  and the In , I / c i h ; u d ~ ~ t  which do seem to identifi. the one of the soul (i.r. the tlorver of 
the soul) and its \!rptrr.ris. Steel thinks that Proclus' language remains ambiguous. sometimes identi@ing 
and sonictimes distinguising between these two terms. For our purposes it is only important to recognise 
the distinction bctween the flower of the soul and the flower ofnotcs. therefore we will leave the question of 
the soul's Ii~pttr.ri.s open. See also T. Whittaker. The Aka-Plaronis~s. A sn t4  in rhr hislo? oj'Hrllrnlsm. 
4th ed.. with a Supplement on the Commentaries of Proclus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
1978) pp.26 1-264: L.J. Rosin. The Philo.sophy ~~'Procl trs  (New York: Cosmos, 1949) pp.2 14-2 17: S.E. 
Gush. From /mhlich~r.s lo Eriugma (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1978) pp. I 19- 12 1 : S.M. Rist. "Mysticism and 
transcendance in later Neoplaronism," Hermes. 97, ( 1964) pp.1 15-2 19: A. Smith. Porp/i!-n:c pircr In the 
.\'dr~pla[onic ~ratlirron (The Hague: Maninus Nijhoff. 1974) pp 120- I 2 I ; A. Sheppard. "Proclus' attitude to 
thcurgy ." C'lassicul @rurrrr(r. 32 ( 1982) p.12 1. 

592 GuCrard argues that not only are these two florven are distinct, they are the upper and lower 
reaches of the hypclrrris of the soul. He also points out that in Nous itself there would not be two flowers. 
because the Flower of .Vow would be its own highest moment. the presence to it of its henad. and that 
through which A'olrs itself surpasses its own noetic character. So in the Soul the FIower ofXo~rs is the 
highest noetic moment. and the Flower of the Soul itself is the hishest moment of a[[. See C. Guirard. 
"L'hyparsis de I'dme et la tleur d'intellecr dans la mystagogie de Proclus." in Procltrs ircrrw er inrrrprGte 
des cmciens. .Jcres dtt Colloqzre internationale drr C.IV.R.S.. Paris 2-4 act. 1985. f .  Pepin et H.-D. Safffey 
(Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1987) pp.355-343. For a brief argument conlru see C. Steel. " T n a p t t i  chez Proclus." in 
F[\pursis r Hvpostusis nel .C'ropiaronismo (uui del 1 colloqtrio internazionale de1 centro di ricerca slri 
nroplaro~i;smo, ~rnivrrsrtd degii srtrdi di cutanio. 1-3 ombre 1992) ed. F .  Romano e D.P. Taormina 
(Firenze: Leo S. Olschki. 1994) pp.79-100: see p.99. 

5 9 3  Enn.V. 1.3.22: OGEV yap p~taE,u i to E T E ~ O L ;  dvat. 



hypostasis. Rather, they are the pure procession ofthe One. and as such are a multiplicity 

of ones participated directly by the lower orders. Thus they are the immediate presence 

of the One to all things. a presence which also allows the One itselF to remain aloof. Thus 

the one. or flower, of the soul would be the presence to the soul of the henad in which it 

Parti~ipates.'y4 

VII.iii. The One and the Soul according to Jean Trouillard 

Jean TrouilIard was the most prolific modern Proclus scholar. His focus was 

a l w y s  on the Soul. and most often on what he considered to be the immediate relation 

between the One and the Soul. Trouillard considered the Soul to be "la plus claire st la 

micus diployies des structures. celle dans laquelle on peut lire le plus distinctement la loi 

structurale Je r~el.""' The Soul is the point. according to Trouillard. at which the 

expansion into multiplicity of the One's power begins to be a dispersion into 

indeterminacy. The Soul is the most complex image of the procession of all things from 

the One. because in Body we have less intelligible complesity than unintelligible 

multiplicity. 

Trouillard describes three different schemes of procession from the One, which he 

names the schitna rligressif: the schima ruynncmr. and the schimt~ monci~lologique. The 

third scheme integrates into itself both of the tirst two schemes. In effect. Trouillard is 

pointing out that in one sense the power of the One is manifested through intermediaries. 

so that according to the digessive scheme there is a series of One - Being - Life - :Vorrs 

- Soul. In another sense. however. the One is immediately present to all of its effects. so 

that in the radiating scheme there is no series. and the One is immediately present to 

5'34 See C. Guinrd.  "La theorie des henades et la mystique de Proclus." Diomsr~rs. 6 (1981) pp.75- 
32. See In Purnr. 1081.1-10: 1071.19-29: 1079.20R I082.8ff: S.R.M. 345-358 [509.96-509.101; 
El Th.prop. 115. 

9 5  J. Trouillard. La mystugogie de Proclos (Paris: BelIes Lemes, 1982) pp. 123-1 24. 



Being. Life. iv'o~rs. and to Soul. Trouillard thinks that each successor in the digressive 

scheme contains all that which precedes it: 

Selon cette interpretation. il faudrait dire que chaque sCrie (et chaque degre de 
chaque sCrie) contient toutes les series qui la pricedent dam l'ordre processif. si 
bien que celui-ci se deroule de faqon integrale et distincte a I'interieur de la 
dcrnikre. c'est-a-dire de la sCrie psychique.99b 

Therefore. according to the monadological scheme the Soul is not only Soul. but rather is 

One-Being-Life-.Volts-Soul. Similarly. ~VUIIS is in fact One-Being-Life-~Vous. and so on. 

Troullard thinks that all of these principles are present to the Soul in a very strong 

manner. and therefore he thinks that the self-unfolding of the Sou1 is also the self- 

unfolding of  the principles anterior to the Soul. 

Ainsi chaque ime contient toutes les series. et donc autant de fois determinant 
[Limit] et infini [Unlimited] et autant de forms du dCterminnnt et de l'infini qu'il 
y a de series anterieures a I'ime dans l'ordre digressif. Autrement dit. I'ime 
enveloppe la skie enritre du diterrninant et la serie entiire de l'infini. Et par 
chacune ells communique directement avec 1'Un. L ' h e  recapitule donc tous les 
modrls selon lesquels Ir Principe s'exprime comme un intini st tous ceus selon 
lesqi~els i l  st: manifeste comme diterrninant. Elk enveloppe tous les principes 
don't elk derive et ceux-ci deviennent ses Climents, parce qu'ils sont rous. comme 
elk-mPrne. des modes direct de L'Un [ln P w m .  1219.30- I~?O.U].'~' 

Trouillard states this point very strongly. The Soul contains the entire series which 

precedes it. and all of the manners of existing of Limit and Unlimited which constitute the 

things before it. By each of these series the Soul communicated directly with the One. 

This is because each of the principles from which the Soul derives are 'direct modes of 

the One' and become elements of the Soul. What Trouillard seems to mean by this is that 

the Soul is i n  an immediate relation with the One. according to which the Soul manifests 

in itself the entire diversity of the procession of things from the One to the Soul. Even 

more so. the Limit and Unlimited are only powers of the One in virtue of the procession 

and reversion of:Votrs and Soul: "cresr irourocomrinrunr qui consrirue les puissances d11 

"' J.Trouillard. L'Un er I'cime selon Proclos (Paris: Betles Lmres, 1971) p.77. 
! 9- J.Trouillard. L'Un er I'cime selon Proclos (Paris: BeIles Lenres. 1971) p.77. 



Principr en se formant ii partir de l ~ i . " ' ~ ~  For Trouillard the transcendance of the One 

above the Soul is in effect an immanence of the One in it. as a sort of inexhaustible 

departure point for the Soul. Thus Trouillard depicts the Soul's rising to Nolis as an 

internal journey. "Philosopher. c'est donce chercher a se comaitre soi-meme 

intigralement. Et jouir de L'union mystique. c'est reconnaitre que le centre de I'ime 

coincide avec le centre  universe^."'^ 

I find i t  di t-ficult to disagree with most of Trouillard's points. but I find that he has 

an emphasis on the immediate presence to the Soul of the One which skews his 

interpretation somewhat. What seems to drop out of his discussion is the relation 

betiveen .L l~ i r .s  and the Soul. and the Soul's nuPsis. Rather. he interprets c/ianoici as an 

acti~ity ivhich arises out of the immediate negation of the One as an inexhaustible sourcc. 

taking the 'night of negations' of the Pcirmmicles as his model. But dianoici does not have 

the One as its prosimate source. even if it is its ultimate source. Rather. through diunoic~ 

the Soul makes itself to be a divided image of Nous. And even if this means that it is a 

divided image of the One. because :Vms itself is a divided image ofthe One. it is 

important not to leave out the level of .Volrs. It is the intelligible in :Vutn which is the 

proximate aim of our striving. and only attcr attaining this can the Soul anchor in the 

"paternal haven" which is the Om. 

A clue to the motivation for this emphasis on the direct relation of Soul to One. 

and the corresponding lack oTemphasis on :Volts. is provided by S. Breton. 

Car il y est question. comme nous y avons insistC. des deux possibilites 
fondamentales de la pensee. En gros. et pour reprendre une fomule celebre. mais 
en nous mefiant de la formuIe. ce qui se joue dans ces grands jew.  c'est 
I'alternative entre henologie et ontologie, entre la participation a l'itre ot 
I'inspiration de I'Un. rntre une onto-thiologie et une m & o n t o ~ o ~ i e > , . ~ ~ ~  

YJ8 J.Trouillard. L'Lk rr f'cinie selan Proclos (Paris: Belles Lemes, 1971) p.85. 
'* J.Trouiilard. L'Lh rr /'rime seton Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1972) p.85. 
MI S. Breton, ";\me spinoziste.   me neo-platonicienne." Revue philosophique de Lomain. 7 1 

(Mai 1973) pp.2 10-24; p.230-221. For Breton's position see also "Jean Trouillard. philosophe neo- 
platonicien." R m t e  de l'lnsrirae carhoiique de Paris, 16 (1985) pp.5 I-63; and "Negation et negativite 
proclusiennes dans I'oeuvre de Jean Trouillard." in Procim er son influence. acres du Colloque de 



In short. at least for Breton. the virtue of Proclus' system is that it falls outside the trap of 

onto-theology. and so is immune to Heidegger's criticism of Western ~ e t a ~ h ~ s i c s . ~ ~ '  

The infinite source which is the One seems to answer Heidegger's concern that in our 

thinking ive not cover over Being, encrust it by trapping it within categories. and make it 

a formula. All this happens once we make Being into a being. even most perfect being. 

or ens re~~lissirnllrn. From this point of vie~v the school of Neoplatonism running through 

Proclus to. for esample, the Pseudo-Dionysius is more attractive than school running 

through Porphyry. to Victorinus and Augustine, because Porphyry made the mistake of 

thinking that being ( p i m i )  was an appropriate name for the First. It may be the case that 

Trouillard is influenced by this concern in interpretation of Proclus. To his gent credit. 

however. despite his over-emphasis on the immediate relation of the One and the Soul. 

his readings o l  Procltrs are good and comprehensive. With regard to onto-theology. it 

seems to mt: that a more genuine confrontation of Neoplatonism and Heidegger is needed. 

Many of the philosophical concerns tvhich Hcidegger thinks are satisfied by his 

historicism seem already to have been addressed within the Neoplatonic tradition itself. 

Most important in this respect is the topic of this study. the idea of tlitrttoitr as a 

metaphorical knowledge. as productive of a divided image of :Volrs. Rather than 

encrusting Being in static categories. it seems that Proclus' account of our discursive 

projection of iogoi allows us afways to go back and supplement the picture of Being that 

we have so far. 

Vecdrcirel. J i w .  IYK5 (Zurich: ~dit ions du Gnnd Midi. 1987) pp.81-100. 
ncl l Another thinker who seems to have accepted the validity of Heidegger's criticism is H. Dumery. 

See "Proclus et la puissance de produire." in ,VCuplurunume. .WIungrs offirts u J u n  Trurrrllurd (Paris: 
Les cah~ers dc Fontenay. [ 98 1 I pp. 159-1 90. Both he and Trouillard were influenced by Maurice Blondel. 
W.J. Hankey s q s  of Blondel. "so far as Blondel conceived metaphysics as trapped within a logic ofself- 
objccritication by a pretense to speculative completeness apan from action. he followed Bergson's 
indications 3s to the way out." For the history of the relation between French Neoplatonic scholars and 
tleidcgger, see W.J. Hankev. "French Neoplatonism in the XIh century," .-lninrus. 4 (1999) 
http: www.mun.c~'animus. 



V11.i~. Theurgy and prayer 

Proclus was a great devotee of religious cults. The goddess Athena visited him 

twice in his life, once to reveal to him his philosophical vocation and once to inform him 

of her intention to live in his household after the removal of her cult statue from the 

.-\cropolis."" In Lrr ng:\.rqpgit! dr ~ r o c l o s . ~ ~ ~  .l.Trouillard asks if in Proclus we have a 

philosopher with a sort of 'split personality'. Is he a rational man in his philosophical 

nork. ivhils being an irrational fanatic in his religious life? Trouillard's conclusion. with 

mhich I agree, is that Proclus does not have a split personality. His devotion to cult and 

his devotion to philosophy are part of the same character of the man, Such things as 

Xthena's visits in bodily form. coming to him in a dream. have their place in his system. 

and can be explained because there is more in us than dit~noirr."' 

Xs we have said before. according to Proclus things are known according to the 

ponw of the kno~ver. not the thing which is known. And when the power of the gods. by 

~vhich Proclus means the higher orders in the spiritual hierarchy. be they in the given case 

titrimones. individual noes. or henirds. is communicated to human beings. it is received 

according to our own mode. So we comprehend it in an ineffable inte1lectual grasp. 

according to the tms which is in us. we unroll its concentrated content according to the 

tlianoitr tvhich is in us. and we receive this power in the form of visions and portents 

according to the power ofphontmin which we have because of our bodily nature. 

Proclus' belief in divine dreams and visions is a consistent application of his general 

epistrrnological principles. Just as when our dianoia is directed towards the ineffable 

One which is present to us as an inexhaustible source it produces divided logoi. so when 

our phanrrlsirl is directed towards this centre of ourselves it produces visions and dreams. 

myths and divine symbols. We do not just make these up. according to Proclus. They are 

60: Marinus, Ci'ru Procli ch.9: ch.30. 
6111 ch.11. pp.22-5 I. and in an earlier version ofthis chapter. published as "Le rnerveilleux dam la 

vie et la pensee de Proclos." Revuephilosophiq~ie. 163 (1973) pp.439451. 
h0.I See also A.J. Festugiere. "Proclus et la religion traditionelle." in .\tr'Ianges d'urchr'oiogie rr 

d'histoirr ufirts u .-lndre' Piganiol (Pans: S.E.V.P.E.N. .  1966) pp.158 1-1590. 



manifestations of ~Volis and the One on the level of sensibility. just as philosophy is their 

manifestation on the level of clianoin. 

These 'alternate' ways of unibing with the One are generally two. depending on 

bvhrther they minister to the part of us which is below ciic~noiu or above. The first 

includes certain forms of dreams and visions. and especially the ritual practice of theurgy. 

The second includes the contemplation of various sorts of symbols. such as the names of 

the gods. and above all prayer. These principles are also a p p k d  to textual interpretation 

by Proclus. so that various texts or parts of texts can be read as elaborate allegories. 

designed to lift the soul in a different manner than discursive reason.60' 

Since Iamblichus theurgy was an accepted practice among most Pagan 

Neoplatonists. Those who were skilled in the thsurgic art were able to consecrate or 

no1 1. Dillon examines ?rkdrl. strabulun, and itnalogiu in Proclus' allegorical exegesis of Platonic 
tr'xts. See "Image. symbol and analogy: three basic concepts of Neoplatonic allegorical exegesis." in The 
~ 1 p l i f i ~ ~ 1 1 7 ~ t '  ~ ~ ' . V m p i t t ~ o n l ~ n l .  ed. R. Baine Harris (Nav York: S.U.N.Y.. 1976) pp.747-267. He tinds in 
Proclus a report o f a  threc-stage process by which the Pythagoreans revealed their doctrine. First. images 
(~ . ikune .~ )  of the divine realities would be set before the initiates. These images would reflect the divine 
reality in such a tray as to be obviously representarive. and not be in discord with the realities themselves. 
Then would be brought forth symbols (nrmbola). which reflect reality in a higher manner. because they are 
more difticult to discern as allegories. and because they represent more ineffable truths. Symbols. as 
opposed to images. are an inversion of the reality which the!: sgmbolisr. By a coincidence of opposites. the 
vulgarin. and monstrosity of the symbol makes the mind rise to the purity of what is symbolises. The 
Platonic m>ths would be examples of eikones, while tire Homeric myths would be s~rmbulu. However. 
Dil ton finds that Proclus does not preserve this distinction and uses rikrin and swnbolon interchangeably. 
He also thinks. and I agree. that in practice such a distinction would be difficult to preserve. Be that as it 
may. both images and s)mbols are used in the allegorical exegesis of a text. in which the surface meaning of 
the test is seen to be analogous to the divine realities. So, in the Parmenides commentary, Pirmenides, 
Zr'no. and Socrates are taken to be analogous to unparticipated .Volts. the Nous participated by the Divine 
Soul. and individual nouy: or alternately to the Being. Life and ,!'oris within .Vorrs as a whole. There is a 
correspondance between the lower levels of  reality and the higher, so that the internal structure of the lower 
is analogous in some manner to the higher. So the knction of rikdnrs and surnbolu rely on anologia. as 
does the pruboit; tort owiddo'n log& In the same manner the surface meaning of certain texts (divinely 
inspired tests) is analogous to divine reality. See also J. Coulter. The literary microcorm. fheories of 
rnt+~rprnuibn in  h e  Iizfer neoplaronisrs (Leiden: E.J. Brill. 1976) pp.39-72; see p.45: "the key mechanism 
which the allegorical critics employed in the interpretation o f a  test which had declared itself to be symbolic 
rr-as that of analogy or correspondance. Again and again. i t  is by the ladder of analogy that a commentator 
will ascend From the surface ofthe text to its hidden meaning." See also J. Trouillard. "Le symbolisme chez 
Proclus." Dialog~res d'hif~oire ancienne. 7 (1981) pp.297-307. According to Proclus Plato criticises Homer 
in the Republic not for the use of symbol understood in this manner. but in order to ensure that such 
symbols be kept From the masses. who are easily led astray. See p.299: "I1 semble a Proclos que Platon lui- 
meme n'a pas ilimioe totalernent la diffusion de rnythes tenus pour monstrueux. S'il est necessaire &en 
parler. dit l'auteur de la Riprrblique (378a). i l  faudnit le faire en secret. devant le plus petit nombre possible 
d'auditeurs et apres I'immolation non d'un porc, mais dune victime plus rare et pIus coGteuse." 



animate statues in order to obtain oracular pronouncements from them. presumeably by 

imprisoning in the objects certain rfirirr~ones. Or they were able to obtain oracles through 

the use of a medium. who would enter an entranced state. The principle behind theurgy is 

likely the symparhria which holds between higher and lower members ofthe same seiru. 

or series.h0h The need for theurgy as a supplement to philosophy is likely due to the fact 

that the human being is not only a soul. but a soul wedded to an immaterial pneumatic 

body. or vehicle (ochzmn). The practice of theurgy has as its aim to purify the body of all 

material associations. just as the practice of philosophy has as its aim to purify the soul of 

all rnultiplicity.61'7 Indeed. Proclus and all of the Pagan Neoplatonists were particularly 

devout men. and in addition to theurgic practice. observed the rituals and practices 

608 associated tvith the worship of the traditional pagan Greek gods. Just as dreams and 

visions minister to thephantmicr and uisrhisis of the Soul. so theurgy has an effect not on 

the higher power themselves. but on the praticioners of the sacred rites. It is a 

purification from baser bodily association adapted to brings who have bodies. A similar 

characterisation can be found in certain explanations of Catholic sacramentalism. Men 

have a need for sacraments because they are a union of both soul and body. 

hlh  See E.R. Dodds. "Theurpy and its relationship to Neoplatonism." Jo;rrnul oj'Romun Strrdies. 27 
( 1947) pp.35-69: and H. Lewy. Chaldaeun Oracles and Therrrp, .llr.strcisnr. .Ilagic and Pluzonisnr in the 
Later Ronr~n Emp~re (Cairo, 1956 [New edition with a contribution by P. Hadot. "Bilan et perspectives sur 
les Oracles Chalda'iques et une bibliognphie de H. Lewy," (Paris: ~ tudes  Augustiniennes, 197811). See also 
A. Sheppard. "Proclus' attitude to theurgy." Classical Qrrarter(\*. 32 ( 1987) pp.2 12-334. Dodds is deeply 
antipathetic to the mystical and religious side of Iamblichus and post-tamblichean Neoplatonism. 
Festugikre is also not attracted by late Antique religion. A positive evaluation of it only appears in 
mainstream modem Neoplatonic studies with figures such as P. tladot and J. Trouillard. For this history. 
see W.J. Hankey. "French Neoplatonism in the 20 '~  century." .-fnin~trs. 4 (1999) http:!~~vwnv.mun.caianimus. 

60' This is the opinion of A. J. Festugiere. "Contemplation philosophique et art theurgique chez 
Proclus." in h d r s  de In philosophie Grecque (Paris: J.  Vrin. 197 1)  pp.585-596. See also E. des Places. 
"La religion de Jamblique." in De Jamhliqzie a Procltrs (Genhve: Fondation Hardt, 1975) pp.69-94. and J.  
Trouillard. L'L'n et l'ime selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lenres. 1972) pp. 171 -189. 

606 See H.-D. Saffiey. "Neoplatonist spirituality. 11: From lamblichus to Proclus and Damascius." 
in Classicnf .Clrditrrmnenn Spirirtraliv. Egyptian. Greek. Roman. Ed. A.H. Armstrong ("World 
spirituality. An encyclopedic history of the religious quest." 15) (New York. 1986) pp.250-265 [translation 
of "Quelques aspects de la spiritualite des philosophes ntioplatoniciens. De Jamblique a Proclus et 
Damascius." Rwue des Sciences Philosophiqtres rr ThPologiqtres, 68 ( 1984) pp. 169- 1821. 



Prayer ministers not to phunrusia md aisthisis. but rather is a way of describing 

how the soul surpasses dianoiu. As we have seen. all of the higher orders are present to 

the Soul. and the Soul can pass over into their mode of existing if it puts off its 

multiplicity. The Soul does this by concentration on the divinely revealed names of the 

hlN gods. or by a silence higher than names. In essence. prayer is a religious description of 

uniking with the One through the one or tlower of the Soul. Indeed. Proclus' prayer is a 

very intellectual prayer. Perfect prayer is knowledge of the degrees of the divine 

hierarchy to which the one who prays ascends. because you cannot have intimate 

commerce with the gods if you don't know the particular character of each. The five 

degrctls of prayer are in fact five different rpistemological/ontological perspectives. 

through u.hich the sou1 passes. culminating in the perspective of the One and the henads. 

.As with most things in Proclus. we should be careful of separating out too 

strongly theurgy. philosophy. and prayer. Theurgy mediates to the body. but it is 

informed b ~ .  philosophy. and is in a sense philosophy in bodily action. Prayer. on the 

other hand. is the completion of philosophy. because it leads to the nobis and hendsis 

ivhich philosophy ultimately seeks. according to Proclus. 

"La foi qu'esalte ainsi Proclos n'est pas la croyance en des verites deterrninees. 
e lk  itablit au contraire les imes dans I'absolu indetermination divine. C'est ccun 
silence unitif)) qui fixe l ' h e  dans I'ineffabilite des disux ... Elle nous perrnet 
d'atteindre I'Ineffable par l'ineffable .... pace  qu'elle actualise ce qu'il y a 
d'indetermind en nous. que notre neoplatonicien design souvent par ce mot 
h~pmxis .  Ce terme frequemment synonyrne de d u n  de I t h e ) )  est plus 
hinologique qu'ontologique.. .Nous voyons pourquoi le symboie est plus 
operatoire que I'irnage [eikdn]. Si le neoplatonisrne voulait nous entrainer vers 
tine simple contemplation. il pourrait se contenter de figures. Mais. du moment 
qu'il place notre centre ainsi que le centre universe1 au dela de I'intelligible .... i l  

h09 In Purm. S . R . M .  23 1 - 3 7  [505.83-891. 
$10 The five degrees are ( I )  knowledge (gndsis): (2 )  appropriationhaking as one's own (oikeidsis): 

(3  contact (sunrtphC): (4) approach (empelasis); ( 5 )  and union (henckisis). See In Tim.I.3 1 1.8-2 13.1. See 
also A. Bremond. "Un texte de Proclus sur la priere et i'union divine." Recherches de science religietrse. 19 
( 1929) pp.JJ8-467. 



doit recourir a des procedes don't I'efficacite deborde ceIIe de la connaissance. 
comme les mythes initiatiques (qui sont le paysage du rite) et Ies rites (qui sont les 
mythes en acte) ... Notre philosophe savait bien qulAthena. Asclepios ou Apollon 
n'ctaient que les figures mythiques de telle ou telle fonction divine. Et ce qui 
donnait corps a ces puissances inaccessibles aux sens. c'etait la necessite de leur 
faire traverser l'lrne entiere de dedans au dehors et de les exprimer dans 
I'imagination et la sensibilite sous une brme appropriee a ces modes de 
reprisentation. D b  lors le symbole est notre oeuvre ... Il est oeuvre collective en 
tant que les mythes sont le produit d'une communaute hurnaine. rnais aussi oeuvre 
individuelle en tant que chacun les ivoque pour son propre compte et dans sa 
situation particuliire, Mais cette oeuvre est effectuie par nous sous une 
inspiration secrete de la divinite et comme un timoignage de cette motion ... On 
voit en quel sense I'iime proclienne est criatrice des symboles. En les formant. 
ells s'affecte elk-mime sous I'action divine. ells se donne a eIle-mPme ce qu'elle 
reqoit des d i e u ~ . " ~ "  

I think Trouillard is correct in his characterisation here. For Proclus. myth and symbol 

are tvays in which we mediate the ineffable to ourselves. as is philosophy. Myth and 

philosophy overlap. and that overlap is most obvious in the name which philosophy uses 

for the Highest: the One. 

Si I'un se justifie cornme le meilleur symbole de la divinite sur le plan speculatif. 
i l  est aussi le plus incantatoire. Car la theologie neoplatonicienne n'est pas simple 
thcorie. mais igalement conversion. Elk  ne peut itre entierement ditachee de la 
thiurgie et du mythe ccinitiatique)) don't elle son et vers lequels eIle nous toume. 
Son efficaciti diborde le langage rationnel pour employer ceIui de La poesie 
inspirie [In Rrmp.I.177.16-23: 1 78.10-1 79.031.. .LC terme trUn,r n'ivoque ni une 
hypostase transcendante qui serait inaffirmable. ni un simple etat immanent qui 
inviterait a un narcissisme peu platonicien. mais une presence qui. ne pouvant ni 
se thimatiser ni se reflichir adiquatement. appelle toutes 1es ressources de 
I'espression. Ce qui ne peut &re conqu peut &re sug_gere. joue et ~ h a n t i . ~ ' '  

According to Proclus. dionoin makes the Soul to be a divided image of .lhlrs. and in chat 

sense all ciianoia is metaphor. But rhnoirr is not the only metaphor which points the soul 

towards its Father 

I Sce J. Trouillard. "Le symbolise chez Proclus." Dialogues d'hisroire oncienne, 7 ( 198 1) 
pp.297-307: see pp.303-306. 

"I' J.Trouillard, La nysrogogir de Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1982) pp.99-100. 



CONCLUSION 

It  is fair to say that Proclus' account ofriitrnois is the highest point of ancient 

t.pistsmology. Plato's account of knowing shows us that Bring cannot be grasped by 

sensation or opinion (Thewletus). Moreover. he seeks to persuade us that the soul can. 

indeed. come to know Being if it persist in the search (Ueno).  This is because Being and 

the soul are akin. and in some sense we already know what we seek. A full account ot'the 

manner in which the soul already grasps the Forms, however. is not given in Plato. In 

some sense. this contributes to the worth of the dialogues. Their underdetermination on 

just this most important point allows them to serve as fertile points of departure for our 

o\\n thinking. 

~\ristotle's account of active and passive intellect is important. because i t  

supplements the Platonic notion of intellectual a.6: with the notions of activity and 

potentiality. However. it is unclear in Aristotle's works why it is that the soul would be 

such as to know formal causes of things. One can assert that the rational soul simply is 

such as to receive the forms of things in an immaterial manner. However. one is left with 

the unanswered question of the ground of the kinship between thinking and Being. Just 

as Aristotle has no answer as to why there are ten. and only ten. categories. he has no 

account of this ground. 

I believe that it is for this reason that AristoteIian epistemology was less popular 

in subsequent Greek philosophy than wits Platonic epistemology. Indeed. very soon even 

those philosophers who called themselves Peripatetics Platonised their AristotIe at least to 

some extent. The union of PIato and Aristotle in Middle and Neoplatonisrn sought to 



provide an ansiver to the question of this ground. Thought and Being go together because 

ultimately they are two sides of the same reality. We can know all things because both 

thought and Being are derived from the one principle of all things. 

The Neoplatonic thesis of the One beyond Bcing/!Vous expresses this in a 

particularly poiverful way. Both Being and thinking art multiple expressions of the 

simple cause of' all. In ,\'errs. Being is thinking, because it is thinking which brings into 

esistence the determinations into which Being Falls. as a multiple reflection of its simple 

source. Also in Neoplatonism the important distinction between ~L'ous and ciicinoiu is 

sspressrd most clearly and coherently. It is not our thinking which produces the primary 

determinations of Being. but our thinking g a p s  these determinations because it is itself 

rm image of the primary thinking of .l'oir.s. In Proclus we find the moments ofthis 

declension of thought and Being examined in the most systematic and complete manner 

in all of Neoplatonism. His system is not so much a departure from Plotinus. as a minute 

esamination of the moments which Plotinus first articulated. If the Soul is an imago of 

.\*oir.s in Plotinus. Proclus gives us an account of the details of this relation. If Soul's 

thousht is a division of the rid2 in ,Volrs. in Plotinus. Proclus gives us an account of the 

nature of Soul's dividing activity. He gives an account of its inner articulations. and of its 

upper and lower limits. Further. in Proclus' account. the ontological and epistemological 

aspects of tlimoic[ are d r a m  together in such a way that we can see why it is that in our 

cverday esperience vie do not always realise why. or that. thinking and Being go together. 

Proclus' account of cliunoiu also provides compelling answers to aspects of our 

thinking which had not been sufficiently treated in his predecessors. The Soul's status as 

a divided image of ,Vom explains why it is that we seem on the one hand to be able to 

kno~v intelligible reality. but on the other hand are not abie to know it comprehensively or 

completely. ProcIus can explain why it is that there is a history of  philosophy. Dianoia is 

measured by Time. and the projection of logoi which manifest iVous which we know of as 

speculative philosophy takes place through the activity of men who are immersed in 



genesi-s. There is no necessary progression in the history of philosophy. because each 

system is the record of a soul's thinking which begins from the same point. from Noris- 

However. through reading the works of our predecessors, we are able to have a sort of  

conversation with them. and their ideas may move us from without such that we regain in 

some measure our native outokinDsis. In this sense alone is there progression in the 

histon of philosophy. But it  is not necessary. and it depends on the character of each 

individual ~vho takes up the works from the past. and it depends on which works they 

choose to take up. All of this is determined to a great extent by their own inner motion of 

lo,yoi. as they are attracted to certain thinkers and not to others. 

We ourselves. therefore. have this relation to Proclus. Our interest in his 

epistemology is informed by the subsequent history of philosophy. insofar as each of us is 

familiar with it. and has taken it more or less to heart. Because of this certain aspects of 

his account of tlitrnoia are thrown into higher relief for us than they probably were for 

Proclus himself. One such aspect is his distinction between dimoiu and :hm. In post 

Cartesian philosohy this distinction seems to have been lost. So in Descartes we find the 

demand for certainty in discursive knowing. The Cartesian demand for certainty. a 

demand which is still felt in philosophy today. is misguided from a Procline perspective. 

because it contlates :Vorrs and ciicsnoicl. Dicmoitr is a dividing activity. an activity tvhich 

u~fo lds  its source. and because of this it is an activity which can never adequate its 

source. It does _give rise to true logoi. but these logoi always point back beyond 

themselves to their source. This character of logos is missing in Descartes. In effect. the 

demand for certainty throws into doubt the entire question of the source of discursive 

thought. 

Another aspect of ciianoio in Proclus which is important for us is its character as a 

dividing activity. I have contrasted this dividing activity, earlier in this study. with the 

synthetic character of reason as we know it from Kant. Kant's acount of synthetic a priori 

judgements igores  exactly this dividing character. In effect. if dimoia is a dividing. then 



it must be the case that we have apriori  intuition. Otherwise there would be nothing to 

divide. Dicmoicr's iogoi are divided images of eidt. and if so, then we must have an cr 

pl-iori grasp of the ei&, If this were not the case. we would conclude. as Kant does, that 

the majority of logoi (i.e. a priori synthetic judgements) are groundless. 

Finally. the partial aspect of the proholt rdn ousi6ci6n log6n resonates with the 

concerns of contemporary phenomenology. Heidegger's deconstruction of the history of 

ontology had as its aim to free Being from what had become the categories of Being. 

through centuries of encrustation. Thoughts which have become merefornndcre are no 

longer thinking Beins. but rather cover it over. His account of Being as a source for 

poetic thinking. his account of language as the House of Being. is extremely powerful. 

Ho~veiw. it seems that Proclus has also taken account of need for rii~rnoirr ever to be 

fresh. and ever to return to its source. Tho thinking which is diunoicr is always only on 

the ivay to .Voirs. Systematic philosophy. therefore. is by its nature unable to sive a 

complete account of the determinations of Being. It produces divided images of the 

primary determinations in .Yurts. and it may continue to produces such divided images 

indefinitely. Proclus seems to be aware of this aspect of his account. in his tendanc); to 

give alternate 'exhaustive' lists of the orders of the universe. and in his very different 

treatment of the same topics in his various works. But he nowhere comes out and says 

that this partial nature of dinnoirr is  a virtue. -4s I have said above. it is likely that this 

aspect stands out in high relief only for us. 



APPENDIX: FIGURES 

THE LEVELS OF CAUSATION 
IN PROCLUS 

to nen. wh~ch a uncaused, has m r m a l  un~ty 
to on, vrh~ch u caused by to hen, has unity and rnaarnal bemg 

.be, vrh~ch s caused by to hen and :o on, has un~ty, bemg, and rnaxlmal hfe 
:)aus, vrh~ch 15 caused by to hen, ro on and z66, has un~ty, bemg, I~fe, and rnax~mal lntellqence 
s c c 9 C .  wh~ch IS caused by lo hen, to on, zei, and noos, has un~ty, be~ng, life, ~ntell~gence, and d~cnotc 

rbrc, rvh~ch are caused by 10 hen, to on, zG, and n w s ,  have un~ty, berng, Irfe, and rnln~rnal rntell~gence 
3 h t ~ .  :rh~ch are cause by :o fien, :o on and rtii, have un~ty, berng, and mlnlrnal hfe 
neicrc s h c r c  (to cosucnon], whtch are caused by to hen and ro on, have un~ty and mrn~rnal bemq 
'1ui6. wh~ch IS caused by :o rren, has rnln~mal untty 

:o hen 7 
zbe 

nocr 

psochi. 

, .. 
Dute 1 

Figure 1 : The levels of causation in Proclus (adapted from p.232. note to props.58 and 

59. in Dodd's edition of the Elements of'Theolo_w) 



THE LEVELS OF SOUL IN PROCLUS 
Unparticipated Nous 

I 

partrcrpated nous 
/,* partic~pated nous 

Unpartic~pated Monad of Soul'' ,-,' part~c~pated nous 1 I 
I , part~c~pated nous 

partmpated nous 1 i 
Unpud~cipated souls {OF,' 

HYPERCOSMIC SOULS I 
1 

I 

Angels 

Daimones 

Heroes 

DIVINE SOULS* 1 
I 

SOULS WHICH ARE 
NOT DIVINE, BUT 
ENJOY PERPETUAL 
INTELLECTION 

- 

ENCOSMIC SOULS ,..., ,,-, World Sou+ 

Souls of the faed s t a ~  
and of the seven planets , 

The gods belovt the moon 1 

Human souls (partial souls) SOULS WHICH MOVE; 
j FROM INTELLECTlONl 

TO UNINTELLECTION 

' O w e  Souls parkrpute In I lous through the unpurttcrpated monad of soul, and also part~cipate In an 
lnd~vlduol nous. lower sorts of souls particrpote ~n t lous only through  he Monad of Soul. 

Figure 2: The levels of Soul in Proclus 



A COMPARISON OF THE DIVIDED LINE 
IN PLAT0 AND PROCLUS 

NoioPsrs: Upward movlng reason, whlch uses only Form, and moves 
towards an ~nh~pothet~cal flrst prtnclple 

A 

Dlcnoro: Dovrnward movmg reason, which uses assumed hypotheses 
arid treats the oblects of ptstis as Images of IIS own oblects 

Proclus L~ne 

I 

Nour: Has an atemporal grosp of itself as the prlnlary locus of Forms 

- 
Soul's ousic: A fullness of logo;, whlch ore Inluges of the Forms lnNous 

Soul's cuncmis: lnlermecliate between the Saul's m~sic  and mergeic 

Soul's energcic os ci~alect~c: Propct~on of bgor whose purpose IS to grasp 
the Soul's ausrc, and lead the Soul to a grmp of Nous; 1.e. upward rnovlng 
drcnotc where pralected logor are ~reated as Images 

Soul's energera os mathemal~cs: Prolect~on of iogor whose purpose IS to grosp 
Soul as the ordering pr~nc~ple of body; 1.e. downvrard movmg crcnorc where 

- prolected kqot arc treated as parod~gms 

Figure 3: A comparison of the Divided Line in Plato and Proclus 



CALCIDIUS' GEOMETRICAL MEANS 

First Mean 

Volumes: 
First Term: 24  
Flrst Mean: 48 
Second Mean: 86 
Final Term: 192 

Figure 4: Calcidius' geometrical means 



THE PYTHAGOREAN CLASSIFICATIOI\I 
OF THE MATHEMATICAL SCIFNCES 

QUAFITITY - Arithmetic (qucnt~h. convcered in rbeif) 

Music (qucntify considered rn relction to cnoher cuanrity) - 

.MAGI IITUDE - (statlonary magnitudes) 

Spherics (magnttudes in motion) 

Proclus explains that the Pythagoreans are correct in thew classification, because it 
agrees wth Plato's doctrine ~n the iirnaeus. It IS by the Soul's plurality and diversity 
of logo1 thal it prolects Arithmetic, and by 11s bonds that ~t propcts Music. As the 
Soul IS first divided by the dem~urge, and then bound together by logol, Arlthmctic 
o older than MUSIC. 

Further, II IS from the one f~qure ~n 11s ousrc thut the Soul proiects Geometry, und from 
~ts motton that ~t prolects Spherics. So Geometry u older than Spherics. 

Figure 5: The Pythagorean classification of the mathematical sciences. In Eircl.36.12- 

33.02 



GEMINUS' CLASSIFICATION 
OF THE MATHEMATICAL SCIF.NCES 

Geclmetrv Plane Goometry 
7 Stammetry (did gm.oma(y/ 

(there is no science of pornts or !ines, because no ligures ccn be cons*ucted 
from them without picnes or soiids) 

Ar~thmet~c Lmear numbers 
Plane numbers 
Solid numbers 

SF1 ISIRLES [pnrcrllel to creornetrv or ar~thmeticl 

Geodesv lseometrd (hecps of earth consrdered cs cones, etc.) 

Culculotion lorithmeticl (numbers of sheep, cups, etc.) 

Ootics h e o m e t d  - Optics (i/lusory appeorcnce of objects seen at a dkrcnce) 

'" Catoptrics (vcrious wcys in which light n reflec~ec .. reicrw' 
to scene c rn r ins  i.e. representins ob@s so rhat rhw do not 
seem dispropor:ronc:e] 

Cononlcs (percerceptible ro:ros bebeen no:es of the rnosrcd scc!e) 

SEI  ISIBlES [not ~aro l le l  to c~eometrv or arithrnelicl 

.Mechonlrq 7 Art of makmg engmes of war 
Wondenvorkmg (mokmg rnovlng hgures) 
The art havmg to do vdh equ~l~br~um (centre of grc:*!>, m ion5  spneres whrch 
rmrtcte the motron of the 9ewens) 
In general every art concerned with the moving of rnoter~ol things 

kfronomy 7 Gnomon~cs @lacmg of sondicis) 
(the mot;on oi 

'-% Meteorology (risings of heavenly bodies) 
:he hewens) Dioptriu (fixes posttion of sun, moon, and s~crs with speciai imtrumen:~) 

F i y r e  6: Geminus' classification of the mathematical sciences. in E1rcl.38.02-42.08 
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