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THE SOUL AND DISCURSIVE REASON

IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF PROCLUS

Abstract
by

D. Gregory Maclsaac

In Proclus dianoia is the Soul's thinking activity. through which it makes itselt into a
divided image of Nous. This dissertation examines various aspects of Procline dianoiu.
Dianoid's thoughts are logoi, because in the Greek philosophical tradition. logos came to
mean a division of a prior unity (ch.I). Proclus' theorv of dianoia rejects induction. and is
a conscious development of Plato's theory of anamnésis. because induction is unable to
vield a true universal (ch.Il). The source of Soul's /ogoi is not a pre-natal vision of
reality. but rather its ontological dependence on Nous. The Soul's ousia is a fullness of
logoi which are images of the eidé in Nous. The Soul projects these multiple oudiddeis
logoi into even greater multiplicity. In so doing. Soul makes itself into the image of
Nous. and the paradigm of Body. For this reason all dianoia is metaphorical. because it
either understands NVous through the image which itself is, or understands Body through
itself as paradigm (ch.IIl). Dianoia. therefore. has two parts. Dialectic is the Soul's grasp
of Nous through itself as image. and mathematics is the Soul's grasp of Body through
itself as paradigm (ch.IV). The Soul's attention to Body may cause it to cease its
dianoetic activity. because it takes on Body's passivity. Philosophical discussion may

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



terms. philosophy restores the Soul's autokinésis. or self-motion (ch.V). The particular
Nous of which Soul is an image, and which dianoia divides. is the Nous which serves as a
measure for Soul's dividing activity. And because Time is the measure of the Soul's
motion. this particular Nous is the monad of Time (ch.VI[). Dianoia has as its aim to
teave behind all divided thinking. and to be content with the unity of Nous. and the
simplicity of the One. This is accomplished through that in the Soul which is higher than

dianoiu, the nous of the Soul. and its own one (ch.VII).



For my father

John R. Maclsaac
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To be carried back to the shrine some dawn

when the sea spreads its far sun-crops to the south
and [ make a moming offering again:

that [ may escape the miasma of spilled blood,
govern the tongue, fear hybris, fear the god

until he speaks in my untrammelled mouth.

-- Seamus Heaney, Station [sland

Aujourd’hui l'espace est spendide!
Sans mors, sans éperons. sans bride,
Partons a cheval sur le vin

Pour un ciel féerique et divin!

Comme deux anges que torture
Une implacabie calenture.

Dans le bleu cristal du matin
Suivons le mirage lointain!
Mollement balancés sur l'aile

Du tourbillon intelligent,

Dans un délire parallele.

Ma soeur, cote a cdte nageant.
Nous fuirons sans repos ni tréves

Vers le paradis de mes réves!

-- Baudelaire, Les Fleurs du Mal

aAnBdc. et un nABec, Exhietov.

-- Marinus. Fita Procli
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PREFACE

In a very real sense. | began this study twelve vears ago. when [ entered the
Bachelor of Arts program at the University of King's College/Dalhousie University. in
Halifax. It was at King's that [ first read Plato. and first realised that the world could be
thought. In the Dalhousie department of Classics [ had teachers who taught me how to
read an ancient text 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
teachers 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. [ wish to acknowledge my immense gratitude to him here.

At the University of Notre Dame. in Indiana. [ found another mentor. Professor
Stephen Gersh. The foundation of my interest in Neoplatonism was laid at Dalhousie. but
it was not until [ met Professor Gersh that [ became certain my study of the history of
philosophy should take the form of a study of the 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. [ wish to
thank him sincerely for his direction over the past eight vears.

The 1dea for the particular topic of this study came during the year (1994-95) that
[ studied with Professor Carlos Steel. of the Institute of Philosophy. Catholic University

of Leuven. Belgium. Halfway through my year in Leuven, [ realised that all of my
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previous philosophical studies pointed me towards one doctrine, the Platonic theory of
anumnésis. When | told this to Professor Steel, he immediately exclaimed that | was. in
fact. interested in working on "the probolé." He was referring to Proclus' theory of the
projection forth of the soul's innate fogoi. After returning to Notre Dame. | discovered
that Professor Steel had been entirely correct. It was the probolé which excited. and
continues to hold, my philosophical interest. [ acknowledge here my debt to Protessor
Steel. as providing the particular beginning point for my work of the past five years.
Finally [ wish to express my deep gratitude to Professors Peter Emberley. Roy
[Laird. Waller Newell. and Rob Stainton. [n giving me an academic position two years
ago. at the College of the Humanities at Carleton University. in Ottawa. they provided me
with a community of scholars. students. and dear triends. who now constitute the greater

part of what euduaimonia | possess.
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INTRODUCTION

t. The spiritual hierarchy’'

Soul is the third principle in Proclus' system.” It is distinguished trom the second
principle. [ntellect (NVous). by the discursive character of its thinking. Unlike the simple
and unchanging grasp of the intelligible which belongs to Nows. the Soul's discursive
reason (diunoia) is measured by Time. because it moves from intelligible object to
intelligible object. Time is the "measure of motion." as Aristotle sa}'s.3 and the motion in
question here is the psychic activity. Nous is distinguished from the first principle of
Proclus' system. the One. because the One is beyond both being and thinking. Itis
"epekeina tés ousias." as Plato says of the Idea of the Good in the Republic.*

According to Proclus. Being” 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 eftects. 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

' For a good overview of the life, work, and tradition of modern scholarship on Proclus, see H.-D.
Saffrey. "Proclus Diadoque de Platon,” in Proclus lecteur et interpréte des anviens. Actes du Collogue
internationale du C.N.R.S.. Paris 2-4 oct. 1985, ed. J. Pépin et H.-D. Saffrey (Paris: CN.R.S.. 1987) pp.xi-
xxvii, See also the introduction to volume [ of the Saffrey and Westerink (Belles Lettres) edition of the
Théologie Platonicienne: and L. Siorvanes, Proclus. Neo-Platonic philosophy and science (New Haven and
London: Yale University Press, 1996) pp.1-47.

* | am speaking here in very general terms. In more precise terms. between the One and Soul come
the First Limit and First [nfinity, the henads. and Nous. Further. Vous itseif is subdivided into three
intelligible triads. three intelligible-and-intellectual triads. and an intellectuai hebdomad.

* Physics V1.

* Republic 509b.

* Being in a general sense. not Being as the first moment of Nous.



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
power, 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.

Between the One and matter the determinations of Being unfold themselves.
producing themselves as divided images of the ineffable One beyond Being. Nous. Soul.
and Body or Nature are divided expressions. articulations. or manifestations of what
remains unexpressed. inarticulate. and hidden. according to Proclus. How is it possible to
manitest the inarticulable simplicity of the One? Proclus’ answer is an articulated totality.
All that is possible is actual. in Proclus' system. The articulations of reality begin even
betore 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" which 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.
Nous/Being comes next. divided into Being. Life. and Nous. as unitary determinate
source, power of expression. and muitiplicity of determination. And so it continues.
Proclus’ universe unfolds itself 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 One.®

* A. Lernould. "La dialectique comme science premiére chez Proclus,” Revue des sciences
philosophiques et théologiques, 71 (1987) pp.509-536; p.522: “L'idée de systéme implique en effet que
toute la chaine des connaissances procéde d'une cause unique en méme temps qu'elle se convertit tout
entiére vers cette cause (principe de l'universalité). Or toutes les connaissances procédent bien de I'intellect
et retournent vers lui. si bien que l'intellect pourrait étre appelé «lien des connaissances» (et non pas
seulemnent le «lien des sciences»). puisqu'il embrasse leur complet déploiement. En outre. l'exigence de
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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 ditference. Each successive order in the unfolding of
determinate Being is a circumterence having the previous order as its centre, and the One
as the centre of its centre. Being as a whole is a divided image of the One. But also each
order is its own divided image of the One. as a 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
proximate 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 itself through the kinship of its own

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

systématicité implique qu'il n'y ait pas de vide dans le tout des connaissances et que |2 procession. ainsi que
fa conversion évidemment, s'effectuent par la similitude (principe de continuité). Dans cette perspective. la
dialectique apparait comme une médiation nécessaire entre les mathématiques et l'inteflection. Or. la
dialectique est bien a la fois encore science, en tant qu'elle est connaissance par la cause, et déja intellection.
en tant qu'elle a pour object I'intelligible. Enfin comme la triade manence-procession-conversion ne doit
pas étre comprise comme simplement logique mais comme étant a [a fois logique et ontologique, dans la
perspective. on I'a vu. d'un cycle de puissance. le systéme des connaissances se donne moins comme un
tableau figé. comme une classification formelle et extérieure 4 son objet. que comme le processus
dynamique d'un déploiement qui inclut en lui la loi ontologique de sa propre production. Les
connaissances, qui ¢constituent ainsi une véritable multiplicité dans l'unité, réalisent donc la figure d'un
systeme ol I'identité se constitue dans et par la différence. se révélant ainsi comme «identité dynamique».”

See also A. Charles, "Analogie et pensée sérielle chez Proclus.” Revue Internationale de
Philosophie. 23 (1969) pp.69-88: see p.70. Charles points out that for Proclus there is no question of the
existence of an analogical order in the universe. Rather, this order is taken as assumed. The guestion is of
the nature of this order. That ail things below the One are ordered analogically is gnaranteed by the
providence (rpdvoua) 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 "symmetry between the two terms. as if they were breathing or speaking in concert (ek tés
umphoin summetrias kai hdsanel sumpnoias kai sumphdnias) [In Tim 111.7.16f1]."

" J. Trouillard. La mystagogie de Proclus (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1982) p.249: "Comme dans la
génération néopythagoricienne des nombres. il n'v a pas de distinction entre le possible et le réel. La
procession est manifestation ou expression. sous des modes de plus en plus complexes et extensifs, d’une
puissance ou mieux d'une exigence intensive. Celle-ci émet une organisation qui se dispose en cercles
concentriques. Ceux-ci figurent les niveaux et les rayons symbolisent les séries. Tous sont des fulgurations
de l'unité, représentée par le centre."

(U8 )



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 sort 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 constitue 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" (merikai psuchai). the souls which animate human bodies. our
discursive reason has a twotold 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 Vous. these determinations which are the Soul's own thoughts are a divided
image of Nous. 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 Vous. but
also of the principles of Nous. the partial sou! in thinking itself is also thinking a divided
image ol the total hierarchy of reality. [t 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 erds which leads it away from its
own divided determinations back to the unity of the Nous which is its proximate
paradigm. and to the simplicity of the 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 it as its centre. So it acts as a reminder. or as a signpost pointing betore 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. [f our centre is concentric with that of Nous. then the power of the One
itself. the henads, and Vous 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 themselves formless.® The dialogues of Plato and the myths of Homer
both have their place in articulating the unity of Vous 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

which Limit and Unlimited are in balance. and the point at which the expansion of power
from the One begins to turn into the dissipation of matter.” On the one hand the Soul is a
spiritual being and is capable of self-reversive activity of thinking. but its activity of
thinking is divided and complex. As an image of .Vous it can never adequate the unity of
the intelligible Forms. but it makes up for this deficiency through a never ending activity

of unfolding the concentrated content of Nous onto the psychic level."

* ). Trouillard, La mystagogie de Procius (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1982) p.249: "La philosophie n'est
pas une oeuvre de pure raison spéculative. Dans un univers don't les extrémes (I'un pur et le divers pur)
sont ineffables et ol la pensée est une activité médiane, celle-ci est alimentée et orientée par le mythe.
Quand ce dernier n'est pas seulement pédagogique. mais inspiré ou initiatique [/n Remp.1.80.11-12: 1.81.14-
15:1.178.10-179.03], il déploie le paysage d'une opération déifiante et il invite a la partaire par la théurgie.
1l apporte la communication et ['illumination don’t la raison devra étre la conscience distincte.” See also
ch.ll of the same work. "Le merveilleux dans [a vie et [a pensée 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 of the One extends all the way to matter, and the indeterminate through excess is thus the
direct cause of the indeterminate through deficiency. Nouws is a triad of Being. Life. and Nous, in which the
power of Being extends to inanimate bedies, and is that which gives them determination, the power of Life
extends to plants, and the power of Vous gives to animals with sense some grasp of being. The Soul confers
self-motion on itself and on the bodies which it animates, and this self-motion is primarily discursive
reason. See figure i. Appendix.

" 1. Trouillard. La mystagagie de Proclus (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1982) p.250-251: “Le point o0
lintensité de la puissance et 'extension du nombre obtiennent leur équilibre. c'est le niveau de I'ime. Chez
elle la complexité atteint son développement le plus distinct sans briser son intériosité. C'est pourquoi elle
est la médiation universelle. fe milien et le centre de tous les étres [In Alc.320.19]...Dés lors c'est dans
I'dme que. de droit et pas seulement de fait. nous déchiffrons la constitution de l'univers, puisque ['ime ne
laisse rien hors d'elle-méme. et surtout pas ce qui la transcende (/n Tim.111.102.12-14]. Elle est 'espace
unique et inépuisable dans lequel se meut le philosophe. le lieu des «raisons sacrées et des symboles divins»
[Oracles chaldaigues, Des Places, p.211, 22, fr. V du commentaire de Proclos] qu'éveille l'initié."



This study will examine the unfolding activity which Proclus thinks discursive

reason Is.

ii. The hierarchy of Soul

We should examine the articulations into which the order of Soul falls. in order to
lay the ground for our discussion of discursive reason (dianoia). Proclus’ system is
considerably more complex in structure than is Plotinus’. Proclus still speaks of three
main spiritual principles (One. Nous. Soul). but the structure of these principles has been
elaborated to a much greater degree than in Plotinus. As in Plotinus. Vous and Soul give
rise both to subordonate and coordinate entities.!' So Nous 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 we 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 Nous. and to a lesser
extent 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 tind not souls. but Body. Had we begun
from any particular henad. we might find a subordinate series composed of the henad

itselt. a nous. a soul. and a body. The monad of Soul participates .Vous. but it is itself not

"' These are often called by modern scholars vertical and horizontal planes of causation. S. Gersh
has argued persuasively that these two planes of causation must be viewed as two ways of viewing the
relation between hypostases. Brietly. insofar as the hypostasis of ¥ous causes the hypostasis of Soul. Nous
gives rise to a subordinate entity (vertical plane of causation); insofar as Soul has as part of its constitution
its own nous. .Nous gives rise to a coordinate entity (horizontal plane of causation). See S.Gersh. From
lamblichus 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 unparticipated terms,
however, are produced by the same self-related activity which brings both the participated terms and their
participants into existence,

¥ Noes is the plural nominative of nous used by Proclus (see /n Parm.703.15). Noi is also attested
in late writers (see L.S.J. entry for nous), however, [ wili use the plural noes in this study.



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
(amethektos) and participated (methekros) to refer to this distinction. There are texts
which seem to suggest that Proclus thought that the first members of the coordinate series
of souls were also unparticipated. He refers to the distinction between unparticipated and
participated souls as the difference between hypercosmic and encosmic souls, i.e. a soul
which 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 trom one passage in his commentary on the Timaeus it seems that Proclus is at least
willing to entertain the idea that there are a plurality of hypercosmic souls.” In this
passage he gives an account of the difference between hypercosmic and encosmic souls.
The difference between Nows and Soul in general is that while Nous is able to grasp its
intelligible object all at once. in a simple selt-related act of thinking. Soul is not able to
do this. Soul's activity is measured by Time. as it moves from a consideration ot one
intelligible object to the next. Encosmic souls must think their intelligible objects one by
one. Proclus tells us. while hypercosmic souls are able to think more than one thing ata
time. although they are unable to think all things at once. and because of this fall short of
the simplicity of Vous.

Proclus' main classification of Souls is found in his Elements of Theology
(prop.184). where he tells us that every soul is either divine, or subject to change from an
enjoyment of nous to lack of nous. or intermediate between these two. The intermediate
class is inferior to divine souls. but enjoys nous perpetually. In earlier propositions
Proclus has specified what "divine" (theios) means. Divine souls are able to participate
Nous in two ways. As is the case with all souls. even those which are not divine, they are

able to participate Vous through the mediation of the unparticipated monad of Soul.

"* See In Tim.251.30-255.03.



Because the monad of Soul participates in NVouws. and al! souls arise from the monad of
Soul and have the same structure as it. all souls participate in Nous in virtue of this
monad. Unlike Souls which are not divine. however. divine souls also participate Nous
through their similarity to the noetic order. Although each of the members of the Soul
order is equally a soui. 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 Nous. divine souls are able to participate directly in a
nous 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 Nous
without interruption. the first sort of soul through the monad ot Soul and through its own
participation in a particular nous. the second sort 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
unparticipated 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
encosmic): (3) and the 'gods below the moon'. "the descendants of Gé and Ouranos
enumerated by Plato, Tim.40 E."*® The souls which enjoy perpetual nous. but are not
divine are the aggeloi. daimones. and hérdes (angels. demons. and heroes).

In the third class. souls which "are subject to change from nous to lack of nous"
(metaballousa apo nou eis anoian). we find human souls.'” We participate in Vous only

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

"* 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.

¥ Dodds daes nat include this possibility.

'S E4Thp.295 Dodds.

" Proclus' technical term for human souls is the "partial soul” (meriké psuche).



attraction of body and are able to turn towards it, away from Nous. A diagram might be
helpful at this point. See figure 2. Appendix.

[n our discussion of the Soul in Proclus we will be moving back and forth
between 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 unqualified 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 with 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 dianoiu. Proclus’ system
is at the same 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 Nous and the One. and
it is difficult to say at the same time that the various sorts of soul are parts of one and the
same reality. and that Vous and the One are also completely present to them. The words
in which we 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 of 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 dianoia to

separate things all through this study.



CHAPTERI

LOGOS AND ANALOGIA

Dianoia 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 dianoia which emerges at the level of Soul and which best
manifests Soul's intermediate station between the partlessness of Vous and the division of
Bodv.'* This study is an examination of diunoia in Proclus. which he describes as a
projection of the [ogoi. or 'reason principles’. which constitute the Soul’s essence (ousia).
Proclus' phrase is probolé ton ousiodon logon.

We should notice first that Proclus uses the term /ogos in this phrase. rather than
eidos. Proclus has a tendency to use the word logos when speaking of the Soul. and eidos
when speaking of Nous. although this is not always the case. The term /ogos 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
dianoia as a dividing activity which unrolls or unfolds its source."” Proclus often uses the
word anelittein. which means to unroll or unfold. in conjunction with dianoia and logos.
Notice that this term is a metaphor. The intelligible source of diancia is neither folded
nor circular. so stricly speaking. it cannot be unfolded or unrollied. But Proclus uses this
metaphor to give a sense of what dianoia does in knowing. Dianoia is an activity which

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

"® In Eucl4.11-14.

*® For a history of logos as the interior discourse of the soul, see C. Panaccio. Le discours intérieur
de Platon a Guillaume d'Ockham (Paris: Editions du Seuil. 1999).
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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 /ogoi which emerge through projection as expressive of a content which is
"hidden" or which exists "secretly" (kruphidés). Words like kruphiis and anelittein are not
themselves the realities which they signity, rather they direct the soul towards a
comprehension of what they signitv. and in tact do this quite well. Proclus' use of
explicit metaphors is appropriate. because he thinks that dfianoia in general is
metaphorical. or expressive, or symbolic. Dianoia is the multiple expression of the
unified content of Nous. [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
bevond itself in an etfort to draw the mind to a comprehension of its source.”

The source which the Soul’s logoi unfold is its own ousia. but it is also the prior
unity of Nous. Proclus has a number of ways of speaking of Soul’s participation in Nous.
One way is to say that Soul remains in Vous. as the first moment of the ubiquitous
spiritual motion of remaining. procession. and return (moné. proudus. epistrophé).
Participation in .Vous is this remaining moment. or departure point. Another way is to

speak of Soul’s ousia as its participation in Nous. So Proclus calls the ousia of Soul a

-1 uffer only as a suggestion the connection between the word anelittein and the ancient form of
the book. the scroll. The scroll had been replaced by the codex as the predominant farm of the pagan book
by the fourth century A.D.. but Proclus. living in the 5" century. would undoubtedly still have been familiar
with it. He may perhaps have been thinking of unrotling a scroil so as to see what lay hidden inside of it
when he chose to use the word anelittein as a metaphor for the activity of dianoia. Interesting as well is that
Proclus connects the logos of dianoia with the god Hermes. Hermeneuein means "to interpret,” and is
derived from the name Hermes, patron of the sciences and inventor of writing. /n 4/c.195.1-3: "The logos
in us is nourished by these, and through them it rises to .Vous. as Socrates teaches us in this text. And all
these are the teaching of Hermes (Hermaika paideumata) (1001013 86 obv tpégetal v €v nuiv Adyos xal
S ToUTeV dvetcty £ig vouv, o kal 0 Zukpdmg év éxeivolg £3idade. kai éott ravta tabta fraf
‘Epuaixa ratdevpata. Proclus lists gumnasia. mousiké, ta mathémata, and dialektiké. Dialectic, because
“the god [i.e. Hermes] is the discoverer (heuretés. also inventor) of all logos (logou gar esti pantos ho theos
heuretés). [In 41c.195.10]" See also notes 3-7. p.399 of A. Segonds' trans. and commentary; as well, see /n
A{c.187.19 and note 2, p.394. Segonds. Hermes is identical to the God Thoth discussed in J. Derrida.
"Plato's Pharmacy.” in La dissémination (Paris: Editions du Seuil. 1972). Derrida's thesis is that the
différence. or inherent ambiguity in writing acts as an inexhaustible source for hermeneutic interpretation.
Preclus’ hermeneutics is of course quite different, because underlying the novel hermeneutic projections of
diunoia is a metaphysical source in Vous quite unlike the Deriddian linguistic source.
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fullness of logoi (pléréma tén logén), meaning by logoi the secondary existence in Soul
of the eidé which exist primarily in Nous. These are complementary ways of speaking of
the same thing. In Proclus’ system. the Soul is a divided image of Nous. It is a divided
image in its first moment, as either a remaining which points bevond itself towards
procession. or as ousia which is the foundation of the Soul's self development. [n both of
these ways 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 Vous not only in its remaing, but in its procession and return: not only in
its ousia. but in its dunamis and energeia. The reality which is Soul is a drawing forth. a
projection (probolé). of itself as a participant of Nous. and this projection is what
constitutes the whole Soul as a divided image of Nouws.

Logos has a great number of senses. | will argue brietly that Proclus’ use of this
word 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 of the fogoi in its ousia 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 (meriké psuché) is also for it its act of self-
constitution. and the activity by which it rules and directs the body which it is allotted.
[nsofar as the partial soul is the same reality as the hypostasis. it projects the same logoi
by which Body is ordered. So not only does the partial soul grasp itself as an image of
Nous through its diunoiu. it also grasps itself as the paradigm of Body. This aspect of
logos. as the medium of dianoia. is unified in Proclus with logos as philosophical
argument. the best example of which is found in the Platonic dialogues. Dianoia 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 furnish us with examples of
philosophy as dialectical conversation, and exhibit the double motion of dianoia as both

the way down from and the way back up to the intelligible itself. In the Timaeus and
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Parmenides 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
Alcibiades [ philosophy rescues the partial soul which is fascinated by the passions
arising from Body. leading such a soul back to a rememberance of its own worth and
nature. Here the refutation of Alcibiades removes the obstacles to his souls self-
projection. and he is able to begin the ascent back to Nows. [n both cases the medium is
the projection of the partial soul’s logoi. Logos also has a mathematical sense.
Mathematical cognition has an important place in dianoia. because the sort of unrolling
of premises which we find in a geometrical proof is considered by Proclus to be a very
good example of the probolé 1on oudioddn logon. As well. a logos is a mathematical
ratio. and forms part of a mathematical proportion (aralogia). The concept of analogia is
extremely important for Proclus™ general account of dianoia. The universe as a whole is
a hierarchy of paradigm and image. beginning trom the henads. whose series run through
all ot reality. These series are bound together by analogia. just as certain number series
are bound by unalogia as mathematical proportion. A series of numbers bound by
mathematical proportion begins from unity and proceeds into novel multiplicity. but all
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 analogia the
Soul is an image of Nous and paradigm of Body. The idea of logos as unfolding is at the
heart of Proclus’ conception of analogia. because the unfolding of a logos produces novel
multiplicity. but does so as an explication or expression of a prior unity. [n other words.
anulogia holds between levels because the unfolding loges manifests the higher level on
the lower. That mathematical analogia is an image of analogia in general is taught

chiefly in Proclus’ commentary on Plato’s Timaeus.
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So logos in Proclus serves to unify the following: (i) the self-constitution of Soul;
(i1) the production and ordering of Body by Soul; (iii) dianoia as an unfolding activity by
which Soul knows itself as an image of .Vous 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 (/ogos) and proportion (analogia); (vi) and the
analogia which holds between all levels of Proclus” universe.

The tollowing passage from Theon of Smyrna. a 2nd cent. A.D. mathematician

and Platonist. exhibits the diversity of senses which the word /ogos has:

The word ‘logos' is used in many ways by the Peripatetics: [there are] the logos
which is said to be cxpressed in sound [meta phinés prophonios] by the modems
[hupo tdn neéterdn).”' and the logos which resides in the mind [endiatheros):; 2
and the fogos which lies in discursive reason [en dianoiai keimenos] without voice
or sound: and the logos of analogy or proportion [ho tés analogias] according to
which it is said that one thing has a relation [logon| to another thing. [There is
also the logos as] the account of the elements of speech {hé ton rou logou
stoicheion apodosis]: and the logos of things which 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 written works: the definition of things which explains their essence {/o
horos ho to ti én einai kai tén ousian sémainon)” is the defining [horistikos]
logos: there are the syllogism and induction [epagdgé]: the tales of Lybius. and
myths. tales and proverbs are given the name /ogos. There are also the logos of
Form [ho tou eidous]. and the spermatikos logos.”* and many others. But.
according to Plato. the word 'logos' is used in four different ways: for discursive
reason without voice [dianoia aneu phthoggouj. for the word with sound
proceeding from discursive reason [to meta phénés rheuma apo dianoias]. for the
account of the elements of the universe [Aé 16n tou holou stoicheion apodosis):™
and the logos of analogy or proportion [ko tés analogias].*®

*! The Stoics.

** This is the Stoic distinction between the év81a8etog Aéyog and the tpooopixog Adyog as the
thought i m the mind and the thought expressed by voicg. See below.

¥ 10 ti Av elva is an Aristotelian expression for definition.
~* A Stoic term. See below.

= Notice the exact parallelism of this expression with the 1 tav tol Adyou GToLEIWY GRddacig
above. There may not be any corruption in the text. but it is possible that there has been a substitution of
AGyos for Ghog in the first passage. or of GAog for Adyog in the second.

* Theon of Smyrna 72.24-73.14: Adyog 3¢ xata pév tolc TEpatTIkols AEYETaL TOARAY®S, O
1€ UETG QuVAG TPOYOPLKOE UTD TV VEWTEPWV AETOUEVOS Kal 0 £vLaBetog kal & v dravoia Keiuevog
avew 8d7you Kal omviig Kai O thg dvaloyiag. kad dv Ayeton €xeiy Adyov 109E NPOg T00€. Kat i wv
tol Adyou grolgeiav anddoats Kal 0 Tav TIukvIoY Kal TLpeuEvny, kal’ v oapev Adyov Tvag Exety 7y
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Logos has a number of specific philosophical uses, stemming from the Stoic. Aristotelian
and Platonic schools. Apart tfrom a mention of the /ogos with voice which proceeds from
discursive reason, the sense of /ogos 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 /ogos as unfolding the Soul's unfolding of Nous.

Li. General denotations of the word logos

[n order to establish that Proclus’ meaning ot logos as unfolding is an appropriate
use of the word. we should examine very brietly the entries for /egd and /ogos in the
L.S.J. lexicon, and then examine some of the uses of logos in Proclus’ philosophical
predecessors.

Logos is a noun derived from the verb lego. which itself most primitively means
'to lay" 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
wish to say' or 'to mean'. Finally. /egd can also mean 'to recite what is written'.

The entry for logos is considerably more complex than that for /egd. It contains

the following ten sub-headings. each of which is further subdivided:

[. Computation. reckoning

II. Relation. correspondance. proportion

[II. Explanation

IV. Inward debate of the soul

V. Continuous statement. narrative (Whether fact or fiction). oration. etc.
VI. Verbal expression or utterance, rarely a single word. usually of a phrase

UN €€V, Kal O TparefLTikdg AoY0g KOt O év 1@ fitfiie Anuoofevicds f Austaxdg kat 0 Gpog 6 10 T v
glval Kal v oloiav onuaivav, 9pLoTKdE Gv. xai 0 culloTiouds 8¢ kai 1 Erayeyn kai 0 Aiuxdg xat
0 u08og Kal o aivog Adyog Aéyetal xai 1} rapowuia, €T §€ kai o 1ol eidoug kai 6 orepuaticog Kat
dAlol mAgioves. xata 8¢ [MAdtuva teTpayds Aéyetal Adyog. fi te Sidvola dveu 9Boyyou Kal 10 uetd
owviig pelpa ano Sravoiag kai i tdv 1) SAov cToLtEiwy arddoots Kai o tfig avatoyiag.
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VII.A particular utterance, saying

VIILThing 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 IL. [Il. [V and VL. Logos Ill is the
most signiticant for Proclus’ account of dianoia. so we will examine this range of senses
last.

The sense of logos™ (1) as 'relation’. 'correspondance’ or 'proportion’ can mean
(IL1) a relation generally. as cars are related to the road in the same manner that trains are
to rails. and ([1.2) it can also mean a mathematical ratio. As [ have noted above. the use
of logos as mathematical ratio is quite important in Proclus’ account of dianoia.

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. [t also signifies (IV.2.a) Reason as a
faculty of the soul. either identified with or distinguished from other faculties such as
intellect (nous). discursive reasoning (dianoia). opinion (doxa). imagination (phantasia)
or sense-perception (aisthésis). In Proclus logos is most properly identitied with dianoia.
but in certain texts it is also identified with rous or opinion. Imagination and sense-
perception are usually distinguished from /ogos. In section (IV.2.b) of the entry we find a
brief citation of Jogos as "creative reason’ in Enn.l11.2.14, 15 and 18. Plotinus uses the
term fogos in this passage as equivalent to the providential plan according to which the
chances and changes of life in the Material World develop.

Aside from its common meaning as 'talk’. logos (V1) as 'verbal expression or
utterance’ can mean (V1.3.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 (VIL.3.c) has the

| do not give all the senses contained in 1, I1L, 1V and V1. but only those significant for our

investigation of dianoia in Proclus. However. [ retain the L.S.J. numbering to facilitate consulation of the
lexicon entry.
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technical 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 (V1.3.d) can refer a section or division of
a dialogue or treatise.

Logos (II1) in the sense of "explanation’ holds the most significant senses for
dianoia in Proctus. It can mean (I1.2.a) generally an argument. and in Proclus this sense
of fogos is somewhat blended with the sense ot logos (V1.3.c) as philosophical dialogue.
because Proclus portrays the philosophicai arguments in which Socrates engages his
interlocutors as methodical philosophical arguments. Related to this sense is the logos
(II1.2.c) as logical premise. and fogos (I[1.2.d} as a principle arrived at as a result of
reasoning (logismos). Logos (I1[.4) has the connotation of 'thesis' or 'hypothesis' in the
sense of a provisional ground. while /ogos (111.6) is a 'formula’. or verbal description
which is wider than the definition of something. but often used as a definition. expressing
rational thinking about that thing. Finally, loges (Il) has three related meanings which
are particularly significant. The first (II[.7.a) is the Reason which is the divine order
exhibited in the cosmos. found in both Stoic and Neoplatonic philosophy. Related to this
in Stoicism is the spermatikoi logoi (H1.7.b). or 'generative reason principles' immanent in
generated things. Finally. in Neoplatonism we find the logoi (111.7.c) derived from the
Forms in Intellect (Nous) through which the the Material World develops according to the
divine intelligible order.

The divisions between these senses of logos are of course somewhat 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 /ogos 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 sort of activity by which something is expressed.
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L.ii. 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 logos.”® This Fire
proceeds outwards as the origin of and rational ordering ot the cosmos. and at periodic
intervals 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
identitication of the cosmos with Fire and Logos.™® Stoic as well is the idea which
Smyrnacus mentions of the spermatikoi logoi. or seminal reason principles in the cosmos.
that are expressions of the designing Fire. [n general. the spermatikoi logoi are the
eternal Fire under the aspect of its operation in the ordering of the development and

identity 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. it may perhaps by fair to treat the principle of Matter as a logical abstraction.
much in the sense of Aristotelian matter. This justifies the assertion 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 ot 8uvaug as the potentiality of form to unfold itself in a self-development of its unrealised
potentialities. See A A. Long and D.N. Sedley. The Hellenistic Philosophers. vol.1 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1987) pp.270-272.

“Actius 1.7.33 (SF'F 2.1027 part) [in A.A. Long and D.N. Sedley. The Hellenistic Philosophers.
vol.1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1987) pp.274-275]: "The Stoics made god out to be
intelligent. a designing fire which methedically proceeds towards creation of the world. and encompasses all
the seminal principles (spermarikoi fogoi) according to which everything comes about according to fate. and
a breath pervading the whole world. which takes on different names owing to the alterations of the matter
through which it passes (O1 Zinikoi voepov 8edv anovaivoviat. rup texvikov, 0d@ Padilov émi Yéveory
KOOUOU, ELREPLEIANOOS RGNS TOUS GREPRATINOLE AGYouC. Kb oig Exacta kad etnapuévny yivetar
xai Avetua uév dinkov 81 Ghov ol xoopov. 1ag & npoonyopiag petaiapfavov kata 1a¢ e DAng. 8t
N3 KExupnke, nopariaiers).” See F.H. Sandbach, The Stoics (New York: Norton, 1975) pp.71ff.. and the
qualifications of the Stoic identification of Nature and logos in A A, Long, Hellenistic Philusophy (Berkely
and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1974. 1986) pp.148-149. 134T,

“See A.A. Long, "Heraclitus and Stoicism.” reprinted in A.A. Long. Stoic Studies (Cambridge:
University Press. 1996) pp.35-37; originally published in Philosophia 5-6 (Athens. 1975-76) pp.133-53.
See esp. pp.A45ff.

1 Stobaeus 1.213, 15-21 (SFF 1.120. part) [in A.A. Long and D.N. Sedlev, The Hellenistic
Philosophers. vol.] (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1987, p.275]: "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 fire: 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 (Zfivov v fiALdy ¢not xai ™y seAnvny Kai
v drAinv dotpav Exactov elval vaepdy kail gpdvigov. ruptvov 3&> Tupdg TEYVIKOD. S0 7ap YEvn
TUPOC. 10 uEv dreyvov kat petafdrlov eig Equtd v Tpodriv, 10 &€ tEVIKOV. QUENTLKOV T€ Kal
mpntdy, otov £v toic dutoic ot xai {oorg. & 81 oUoLg EGTL Kai yuyt totovtou 81 rupdg elvat thy
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unifying 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 spermatikoi
logoi. as the immanent portions of the eternal fire which order individual substances
parallels the Neoplatonic logoi which are “Forms divided among bodies™ and the Forms
immanent in bodies. Also in Stoicism we find a distinction between the logos held in the
mind (endiathetos logos) and that expressed in speech (prophorikos lo gos). The
relation of these two /ogoi. with the second as an expression of or explication of the first.
is similar to the Neoplatonic use of logos as explication or unfolding of an unexpressed

intellectual content.”” In Stoicism we find that both on a cosmic level. and on the level of

v dotpov oletav).” See also Long and Sedley's commentary, p.277fF, and A.A. Long, Helflenistic
Philosophy. p.163-166: "lt is the ‘creative reason’ which ultimately accounts for all particular substances
and happenings. Like God in Spinoza's Ethics, the logos is the ‘indwelling cause of all things'. A portion of
the cosmic pneuma is present in each substance and thereby constitutes the substance as something
particular. a stone. a man etc.”

" This pair of terms is not exclusive to the Stoics. See C. Panaccio, Le discours iniérieur de
Platon a Guillaume d'Ockham (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1999) pp.53-93.

" See A. Graeser. Plotinus and the Stoics (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1972) p.35: "{In Plotinus this
distinction] is used more as a convenient illustration of the analogous relation between the world-soul and
the Mind and their respective objects. Plotinus would even say that intelligence is the Advog of the One.
and that Soul is the Adyog of Intelligence (cf. V | [10] 6, 45 or 3. 8). That is to say. Aoyog appears to be
placed on every level as an expression of the preceding level respectively.” Graeser makes the peint that
Plotinus uses the Stoic terminology only with reference to human verbal utterance. However. the structural
similarity of this use of /Jogos. and Plotinus’ more general use, is marked: "But fogos. whether it is being
‘uttered’ by a learner or simply emerging on a lower [evel of reality as Nature's creation. is always an
‘unfolding’ (anapryssein) or an unrolling (exelitrein. anelitiein) into multiplicity of something more truly
itself -- because more one -~ at the higher level of [ntellect. [t is always an expression and explication of a
higher and more unified contemplation” [p.19].

See also R.E. Witt, "The Plotinian Logos and its Stoic Basis.” Clussical Quarterfy xxv. ne.2
(1931) pp.103-104,

This character of /ogos as expression and untolding, in which there is a translation of a unified
congitive ontological content to a more divided level, has not been sufficiently recognised by contemporary
thought. To take one significant example, H.G. Gadamer's analysis of 'Language and Logos’ and 'Language
and Verbum' in Truth and Method, 2™, rev.ed.. trans. J. Weinsheimer and D.G. Marshall (New York:
Crossroad, 1989) pp.405-428. jumps very quickly from Plato’s Cratyius to Aquinas. He does mention
Aristotle, Augustine, and even in passing the Stoic distinction between logos endiathetos and logos
prophaorikos. but the entire Neoplatonic development of logos is strikingly missing. Consequently. his
analysis of the Greek concept of /ogos is tied too much to the idea of logos as spoken language mirroring a
conceived eiddos. rather than logos as an expression in thought of a unified intellectual insight. Further, his
analysis of verbum is tied 100 closely with the Christian doctrine of the F'erbum Dei, and the polarisation of
human and divine thought in Aquinas’ epistemology. The one mention of Plotinus present (p.423) is merely
an invocation of the fountain metaphor with reference to the Christian procession of the Ferbum 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 fundamentally incapable of being
wholly realised in anv. This incapacity for completeness has a positive side: it reveals the true infinity of
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individual human thought and speech. a distinction is made between a higher and a lower
logos. and that in both cases the lower Jogos is an expression of the higher. [n Proclus
this idea of the expression of a higher reality by a lower logos will be spoken of in terms
of the untolding of 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 /ogos 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 which the Platonic ldeas shape
creation. Whether this Logos is an instrument of God. or an aspect of his thought. is
unclear.”® In Philo the Stoic spermatikoi logoi 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 (¢ikdn) of God. who is the paradigm (paradeigma)®® As 1 noted above. the
sense of logos as image is particularly important for Proclus. Plutarch of Chaeroneia also
has a doctrine of the Logos as intermediary between 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.425-426]...Because the process of thought is conceived as the process of
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 of logic is
penetrated by Christian theology, something new is born: the medium of language, in which the mediation
of the incarnation event achieves its full truth [p.428]." Because Gadamer situates his analysis within the
cliché of the direct influence of Christian theology on Classical Greek concepts. he misses the Neoplatoic
development of the /ogos which is an explication directed back to that which it explicates. and in which its
pertection and fulfillment is found. Briefly put, the moment of return is missing. This vields the illusion
that Aquinas’ epistemology supports Gadamer'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 unfoldings only
of human truths, truths which point above themselves. to the Truth itself,

™ For an account of the early reciprocal influence of Stoicism and Platonism. see G. Revdams-
Schils. Demiurge and providence. Stoic and Platonist readings of Plato’s Timaeus (Tumhout: Brepaols,
1999).

** See G. Reydams-Schils. Demiurge and providence. Stoic and Platonist readings of Plato’s
Timaeus ( Turnhout: Brepols. 1999) p.151.

* See J. Dillon. The Middle Platonists. 80 B.C. 1o 4.D. 220 (Ithaca: Cornell University 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 God.”’

...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 torce of Ged 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
Timaeus. the other the Good of the Republic and the One of the first hypothesis of
the Parmenides. 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 later 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 itself

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 Enneads. logoes is a term which applies only to the lower moment. because
the notion of expression which /ogos has is appropriate to the lower, untolded moment.
Hence logos is an appropriate term for Soul as that which expresses the Forms in Nous:
"[Soul] is a sort of image of Nous; just as an expressed logos (logos en prophorai) is an
image of the logos in Soul. so Soul is the /ogos of Nous.””® This recalls the earlier
distinction between the logos endiathetos and the logos prophorikos. used here more

generally to describe the relation of paradigm to image. so that the term /ogos denotes an

" See J. Dillon. The Middle Platonists, 80 B.C. to A.D. 220 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1977. 1996) pp.200-202.

*® See J. Dillon. The Middle Platonists, 80 B.C. to 4.D. 220 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
1977. 1996) p.46.

7 Plotinus. £nn.V.1.3.8-9: eixav tig €011 voU' 0lov AG70¢ 6 €V tPogopd AdYOU T0D £V wuy.
0T TO1 Kal abth Aéyog vol. Note that Plotinus does not use the terms logos prophorikos and logos
endiathetos. These exact terms are not found in Plotinus. But the terms logos en psuchéi and logos en
prophorai are obviously parailel.



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 en psuchéi). One way to
state this development is to say that the word /ogos itself comes to take on more and more
the connotation of logos prophorikos. and logos endiathetos is replaced by the paradigm
which the logos untolds. In the case ot the Soul this source is the eidos in Nous.

Soul unfolds Vous into logoi. and is the principle of order in the Material World.

through its logos:

[Soul] was given ordered beauty according to a /ogos, because soul has power in
it, and throughout the whole of it. the power to set in order according 1o /ogoi: just
as the logoi in seeds mould and shape living beings like little ordered universes.*

The logoi which Soul possesses are not only images of Nows. they are also such as to give
order to what lies below them. So they are compared to the logoi in seeds. which have
their expression in mature plants. The Jogos in the seed is thought to be the principle of
order according to which the plant develops. and the plant itself is the image of'the
immaterial logos present as the form of the seed.

[t is important to note that the logoi in Soul and the Material World are not
expressions of a logos in Nous. as if these logoi were simple reduplications of what
existed in .Vous. Rather, there is an expansion into multiplicity of the unified content of
Nous. The Soul's logoi are are divided unfoldings what exists in Nous in a unified

manner.

Being and .Nous 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 nous™

is a different one, but the individed .Nous which does not divide is Being and all
. 19

things.™”

k)

Enn.IV.3.10.10-13: éxoopeito 3 xatd Adyov yuyiic Suvauel £x0uctig £v aitf 8t ¢Ang
SUvauly Kkatd AGYoug KOGUETY: Ola KUl 0 EV GTEPRact AGYOoL TAGTIOUGL kat popdaiol 16 {da olov
ULKPOUS TLVAS KOOUOUE.

*' The dividing nous is Soul. Note the terminological fluidity here. Plotinus is distinguishing
between Vous and Soul here. in that one divides and one does not. but he also emphasises their kinship by
calling them both nous.

2 Enn.V.9.8.17-23: pia uév olv oUaig 10 1€ Gv O te voig ...ERvoeital ye piv pepLlopvay o’
nuov Bctepa Tpod tov ETEPav. £1EpOS YA 0 nepiluv voug. 0 88 auéprotog xal i pepifov 1 v kat
ravia.



When Soul thinks the content of Nous 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 Jogos in the soul is
an imitation of that in something else. As the uttered (en prophorai) logos. then.
is broken up into parts as compared with that in the soul. so is that in the soul as
compared with that before it. which it interprets (herméneus).

Plotinus. in a famous passage. praises the Egyptians for their use of hieroglyphics. which
better capture the non-discursive unity of the Forms in Vous than does the discursive
reasoning of dianoia.*' Both words written in a phonetic alphabet and hieroglyphics are
symbols which point beyond themselves to a prior unity. Hieroglyphics. according to
Plotinus. are better signifiers because they are tormally more similar to their signified
than are words written with an alphabet.*

Plotinus critices the Stoics for not restricting /ogos to the untolded moment. The
Stoics think that all they need are logoi. but for Plotinus this obsures the distinction

between source and expression.

But if they [the Stoics| are going to say that logoi are enough. they must clearly be
eternal: but if they are eternal and not subject to affections. they must be in Nous.

Y Enn1.2.3.27-30: ac /ap a €v govi| ko*(og llluﬂl»lfl U EV umxn oUTL KOl 0 €V qmm ].llur]p.u
00 £V etepm u)s UV usuep\cuewc 0 €V TPOYLPG PO TOV £V WUYT, OUTWE Kal O EV WuyT) EPUNVELS BV
gxelvou npodg 1 Tpo avtol.

“ Enn.V 8.6. Plotinus uses the term dianoésis in this passage. Nous in Plotinus is an atemporal
[ntellect in which the object of thought is not outside that which thinks. The Forms are Nous. and Nous is
the Forms. or Being is .Vous which thinks itself as the Forms. A.H. Armstrong traces this conception of
Nous back. finding influences on Plotinus in Severus’ identification of the Soul with mathematicals. Atticus’
identification of the Platonic Forms as the thoughts of God. Albinus' identification of the Platonic vontg
with the vontév in the Aristotelian voneig vorieews, and Alexander of Aphrodisias’ identification of the
agent intellect with the divine intellect. Armstrong distinguishes correctly between a conception of the
Forms as the thoughts of God according to which he carried out his demiurgic activity. and the Plotinian
non-demiurgic identity of being and thinking. See A.H. Armstrong, "The background of the doctrine That
the intelligibles are not outside the Intetlect.’ in Les sources de Plotin (Genéve: Fondation Hardt. 1960)
pp-391-425.

* There are higher and lower sorts of signs. One could think of the relation between dianoia and
certain sorts of myth in Proclus as analogous 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. but by the contrast between the divine quietude and dispersion and violence portrayed in the
myth. See J. Dillon. "Image. symbotl and analogy: three basic concepts of Neoplatonic allegorical
exegesis." in The significance of Neoplatonism. ed. R. Baine Harris (New York: S.UN.Y., 1976) pp.247-
262; and I. Trouillard, La mysiagogie de Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1982) pp.33-51.
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and in a Nous of this kind. one which is prior to habit and nature and soul: for
these are potential.*®

[n etfect Plotinus is saving that any logoi found in Nous are unlike the logoi found in
Soul. They are distinct in the sene of paradigm and image. Plotinus also. very
occasionally, uses the term /ogos to refer to Nous. But it is always when describing Nous
as a divided image of the One." Logos is the development of potential {dunamis). In the
passage cited above. the Soul and Nature are potential with regard to Nous. Plotinus uses
the analogy of a seed.* recalling the Stoic spermatikos logos. which has in its logos the
single principle of development of both the eye and the hand. The /ogos 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 Nous. and the logoi in the Material
World. refract the unity of Nous into a multiplicity. Hence. in Plotinus. /ogos 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 Nows). but rather he criticises
them for using the same term for both the unifed source and the divided expression.

This brief examination is not meant to be exhaustive of the senses of /ogos in
Plotinus and the Stoics. [t 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.”

“ Enn.V 9.5.23-26: i 8€ Adyoug oncouaty apkeiv. aidioug SRkov' el 8¢ aidiovg kai aradeis.
£v vii 861 elvat Kal To10UTe Kal TPoTépn £SE0G Kal QUTENS Kal wuylis: Suvauet yap Tavta.

¥ Enn.V 3.15.31-32: "but it [the One] had them [all things] as not distinguished from one another:
for it is in the second principle [Vous] that they are distinguished according to their logos (1di logor) (aAd
dpa oUteg elxEv 0¢ uh Srakexpipéva 1 & &v 1@ Sevtépw SiekEnpito @ Adyw)": V.1.6.45-46: "as Soul
is a logos and a kind of activity of Nous. just as it [Vous] is of that [the One] (olov kal \ wuyh Adyog voi
Kai EVEPYELd TIS, BOREP AUTOC EXEIvO)."

% Enn.V 9.6.15-16: "As for the powers in seeds. then. each of them is one whole logos (ai pév
QUV €V 1013 GREPUATT SuvapEL; EXGOT QUTtOV AdTog €15 Shog)™: V.3.8.7-8: "the logos in the seed (0
A0703 0 €v 10 orépuartt).”

“For /ogos in Plotinus see D. O'Meara. Plotinus, an introduction to the Enneads (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1995) p.75.; L. Gerson, Plotinus (London and New York: Routledge. 1994) p.S8IT: J.
Heiser. Logos and language in the philosophy of Plotinus (Lewiston, Queenston. Lampeter: Edwin Mellen
Press. 1991): F. Turlot. "Le 'logos’ chez Plotin." Erudes Philosophiques 4 (1985) pp.517-28. p.523:

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



Liii. Proclus' use of logos as unfolding

In Proclus dianoia is firmly connected with /ogos and with unfolding

(anelittein).™®

For the logos must be similar (homoion) to the things [which it describes] (fois
pragmasin). 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
[r0 pragma] is in a concentrated manner (sunéirémends). the logos is in an
unfolded manner (aneiligmends). in order that it show forth (¢kphainéi) the thing
and be subordinate to its nature.”'

Perhaps {Plato] means [by the phrase noései meta logou] that because the logos
circles around the intelligible (to noéton) and is active and moves around it like a
centre. it is in this manner that it looks upon [the intelligible]. So that noésis has
an unchanging and partless knowledge. while the /ogos dances around the being
(ousia) of the intelligible in a circle, unfolding the unified eustence ot all things
that is in it (unelittontas tén héndmenén en autéi pantén hupostasin).™

Among beings the Soul. which is the logos of the intelligibles (hé psuché logos
ousa 16n noéton), makes the unified cause of the fogoi which are in beings appear
having received its existence (hupostasis) from them [i.e. the 1nle[thbles]

For the logos of the Soul appears from there [from Nous]. as if out of a sort of
inner sanctuary. showing forth the partlessness of Nous. and announcing its
silence and unspeakable unity.™

For everything which is speakable is so either through a fogos or through a name:
but the name is prior. while the /ogos is by nature posterior to the name. For the
name imitates the simplicity and the unity of beings. while the fogos 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 being of

* See J. Trouillard, "L'activité onomastique selon Proclus.” in De Jamblique a Proclus (Genéve:
Fondation Hardt. 1975) pp.239-251; J. Trouillard. "Les degrés du notetv chez Proclus.” Dionysius 1(1977)
pp.69-84. see p.80: L. Siorvanes. Proclus. Neo-Platonic philosophy and science (New Haven and London:
Yale University Press, 1996) pp.137-149.

*UIn Tim.1.341.4-9: 8¢l 7ap Suotov Eivat v Ad ov 1015 tpdypacty: oUsE Yap dhkes dv altiv
v oUsLY Enyfigaito i ouTTEVaC €0V TpdG avtdr Bel yap 3 10 MPAYHa GUVTIPTUEVES ETTL. TOUTO elval
Qurov avx-:uu Tuévag, iva xai emmvn 10 Rpaypa xat wgmevoc 1 Thg SUCEWLS avTov:

* In Tim.1.248.1-6: Tdya 3€ dv enuaivol xat 9t remBErv 13 vonTov ¢ Adyag Kal &g tept
KEvipav Evepyov Kal Kivolueveg obtag autd Bedrat. the uév vangews duetafates autd kel duepiotug
7IVIGKOUGTIS. TOU 88 A0TOL REPLYLOPEVOVIOS aUTOL KUKAN THv oudiav xal gver{Ttoviog thv Rvuuéwny
£V QUM Tavtev LROGIACLY,

Y In Tim1.341.13-16: év 8¢ taig ovaiatg i wuyxh Aoyog olon Tév vontdy Ekdaivet Ty
fivepévny tav Adyev <Gov v airtolg altigv an’ qitdv Aagobda thy Lnostacty:

** In Tim.[1.243.6-9: éxelBev yap olov €5 aBUtov TLvoc dvagaivetat & thg Wuyfic Ad7os.
£xoaivav tod vou 10 duepés kail arayyélluv avutol v Guympévnv Kai Gopaciov Evaciy:
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the thing. unrolling {anelitién] its multiplicity. However. both the name and the
logos start from the thing <...> of intelligible beings™

As in Plotinus. there is a trace of the distinction between the logos endiathetos and the
logos prophorikos in the distinction between the simplicity of Being in Vows and its
expression in the multiplicity of the fogos of dianvia. And as in Plotinus. the real
distinction is between the concentrated. or secret, or hidden intellectual content of Nous.

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

For it [dianoia as the Soul's knowing] travels out from and unfolds (anaplof) the
measurelessness of Nows and unrolls (anelissei) its concentrated intellectual
insight. and then gathers together again the things it has distinguished and refers
them back to Nous,™

and again:

For the soul is also Nous. unfolding (anelitton) herself by virtue of the Nous
which is before her. and having become its likeness and external replica.
Consequently. if Nous is everything after the fashion of intellect. so is the Soul
everything after the fashion of Soul: if Vous is everything as exemplar. the Soul is
everything as copy: if Nous is everything in concentration (sunéirémends). the
Soul is everything as divided (di¢irémends).”

For Proclus. the term /ogos is most properly located in this distinction between the
cognitive modes of Nous and the Soul.

This distinction between the concentration of Nous and the division of dignoia is
quite clear in Proclus, as is the natural connection between dianoia and logos. However,
the terms Proclus uses to describe the differing cognitions of Nous and Soul vary from
text to text. and within texts. So he can speak of a primary (prdétds) and secondary

(deuterds) possession of Forms (eidé). in Nous and Soul respectively. in the same passage

* In Parm. S.RM. 231-237 [505.83-89]: rav yap 6 prov i AOYO 1j OvOUaTL PNTOV EGTLY AhAd
0 uev dvoua npecButepov 08 ko 70g AUCEL 100 dvouatog Seutspoc 0 UEV (ap mv urt;komm ULLELTOAL
v dvtov Kat Ty Evacty. 0 8€ 10 thAfog kal Ty roiktAiay 810 kai 10 Kév Gvoua év. Guol tiv Snhotv
0 UROKELREVOV" O 3€ Adyag REPLIPELEL THY TOD RpdYMQTOg OUGLav, averitiwy autod 10 tARfos. Kai to
Rev Gvopd Kat 0 AGYoS GRo Tou RpdaYHatos dPYETAL <...> TAV VONTdv.

® In Encl4.11-14; SteZodeter piv 70p Kai dvamhol tod vod thy duetpiav kai avericoel 10
GUVEGRELPAUEVOY THS VOEPES ENLPOATG. cuvdyer SE ab raALy 1@ Sinpnuéva Kol AvagepeL Tpag Tov
VOV,

57 - . « + . . . . . v - - . . . - .

In Eucl 16.10-16: voix 7ap €OTL Kai 1} YULT XQTd 10V TP avtod volv avekittay €autdv Kai

gikav €KEivou Kal TUROG e,m TEVOUEVOG. EL ouv exewog RGVIa VOEPGK. KOl A YUY Ta RAVIE YURIKGG.
Kai el topaderyuatingg £Xeivog, Kat N wuxh E1XoVIKEG. Kai €1 Cuvpnuévag, i wuyh dLnpnueves.
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in which he says that the contents of Soul are essential /ogoi. which are irradiations
(emphaseis) of the intellectual Forms (t6n noerdn eidon).”® He may speak of the Soul as
a 'company of Forms' (pléréma tén eidon) or 'company of logod' (pléréma tén logon) and
mean the same thing.” or switch from using ¢idos to logos in the same passage.®®

So it is not possible to say without qualification that Soutl is the logos of Nous.
because in many passages it is not the case that logo/ and only logoi are found in Soul.
What we can say without qualification is that Vous is a concentrated intelligible which
dianoiu unfolds through a divided thinking. And we can say that most often Proclus uses
the term /ogos when speaking of the activity of diunoia. However. Proclus will also often
use the word eidos 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.*' So insofar
as the Soul's dianoiua grasps an intelligible object. ¢idos is as legitimate a word as logos.
even it it is less accurate. As well. Soul is not simply the logos of Nous. because dianoia
1s not the highest cognitive activity in which Soul engages. Soul itself also possesses
nous in a certain manner. [f Vous and Soul are concentric. then Vous is present to the
Soul as its centre and intelligible source. and when Sou! puts off the dividing activity of
dianoia it may coincide with the unity of Nous.®

However. Proclus' use of the term /ogos. and its use in the phrase "projection of
the soul's essential logoi" (probolé ton ousiéddn logon) is significant. It points to the
character of dianoia as an unfolding of Nous. and it points to the character of dianoia as

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

* E1 Th.prop.194.

* For plérdma ton eidon see In Eucl.16.6; In Parm.896.4; for pléréma ton logon see In
Tim.11.200.21; /n Eucl.55.18. Cf 1. Trouillard. "L'ame 'lieu des idées' selon Proclus.” Sciences
ecclesiastigues (1966) pp.7-24. see p.8-9.

" See In Eucl.56.11-22. where Proclus seems to use the three expressions 10 £1806...a81aépeTov,
dtavontov €180g and 6 duepfg év nuiv Adyog as equivalent terms for the beginning point of geometrical
unfolding.

®' See, for example In Parm.896.4 where Proclus calls the Soul a pl/érdma tdn eidon. He is
commenting on Parmenides 132b, where Socrates makes his third suggestion. that each of the Forms
{hekaston ton eidon) is a thought (noéma).

** We will examine the Soul's nous in the final chapter of this study.
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intelligible genera is one example of the analogia which holds at all level of the universe.
the logoi in dianoia which express or manifest Nous etfect the analogia which holds
between .Vous and Soul. Further, the sense of /ogos 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 Nous. Platonic and Aristotelian thought is
opposed at this point. Aristotle does not seem to need to derive the multiplicity in his
system trom 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 I

INDUCTION AND ANAMNESIS

We begin our examination of Proclus' account of c/ianoiu with an examination of
sensation (aisthésis). Proclus'account of the projection of the soul's essential logoi
(proholé ton ousiddon logdn) is his version of the Platonic doctrine of Recollection
(unumnésis). Proclus locates the source of a priori knowledge in an ontological priority,
rather than a temporal priority. and in this shift he thinks he is being faithful to the true
meaning of Plato's doctrine of «namnésis. The main competitor in the ancient world to
the Platonic theory of anamnésis is the Peripatetic theory of induction. If sensation could
be the origin of universals for thought. Platonic anamnésis would be superfluous. In this
chapter we will examine Proclus' version of this debate over sensation as the source of
universals. by looking at his criticism of induction. and his account of the probolé tén

ousiodon logon as a form of anamnésis.

II.i. Proclus' criticism of induction

[n the Euclid Commentary and the Commentary on the Parmenides. Proclus
argues agains those who claim that induction yields the logoi or eidé with which the Soul
thinks.*® He calls the Form which his opponents claim is derived from sensation a "later-
born Form" (husterogenes eidos).** Proclus does think that such husterogeneis logoi and

eiclé exist. but he does not think that they are derived from sensation. The Soul is both an

% In Eucl 12.2-16.16; In Parm.892.36-894.34.
% in Parm.892.21.



image of Nous and paradigm of Body. and so when it projects its innate {ogoi it can do so
either with an eye to thinking Nous or Body. Proclus thinks that the later-born logoi of
which his opponents speak are in fact the soul's innate fogoi. when they are used to
understand the phantasms drawn from sensation. They come to be in the soul when they
are occasioned by sensation. but they are not derived from sensation. because sensation is

incapable of yielding this sort of logos.**

[l.ia. The criticism in the Euclid commentary

[n his criticism of induction in the Euclid commentary. Proclus speaks throughout
of mathematics. It is clear from this commentary that he considers mathematics to be a
type of dianoia. He establishes at the beginning of the Euclid commentary that
mathematics holds a middle place between Nous and sensation. just the place that dianoia
holds.*® He situates mathematics along with dianoia in the same section of Plato's Line.”’
He moves easily from speaking about mathematics to speaking about dianoia within the
same discussion.*® Indeed. in the Euclid commentary Proclus almost gives us the
impression that mathematics and dianoia are to be identified.”’

However. dianoia is not identical with mathematics. Although mathematicals are
an important type of dianoetic object (dianoéta). there are other sorts of dianoéta. In all
ot his works Proclus employs and refers to logoi which are not mathematical. but which
must be dicnoéta. simply because written works are accounts of philosophical reasoning.

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

** Proclus also uses the term "universal” (to kathofon) in these discussions. but usually as a way to
describe the more comprehensive character of the Soul's /ogoi or eidé. when compared with particulars.
And he uses it to refer to the universal premises of demonstration. He does not use the term "universal”
with the frequency with which contemporary metaphysicians use it. to refer to thoughts or entities. He
prefers the terms /ogos and eidos.

* In Eucl 4.6-8.

°" In Eucl.10.16-12.2.

%8 See for example the transition from speaking of mathematical forms (eidé) at 15.16 to the
general explanation of the soul's knowledge at 16.4.

*% See below. chapter [V.
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Euclid commentary that in this work Proclus considers mathematicals to be only one sort
of dianoéta. For example. he does not say that dianoéta are mathématika, but rather that
mathématika are dianoéta (ta mathématika...dianoéta men esti kata tén ousian).“J He
uses the phrase "the mathematicals. and the objects of dienoia in general” (ta de
mathematika kai holos ta dianoéta).”’ Both of these passages seem to imply that
dianoéta is the wider term. In another place. Proclus speaks of the Republic passage
where dialectic is said to be the capstone of the studies (1« mathémata).” Dialectic is a
form of diunoia, and so in distinguising it from mathematics Proclus is here subdividing

dianoia into a higher and lower part:”

As Nous is set over dianoiu and supplies to it its beginning points {archus) from
above, and pertects dianoia 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 (anelixin). and gives from itself to the
various sciences their perfecting (telesiourgous). critical (kritikas). and intellective
(noeras) powers (dunameis) -- the sciences. | mean. of analysis (analutikén).
division (diairetikén). definition (horistikén). and demonstration (apodeiktikén). "

[n a following passage. Proclus distinguishes between the "single and whole science of
mathematics which contains in itselt in simpler form the principles of all the particular
sciences"”” (hé mia kai holé mathématiké tas pason ton kath' hekasta epistémon archas
haplousteron en heautéi perechousa) and "even higher than it. dialectic [which] couid be
said to be the bond of union among the mathematical sciences” (andteré d' eti tautés hé

dialektiké 16n mathématdn an eié sundesmos). Dialectic "perfects whole mathematics and

" In Eucl11.10...14
' In Encl4.18-19.

" Rep.534e.

7 See ch.IV.

" In Eucl 42.13-43.1: xafdnrep 0 vous UREPiIGpuTaL THG Slavoiag kal opnyet 1ag apyds dvobdey
aut kal igAsiol thv Sigvalav o £auToD. KUt 1¢ avtd 8n xai N Swlaxnmi mlocfocpiag ovea 10
xuBapOTATOV PEPOS, rtpocexmc unepnn/\wtm v uaemmtmv Kal TEPLEYEL THY olnv auTRY uveh,w
Kat didwol Suvdpetg ao’ £auti; talg ERNGTHLALS AUTAV Tavioias, teAecioup youg Xai KPLTIKGG Kai
VOEpAL. tnv AvaALTIKTIV AEYm Kot v Statpe tikfv Kal Ty OpLGTIKTV Kat Ty arodelkTixTv.

* Morrow translates holé mathématiké as “general mathematics.” It is difficult to find a good

English word for Aofé. so | have fallen back on the cognate "whole.” The best definition of this science is
this particular passage. Because for Proclus Jiunoia is a division of a prior comprehensive unity. we should
expect that he would posit such a unified and simple form of mathematics before all of the particular
branches of mathematics.



sends it upwards towards NVous through its own powers" (tén holén mathématikén teleioi
kai eis nous anapempei tais heautés dunamesi).” We will examine the subdivision of
dianoia into dialectic and mathematics in chapter [V. At this point it is sufficient to say
that mathematical knowledge is the lower part of dianoia. 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 Nous. 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 it cannot also be derived from the Soul alene. Instead, the being of
mathematical Forms and genera (1én ousian...tén mathématikon eidon kai genon). is
derived from the Soul itself and from Nous. He gives three arguments concerning the
clarity and precision of mathematics. as opposed to the confusion and unclarity of the
sense-world. to show that mathematics cannot be derived from sensation.” His first
argument focuses on the objects of mathematics and the objects of sense. and their
relative clarity. The second focuses rather on the precision of demonstration from

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

" In Encl44.2-13. CF. Plotinus' discussion of dialectic. and its use of analysis and diairesis.
Enn.1.3.4-6: "[Dialectic] is a disposition which is able to say in a logos about each thing what each thing is
and how it ditfers from other things and what it has in common with them [4.2-4}...It uses the Platonic
methad of division (diairesis) tor the distinction of Forms, to find the essence [of cach]. even up to the First
Genera; and it weaves together intellectually {the Forms] which [issue] from these [First Genera], unti! it
has come to the end of the entire intelligible world. and then returning back it undoes (analuousa) [its
intellectual web]. returning back to its beginning point/first principle (ep’ archén) [4.12-16]...So dialectic is
an esteemed part of philesophy. For philosophy does have other parts: it investigates nature. taking
dialectic as its aid, just as arithmetic and the other arts makes use of dialectic; and indeed [arithmetic]
receives aid from dialectic in a much more proximate manner. The part of philosophy which investigates
ethics also issues from dialectic [6. l~6] (€oti uEv 3N i Adyw EPL EXAOTOU Suvanévn €515 elnelv Tl 1€
£xaotoy Xai Tl Gy Stamepst xai tign KOLVOT\']C Ryl Smeeosl m [Maatwvog ,cpmusvn pev Kai €1¢
Sudprory v idav. ,(pmu.x-:vn 3¢ xat Eu, 10 ti om, ;(pcnuevn 8€ xai e ta Tputa *(svn Xai 1@ €K T0UTOV
VOEP®S TAEXQUOH. Eng dv StéA0n tdv 10 vontdv, kel avaraAly dvaAuouoa, £ig 4 dv Ex’ apyiv
£A0N...LEPog OV TO tintov: E4EL ydp xai GAAa ¢Lhacodia’ xal vap xat rept ucewe Bewpel Porideray
Tapd SuiexTikis Aafolon. donEp Kat aptuntikh tpocypdvial <kai> ai didat tExvar paAiov
ugévrtol avrn £7yfev wopiletat napd tig Srakex ik kol REpL NBdv voavtug Bewpoioa peEv EXE1BEV)

7 In Eucl 4.18-23.

™ In Eucl 12.2-15.15. See also the treatment of Proclus’ criticism of induction in J. Trouillard,
L'Un et U'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1972) pp.38-30.
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states in general that a soul which derived its eidé from sensation would be subordinating
itself ontologically to Body, a consequence which is absurd.”

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
(uphairesis). and the second is collection (athroisin. sunathroisin). He refers to
collection with two 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” (athroisin t6n merikon eis
hena ton koinon logon).* while the second is a "collecting together of what is common in
each thing" (sunarhroisin 16n en tois kuth’ hekasta koimin).gl The two terms taken
together, abstraction and collection. cover all of the possible ways in which mathematical
knowledge might be derived from sense-objects. The Soul either strips away those
characteristics of sense-objects which are extraneous to their underlving 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

two possibilities.

[l.i.a.l. 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. where would the precision (akribeia) and

" 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 two aspects of the same reality. Thus mathematical knowledge has its peculiar precision
because of the precise nature of mathematical Forms (¢idé) or logoi, while sensation is murky because of
the murky character of the sense-world itself. The can be stated in the converse 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.

Y In Encl 12.6-7.

*in Eucl.15.17-18.

% J. Trouillard. L'Un et I'ime selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1972) p-29 points out that
aphuiresis is an Aristotelian term. while athroisin and sunathroisin are likely Stoic terms.
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irrefutable character (anelegton) of mathematical /ogoi come from? These characters
cannot come from sense-objects, because it 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
without 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
(ousian) to unchangeable [mathematical] logoi. if they are derived from things
that are ever changing from one state to another?®?

This seems to be a simple statement that unchangeable mathematical /ogoi cannot be
derived trom changeable sense-objects. Stated in this manner, however. Procius’
argument would amount 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 mathematically. 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 (apo tés psuchés). Only then does he go on to explain that
sense-objects themselves do not possess in any way the operative characteristics of
mathematical being: precision. partlessness. 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.

Y In Encl 12.19-13.1: 700 ydp €v toig aiadntols 10 auepes f 10 ariatés § 10 aPadés. mod 8¢ {
TV EK T0U KEVIPOL YPOUUGY LOOTHS. RO 8€ ol EGTITES GEL AGYOL TV TAE VPGV, TO1 &€ gl tav yovidv
0pBATES: OUY OPGUEY. 1 Ev GAARAOLE MavTa TG aieBnTa CuupENIKTaL Kal Bg OUdEv £V TOVTOLS
€1ALKpLVES OVAE 100 Evavtiov xaBapelov, GAAG LEPLGTA RGVIQ KAl LACTATA KAl KIVOULEVA: TS OUY
1015 aK1VTOLS AdYOLS EX Tdv KLVOupEvmv KAl GAROTE GAAWG EXOVIOV aQUTRV TV KOVILOV oudiav
doopev:



mixed and confused. So the theory of abstraction assumes that sense-objects actually
have a two-fold 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 2 mathematical object
hidden down there somewhere, 'underneath the surtace’. This is simply contrary to the
nature of sense-objects. according to Proclus.* Thus. if there is to be any stability and
precision in mathematical reasoning about sense objects. this stability and precision must
come from 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 own stable and precise content.
Mathematics has a precision and stability because it is in fact the soul reasoning about
itself. Mathematical 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 the soul itselt. 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.

[l.1.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 vield the universal of

mathematics. then somehow mathematical reasoning proceeds from particular premises.

* This point may of course be contested. However. Proclus has in his tradition the Theaetetus to
show that total instability is the character of sense-objects. Proclus’ commentary on this dialogue.
unfortunately. is lost. Proclus assumes that sense-objects are in themselves as unstable and imprecise
ontologicaily 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 of trying to grasp 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.
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using a particular demonstration, but yields universal conclusions. However, one cannot
conclude. trom 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.%
Proclus' own 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
tvpe 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 universal conclusions to be applied to the particuiar sorts of triangle. This is
what 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 demonstrated.*®

Because mathematics deals with universals and collection yields only particulars.

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

" In Eucl.14-4.

% In Encl 14.15-20: xal rdAtv 611 10 xaBdiou BéAtiov tol Kata uépag Rpog anoderZiv. xai
£Zfg Ot1 ai anodeilers éx tav kaBoiou pdilov, €5 av 8¢ ai anodeilere, talta fpdtepa Kai tf PUSEL
TponyoLueva Tov xaf' éxagta xat aita v detxvuuévaev. Proclus mentions that the premises are causes
of what is demonstrated. This points to the positions that demonstration proceeds from cause to effect.
Although Proclus does not develop this position here, he is indicating that the order of demonstration
follows the ontological order. Just as the higher. mare simple entity is the cause of the multiplicity of what
proceeds from it, so does the order of demostration proceed from the higher. more simple premise to the
diverse conclusions to be drawn from it. [n other words, the unfoiding of the cosmos and the unfolding of
reason are parallel.



IL.i.a.l. Third argument: Ontological priority

Proclus’ third argument appeals to the ontological 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 ot the need for a
detailed proof ot the matter, with the conclusion: "But it is superfluous to refute this
doctrine. which has often before been brought to an accounting.”®’ His position is that if
the soul were to derive its notions from sense-objects. this would make it less honourable
than matter (atimoteran...tés hulés). For matter would receive logoi from Nature which
are essential. more fully beings. and clearer (ta ousiodé kai mallon onta kai tranestera).
and the soul would possess only "secondary images” and "later-born likenesses”
(deutera...eidola kai eikonas husterogeneis) of these logoi in matter.

The fogoi in matter would be by nature inseparable from matter. When the Soul
receives the likenesses ot these logoi. it receives them without matter. Consequently.
Proclus argues. it would only be receiving an incomplete. or a diminished version of these
{ogoi. In this case. the logoi which soul receives would be inferior in being to the logoi
which are wedded to matter. But it is impossible that the soul possess logoi which are

inferior to the /ogoi in matter. according to Proclus:

For matter is the locus of embodied /ogoi. the soul the locus of Forms (eiddn).
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 (kat'ousian). matter of things which
come to be as a result of thought (kat'epinoian genomendn). How. then. can we
say that the soul. which is the primary partaker of Nous and intellectual being. and
is filled 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?®

¥ In Euel.15.14-15: GAAa mpog pév tavy Gravedy thy S6Zav ToAAoLs ToARGKLg €VBUvVag
Seﬁmxuiav REpLeEpyTOV,
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Soul!'s superiority to Body is contradicted by the theory that mathematical logoi are
derived trom sensation. So mathematical /ogoi 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
derive its thoughts tfrom 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 obvious ("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 ot Body.

After he has established by these three arguments that the soul cannot derive
mathematical /ogoi from sensation. Proclus presents a briet summary of reasons why the
soul cannot derive mathematical knowledge trom itself alone. Rather. it derives its logoi

a privri both from itself and from Nouws.

[t mathematical eidé do not exist either by abstraction from eidé in matter. nor by
a collection of what is common in each thing, and are not in any way later born
and derived from sense-objects. it must be the case that the Soul derives them
either from itself. or from Nows. or both from itself and from Nous. But if it is
from itself alone. how would they be images of the intellectual eidé (eikones tauta
ton noeron eiddén)? And being intermediate between the indivisible nature and the
divisible, how could they receive no perfection of being from the first beings
{médemian apo tén proton eis to einai sumplérésin)? And how could the [Forms]
in Nous continue to be the primary paradigms of all things? But if it is from Nous
alone. how could the self-activating (autenergéton) and self-moving (autokinéton)
character of the Soul remain. if the /ogoi in it came to it from elsewhere. like the
character of things moved from without (kata tén tén heterokinéton hupostasin)?
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 (genndsés de ouden
tén enulon eidén)?

Y In Excl 15.16-16.04: gi 8& urj €611 xatd AOaipediy 1oy EVOAWLY 10 LaBNRATIKG €15 LtE
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We will discuss in subsequent chapters how the Soul derives its logoi both from itself and

from Nous.

{Li.b. The criticism in the Parmenides commentary

Proclus' criticism of induction in the Parmenides commentary is more summary
than that in the Euclid commentary. Here his discussion is not limited to mathematical
logoi. a fact which speaks for the application of the Euclid commentary argument to
dignoia in general. He makes it explicit here that he is criticising Aristotle's position.
which 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 (husterogenes eidos)™ is in fact not a universal derived from sensation. as they
think. They think that these /ogoi come to be in souls trom an external source. namely
the impressions which our senses receive. Proclus agrees that these /ogoi "come to be in
souls" (eggignesthai tais psuchais). and do not exist in souls essentially ( kat'ousian).”"
but he denies that they come from our senses. Proclus distinguishes the logoi which are
the ousia of our soul. the pléroma tén ousiddon logon. and the projected logoi which
come to be through the soul's dianoia. Projected logoi "come to be in souls” because they
are produced in the soul by its own activity as images of the /ogoi in its ousia. And it is
these projected logoi which the Peripatetics mistake for husterogenes logoi. He makes

four brief points in the Parmenides commentary to this effect.

avd KN dnimov mv wu mv i map’ cmmg i r:upa vou Aupﬂavt—:w Quta A Kot map’ uumg Kal rap’ EKEivou.
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(1.) 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. [ mean 'to gather together into one in

thought (eis hen logismoi sunageirein) what proceeds from a multiplicity of
. 921 . .« .

sensc-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 [Form|?%*

The argument is that if it were possible to derive an eidos from sensation. then animals.
who are assumed to possess only sensation. would also be able to engage in dianoia.
Because it seems they are unable to do so. Proclus concludes that more than sensation
must be required.”

(2.) His second point is stated very briefly. The common nature of things sensed
is not derived from sensation. because sensation yields a phantasma. i.e. a sort of
impression in the imagination (phantasia). This phantasma is a sort of record of the
original sense-impression. and is what allows us to remember the original impression.
This phantasma 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 phantasia (phantasion). not an object of opinion
(doxaston). is that in the exercise even of opinion the universais we use are more
comprehensive than the particular impressions which the senses vield. We are able to
opine about all dogs. and not only the particular dogs which we have seen. A phantasma.

however. is not able to change the 'brown'’ to 'black’ in its impression ot 'the brown dog [

” Phaedrus 247b7-cl.

" In Parm.892.41-893.5: [68ev yap &vepmnog u'sv toUTo duvatal moLELy. Ay € 10 €X
TOAAGV 1OV mcﬂnoemv el €v do {m]m cuva [ELpElV xai npo TV mmvopsvmv xai Smpnpsvmv an’
ariniov tiBecBal 10 Ev kal tavtov kai agavég €idog, v 8¢ dilav {owv tdv Bvitav tovtav Goa Kai
touev 0Loev Bewpel to10UTo KOLVAY:

" 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 universal. indicating that he thinks even opinion makes use of universals.
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saw vesterday'. in order to take into account the fact that the black dog which [ now see is
the same sort of thing as what [ saw yesterday.”

(3.} His third point is the same as the point in the Euclid commentary concerning
the diminishment of the soul's status if it were to derive its universals from sensation.
The soul would then be less honourable (atimoteran) than matter.’®

(4.) His final point is his most substantial. [t assumes the general Procline
principle that causes ontologically more comprehensive than their effects.”” The truest
sort 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. Vous 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 tor 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 exhaust the hidden content of the
cause.

Proclus applies this ontological principle to the question of the later-born eicos. If
it is a universal derived from sensation. as the Peripatetics believe. then the sense-object
15 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 dianoia is less
comprehensive than the particulars.qs If it were the case. then (a.) the universal could not

serve as the medium of knowledge of the particular. and (b.) it could not be the cause of

the particular.

* In Parm.893.17-23.

™ In Purm.893.33.

" See J. Trouillard. “L'intelligibilité Proclusienne.” in La philosophie et ses problemes. recueil
d'étiedes de doctrine et d'histoire offert @ Monseignenr R Joliver (Paris: Emmanuel Vitte, 1960) pp.83-97.

™ In Parm.894.7-9: "The later born comprehends each of the many. which is why it is predicated
of each of them (13 §& uotEpOTEVES REPIARRTLKOV EXGTTOL Tdv TOAAGDY: GBev kal katryopeital tovTwv
£Kaotou).”

41



(4.a.) His first 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 accretions."” [f the universal derived from sensation is to
comprehend the particulars as particulars it must be able to take into account all of their
accidents. or it will be less comprehensive then the individuals themselves. However. we
can never experience all of 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 we apply the same predicate?”'" Such a universal would always remain less
comprehensive than that which it seeks to comprehend.

(4.b.) His second argument does not assume that the universal derived trom
sensation has as its aim to comprehend the particulars in their infinite variety. Rather. it
is a universal which comprehends them because it arises from the 'commonness’
(koinotétos) which is in the many. Here the problem is not that there is no stable object at
all in sensation. as in the Euclid commentary criticism of abstraction. Instead. the
problem is that such a universal would invert the ontological hierarchy. and make the
individual more comprehensive than the species. and the species more comprehensive
than the genus. An Aristotelian species. obtained by such a stripping away of all that is
not common to the individuals. is less comprehensive than the individuals which tall
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 (ousia) than the genus. and we might add, the individual has more

™ In Parm.894.6-7: tpooBaect vap xai SuRPERTKGOL Lot TAEOVALEL ThV ATOpWLY EXAGTOV.
' 1 Parm.894. [4-16: eite yap €5 aVtdv 1OV ROARDY. 10D TOUE GRELPOUE GvBPMNOLE 1BOLLEY.
xaf' av aravimy EMGEPOREY 10 QUTO KaTNYOPOULEVOV:
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than the species.'®" 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 comprehensive 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
impossible.'"

These. then, are the four arguments against induction in the Commentary on the

Purmenides.

ILii. The true status of 'later-born’ logoi

In the Parmenides commentary Proclus specities what the thinks the so-called
later-born universals are. He tells us that "in individual souls thoughts (noémata) are of
two types: the one is of the essential reason-principles (t1dn ousiddon logdn). the other
results from many sensations brought together by reasoning into one (eis hen logismai
sunairoumendn).”'® This statement does not contradict Proclus’ arguments against
induction. because the second sort of noéma 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 (1és prdtés noéseds). insofar as it is a universal and has its

'Y In Parm.894.27-29.

' Notice that this arzument assumes that species and genera are not simply subjective mental
phenomena, and hence they can be accorded causal efficacy. An objection to the effect that Proclus is
psychologising here. by granting 'reality’ 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.

' In Parm.895.32-36: év taic pEpixals wuyaic SLTTd T vonuata: Ta uév Yap E0TL @V
ovcLwdnv Adywv, 1a BE TV £X TOAAGY Oviwv aigBhicEwy £1¢ EV LOTLOUD GUVALPOUUEVAIV'
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existence in the intelligising sou And as so. it takes its origin from the Soul itself.

not from a collection or abstraction of sensations.

[t must therefore take its origin from somewhere eise [than from sensation], and
receive from some other source this power of comprehending each Form. Of this
source. indeed. it is an image (eikon). coming into existence in a way contrary to
what one would expect. by virtue of Recollection (anamnésis). on the basis of
sense objects (ek tén phainomenon). of the causal principle aroused within us.'®

The later-born universals come about through anamnésis. which for Proclus is the
probolé ton ousiodin logén. Later-born universals are Jogoi which the soul projects. and

as such are images of the Jogoi which comprise the soul's ousia.

We must. then. as [ have said. ascend from the fogoi in Nature to those in Soul.
and not only to the later-born, but also to the essential ones (tous ousiddeis). The
later-born. after all. are images of these latter. and are not generated from the
sensible particulars.'®®

There is in fact a three-fold distinction in play here. First. Proclus thinks that the
Soul's vusia is a pléroma tén ousiédin logon. a fullness of essential fogoi. These
unprojected /ogoi are the Soul's participation in Nows. and as such are the unified source
for the multiple /ogoi which dianoia projects. The activity of dianoia. however. has a
double tunction. On the one hand the /ogoi which the Soul projects serves to remind it of
its own ousia. This is the Soul contemplating itself as the image of Nous. an activity
which takes place without reference to sensation. On the other hand. the projected /ogoi
are also paradigms of the logoi which order Body. and the Soul may contemplate itself as
the paradigm ot Body. In this case. it gathers together its various sensations and
comprehends them through the logos which is their paradigm. and which it has projected

out of its own ousia. Because the occasion for this lower sort of thinking is usually the

" In Parm.895.38-896.1: totto 8& Eoyatdv EoTiv GmAyNME Tiig RpO TG voncews, Kaddcov
€671 Kul kaB0AOU Kal €V ] voousn wuxl thy urdotaoiy Exov.

"5 In Parm.894.19-23: "AAkaxd0ev dpa tolto VoEoTnKE. Kal €2 dAkou napedéSato tqumy ty
REPLANRTLKAY EKAGTOL Shvaputy £1doug ol 81 kai é0tiv £ikev, tapd HOZav UMOGTGV. XUTH QVARVIoLY
£X 0V oOLVOUEVeV THE Evaov avarivoupévng aitiag.

" In Parm.896.22-27: Ael toivuv aro v GUGIKGY AG70V. GOREP ELTOUEV. GVaTPELELY £
TOUS YLLLKOUS. 01 ToUG UGTEPOYEVELS UOVOV, GAAG Kai TOUG OUCLISELS” KAl P ol DGTEPOYEVELS
WUtV eioiv eixdves, OUK ard tiv RoAAGV aiabntdy teBEvies
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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
always present in us. constituting images of the realm of the real beings (ta ontds
onta).... [the] latter {the later-born] are activities (energémata) stimulated by
sense-impressions.'”’

They are innate. according to Proclus. Their production may be stimulated by sensation.
but they are projected trom the soul's ousia all the same. They only differ from other
projected /ogoi 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 species and genera through abstraction. and
this is what the Aristotelians do. However. such a universal can neither allow 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. tor Proclus. there is no other conclusion than that all dianoia is anamnésis.
Sensation can be a danger to the Soul. turning its attention outwards towards the passivity
of body rather than inwards towards its own ousiu. But it can also serve as the stimulus
for dianoia. Because the same /ogoi which are the paradigms of body are aiso images of
Nous. the Soul which is sufficiently attentive may begin from sensation. and from thence

be led towards the proper object of its thought.

[Liil. dnamnésis

The sense in which all dianoia is anamnésis. according to Proclus. is that the Soul

draws forth from itself the logoi which it projects. not primarily that there was a time

o In Parm.896.6-9. 16-17: VeeotéTmy yap £0TLV éXELVa vommm xai aei dvrav év AUV, Kal
autd 1 Gviug Ovia EvElKoviLauEvav ... EVEPYTIHATA YR ELGLY EKELVA ATO TOV 9aVIRGIaY
AVEYELPOUEVY”

® Our concem here is with dianoia. and the possibility that aisthésis is the source of the
universals with which dianoia thinks. For an examination of aisthésis in Proclus, see H.J. Blumenthal.
"Proclus on perception.” Bufletin of the Institute of Classical Studies. 29 (1982) pp.1-11.
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when 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 /ogoi from themselves. and in this sense even their knowing is
anamnésis. However, partial souls fall into forgetfulness. and for them anamnésis has the

added sense of a transition from unknowing to knowing.

ll.itl.a. The anamnésis of the partial soul

Soul is at the middlie 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 predominace of Limit comes immunity
from motion or change. so the henads and Nous are unmoving (akinétos). Body is moved
from without (hiererokinétos). because in Body the balance of Limit and Unlimited is in
favour of Unlimited. and consequently Body does not have the stability of determination
which would 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 between akinésis and heterokinésis. Tt is self-moving (autokinétos). which means that
it is its own principle of change. The change which the Soul undergoes is its own act of
thinking. measured by Time. This activity is autokinésis because the principle of dianoia
is the Soul itself. In other words. the Soul's thinking activity issues from itself. and has
itself as its directing principle.

Although 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 Soul are perpetually secure in their aurokinésis. 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
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case they cease to be autokinétos and take on heterokinésis.'® 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 dianoia. mistakenly considering sensation to be the source

of thought. They may be in an even worse state. not knowing that there ts such a thing as

dianoia. living completely by appearances.'

Sensation is a danger for partial souls. because of its inherent passivity.

For our sense-perceptions bind the soul to divisible things. the objects of
imagination fill it with moving shapes. and desires divert it to the life of feeling
(empathé bion). Every divisible thing is an obstacle to our returning upon
ourselves (epistrophés). every formed thing muddies our formless knowledge. and
every passion (empathes) is an impediment to passionless activity (aparhous
urwrgeia.s').l "

[t is the soul's association with body that brings with it these passions. It is better for the
soul to be free of body. because for souls "neither existence with a body nor the lite
bound to generation is natural; rather the opposite is more appropriate to them. a separate.

nlll

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 find more people infected than not

" El Th.props 206 and 211. See also J. Trouillard, "Réminiscence et procession de I'ame selon
Proclos.” La revue philosophique de Louvain, 69 (1971) p.179: "L'ame est le dernier et le plus complexe
des principes de l'univers. Mais dans son ordre méme il y a des degrés. L'ime totale gouverne le cosmos.
les dmes divines régissent le ciel sans faillir. C'est qu'elles sont plus proches de ['unité (€vag) psychique
originelle. Immuable dans son centre, I'ime est faillible dans son émissions. Mais pour savoir dans quelle
mesure elle est faillible. if faut se demander ce qu'est 'dme selon Proclos. Si on la définit avec le Phédre
345¢ par l'automotricité, on en fait un milieu entre 'immutabilité de I'étre et la mobilité du devinir. Sion
préfere la définir avec le Timée 35a comme la médiation de I'indivisible et de la division corporelle. on [a
congoit comme «un nombre substantiel qui s'engendre lui-mémen (aptBuog oUGLHdNG avTdyovog) en allant
de l'unité a l'unité. L'dme est un indivisible qui se divise lui-méme, mais qui, a la différence du sensible.
domine toujours sa propre partition. parce qu'il en contient la loi et rend chacune de ses parties tetale.”

"' In this chapter we discuss heterokinésis as the beginning point for the partial soul's anamnésis.
In chapter V we will examine autokinésis and hetervkinésis in the context of the structure of the soul.

"t Eucl 46.3-9: at pév yap aicfioel; GuvdRtousty autiy 1olg REPLATOLS. ai S€ daviasial
LOPOUITIKAV KLVAGEWV AvariumAdoLy, al 3€ OpESels rEpLOTAGLY €15 1OV ennady fiov. nav &€ w0
HEPLOTOV EUTOSLOV €0TL THG €1 EquTolg MRl EROTPOOTS. KOt Rav 10 popoatikav ExtBolol tiv
AUOPOMTOV YVOALY, KAl Tav T0 eunabég kA vua g anadolc Evepyeiag Eotiv.

" In 41¢.256.11-14: 00 yap £0T1 taig Wuyalc Katd 9UGLY O UETA ThY duudtov Blog 0USE A
fEvESIoVp YOS Cwrl. touvavtiov 8€ i xwplLoth xai dUAog kal Gouuatog avtals udiiov npoonixet. This
does not include the ochéma. 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.207-210.
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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.' 13

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 mochthéra.
which means "heavy burdened.” but also means "wicked." and this has the sense of

. . . . 114
having given over to their passions.

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
ol souls. and it is possible that within the order of partial souls there are still further
degrees. so that those closer to the monad are more noble and more able to resist the
passions. while those further away are less able to resist. It is certain. however. that those
who 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 are mochthéra. heavy burdened. because they are mochrhéra. wicked. i.e. they have
chosen to burden themselves with 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 Alcibiades I, the difference between the noble soul

and the base soul is illustrated by the noble Alcibiades and the "vulgar' (phortikoi)''®

lovers who have sought his company. This dialogue is an erotic dialogue.''’ according 1o

" n A1c.257.2-3.
"™ In Alc.257.1-2: "passive and wicked souls (yugag tic éunabeic xai poydnpac)."

"'* 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 Republic. and the lesser souls in the divine train
in the Phaedrus.

" In Alc.35.6.

"7 In Ale.27.16fF.
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Proclus, displaving 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
(mochthéran trophén)...embrace the images of beauty. because they are ignorant
of true beauty. and they have affection for material and divisible beauties. sent
outside of themselves, ignorant of what they have suffered.''® they separate
themselves from all divinity, and are carried away towards the godlessness and
obscurin'" of matter.'™

Base souls have not only "fallen away trom the gift from above." they have "perverted the
gift trom above" (paratrepousus tén ekeithen dosin)."*' Their ignorance is due to their
morally culpable erds 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 towards a deeper involvement with the body. He is presented as a soul ready to
begin unamnésis. and for this he needs the care of Socrates. Proclus’ hermeneutic of the
Platonic dialogues is to read them as philosophical allegories. So Socrates in the
Alcibiades ['is not only the Socrates of the literal level of interpretation. he is also a 'good
duimon'. ' 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

influences.'” On the other hand. the vulgar lovers are 'bad daimones'. or the ‘chthonic

"8 Phaedrus 250a. Proclus deviates from the text of the Phaedrus. which runs: éxmifttovtat Kai
OUKETL <€v> qutiv yiyvovrat, & & €3t 10 nadog ayvoouot.

" Alcibiades [ 134e: €ig 10 G8eov kai 10 OKOTELVOV PAETOVIES.

' In Ale.33.21-34.3: ai 8¢ ab the £xeibev Sd0EnC dronecoUaat Sid woxBnpav Tpogiv. oUGLY
3€ Epatikny Aayoloal kel toig £150iotg TV KaAdv rpocsrtintovdal S1a thy tov ainBiviy dyvolav.
O1A00POVOUVTaL LEV TQ EVUAR KOL REPLGTA KALAN xal talta EXTARTIOVIAL T0 Eautay ayvociaat xadog
0 nendvBactv. agigtavtal §€ tol Biou ravIoS Kai £1¢ 10 GBSOV UNOGEPOVIAL KTl GKOTELVOV Tig UANS.

= n dle 3414,

' In 4ic.40.17. The souls which are not divine. but who are not susceptible to hererokinésis. are
the aggeloi. daimones. and hérdes. These higher souls. according to Proclus. can serve as helpers and
intermediaries for lower souls.

' For a brief analysis of the loves involved here. and of their objects as unity or as the ‘multiples’
opposed to unity, see J. Trouillard. *Sur un pluriel de Plotin et de Proclus.” Bulletin de ['association
Guillaume Budé (1938. no.2 Juin) pp.88-91.
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daimones’. 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 departed.m Allegorically, according to Proclus. this is similar to
the situation during the Initiations. where "the divine appears after we are purified of that

wll

daimonic crowd which leads the soul downwards towards matter."'> The divine is
always 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’ (gumnasion) for those who are ‘well born' (ex pephikos):"*® 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 daimin. whereas the crowd of vulgar
lovers would not. But although he possesses a sort of 'natural virtue' because of his noble
birth. he still needs Socrates. because he is in a state of "double ignorance” (diplé
agnoiu), 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.'** As long as he remains confident
in his false opinion. he will not seek to discover the truth. Therefore. the first step in
anamnésis 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
(thaplé agnoia). because the interlocutor still does not know the truth of the 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 lack of

knowledge. and feels it as a desire for the truth which he should possess.

' On the vulgar lovers, see In Alc.56.20-58.10.

1** In Alc.40.12-14: 10 Belov éxoaivetal puetd Ty Grokdadapaiv tov t10vTou RavIog
daipoviov 10U KATAYOVIOS EXL THY VANV TAS Yuyds.

% In Alc.59.2.

""" In Alc.188.23-24. Cf. Alcibiades I 118a-b. See also in Parm.989.16. Diplé agnoia is not a
term four:?sin Plato. See Sophist 229b and Plato’s use of the term haploun agnoian at Laws 863c¢.

< InAlc.27).



No one would begin to inquire inte that which he think he knows. It is necessary

then that simple ignorance is the beginning of inquiry. for inquiry is a desire for
. . . o]

knowledge regarding that which we think we do not know.'*

Socrates retutes 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. Alcibiades' soul must move
from one state to another. According to Proclus. this shows that the refutation takes place
in Alcibiades' soul. so that he in fact refutes himself.

In the Alcibiades I commentary. Proclus gives four virtues ot dialectical
conversation. In the first place, the dialectical logos (ho tropos ton logdn. ho dialektikos)
makes the interlocutor more attentive than a rhetorical logos."* Second. dialectic is a
great help to inquiry (zétésis) because it persuades the interlocutor to search for the
responses himself, i.e. in himself. and hence makes him "revert upon himself. away from
the logoi which lead him outside of himself” (epistrephdn anton eis heauton apo 16n exo
pheromenén logon).">! Third. it contributes greatly to purification, because through
dialectical refutation the internal contradictions and false opinions which the intertocutor
possesses are done away with. and the interlocutor is himself the "accuser of his own
ignorance” (ho elegchomenos 1és heautou katégoros agnoia.s’).l3 * Finally. and most

importantly. dialectic shows us that knowledge is anamnésis.'>

For discerning the truth in oneself. and being oneself the one who speaks. turning
towards oneself (pros heauton epistrephein). and contemplating the object of
knowledge in oneself. [all] show that learning is really recollection (ontos tas
mathéseis unamnéseis apophainei).m

" In 41¢.236.20-23: ouBeic yap Gv OpuTioELE CTETY § YE OlETaL YLVOKELY" SET 87 oV dpEat
TV arARv dyvolay thg SRMoEws N vap {itnatg Gpedic EoTt yvaoeng €v oig oidueba ayvoeiv. Cf /n
Alc.188.19fF.

" n Alc.170.6.

U in Al 170.16-17.

" In Al 170.24.

** Notice that Proclus still uses the term anamnésis. but has so transformed it that it no longer
means remembering something which vou consciously knew at some peoint in past time. Rather. it means
calling to mind something which is known in an unconscious manner, and in sq calling it to mind becoming
conscious of what you already knew.

I Ale.170.23-28: o yap Siopiv v Erute 16 dinbés kai abtdy elveat v kévovia kat npodg
EQLTOV EMATPEGELY Kl £V EQUTH TO YVIIGTOV DERPELY Gviwg TGS LOBNOELS GVAUVAGELC GROGULVEL.
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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 anamnésis. according to
Proclus. because the important part of the theory of anamnésis is that the interlocutor
already possesses the truth which he seeks: it does not come into his soul from outside.
The strongest proof that dianoia is anamnésis. according to Proclus. is this
difference between the effect of dialectic and the effect of rhetoric. Unlike the dialectical
lugos. which we have said is born inside the soul of the interlocutor, a rhetorical logos
remains outside of his soul. [t 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
unjustitfied opinion. [n the dialogues. Socrates continually asks his interlocutors if they
believe their responses. Someone like Callicles in the Gorgias leamns nothing from his
conversation with Socrates. because he does not believe his responses. His soul has not
drawn forth from itself the logoi which 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
anamnésis. Nothing is transmitted from soul to soul in a dialectical conversation.
[nstead. 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 itselt put forward the logoi which are the articulation of the truth of
whatever matter is under discussion. Thus anamnésis in Proclus is not a doctrine
primarily about memory. as if the interlocutor had torgotten a set of propositions. Rather.

it is about the re-awakening of the soul's autokinésis."**

'** The common criticism of the example of anamnésis in the Meno. that Socrates is feeding the
slave boy with answers. is unfair on a Procline reading. It is not necessary that the slave boy come up with
the answers himself in the sense that he must do it unaid<3. Rather, what is needed for recollection is that
the motion of the argument take place in his soul. He must himself see the falsity of his initial answers. and

Loy
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Proclus sees this in all of Plato's dialogues. In the Meno the slave boy produces
his own responses: in the Alcibiades [ Socrates refutes Alcibiades in a manner such that it
is Alcibiades who refutes himself; in the Theaeterus Socrates claims to be a midwife, and
to do nothing more than help his patients give birth to their own logoi.'*® The speaker in
a dialectical conversation brings about unammneésis in his interlocutor by removing the

barriers to the interlocutor's autokinésis.

Just as the gods both purify us and work to our benefit through our own [actions].
and in general move us in an manner such that we move ourselves (autokinétous).
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 (maieuomenos) serves as his own midwife."’

Autokinésis is bringing to birth logoi from out of one's soul. It is not a recalling of
distinct pieces of data. is if the anumnésis were like trying to recall a friend's address.'*®
Rather. unamnésis is the drawing forth trom the soul of its own immanent logoi. In the
Meno. the slave boy must follow the unfolding of the logos which is the proof: he doesn't
simply remember the answer as a piece of stand-alone data. Arumnésis is a spontaneous
self-unfolding into discursive multiplicity of the /ogei which are the soul's essence. The

logoi in the soul's ousia are not distinct. like a collection of propositions. Their

the necessity of the solution. His soul must draw the proper /ogos from 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 midwite. putting 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 Meno the slave boy does not end up with
knowledge. but rather with true opinion which may be converted into knowledge by further examination.

"' See Theaetetus 130d, Meno 83b. Alcibiades I 112e-113¢.

U In Alc.241.18-23: donep ¥ap ot Beot kai kabaipovaiy Auds kat evepyetolan U Equtiv.
Kai 6Aug 0UTw KLVOUOLY t¢ aUTOXIVITOUE. OUte 81 kal O Zaxpamg pepnyavital toiobiov eAdyyov
Ponov 8t 0V Kat 0 EAEY(OUEVOG aUtOg EAEYYeaal §oCet nap éautoll xat O PaIEVOHEVOS AUTHE EQUTOY
LCEVETAL,

"% We should notice that the account of anamnésis as it is in the Meno does not solve the learner's
paradox. [f the soul cannot learn after its birth. because it would not seek to learn what it does not know.,
why would it seek to do so before its birth? My own interpretation of this account is that Plato does not
intend us to take it literally as a ¢laim that we learned everything at some point before our birth. He states
the theory as a myth. and has Socrates express doubt about its particulars. Socrates says that "{ 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 (Meno 86b-c). This seems to be more an affirmation of the
possibility of a priori knowledge than a confirmation of the storv about the preexistence of souls. and an
opposition to an epistemological defeatism which would destroy the soul's erotic connection to knowledge.
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projection is not a simple reduplication. Rather, they contain in a unified manner the plan
of their own unfolding. Itis in this sense that for Proclus anamnésis is the soul's

P . L. . . 9
autokinésis. and its bringing its own knowledge to birth."

[Liii.b. The secret possession of logoi

It unamnésis is an unfolding of Jogoi from within the soul. then the soul must
already be in possession of the fogei which it unfolds. The soul cannot be a tabula rasa.
as Aristotle characterises it in the De Anima."*" 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 trom herself
and trom Nous. and that she is herself the company of the Forms (pléréma ton
¢idon). which receive their constitution from the intellectual paradigms. but come
forward into being in virtue of themselves (autogonds). The soul therefore was
never a writing-tablet bare of fogoi: she is a tablet that has always been inscribed
and is always writing itself and being written on by Nous."!

A fuller explanation is given in the Alcibiades commentary:

And so. therefore. this argument (logos). adequately pressed. shows clearly that
learning is recollection (ras mathéseis anamnéseis einai). 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 themselves (proballousin aph' heauton

" See J. Trouillard. "Réminiscence et procession de I'dime selon Proclos.” Revue philosophique de
Louvain, 69 (1971) p178.: "Si on peut cependent l'appeter [i.c. the soul] «plérome des raisons
mathématiques». ¢'est en tant qu'elle les enveloppe toutes substantiellement (ovowwddc) ou 3 la fagon d'un
principe (apyoe1dag) et qu'elle les projette a partir d'elle-méme. Mais elle les contient sans figure. sans
distance. sans discrimination numérique. Car sa relative simplicité refuse leur complexité inépuisable, et
son indivisibilité leur dissociation dans «la matiére intelligible». La réminiscence ne consiste donc pas a
retrouver des articulations toutes faites, mais a réveiller une présence inépuisable a travers son propre
déploiement. Comme si un centre ne pouvait étre rejoint qu'a travers la circonférence qui est sa détente, ou
comme si une intuition indivisible ne pouvait étre atteinte dans sa totalité simultanée sans qu'on déroule le
discours successif qui la symbolise. La réminiscence ne prétend pas égaler son terme. mais plutét
l'actualiser.” See also a revised version of this article published as chapter Il of J.Trouillard, La
mystagogie de Proclus (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1982) pp.53-70. See also J. Trouillard. "L’ame 'lieu des idées’
selon Proclus.” Sciences ecclesiastiques {1966) pp.7-24.

Y De 4n430al-2: comep v ypappatein ¢ peBEV UndpyEL EvieAeyEia vETpaUPEVOY GREP
ouufaivel €xt toU vou.

"1 n Encl 16.4-10: heinetan 57 oy kai rap” avtic xai rapa vod tadta rapdyely xat sivat
rAnpoua thv 186V autiy, ard uév t@v VoEPHY MapadeLypdioy VOLOTaUE VY. QUTOYOVa 58 Ty eig 10
£lval Tapodov AQy(avovIav, KOl oUK Gpa v 1 WUl YPOULaTEIOV Kal TAv AdYwv KEVOV. GAAG
YEYPanUEvOV Get Kai Ypddov EQUTO KAt URO voU YPUOOUEVAV.
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hai psuchai tous logous) and are only in need of someone to awaken them. and are
not umsritten tablets' 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 ail 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
world of becoming and the passions which rush into the souls like revelers. due to
this forgettulness."”

It the soul is already in possession of its /ogoi. why are we not aware of these logoi
always? This is a point which any doctrine of Recollection must address. as must any
theory of « priori knowledge. 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 fogoi. But this does not seem to happen.

It does not happen because the /ogoi in our soul do not exist in a separate and
distinct manner, such that we can be immediately aware of them. The ousia of our soul is
our closest contact with Vous. From the perspective of Nous. our ousia is a multiplicity
ot logoi, a pléroma tén ousiédon logon. But from the perspective of the Soul's activity.
our ousid is a unity akin to Nous, whose logoi can only be mutually distinguished by the
projection which is discursive thinking. Proclus describes our ousiddeis logoi as

"hidden" or "concealed” in the soul (kruphids)."** "Kruphiés" has overtones of 'secretly’.

> De An.430a1-2
I Ale.280.24- "SI .8:"Et totvuv 10 183 uuencetg uvapvnm-:t.. eival Seixvuoty évapyag 0
A0703 0UTDZ LKavag RIEGBEIS. HEYa yap 0510 TEXUAPIOV EOTL. TO AVTOUS Tap’ EQUTAY MAvTa AEYELY

Toug anoxpwousvouc 10U TOLoUTOY Eowutoc on npoBaA.).ouow a9’ £autov at \uuxm T0U¢ AGYOUG Kat
ms T00 GVETEIPOVTO; E5EOVTO H6vOV Kat oiK Elawv & fpaoa ypaupatela dexoueva toUg THNOUS £ZwBev.
aria TEYPORTAL UEV GEL Kl G YPGYwY Ev avte) €oti, YY/VUOKELY 3€ 0V RGTAL TG YEYPARMEVE Sovavtat
0USE av [61L GAwg] yEypantal. ANu@EvIog avtals tol Sunatog URO The YEVEGIOUPTOL ARBNG Kal tv EX
g Anéng €xeroxmuacaviny €15 avtag taBdv. See note 1 1o p.318 on p.435 of A. Segonds' edition of Sur
le premier Alcibiade de Platon (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1986) for a discussion of and references to the phrase
tabula rasa. See also C. Steel. The changing self. A study on the soul in later Neoplatonism. [amblichus.
Dumuscius and Priscignus (Verhandelingen van de koninklijke academie voor wetenschappen, letteren en
schone kunsten van belgig. klasse der letteren jaargang x|, nr 835) (Brussels: Paleis der Academién. 1978)
pp.[48-130. and C. Steel. "Breathing thought: Proclus on the innate knowledge of the soul.” The perennial
tradition of neoplatonism. ed. ).Cleary (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1997) pp.293-309: see p.299.

" In Eucl46.1: "It possesses them all in an essential and secret manner (€ye1 § obv ndcag
ouotwdag xai kpueing): 56.13: “but whatever is in it in a secret manner (@iha xat 6oa Kpueing ECTLY EV
exeive). See C. Steel, "Breathing thought: Proclus on the innate knowledge of the soul.” The perennial
tradition of neoplatonism. ed. J.Cleary (Leuven: Leuven University Press. 1997) pp.293-309.
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perhaps secret as the images of the religious mysteries are secret. Though they exist as a
unity before their projection. the fogoi in our ousia are not simply a potentiality, in the
sense of passive potentiality. These /ugoi cannot exist as a passive potentiality for
thinking. because this would contradict their nature as /ogoi. and the ousia of the soul
would then be a passive principle. What would move it to act?'*® Our ousiédeis logoi
are. in fact. always active. Proclus uses the metaphors of our breathing and of our
heartbeat to explain how our ousia can be always cognitively active without our noticing

- 146
it

because they possess the logoi of things. as a sort of heartbeat. they have notions
(ennoias) of those things. but because they are conquered by the draught of
oblivion they are unable make their own notions articulate and send them forth
towards knowledge (epistémé). Thus they carry them around as if suffocating.
and scarcely drawing breath.'’

And again: "We possess the logoi in our ousia and knowledge of these /ogoi as a sort of
breathing. but we do not possess them as projected and actualised.""**

The best modern parallel of this description might perhaps be a sufficiently
modified account of the Kantian Forms of [ntuition. and the Categories. These are
present 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 /ogoi in the partial soul are the paradigms of the

logoi which structure Body. As well. psychic logoi in Proclus are not purely formal

"% | agree with C. Steel, "Breathing thought: Proclus on the innate knowledge of the soul.” The
perennial tradition of neoplatonism, ed. J.Cleary (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1997) pp.293-309: see
p.296: "By definition. fogoi cannct be what they are (i.e. "reasons"). without involving some sort of
cognitive ("rational”) activity. particularly in those souls which are called logika: ("rational”). Indeed, all
forms without matter, be they e18n or Aéyou. are necessarily totally intelligible. and therefore must ahwvays
be the objects of an intelligising activity."

" See J. Trouillard. L'Un et {'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1972) pp.42-43.

T 40.189.6-11: xai W uEV EELY Toug AOYOUS AV tpaypdtay olov 6ovLovTac Evvoiag
E0uoL mEPL autav, T S€ Tig ANAng mopaT xpatoluevat StapBpoiv tdc Eavtdv aduvatolscLy Evvoiag
Kai €15 EMOTAUNY QVAREUNELY. 1OV OUV GREYUYRE VOGS AUTRG REPLOEPOUST Kal POALS QvaRvéousac.

M8 In Alc.192.2-5: xat olciav pév éxovieg Tovg AGYOUC Kai olov GROMVEQVIES TAG TOUTLV
YVOIGELZ. KT EvEpYELav OE KOl KaTa Tpofoaiv oUK £)oviEs.
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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
aware of these things even without a conscious inquiry into the nature of number. motion
and rest themselves."*? If we did not already employ. as an unconscious feature of our
experience. these fogoi which structure material reality. then we would not be able to
experience material reality at all,"**

So the soul is not a rabula rasa. but it is also not a collection of /ogoi immediately
present to itself. In order for the Soul to become conscious of its own content. it must
unfold the hidden content of these /ogoi. Beginning from the unitary principles of
number. identity. difference. etc... the soul may draw forth the sciences of number.
metaphysics. and so on. The unprojected logoi are not deficient when compared to the
developed sciences which result from their projection. The deficiency is not in the
unprojected /ogoi themselves. but in our grasp of them. The unity and fertility of our
ousiddeis logoi surpass the power of dianoia. and our projection of the various sciences is

our atternpt to grasp these /ogoi in an adequate manner.

") Trouillard, La mystagogie de Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1982) p.135-136: "L'idée n'est un
objet que métaphoriquement. en tant qu'on projette sur elle ce qu'elle illumine. Elle n'est pas thématisable,
mais ce par quoi il v a indéfiniment des objets douées de tel ou tel caractére. Elle n'est ni une catégorie au
sense d'Aristote ni une idée régulatrice kantienne. encore que ce second rapprochement soit plus éclairant.
Elle se dévoile inadéquatement a travers une opération, un impératif, un jugement. Ou saisissons-nous
I'idée du juste si ce n'est dans l'inadéquation perpétuelle des actions a notre exigence de rectitude ou bien
dans I'invention de conduites de moins en moins iniques? L'idée de grandeur est-elle grande? Non. répond
Proclos. si on la prend pour une structure objective. au lieu de la considérer comme une puissance de
dépassement.”

*% 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 noumenal world which is not as we experience it, thus the categories and forms of intuition are justified
for emplovment in our experience because it is precisely owr experience that they make possible. The
Procline account is rather an observation of the following sort. We have coherent sense experience even
without engaging in dianoia because the fogoi which structure Body are images of the logoi present in Soul
and always cognitively active in the Soul. The possibility of an unknown noumenal warld is eliminated
because Body is itself an image of Soul.
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For dianoia possesses the logei but. not being powerful enough to see them when
they are wrapped up. unfolds and exposes them (anaploi te autous kai
hupektithetai) and presents them to phantasia sitting in the vestibule."'

Although they surpass the power of ignoiu. it is the activity of these ousiddeis logoi
which allow us to navigate our evervday world.

However. the rudimentary notions of things (ennoiai) which arise trom our
ousiddeis logoi without conscious projection can hinder us from attaining true knowledge
through anamnésis. according to Proclus. A soul who has lapsed into hererokinésis is
used to navigating the world by means of these ennoiai. and has the illusion that it
actually knows things in the world around it. It thinks it knows. but it does not. because it
has not projected and examined the fogoi themselves. Because the souls "carry [their
logai] around as it suffocating, and scarcely drawing breath.” Proclus continues. "this is
the reason that they acquire the double ignorance. thinking that they know on account of
these notions (ennoias). 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 {¢rnofa) of piety in order to act and think as he does. He does have
such an ennoia. because the fogos of piety in his soul's ousia 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.
Moreover. he is doubly ignorant, because he regards as sufticient his habitual
emplovment of the notion of piety when he thinks of things as pious or impious. and so
would never even begin to inquire into the nature of piety itself were he not refuted by

Socrates.

! In Eucl.54.27-55.02: éxouaa ap f Sidvora tolg AG70UG. AGBEVOUGT BE CUVERTUTLEVEG
13elv Gvardol e autolg kail urextifetal Kal 1§ Ty saviagiav €v RpoBipots Kewwevy.

%2 In Alc.189.10-14: olov oUv GrEWLYNEVAG AUTAS REPLOEPOUCT KAt HOALG GVATVEOUCTS. Kai
31d 100t0 KTdVTIAL TNV SLRARY dyvotav. olduevar pév £idévat 31 tag évvoiag tavtag, dyveouaal 3€ dia
my ANBnv: xai i ardtn Kat N doKnotg g Yvdoens EvieUdev.
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Proclus gives a more traditional explanation of the status of the ousiddels logoi.
using the tirst meaning of "actuality’ or 'activity' (energeia) from Aristotle's De Anima.

by psychic logos (logon psuchikon) | mean that which remains in the ousia of
souls. looking towards which we say that the soul is all of the Forms (panta einai
ta eidé), and that the soul is the place of the Forms (topos ton eidén). these being

present in it not only potentially. as Aristotle says."™ but in actuality. according to

the first meaning (¢idos) of 'in actuality’.'™ as he defines it.'*®

The first meaning of 'in actuality' is explained by Aristotle as the sort of possession of. for
example. 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 of actuality are distinct. and they are both to be
distinguished from the potentiality (dunamis) 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 whenever 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 dinamis and energeia.

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

"3 De An.429a27-29: xai €0 8N oi Aéyovieg Ty Wiy Elvan ROV €18@v...0UtE EVIEAEYELQ
QAAG Suvauet t@ £18n.

'** De An.417a2 1ff. Proclus gets the point of the Aristotelian text correct. but is mistaken about
the details. [n this passage Aristotle distinguished between two senses of potentiality, the First 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 of a man who has learmed grammer 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 (kurids). Hence, one may draw the conclusion that
there is a lesser state of actuality. corresponding to the second state of potentiality, in which the man
possesses grammatical knowledge but is not excercising it. [f one reads the text in this manner, then the
'first’ definition of actuality in the Aristotelian text is as Proclus describes it.

3 In Parm.892.22-28: Aéva 88 Ad7ov wuyLkOV 1OV uévovia kat ovsiav £v avtaic. £ig Ov
PrEROVIES KOl THY WuYNV GVIA elval td £13n gapEv. kai oMoV tav eid@v Ty yuynv. ougt Suvduet
HOVOV EVOVIaV. (g OToLY 'ApLOTOTEANG. GAL Evepyeia pév. xata 3 10 apdtepov e180s tob évepyeia. ug
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are structured by the three moments of remaining, procession, and return (moné, proodos.
epistrophé). 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. Lite, and Nous (on. z6é. nous) most properly describes the inner life
of Nous, 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
(ousia. dunamis. energeia) is another way to think of the self-related activity of Nous and
Soul. [t makes use of Aristotelian terms. but has arranged them such that they have
become Neoplatonised. Dunamis is here power, not passive potentiality. and is a
principle of the procession of activity from the essence of a thing."*® 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 nous. life is nous and
being (owusia). and nous is being (ousia) and lite. For there is one simplicity and
one existence in the soul. and neither life nor nous is added from outside. Rather
its nous is living and exists in the manner of being (ousiddés). its life is
intellectual in its being (roera kat' ousian). and its being (ousia) [is intellectual
and vital]"”’

Nous and Soul do not have parts, in the sense of spatial parts. Rather. they are self-
related activities in which moments can be distinguished. [t is a function of the divided
discourse which is dianoia that when we speak of the triadic structure of spiritual realities

we seem to separate them into parts.””® With regard to the ousia. dunamis. and energeia

1* See discussion by L.Siorvanes in Proclus. Neo-Platonic philosophy and science (New Haven
and London: Yale University Press. 1996) pp.109-110.

7 i Ale 321.10-17: xai duws totaltng otong €v tolg GKPOLS Katd THY TpLada tavtny
Gmmopch EV i) uru,(r'] guvrivavtal gAAnAoLS. kal 1 uév dv {wn & xal vois éotiv, i 8 Can voﬁg xoi
uuma 0O 8€ voug o'ucnu xai SR, uia yap Eotiy amAdtng Ev aum Kol unoc‘mm.. uia. [xai] ours WiV
oucta [voepd xat thtm} Note that Proclus switches back and forth bemeen on and ousia. In Enghsh it
is impossible to convey the close connection between these two words with the translation of ousia 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 lamblichus to Eriugena (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1978) pp. [43-150.

"3 As [ noted at the end of the introduction to this study, the we have the same problem when we
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of the Soul. the interpenetration of the moments means that we should not think of a static
ousia. somehow aloof and separate from the energeia of thinking. The whole soul is
ousia. dunamis. and energeia. 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 energeic whose issue is a multiplicity of logoi which are the unfolded
expressions of its point of origin.

So unamnésis is the Soul's activity. self-actualisation. autokinésis. The difterence
between this activity and the energeia of Nous is that Soul's energeiu is measured by
Time. In the stepwise declension of the universe into multiplicity. Nous exhibits the
dividedness of inner determination, and distinction of thinker and thought. Soul exhibits
these divisions. and also the division between 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 itselt. logos by logos. Hence its
activity is measured by Time. [t is for 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
159

aware of our own soul's logoi is probolé tén ousiddon logon. the projection’” of the logoi

of the soul's ousia.'®

try to sayv that souls are distinct from each other, while at the same time not separate from the tatal reality
which is Soul.

¥ Probolé means literally "a throwing forth,” as does "projection.”

' J. Trouillard, "Réminiscence et procession de I'ime selon Proclos,” Revue philosophique de
Louvain, 69 (1971) pp.182-183: "L'dme se pose donc comme étre ou substance. comme vie ou puissance.
comme pensée ou activité. Proclos s'accorde identification de la vie et de la puissance. et celle de la
pensée ¢t de ['activité. Mais quelque nom qu'il donne a ces trois fonctions. elles sont pour lui dans le méme
rapport que povrj, Rpoadag et emotpoen. Elles sont donc intérieures les unes aux autres. Chacun des
termes contient les deux autres. mais ici sous le mode substantiel. la sous le mode vital ou dynamique. 1a
enfin de fagon énergétique ou noétique. Par conséquent. de méme que la vie et la pensée psychique ne sont
pas infra-substanticlies, la substance de I'ime en tant que substance est déja vie et pensée. Dans ces
conditions, aucune dme ne pourra se donner dans sa puissance et son activité ce qu'elle ne posséderait pas
déja sous le mode substantiel. Telle est fa racine de la réminiscence. qui consiste a réveiller ce que Proclos
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In an important passage in the Euclid commentary, Proclus brings together the
soul's possession of ousiddeis logoi. anamnésis, autokinésis, and the probolé ton

ousidddn logon.

This is why Socrates in the Meno uses this kind of argument [i.e. a geometrical
proof] to prove that leaming (mathésis) is nothing but the soul's remembering its
own /ogoi. The reason for this is that what remembers is the dianoetic part of the
soul. The part of the soul has its essence (ousiotai) in mathematical logoi. and it
has a prior knowledge of them. even when it is not using them. It possesses them
all in its essence (ousiddos), in a hidden fashion (kruphids). 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
fill it with moving shapes. and desires divert it to the lite of feeling. Every
divisible thing is an obstacle to our returning upon ourselves (eis heautous hémin
epistrophés), every formed thing muddies our tormless knowledge. and every
feeling is an impediment to passionless activity. Consequently. when we remove
these hindrances from dianoia. we are able 10 know through diancia the logoi
which are in our diunoia. and then we become knowers in actuality
{kat'energeian). and project {proballein) our essential (ousiodé) l-mowlc:dgﬁ.“’l

appelle «les raisons substanticlles» (vvc1wdeLg AdyoL) par opposition aux généralités abstraites des
sensations. Ces raisons substantielles ont. en effet, besoin d'étre réveillées chez un étre qui n'est pas assez
présent a lui-méme pour se recueillic sans détour.” See also J.F. Phillips, “Stoic *common notions’ in
Plotinus,” Dionysius, 11 (1987) pp.33-52. Phillips gives a good explanation of Plotinus’ transformation of
the Stoic doctrine of koinai ennoiai. or common notions. such that they may be emploved in his
transformation of Platonic unamnésis. See pp.40-41: “discursive reason, as a thing of parts. cannot
comprehend intelligible. nonpartivie unity. Se it is exactly the discursive mind’s desire to demonstrate the
truth of unity’s omnipresence "by piecing together the particulars’ that prevents it from recognizing the
immediate certainty of that truth. By contrast. if only the Evvowa 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 fully formed ideas and manifestations of a more direct contact with common truth than is
afforded by adycc...For the Stoics common notions were empirically derived. and so were 'natural’ only in
the strict sense that they were untaught (&3idaxtot. Gvemiteyvitor) by custom or doctrine. It is Plotinus'
view. on the other hand. that the xotvn €vvouw is an innate idea which to some degree operates within us
before all experience and constitutes the internal dialogue of the soul ([Enn.] V1.5.1.8-12)." See also
EnnIV.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 catl
memory and recollection. So this is ancther form of memory. for time is not an attribute of what is here
termed memory [ou toivuv oVaE \pughv OQTEQV UVIUOVEUELY TOV QUTOV tpdnov otov lc'r{ouev 0
uvnuoveveELY Elval ov ExeL cmpmu‘rmv Al €rerdn evravba eoty, E,(slv xat [.m EVEP {Ew xat autd. Kal
uaiiota EviatBa nrevon. o &€ evepyely fidn -- taig gvepyovoats & Elyov LvApnY Kat avduvioty
rpooTLBEvan £0ixacty ot teiarol. 6o8 Etepov eldog puviung 10010° S10 kai ypdvog ov TPEoESTL T
oltw Aeyopévy wvijun..” {trans, Phillips, op.cit. p.43] Proclus’ doctrine of anamnésis is a further
development of this idea. In Proclus the innate idea is the /ogos in the ousia of the soul. which is its
participation in Vous. and which is developed in discursive thought.

! In Eucl 45.18-16.13: 58ev 5y ko 0 £v 1 Mévavt Zaxkpdmg £k T0U8E tod TpoRov Thg
EMYELPNOENG EREDELEE Y, GT1 1 pavBaveLy oUK dAio ti £0Tiy f| dvapipviioxesfat Ty yuyiv Tav
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We will examine the probolé tén ousiédon logon in detail in the following chapter.

[Liv. Note: the ethical dimension of anamnésis

As a final note regarding anamnésis, we should mention Proclus' comments in the
Alcibiades commentary regarding its necessary preliminaries. In a passage reminiscent of
the Vicomachean Ethics. Proclus tells us that the soul which associates with the body has
three parts: an irrational part («logon). a part which chooses (proairetikon). and a part
which knows (gndstikon). The lowest part must be put in order and educated by a
rightness ot habits (dia tés orthotétos...tén ethon), the second by admonitions and
educational discourses (die tés nouthesias kai ton didaskalikon logdn). and the third must
be awakened by anamnésis.'® This seems to indicate that Proclus accepts the
Aristotelian account of virtue and the inculcation of virtue. [n a sense this is truc.
However, Proclus transforms the. perhaps problematic. relation between the morat and
intellectual virtues in a characteristically Neoplatonic manner. Rather than integrating the
lite 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 left behind as quickly as
possible. The lower parts of the soul are only of significance insofar as their proper
habituation and education keep the soul from sinking to the position of the vulgar lovers
in the Alcibiades I. over whom dialectical conversation has no power. and who

consquently are unlikely to undergo anamneésis. Indeed. in the same passage Proclus

€auThig AdTav. aitiov 8 Gt 10 uév avauynoROpeEVOY £6TL T0 dlavonTikov TS Wuxnis. touto 8¢ €v Toig
AOTOLS DUCLOTAL TOV paBnuatey Kal 14 EMLGTIHAS aUTHY £V EQUTO RPOEiANPEY. KAV pf Evepyh Kat’
autdg. é¢el 8 olv nhoag eboLwdog Kai kpuolug. tpodaivel S€ Exdotny, Gtav Goaipedh tav Eurodiay
v EX T algBNGEWS. al pév yap aleBoeLs CUVARTOUGLY QUTHY Tolg HEPLATOLS, al 8¢ gaviasiat
HOPOWTLKGV KLvrigewy dvum}m}.&mv al 8¢ c')pé:ac maptcmu‘:ow si, T0v éunadn Blov. nav &€ 10
HEPLOTOV EUROBIOV €0TL TS ELS Eautong Auiv smmpo@nc Kat rav 1o uopmm..uov Em.Bolm v
auop@mtov /vmcw Kai v 10 Eurabis KoAupa mc omueou\, £vepyeiag éotiv. 6tav olv wita T
Sravoiag AOEAMUEY, TOTE xaT @UITV TIYVOOKELY ToU¢ £v avuth Suvauefa Adyovs. kol EMGTANOVES Elval
Kat EVEPYELAV KAl yvadly tv ovoiadn npoPdiieLy.

2 In A1c.225.4-9.
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characterises the two lower parts of the soul as additions to the soul. due to its descent

into the body.

It 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
always awake, must put in order the powers of second and third rank (¢tas deuteras
kai tritas dunameis). which have been joined to it, just as seaweed and oysters
were attached to Glaucus in the ocean.'®

The soul's true body is its immaterial vehicle. or ochéma.'® and the grosser bodies which
it takes on in its association with becoming serve as only a hindrance to it. and a source of
disturbances and passions.'®® 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 part. This is the reason for the marked absence in Neoplatonic
writings of any significant interest in ethical or political concerns. Ethics and politics
may prepare the soul for anamnésis. but they are eventually to be left behind.

Indeed. the moral virtues are subordinate to another group of virtues. in
Neoplatonic thinking. In the Platonic Theology Proclus writes that his auditors must first
possess all the moral virtues.'®® 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 hagiography.“’7 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 virtues. those which we could call mystical virtues. It was

5 In Alc.224.8-12: el toivuv T EvietBev péAioucav opBid € éxeiviy T dyputvoy
repLayeaBal ovolv xooufigal uév tag devteépag xal tpitag Juvduelg tag cuvnpnuévag avty kabanep
10 Barattio Matkoe 1 ovKLa kal 1@ Gotpea.

"' El Th.props.203-210. For the Soul's various sorts of vehicles. see L. Siorvanes. Proclus. Neo-
Platonic philosophy and science (New Haven and London: Yale University Press. [996) pp.131-133.

*** 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.

% Plat. Theol.1.10.11-11.7.

"7 Vita Procli xxvi-xxxiii.
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towards this mystical theology that the school of Proclus was essentially
oriented.'*®

As long as the soul has need of the moral virtues, it is still managing its passions. Much

better is 1o rid oneself of them. through the purification of philosophy and ritual.

'* H.-D. Saffrey. "Théologie et anthropologie d'aprés quelques préfaces de Proclus.” /mages of
man in Ancient and Medieval thought, studia Gerardo Verbeke ab amicis et collegis dicatu {Leuven:
Leuven University 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 days showed to
Athens the secret paths of the god-wrought virtues (Eiatrixet 8¢ [TAdtav 8soeineioc. ¢ mpiv ‘Abvaig !
deiag kpunta kErevda Deoxpdviav gpetdnv).”
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CHAPTERIII

DIANOIA AS A PROJECTION OF THE SOUL'S OUSIODEIS LOGO!

[[I.i. Proclus' situation of dianocia on Plato's line

As a preliminary to our discussion of dianoia as the probolé 1on ousiodon logon.
we will examine briefly Proclus’ situation of diunoiu between nous and aisthésis. Atthe
beginning the first prologue to his Euclid Commentary. Proclus makes an initial division
ol 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 (ra mathématike)
may be taken to apply to all objects of dianoia (1a dianoéta). His distinction is three-fold:
indivisible beings. divisible beings. and beings which are intermediate between the
completely indivisible and completely divisible. The highest sort are described as
partless (ameristos). simple (haplous). incomposite (asunthetos) and indivisible
(adiuiretos) existences (hypostuseis) or beings (onta). The lowest are described as having
parts (meristos) and being "in all sorts of compositions and containing manifoid
divisions" (en sunthesesin pantoiais kai poikilais diairesesin). and as being in matter (en
huléi).'® The middle rank of beings is superior to the lowest because the logoi which are
about it (peri autén) are unchangeable (we! kata tauta echon). stable (monimos) and
irrefutable (anelegkios). However. it falls short of the highest division because its
reasonings (epibolai) are discursive (diexodikos), "make use of extension in underlying

matter” (to tais diastasesi ton hupokeimenén proschrémenon), i.e. treats their subject as

%9 (n Eucl 3.4-9,

66



extended.'™ and "use different principles for different objects” (to ap’ allén archén alla
prokataskeuazon).

Corresponding to this division of Being is a division of the appropriate types of
cognition (gndseis) which lay hold of these different sorts of beings. He assigns
intellection (noésis) to the highest because it grasps the intelligible objects (f¢ noéray "all
at once and with simplicity” (athrods kai meta haplotétos). and because it is superior to
other types of knowledge "due to its immaterial. pure and unitary approach and grasp of
beings" (1éi te aiiliai kai 1éi katharotéti kai téi henoeidei prosboléi kai epaphéi ton onton).
To the lowest division he assigns opinion {doxa). "which grasps truth obscurely"
(amudras alétheias antilambanomenén). This lowest division is also said to correspond
to what is grasped by the senses (uisthérois hapasi).”'

To the intermediate type he assigns dfianoia. It is second in rank to nous. but more
pertect (releiotera). precise (akribestera) and pure (katherdtera) than opinion. And in

general.

it travels out from and unfolds the measurelessness of Vous and unrolls (anelissei)
its concentrated (sunespeiramenon. i.e. 'tolled up') intellectual insight. and then

""" We should note one peculiarity of Proclus’ description of the middle sort of being in this
passage. He says that the logoi which dianoiu projects make use of extension in underlying mater. This is
a reference to the role of imagination (phantasia) in illustrating for the soul the extension of geometrical
figures. However. most of the logoi of diunvia do not assume extension in the intelligible matter of
phantasia. Phantasiu is the lowest level of dianoia, because it is the paradigm of bodily extension. The
zeometrical logoi which are projected in phantasia are extended. but without matter, as perfect paradigms
of the bodies which are their deficient image. See our discussion in chapter V. Proclus likely refers to
phuntusia in this division of being because the commentary as a whole has as its topic geometry. Sce also
In Eucl 50fT. 86-87: and 94-96. See especially /n £ucl.53.27f1. where Proclus says that the logos in dianofa
is partless. and is unfolded into extension by phantasia.

"' Proclus will often present what seem to be exhaustive divisions, but will leave out terms, or
lump two distinct terms together, as he does here to doxa and aisthésis. 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 doxa and aisthésis as two types of divisible knowing.
This is an example of the relativity of discursive logai. The division which Proclus makes here has as its
intention to bring the soul of the reader to realise the difference between these three types 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 listed 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 logos which Proclus unfolds here is a partial truth. in the sense that it is the truth about
a part of reality, not all of it.
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gathers together again the things it has distinguished and refers them back to
Nous.'?

Proclus describes this type of knowledge as having a middle position (mesén taxin), by
which Proclus means that it shares some of the characteristics of each of its higher and
lower neighbours. [ts objects share precision and immateriality with the objects of Nous.
but like the objects of sense fall short of their indivisibility and simplicity.

Proclus is following Plato's division at Republic 511c-d. in which there is a
division between nous. dianoia and doxa. Further on (10.16-27) he makes a further
distinction, again following Plato. this time his summary at Republic 511d-e. where Plato
lists intelligence (noésis). discursive reasoning (dianoia). belief (pistis) and images
(eikasia). Proclus says Plato makes an initial distinction between intelligibles (noéta) and
sensibles (uisthéta). He subdivides intelligibles into intelligibles (noéra) and objects of
discursive reason (dianvéta). and the sensibles into sensibles (aisthéra) and images
(¢ikasta). To these four divisions Proclus, following Plato. assigns noésis. dianoia. pistis
and ¢ikasia. Proclus describes the second division of each group as an image or likeness
of the first division of each group. Eikasia grasps the images (eiddla) of sense objects.
while dianoia grasps the likenesses (eikonas) of the noéra. i.e. of the first. simple and
partless Forms (¢idé) which have descended into multiplicity and division (tas apo tén
proton kai haplin kai ameristén eidon eis pléthos kai diairesin hupobasas).

Plato does not say that the objects of dianoia are images of the eidé. but rather
that dianoia makes use of the aisthéra but treats them as images. much in the way that the
geometer uses a line drawn in the sand but knows that it is only an image of the true line.
Proclus. however, does think that the objects of dianoia are images of the eidé in Nous.
and thinks that Plato has said this.'”” This relation of paradigm and image is important

for Proclus' theory of dianoia. An image is at the same time the same as its paradigm.

"2 In Eucl 4.11-14: Si1e208evel ugv yap xat Gvariol 100 vod Ty duetpiav xai Gveiiccel @
CUVESTELPQREVOV THG VOEPGS EMBOANG. Suviyet € ab ndALy & Sunpnuéva Kat avadépet 1pog v
vouv.

'3 See discussion of this passage of the Republic in chapter [V.
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and ditferent 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 dianoia 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 paradigms.'™

[ILii. Moné. proodos. epistrophé and the probolé 16n vusiédon logon

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 unamnésis is
sophisticated enough to explain why it is that the soul does not have the entire intelligible
cosmos explicit to itself immediately upon turning inwards. The /ogoi which constitute
its ousiy are at first possessed in a hidden manner (kruphids). They exist in the soul's
ousia as a unity. and only take on discursive multiplicity through the the soul's discursive
thinking (dianoia). Dianoia draws the [ogoi out from the soul's ousia. such that their
internal plan of untolding is followed. and they take on the multiplicity which
characterises discursive thought. Proclus describes this drawing forth metaphorically as a
"throwing forth” (probolé). a "projection.” His technical phrase is the "projection of the
soul's essential fogoi" (probolé ton ousiddon logon).

All spiritual entities have a threefold structure of remaining. procession and return
(moné. proodos. epistrophé) with regard to the cause from which they arise.'™ In the

Elements of Theology.'™ Proclus describes this triad in terms of identity. difference and

" In Tim.11.246.7-9.

""* For an analysis of remaining. procession. and return in Proclus see S. Gersh, KINHEZIE
AKINHTOZL (Leiden: E.J.Brill. 1973) pp.49-80. Gersh's analysis is restricted explicitly to an examination
of spiritual motion in Proclus’ Nous. The interesting thing about this triad in the Soul. as opposed 1o Nous.
is that the circular motion of power which is described as remaining, procession. and return. takes place in
time. Hence it is the case that in the case of any given soul, the circle of their activity is such that its end
has nor ver linked up with its beginning. Thus the activity of the Scul is discursive. {n 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 Vous.

" £I Th.props.28-32.
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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 to capture is the continuity of the spiritual hierarchy. The declension of what
arises from the One into successive orders is not haphazard. Each order is similar to its
next 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 existence of
a particular perspective of the paradigm. The paradigm as a whole 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
perfectly adequate its paradigm. even though it is a manifestation of the paradigm. This
is why Proclus characterises a paradigm as fertile and filled with power. The paradigm
gives rise to many images. each of which manifest the paradigm in a difterent manner.
none of which 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
equivalent to the sum total of beings. Rather, it is the paradigm whose fertility issues in
an endless varicty of beings which manifest its nature. Justice itself is not the sum of just
acts. but rather a Form which is the ground of an endless variety of acts of justice. 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

177

image to the paradigm because of the similarity of image to paradigm.’’’ The universe is

"~ Note that Proclus thinks similarity is not a reciprocal relation in these sorts of cases. The image
is similar to the paradigm, but not vice-versa. Otherwise, the similarity of NVous to the One would require
that the One be similar to .Vous. 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
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a hierarchy of orders. such that each retracts and manifests the higher orders. each being
itselt a divided image of its causes.

Soul as an hypostasis remains in Vous. proceeds from it. and returns to it. It is an
image of Nous. This means that Soul thinks the same Forms which NVous thinks, but does
so by producing logoi which are images of those Forms. While each of the Soul's logoi is
a manifestation of the eidé in Nous, each is an image and so does not adequate its eidos.
So although Soul as a whole manitests the content of Nous. it cannot exhaust the fertility
of Nous. This is why 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 Vous. a
refraction of the unity of Nous into discursive multiplicity. One of the most important
consequences of the manner in which Soul projects logoi from Nouws is Time. Strictly
speaking. Time tn Proclus is not a consequence of the Soul's motion. rather. it is a nous

which is the measure of that motion.'”

What this means. however, is that the nous which
is the monad of Time is the fertile source of the divided activity of Soul. Soul's activity is
divided in the sense that it does not project its /ogoi all at once. It draws out its logoi one
by one. thinking the eidé first from one side. then from another. Soul is a divided image
ot Nous. divided because it is its fogos. and divided in Time. Body. inits tun.isa
divided image ot Soul. [ts 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

. 179
gxtension.

Plato's Purmenides. the third man arguments, according to Proclus. See /n Parm.890.21F: and 911.33fT.

""* See chapter VI.

" Time and space in this system are two manners in which n being may fail to grasp itself
completely. The moment of return (epistrophé) is the moment in which an entity is completely present to
itself. or grasps itseif. Soul does not have an immediate retum. and so does not have the immediate self-
identity of Nous. because of the division of its projection and its concomitant termporality. 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.
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This process by which the Soul projects logoi from the fertility of Nous is
described structurally by Proclus as the triadic structure, or moments. or movement of the
Soul: moné. proodos. and epistrophé. The soul remains in Nous. and hence has a moment
of identity with Vous: the logoi which it projects begin trom the eidé in Nous. It proceeds
from Vous. and differs from it in that its logoi are divided images of the ¢idé. and are
possessed under the Soul's condition of temporal activity. Soul's return upon Nous is its
moment of similarity. the togetherness of identity and difference. The return is the
completion of the first two moments. In Soul's epistrophé Soul possesses its logoi in its
own manner, as the temporally divided and numericaly multiple images of ¢icfé in Nous.
but possesses them with the awareness that its projected /ogoi are the unfoldings of the
eidé in Nous according to their own 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
independent and distinct moments. Hence. the third moment is necessary to express the
inner connexion between the first two moments. If our description of this continuous
motion included only the first two moments. we would have a false sense of the rupture
between Nous and Soul. and indeed. have a false idea of an internal chasm within Soul
itself. Itis not that one aspect of Soul is identical to Nous. and another separate aspect

differs. but that in its identity with Nowus it differs. and in its difference it is identical.'®

0 .. .
¥ The structure of remaining, procession. and return governs not only the emergence of one

spiritual principle from another, but also the internal structure of NVous and Soul. Already in Plotinus’
analysis of the inner movement of Vous 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 by
its own return upon its source. The knowing moment of Nous is the point where the indeterminate
dynamism of power which issues from the One orders itself as the totality of [deas. See P. Hadot, "Etre,
Vie. Pensée chez Plotin et avant Plotin." in Les sources de Plotin (Genéve: Fondation Hardt. 1960) pp.103-
141: see pp.134-3: "il v a donc une premiére phase de mouvement aveugle, d'altérité pure, de pur
¢loignement. Puis. ce mouvement — et c'est |4 tout son mystére — peut se convertir vers 'Un et se définir. [I
est difficile de ne pas rapprocher ces deux phases. avec les deux phases rencontrées plus haut: illimitation
de 1a vie, puis conversion de la vie qui s'achévera dans la constitution pléniére de I'Intelligence. La vie
1ssue de I'Un, et de soi illimitée. se convertit vers I'Un et se convertissant, devient I'Intelligence. dans la
mesure ol elle est définie dans sa conversion. La vie représente donc un mouvement d'autodétermination.
d'autoactualisation de ['étre: elle est le mouvement de la matiére intelligible qui se donne & elle-méme forme
et détermination. en se tournant vers I'Un. L'éwre et la pensée, don’t 'unité constitue ['Intelligence.
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This triadic activity of self-unfolding is described by Proclus as a "period” (periodos)."*'
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 Vous. or somehow re-absorb
itself into Nous. Rather. at the end of its period Soul has constituted itself as a divided
image of Nous. expressing in its temporally projected /ogoi the noetic eidé.

The triad essence. power and activity (ousia. dunamis, energeia) is another way of
describing the reality of moné. proodos. and epistrophé.'™ So the soul's moné or moment
of identity with Nous is its essence (ousia). its dunamis is manifest in its proodos. and its
energeia is an epistrophé upon Nous. We should examine briefly the Soul's ousia.
Proclus says that the Soul's ousia is a fullness of essential logoi (pléroma t6n ousiédon

lugon) 8 By logos Proclus means an image of an eidos. or the secondary existence of an

apparaissent alors comme le produit de Yautodétermination de la vie...On entrevoit dans ce schéma
plotinien le futur schéma du néoplatonisme postérieur: repos, procession, conversion, intimement li¢ 3 la
triade étre-vie-pensée.”

*'Iit. "a journey around."

™ From the perspective of this description we find another reason for the moment of return. A
spiritual entity is a circular movement from the essence. through power, to full actuality-activity. Similarly,
the 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 mement of reversion. in which the effect may be said finaliy to be
a being in its own right. For a discussion of the ditferent triads in Proclus as forms of "dynamic identity.”
see W. Beierwaltes, Prokfus. Grund=tige seiner Metaphysik (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann,
1965) pp.48-164. A. Smith finds it difficult to accept the notion of potentiality (dunamis) in Nous. in gither
Plotinus or Proclus. However, he seems not to pay enough attention to the identity of dunamis as power
rather than potentiality. See A. Smith, "Potentiatity and the problem of plurality in the intelligible world,”
in Neoplutonism and early Christian thought, essays in honour of A.H. Armstrong. ed. H.J. Blumenthai and
R.A. Markus (London: Variorum. 1981} pp.99-107. See also E/. Th.prop.169. which states that every nous
has its ousia. dunamis. and energeia in Eternity.

WSee In Alc.250.19-23: "But the soul should go inside itself to seek the true and the good and the
eternal Jogoi of beings. For its essence is full of these {ogoi but it is hidden by the forgetfullness of the
world of generation (GAX’ anmv iovoav mv tuuxnv Ev suum Qn‘rew Kai w0 ukr\Ge‘ xai 19 u*{ueov xal
ToU¢ Gidioug 1 dviuv A oug. TARPNG Yap £0TLY AUTHS N OUGLA TOUTwY., ERLKPUNTETAL 88 €X TG
YEVEGLOUPYOU ARBNS)": fn Encl 16.22-27: "All mathematicals are thus first present in the soul. Before the
numbers the self-moving numbers. before the visible figures the living figures. before the harmonised parts
the logoi of harmony. before the bodies moving in a circle the invisible circles are already constructed. and
the soul is the fullness of them all {(ravta dpa ¢ uabnuatixa tpatdv éatiy €v T \vuxf\ xai npé (1Y
Ctplep.mv 0L @VTOK{VIITOL KL XPO THV QELVOUEVEY GYTRGTAY TG gm&am oyiipata xai Xpo TV
NPUOGUEVAY Ol GPROVIKOL AGYOL KUl PG tdv KUKAL K1VOUUEVEY JURGTY 01 QOAVELZ XUKAOL
dednuiotpynvial xat TANpepa v reviay 0 yuxi)"s In Eucl 17.22-26: "The mathematical /ogoi which
fill the soul are essential and self-moving, and when dianofa projects and unfolds them it gives rise to all the
variety of the mathematical sciences (oucwwdelg dpa xai avrokivniol W@y pabnudtov eigiv ol Adyot
CUUTANPOUVIES TAG Wuds. oUg 81 xai Rpofiaiiouca N didvota kat €Eerittovoa rdoav vy RoikiAiay



eidos. 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 Jogos was appropriate to the unfolded moment. It is an eiddos. which the Soul's
logos unfolds.

Proclus’ canonical statement of the secondary existence of eiefé in the Soul is
prop.194 ot the Elements of Theology: "Every soul possesses all of the Forms (eidé).
which Vous possesses in a primary manner (prétés)."™ The more general statement of
this principle is found in Prop.18: "Everything which bestows a character on others in
virtue of its being (f6i einaf) possess in a primary manner that character which it

communicates to its recipients."'*’

Proclus’ proof in proposition 18 turns on the need for
an element 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 completely identical. otherwise there
would be no ontological distinction between cause and etfect. So the moment of identity
is together with a moment of difference. This difference means that the cause is
ontologically superior to the effect.'*® 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 (prdrds) in the cause and secondarily (deuterds) in the etfect. Nous

causes Soul in virtue of its being (autoi toi einai). thus it possesses the Forms primarily

while the soul possesses them secondarily."’ In prop.194 Proclus says that the Soul

VOLOTNOL TV padnuatixav Extetnuav)”™: /In Eucl 55.13-18: "But if it shouid ever be able to roll up its
extensions and figures and view their plurality as a unity without figure. then in tumning back to itself it
would view quite differently the partless. unextended, and essential geometrical logoi of which it is the
fullness (i 8¢ rote cuurtiSuca 1ag SLaTTAoELS Kal Tolg TUROLS Kat O TARBOS Atundtag Kal Evoetdds
Beacuuévn mpog Eauthv Extatpéwart duvnBein, 107 dv SLadepdving 10U¢ AGTOUG TOUS TEWUETPLEOLS
8ot T0Ug GUeEPicTOLC, TOUg Adlagtdtous. tolg ouaimdels, wv éott mAnpaua)': /n Tim.11.200.21-23:
"After these matters we say that the soul is a fullness of logoi: more simple than sensibles but more
composite than intelligibles (Td 8 petd tadta Adyav TAfpoLa Y yuriv elval 0auev, aniouctépay pev
v aicOntav, auvBetntépav 8¢ v vontov).”

"** Maoa yuyn mdvia €xe 1a €18n, @ 6 voig TpaTeg ELEL.

" Mav 10 1@ eivat xopnyodv dAkotg @utd pdtee £6T1 T0UT0. 0V uetadiduot tols
ZOpNYOuuévols.

% See prop.7.

"7 Causation avtd 1 eivan is different from causation which takes place due to some activity of
the entity in question. Only the former sort of causation gives rise to an effect which is a divided image of
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possesses essential logoi (ousiddeis logoi), which are secondary irradiations (emphaseis)
of the intellectual Forms (tdn noerdn ara eidon psuché deuterds echei tas emphaseis).
Thus the distinction between the contents of Nous and the contents of Soul is a distinction
between the primary and secondary possession of the Forms, where the secondary manner
of possession is as essential logoi.

[ refer to the possession of the Forms, rather than their existence. The structure of
Nous is also triadic.'™ with the first 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 Nous is its first moment. because this first moment is itself the
Forms.'™ The third moment of Nous is the intellectual moment. the moment which can
be said to possess the Forms. [t is the intellectual moment of Nous which possesses the
Forms in a primary manner. However, as the ultimate intelligible. the Forms are the true
objects of thought for the Soul as well as for Vous. So the distinction between Nous and
Soul is that Nous embraces the Forms as its intelligible object. through its own

intellectual moment. while the logoi in the soul embrace the Forms as their intelligible

the cause. For this reason the sort of causation which holds between moving bodies is not a matter of the
coming into existence of an image of the cause. because this causation is not avtd 10 €lvat. This study
does not have as its topic this sort of causation. but assumes its presence in Procline metaphysics. because it
is this sort of causation which allows the levels ot the Procline hierarchy to be related as paradigm and
image. And this relation is what allows dianoia to know that which lies both above and below it. For
causation avuta  €ivar See J. Trouillard. " Agir par son étre méme', la causalité selon Proclus.” Revwe des
sciences religreuses. 32 (1938) pp.347-357; and a more detailed study by the same author. "Les degres du
rotelv chez Proclos.” Dionysius, | (1977) pp.69-84. see pp.75-80.

'* The three moments of Nous are intelligible. intelligible-and-intellectual, and intellectual
(noétos. nuétos kai noeros, noeros).

¥ More properly. the third moment is the moment in which thinker and thought have emerged as
distinct. In the intelligible itself this distinction has not yet emerged. This is why for Procius the intelligible
is more than a simple object for thought. but rather an activity of thinking superior to all others. J.
Trouillard comments well on the relation between the intelligible-and-intellectual orders of Nous, in ™ Agir
par son étre méme’". la causalité selon Proclus.” Revue des sciences religieuses, 32 (1938) pp.347-357:
p.350: "Proclus affirme la supériorité de l'intelligible. Cela ne signifie pas le primat de l'objet ni son
détachement de la subjectivité. Car. selon la loi de la hiérarchie proclusienne, linférieur est dans le
supérieur sous une meilleure forme qu'en lui-méme. L'intelligible n'est pas le néant de pensée. mais une
immédiation plus étroite d'objet et de sujet en laquelle activité est ramenée a la substance plutdt que la
substance a |'action.”

** This first moment is itself divided into three intelligible triads: Being. Life. and Nous. where
Nous is the autozéion. or totality of intelligible genera.
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object. but do so in a derivative manner.'””' So when Proclus says that "the projections of
the essential logoi are thoughts, which is the manner in which we understand the soul to
be the fullness of all the Forms (pléréma esti tén eidon),"'* he is able to conflate logos
and eidos while distinguishing them. The Jogos in soul is distinct from the third moment
of Nous. in that it embraces the intelligible in a different manner than does Nous.
However. insofar as it does embrace the intelligible, Soul's thought may in a secondary
manner be called an eidos. and the soul the fullness of eidé.'”® So although Proclus uses

aqp

both phrases. "fullness of e¢idé" and "fullness of logoi". he does distinguish the true eidé

in Nous from the secondary contents of Soul. For purposes of clarity [ will restrict myselt
to the term /ogos for the contents of the soul. using the phrases "fullness of logoi”
{probolé ton logon) and "essential logoi” (ousiddeis logoi). understanding that a logos is a

secondary possession of the intelligible eid/é. and that the primary possession of the

intelligible eidé belongs to Nous.'™

" In Parm.899.23-32: "If then, the thought (noémay) is of the object of thought (raéton), not only
in us. but also in the divine and veritable Vous. it is plain that the object of thought is priar to the thought.
and it is by virtue of its striving towards this that the Jogos in soul is a thought. For the discursive and
divided and transitive aspect of the logoi in the soul manifests sufficiently in its activities that the
intelligible Form (noéton eidos) is something else again. that which unitarily and indivisibly contains the
cause of all the /ogoi (Ei 8¢ 10 vonua 100U vontoU £6TLY U povov €v Aulv, arid Kai Ev 10 Oeiw vo xat
c'x?m@wu') Sﬁkov Ot €071 RPO TOY voﬁpqtog 10 VONTOV. E1g O Kal dnspﬂﬁéusvo, 0 Ev yuxf .'-.c'r{o., vonua
€otL. TG 1ap QvELAEYHEVOV TGV EV m qm,(n AG70v Kkai 10 ﬁmpnusvov kai 10 HETaPaTikov ev taig
svsp veialg ikavag EmBeikvuoty, 3Tl dpa GARO EGTL 10 vonrov £180¢, td Nvepévig Kat adlatpétug Ty
attiav AepLéov raviay t@v Aoyav)."

"2 In Parm.896.1-4; Tag 8¢ tdv ovaLwddy Adyov tpofords vorpata Aéyovies. xaf’ &g
NYVOOKOUEY Ortwg KAl 1) Wuyh Taviev TARpuLd £0TL v ELSQV,

** Other examples of Proclus' casual use of both Form and /ogos to refer to the contents of the soul
are found in abundance in the Euclid commentary. See {1 Eucl.16.04-10: "There is left only the conclusion
that soul draws her concepts both from herself and from Nous, and that she is herself the company of the
Forms (plérdma tdn eidon), which receive their constitution from the intellectual paradigms. but come
forward into being in virtue of themselves . The soul therefore was never a writing-tablet bare of fogo: she
is a tablet that has always been inscribed and is always writing itself and being written on by Nous
(reimetan Sh ouV Kai rap” avtiis Kai tapa vou tait napdyew xat lvan n:llipmucx v eiddv avmy.
ano HEV BV voepmv 'tapaBEL {putmv u«plmapevmv auto; {ovmc 3¢ v eu; 70 elvat mpo&ov
Ayyavoviny. Kai oUK dpa Rv A wuyh Ypauuateioy kal tdv Aoyov KeEVov, Ghia yeypappévov del xai
7pGoov £aVto Kat und vou Ypadduevov)': [n Eucl.17.04-06: "And whenever the Soul projects its {ogoi. it
brings to light all of the sciences and virtues. Indeed. the Soul has its ausia (ousidrai) in these Forms
(¢idesi) (Kai 0t dv npoPdAin toU¢ avtol AdY0oUs. TOTE Kat ERIGTHRAS TPOdaiver TACAS KOl GPETAC.
ovoiatal oLv Ev TOUTOLS 7 wuyh Tolg eideon).”

"™ Proclus distinguishes between intelligible and inteilectual Forms (noéta eidé, and noera eide).
So the knowing moment of Nous is the place of noera eidé.

76



Proclus says that the ousia of the Soul is a fullness of /ogoi. But he also
sometimes refers simply to the Soul as a fullness of logoi. without referring explicitly to
its ousia. Or he says that the Soul is a fullness of ousiddeis logoi. We should be wary of
thinking of the ousiu of the Soul too separately from its dunamis and energeia. Both the
analysis of the Soul as ousia. dunamis. and energeia. and the analsysis as moné. proodos.
and epistrophé are ways of dividing the continucus motion which is Soul. If we forget
this. we will end up with two separate levels of fogoi. First we would have the
unprojected logoi which are the ousia of the Soul. and which are images of the eidé in
Nous. Second. we would have the projected fogoi which are the energeia of the Soul.
which are images not only of the eidé in NVous. but of the ousiodeis logoi. | 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 of Nous. Its embrace of its intelligible
objects takes place in a more multiple manner than does that of Nows. So where Nous'
distinction between an intelligible moment and an inteltectual moment is immediately
overcome in the atemporal unity of its moments. this is not the case for Soul. Soul
constitutes itself as an image of Nous by a continuous temporal unfolding of ¢idé into
multiple logoi. The beginning point of this unfoling is NVous. or the Soul's moné. or the
Soul's ousia. These are all ways of describing the same thing. with the proviso that Nous
itself is not the soul's moné or ousia.'” So the distinction between unprojected and
projected /ogoi is not a distinction between two separate levels of logoi. as if there were a
reduplication of /ogoi in the Soul. Rather. it is a distinction between the beginning and

the end of a continuous process of intelligible unfolding.

" There is an analogy here with a point and a line. The point from which the line begins has no
magnitude. so it may be considered nat to be a part of the line. In this manner. the unity of Nows 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 of the line as its origin. In this manner. the moné and the ousia are
part of the Soul. The ousia. however, has more the connotation of the origin point and the first part of the
line. than does the moné. All of these are metaphors which trv to capture the continous motion of the single
power which is the self-articulation of Being.
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It 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 Vous. Plotinus speaks of two 'phases’ in the
production of Nous from the One,' the first being an sort of indistinct production of
Nous as a procession from the One. followed by a halting and turning back to the One. by
which Nous gains determinacy and definition. These must be thought of, however. as two
moments in the continous motion which is the production of Nous from the One, and as
at most logically distinet. They certainly cannot be in a temporal succession. as NVous is
outside of time. The strong sense that they are two. and separate. is caused by the
temporal succession of our thinking. Other manners of thinking about this production do
not contain this duality. such as the metaphor of the light produced by the Sun.'”’

Plotinus has the same problem in describing the distinction and unity of subject and
object in NVous. They are in one sense distinct. but in another sense they are ane. and their
distinction is only a product of the inability of discursive reason to grasp their unity.'*® In
Proclus we have a similar situation. The production of Soul from Nous is a continuous
motion of remaining. procession, and return. by which the Soul distinguishes itseif from
Nous and gives itself its own determinations. Dianoia 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 itselt
as a divided image of Nous that Proclus means when he speaks of the projection of the

Soul's essential logoi (probolé tén ousiédon logon).'”

"% For example. see Enn.V.1.7.

" See Enn.V.1.7.

" See Enn.V 8.11.

" For a discussion of the projection of the soul's essential logoi (probolé ton ousdiédén logon)
see Dominic J. O'Meara. Pyvthagoras Revived {Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1989) pp.167-169, 98-
204. For the origin of the probolé tén cusdiodon logon. with regard to mathematics. in Syrianus’
Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphvsics. see O'Meara p.133.
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ILiii. The Soul as a divided image of Nous

Proclus’ account of discursive reason (dianoia) is that it is a temporal unfolding of
the logoi resident in the Soul's ousia. 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. atemporal vision:

For diunviu 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 (phantasia) sitting in the vestibule.”

The Form itself (10 ge eidos auro) is without motion, ungenerated. indivisible and
free of all underlying matter. But whatever exists secretly (kruphids) in it is
brought to the imagination separately and dividedly. That which projects is
dianoia; that trom which it is projected is the dianoetic Form (dianoéron eidos).
that in which what is projected exists is this thing called 'passive Nous' (pathétikos
houtos kaloumenos nous) that unfolds itself [circling] around the true Nous.
divides out itself trom the undividedness of pure intellection (akraiphnous
noéseds). shapes itself according to the shapeless Forms (eidé) and becomes all
things. all that dianoia and the partless logos in us is.”"'

Diunoia begins from a unified point of origin, whether it be called the unprojected logos.
or the dianoetic eidos. and unfolds this source into the multiplicity of projected logoi. So
dianvia. according to Proclus. just is the movement which we have been examining: the
Soul's moné. proodos. and epistrophé. or the motion whose moments are ousia. dunamis.
and energeia.™

The proper description of dianoia depends on the perspective from which one
describes it. From the perspective which emphasises the continuity of the spiritual

hierarchy. dianoia is the procession of the intelligible eidé into temporal division. From

™ In Eucl.54.27-55.02: €xouca yap f Sidvoia Toug AGYOUS. GGBEVOUGH S TUVERTUYUEVEC

13elv avaniol 1€ alTols Kal UrextiBetan kol €l ty gaviaciav év tpoBipots KELLEvnY.

' In Eucl.56.11-22: énei 16 ve £1dog abto Grivitav €071 Kai ayévntov Kai adiaipetov Kat
ravtog LToketpEvoy kabapelov. aAAG kal 6oa kpuoiug EaTiv Ev Exelve, Staatatds Kal HEPLOTAC Elg
oaviaciav podyeTal kai 10 pév apoPariov N Suavora, 10 8& 4¢ ol tpoPdAretat 1O Stavontov £180s. 10
3¢ €v 1 10 Rpoflariiuevoy ralnTIKOg 0UTOE KAAOVUEVOS VoG, EEEAitov E0uToV MEPL THY GUEpELay TOD
a@AnBoug vou xai diiotdag eautol 10 Gdldatatoy TG AKPALOVOTS VORGERS KAl Lopoav EGUTOV Kath
rAvTa 1@ GuopeeTa €18n Kal RAvTa YLYVOUEVOS. @ EOTLV 1) Stdvola Kai 0 GUEPRG Ev fulv AdYog.

*** Both of these passages are from the commentary on Euclid's Elements of Geometry, and so both
mention the imagination (phantasia). Phantasia is the medium only of the unfolding into manerless
extension of geometrical figures, and hence plays a role only in geometrical cognition. We will discuss
phantasia in chapter [V,
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the perspective which emphasises the moments of the hierarchy. dianoia is an activity of
Soul by which it untolds itself as a divided image of Nous. Both points of view recognise
the psychic 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 unfoiding its source. There is
another duality of perspective. Dianoia. regarded as activity of the lower principle. is as
much Soul's untolding of itself as it is Soul's unfolding of Nous. This two dualities are a
result of the concentricity ot .Nous and Soul. This concentricity is expresses in various
ways. as we have seen, by saying that the Soul remains in Vous. or that the Soul's ousia is
a pléroma 16n ousiodén logén which are its participation in Nous. Both of these
expressions mean that the Soul makes itself to be a divided image of Nous. and in
untolding itself from its beginning point. which is Nous. it is at the same time unfolding
Nous. The motion of power from the One is continuous. and from a perspective which
emphasises Proclus’ monism you can say that the division between .Vous and Soul is one
only of the degree of multiplicity of the self-same power.””

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. [t is natural to think of the transcendence of
Nous with regard to the One. or the One's transcendance. in spatial terms. We think of
Nous as above Soul. or outside of Soul. or Soul outside of Nous. 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 Nous and Soul is the manner in which the intelligible is

*® J. Trouillard. "L'ame 'lieu des idées’ selon Proclus.” Sciences ecclesiastiques (1966) pp.7-24:
p-11: "L'inteliigible n'est pas pour I'ime un modéle extrinséque a copier. L'esprit ne se donne pas & elle
dans le déploiement de ses déterminations. mais comme une puissance indivise qui suscite dans son dérivé
l'universalité et lautonotnie don’t il est la norme. Autrement dit. il y a un point en lequel la spontanéité du
principe et celie du procédant coincident, et ce point simple fournit d’un seul coup au dérivé toute [a
perfection et toutes les différences qu'il pourra jamais se donner.” See also S. Breton. Philosophie et
mathématique chez Proclus, suivi de. Principes philosophiques des mathématiques, par N. Hartmann,
traduit de 'allemand par Geneviéve de Peslouan {Paris: Beauchesne, 1969) pp.97-103 for a good
discussion of infinite power in Proclus.
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grasped by them. There is nothing to prevent them from being completely present to each
other. as indeed they are. Nows 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.™ Thus in saying that Nous is the centre of Soul. and the One is
the centre of Nous. we are using a spatial metaphor. but one which corrects the
impression of externality conveyed by metaphor which says that Nous is above Soul. and
the One above Nous. It is important to correct this metaphor. because otherwise we will
have the impression that the Soul has to receive something from outside of itself. from
Nous which is situated above it. in order to think. or that when the Soul itself becomes
active as nous it has somehow left itself behind to voyage upwards out of itself. This is
not the case. The intelligible is completely present to Soul. as is the One. There is
nothing in between except the fact that they are difterent. So the Soul already possesses
the entire intelligible cosmos. grasping it in dignoia as a temporal succession of logoi.*”
Diunoia is a dividing activity. according to Proclus. This is an unfamiliar
characterisation for us. because after Kant we are used to thinking of discursive reason as
a synthesis of terms. English speaking philosophy even goes so far as to model discursive
reason as a formal system. with the emphasis on formal. The proliferation of formal logic
as the preterred model of thinking means that when we think of the operation of reason
itself. our attention has been shifted trom the content of thought to its formal properties.

which is to say. to the sorts of syntheses of terms which can be made without

M EnnV.1.3.22: 00Bév 7ap uetadl R 1 Etépoig elvan.

% ] Trouillard points out that Proclus often uses the prefix "pro" (before) rather than "huper"
{above) to indicate the superiority of Vous 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 Vous is neither literally
atove. nor before Soul. J.Trouillard. La mystagogrie de Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1982) p.103:
"Pourtant le renversement de métaphore que produit le passage de ['onép au npd apporte une legon qui n'est
pas négligeable. Elle exprime I'antériorité plus que la supériorité ou bien elle appuie celle-ci sur celle-la.
Le schéma qu'elle évoque n'est plus la progression vers un au-deld inaccessible. mais la régression vers un
en-decd donné. Le premier mouvement était la visée d’une transcendance, le second est la reconnaissance
d'une présance trop immanente pour étre immédiatement consciente. On ne se tend plus vers ce qui nous
dépasse. on se retourne vers ce qui nous prévient et nous investit de telle sorte que. quoi qu'on fasse,
l'origine est toujours déja 1a et c'est par ¢lle qu'on fa recherche. La fin n'est autre que le principe, selon le
processus cyclique cher aux néoplatoniciens, qui garantit 'autonomie de l'esprit.”
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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 were in fact 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
ot traditional metaphysics. whose judgements were one and all synthetic a priori. most of
which Kant did not think could be justified as conditions for 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 what is implicit in that unity.*®

The divine and demiurgic Nous comprehends (perieched) 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 primary divider (préton diairoun) of that
which pre-exists in Nows in the height of unity (t¢ en ekeindi prouparchonta
kat'akran hendsin). and not just our soul. but also the Divine Soul. For because
She has not received intellections (noéseis) which are seated only in Eternity. and
because she aims at grasping the concentrated energeia of Nous. desiring the
pertection in it and its one and its simple Form of intellection (haplou 1és noéseds
eiddous), She runs around it and dances around it in a circle. And by means of the
transitions in her own attention she divides the partlessness of the Forms, looking
at Beauty itself separately (to autokalon choris). 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 energeia. For the One is only One and is before intellection

(pro noéseds). Nous intelligises ail things as one: Soul sees everthing
. P A
mdmdually.“07

200

J.Trouillard, La mystagogie de Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1982) p.144: "Comment les
idées forment une réseau ou une totalité, c'est un probléme que Platon. qui partait d'intelligibles discontinus.
obtenus 4 des horizons divers de l'experience et de 'action. a passé sa vie & résoudre. Le néoplatonisme se
place inversement au terme de la médiation platonicienne €t retourne ce probiéme de conjonction en
probléme de disjonction. i va du tout aux parties et part d'une intuition globale qui révéle peu a peu sa
complexité interne. Car toutes les divisions de l'intelligible sont présentes dans la simplicité de l'acte
autoconstituant.” CF. Plar. Theol V.41 7fT.

* In Parm 807.29-808.19: O pév Beiog kat Snutoupyikdg volic ivepévag ta rETAnBuopéva
Kol QUEpLOTIG TG UEPLOTE Kal adlatpétug TEPLEXEL 16 dunpnuéva, 10 8¢ rpdtov Satpolv 1a év éxeive
rpounapyavia Xat dkpav £VEeLY yuyh £0Tiv, 0UXL N NRETEPE povov, GAAG xal i Beia. Aot yap év
aidvt udvov 1as vorigetg tdpunévag ouk EAayev, €oietal 8€ tv aBpdav Evépyerav tov vou repiiapeiv.
OpETOUEVT) THE EV QUTH TEAELOTNTOS KOl TOU £VOE £KELVOL Kul GTAob Tiig vansewg eldoug ReptBel 1€
QuioY kel REPLLOPEVEL KUKAD, Kal talg uetafdoect v EmPoidv Stalpel 10 Guépiotov tav eidav.
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The Soul divides the eicfé which are present to it as a source, and this dividing activity
results in discursive logoi.*® J. Trouillard points out that for Proclus definitions lie at the
origin of philosophic 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 would yield only a shadow of a universal. which would not encompass

weopmoa UEV 10 QUTOKEAOV ,(mpu Kaeopmca 3¢ 10 avtodikaiov, mﬂopmou 3€ xal éxaatov 1@V
aArov, Kal kad Ev tavia Kot ou,( ouou ravta veousa. Tpitmy yap €xovea sty and 1o Evog, LS
ouAAAR3NY Elrely. EikoTwg ToLavty E4EL TV EVEp{ELC(\' EXELVO HEV Yap Ev uovoy £oTl Kal npo
vonegms O 8¢ voix (¢ €v mavia voet, i 3€ wuyh xad v tavia opd.

** This disagreement over the nature of thinking is also at the root of the contention of certain
contemporary scholars that the thoughts of Plotinus’ Nous are propositions. R. Sorabji. in Time. creation
and the continuum, theories in antiquity and the early middle ages (lthaca: Cornell University Press, [983)
pp.137-136 makes a case for this position. His argument is that where there is complexity of thought, there
is predication. I do not find this convincing. for the following reasons. First, as | have pointed out above, in
the contemporary analytical context out of which Serabji writes, propositicnal thought connotes more than
complexity. It is usually understood. whether tacitly or explicitly. to involve a svathesis of terms. As | am
arguing. in Neoplatonism thinking is not a svnthesis. but rather a division of a prior unity. Hence the
Kantian demand for a justification of u priori synthetic propositions is mistaken. Rather. it is the implicit
grasp of the prior unity which alows the division which produces the multiplicity of terms in the first place.
Second. the intelligibles at least in Vous cannot be propesitions because the moment of subjectivity does not
emerge until the intellectual moment of Nous. and thus there can be no division of subject and predicate.
This is clear in Proclus. and t take it to be implicit in Plotinus. Further, for the position that the thought of
Nous s propositional as a whole, including the intellectual moment, to have any real content it is necessary
that there be a real difference between subject and predicate. Thus Nous would think a Form by thinking
that it is something. and this something must be something else than the original Form if all of Nons'
thoughts are not to be analytic. But what would Vous think the Forms are other than themselves? Why is
the conception that all of Vous' thoughts are of the form “X is X" more attractive than the conception that
Nous' thought is a non-propositional resting in itself? If this position is pushed. the only sort of propositions
which ¥ous could think would be relational, of 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 of X to Y. or Z. The thought
of X itself is an empty analytic propesition. 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 of X iself? Finally, a
proposition implies logical motion from the subject to the predicate, mediated by being. The mind moves
from the concept of the subject. through the cancept of being, to the concept of the predicate. The motion
in Vous seems much more to be a unified splintering of 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 of Being, but the thought of Nous does in fact do this. according to
Plotinus and Proclus. For these reasons [ think Sorabji is mistaken in calling the thought of Nous in
Plotinus propositional. See also J. Bussanich. “Non-discursive thought in Plotinus and Proclus.” Doctmenti
e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale. 8 (1997) pp.191-210. See also £4n.V.3.9.20-23: "And the
Soul must string together logoi about Nous. beginning its investigation from itself. But Vous knows itself
without stringing together /logoi about itself (kat avtij pév repi vol culioyiotéa olag ao Eauthis
oKomouuE vy, voig 3¢ autog albtov ob culioyilduevog rept avtod)”: and Enn.V 8.4 .48-30: "But we
have not arrived at understanding this [i.e. the wisdom of Nous], because we consider that the branches of
knowledege are made of up theorems and a collection of premises (GAX" Apelg eig gUvestv aux fABopev.
OTL xai tag émotniuag Bewpipate kal cupedpncLy vevopinauev tpotdsewy elvat).” Notice that
Plotinus explicitly uses the logical term protasis here. as the premise of a syllogism.



the infinite diversity of just acts. Rather, it is by division of a prior genus, or ¢idos. that
one arrives at the detinition in question. As Trouillard says. "il ne consiste pas a enrichir
un terme de déterminations nouvelles. mais & dérouler I'autodétermination d'un genre a
travers ses différences substantielles immanentes."*” Further, in order for the Soul to
deepen its understanding of the fogos of Justice, it unfolds it with its dividing activity.
examining it from all sides and in a variety of contexts, drawing forth its internal
connexion with the other logoi which Soul projects. This is the deficiency of dianoic.
that it cannot rest with the eidos itself. but must grasp the eidos through the divided logoi
which it projects as an image of the eides. If dianoia were happy with the eidos. not
needing to unfold into logoi the eidos of Justice. tor example. it would have ceased to be
dianoiu. and have passed over into nows. [t is important to recognise that for Proclus this
dividing activity does not impose anything foreign on the eidos. but rather follows the
internal self-development of the eidfos. All that is novel is the multiplicity brought about
by the dividing. but this muitiplicity 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
difterent trom Vous. The unfolding of beings from the five greatest kinds (being. same.
different. rest, motion). the intelligible genera in Nous. is the unfolding of the multiplicity
of ways in which things can be. be the same. be different. be at rest. and be at motion. All
of this diversity is present in a unified and hidden manner in these greatest kinds. The
dividing activity of dianoia simply draws this content forth.

The crucial point in this account of dianoia is that through its dianoia Soul makes
ttself to be a divided image of Nous. Soul thinks the same eidé that Nous 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 ditferent manner. in different degrees of multiplicity. To adopt an Aristotelian phrase

for a decidedly un-Aristotelian conception. Being is said in many ways. Being is the

*® ) Trouillard, £'Un et {'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Letres) p.49.
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unity of the monad of Being. Being is the intelligible genera, Being is the Demiurge. it is
the Soul's ousia. dunamis, and energeia. 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 exist as divided images of themselves in their participants. Rest exists in both
Nous and Soul. but it differs. and is the same. It is this idea of the hierarchy of the same
things taken over and over again on ever more muitiple levels that Proclus tries to convey
with his conception of the series which depend from the henads. The series which begin
with the henads have as their members the primary determinations of Being, as well as all
of the subsequent determinations. Any determination you settle upon can be traced back
to its proper henad. and on the way passes through a multitude of paradigms and images.
all ot which are the 'same’ reality as it exists on ditferent levels.

So the moné. proodos. and epistrophé of the Soul is not a motion by which the
Soul exits Nous and then in its thinking is subsumed back into Nous. The Soul proceeds
from Nous. and in its return it constitutes itself as a divided image of Nous. It thinks the
same things as .Vous. 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 moné. proodos. and epistrophé 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 Nous, becase the Soul is not only dianoia: it is also nous.
Nous 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

. . 2
Soul has passed from dianoia to nous.™

MY

We will discuss this possibility in chapter VII.
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That the Soul both can and cannot attain unity with Nous 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 1o capture the
reality which is Soul is through complementary descriptions. One of Proclus’ favourite
ways of doing this is through the metaphor of the circle, in which Nous is thought of as a
point, and the Soul as the circumterence of a circle. This metaphor can be used in three
complementary ways to describe the various aspects of the Soul, resulting trom the
various philosophical tasks which the motion of moné. preodos. and epistrophé performs.
(A.) First. moné. proodos. and epistrophé is the motion by which the partial soul is
rescued from its heterokinésis. through its return upon itself and NVous. In this use, Nous
is a point from which the Soul as the circumference of a circle takes its origin. and to
which it returns. completing the circle. That the circumference joins again its point of
origin is a metaphor both for dianoid's possession of the eidé. albeit in a secondary
manner. and for the partial soul's ability to leave dianoia behind in favour of its own
nous. (B.) Second. moné. proodos. and epistrophé is the motion by which the universe
comes into existence. Each order remains. proceeds. and returns. and in the completion
of its return serves as a cause of the subsequent order. Here Nous 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 originai
point. and from there a new procession begins. The spiral represents the fact that the
return is not a subsumption back into Nous. (C.) Finally, moné. proodos. and epistrophé
illustrates dianoia's activity as a divided image of Nous. Here Nous 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
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logoi as images of the eidé in Nous. =" All three of these metaphors describe the reality

which is Soul. and must be understood as complementary, not contradictory.

The idea that the Soul is divided image of Nous depends on the wider conception
of the 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.*'* Proclus assimiliates to this notion the
relation of genus and species: the difference between genera and their species is the
difterence between different levels of Forms, related as paradigm and image. In

. : . 204
commenting on Timaeus 35a.”" Proclus says:

[Plato's phrase] "species of being""* [i.e. the species of being composed out of
unchanging and undivisible being and the divided being which becomes in
bodies] shows us sufficiently the comprehension (perioché) of the etfects in their
causes. For if the being in the demiurge is a genus. while that in the Soul is a
species (eidos) the one is comprehensive (periektiké) of the other (it is clear which
is comprehensive of which). and it should be called a genus because it transcends
and produces the other. In virtue of its transcendance it difters from the genera
which 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 species’'® in a different sense: as
fertile (gonima). filled with power (dunameds pléré). comprehensive of particular

*'! See In Encl.148.5-150.12 for the first and third circle metaphors. Proclus does not use the
spiral metaphor explicitly for this. but we can arrive at it if we combine the first and third circle metaphors.
[n 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 of as procession. See S. Gersh, From lamblichus to
Eriugena (Leiden: E.J. Brill. 1978) pp.72-76. See also A. Charles-Saget, L 'architecture du divin,
mathématique et philosophie chez Plotin et Proclus (Paris: Les Belles Lettres. 1982) pp.281-284.

*1* EL Th.prop.195; "Every Soul is all things. the sensibles in the manner of a paradigm. the
intelligibles in the manner of an image (Mdoa yuy tavia o1l 1@ rpayuata. tapadelypatixog uEv @
atobnrd. eixovikadg 8¢ ta voyta).”

** See J.Trouillard, "L'intelligibilité Proclusienne”. La Philosophie et ses Problémes (Paris.
Emmanuel Vitte, 1960) pp.83-97.

" Tim.35a; "Between the indivisible Being that is ever in the same and the divisible Being that
becomes in bodies he compounded a third Form of Being (ousias eidos) out of both (Thg auepictou kat
qel Katd ¢ avTd £xovong ousiag kal tig ab nepi 1@ cuuata yIYVoUEVNG HEPLOTAG TpiTov €5 duodalv Ev
LECW CUVEKEPAOUTO ouaiag idog).”

1% "ousias eidos": | translate eidos by "species” in this passage in order to bring out the contrast
with the term genus.

*!¢ Festugiére understands genera here to be Being, Same and Other, and the species to be
Indivisible. Divisible and the pécov in each of the genera. This seems to be correct, and shows that Proclus
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 between the tower and higher which is of interest.
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species, and as possessing a transcendant nature. I[ndeed 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 (hé peri 10
séma meristé), and the being which is the Form of body (somatoeidés) is the

last.2'” 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
which 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 uutozdion. one of the "greatest kinds" (megista gené) of the Sophist. 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 ot’Being.m However. there is priority and posteriority among them.
The genus itselt is productive of all of the species. because the power of a cause extends
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.

8 In Tim 11.151.13-152.2: 16 ve pAv g oloiag e1doc tkavig fuiv Emdeikvutal ty év tolg
attiotg ﬂ:splomv TGV QLTLATOV" €1 Yap N UEV EV TO) Bnuwup 1@ QuGia YEVOG EGTLV, f]&é gv Wlﬁ idog.
neplemucn e stepac £GTLV 1| erspa (8ndov 3¢. rotEépa notepu,) {evoq 8€ kadolito av eﬁnpnuevn €
aVTAg Kai Yevveioa auThv Kai T pev sﬁnpnoem Stagépouct v £v 1oL E18eqt YEVOV tav
KQTOTETaYREVOVY. ) 3¢ yevvav autiv UREPEYOUOT 1OV \mzpo yeviv' Gyova yap EXelva tdv LSOV,
dhhov dpa rponov TG yévn tadta Kai @ emSn Anneea. yéviua, Guvuuemg TAfpn. nsptexnm @V ELdAV
0V AToUaV, eﬁnpru.tsvnv £(ovia gUGLY. EGTLV OUV TEVOg uév nEv 10 ﬁmnoupym ovoia. taumg 3¢ 51803
n apspm’o, ovoia, kai devtepov e1d0g T 1 WEoM oUGia TS GREPLGTOL Kal TG REPL Ta omp.am HEPLOTHS.
Kot tpitov iy Ttspl. 10 crmucx HEPLOTA. KL E0Yatov N GUHATOELdRS® Ev {ap oig eideat tomm, 10
nporspov xai UaTepov €0, SLoTL 1d {svn nommcu tav eiddv £0TL Kat utooTATIKG rtpmtmv xal pécuv
Kai teAevtaiov e18av. kal n uév voepa rAGL GUEPLOTOS. @ pia. N O uepLaTh nepl 101G cuuaat
nenAnOuopévn S tov el 101 OUNACL LEPLOUOY. 1} 6€ nEaT tovtwy pia xat ov pia

*" This monad is itself caused. and an image of a henad. But the henad is beyond being.

88



higher members are fertile (gonima). and comprehensive (periektiké) of the lower

members.

As we 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 sum.>*’ If 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 whose 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 which 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 itselt. Proclus illustrates this idea with regard to figure (schéma) in the Euclid

commentary:

There are figures produced by art (for example. by modeling or sculpturing) in
accordance with the /ogos 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 /ogoi in the sublunary elements, others in the heavens
defining the powers and motions of the heavenly bodies. For the heaveniy baodies.
both in themselves and in their relations to one another. present a great and
marvellous variety of figures, exhibiting now one and now another of the shapes
that bear the likeness of the intellectual (n0era) 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 life. 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 Timaeus has instructed us by unfolding the
demiurgic and essential (ousiddes) nature of the figure that belongs to souls. And
indeed. much more divine than the figures of souls are the inteilectual (noera)
figures: they are in every way superior to divided beings (ousiai), shining

] Trouillard, "L'intelligibilité Proclusienne.” p.85 and L'Un et ['dme selon Procios (Paris: Belles
Lettres. 1972) p.46. See also L. Trouillard, La mystagogie de Procius (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1982) p.211:
"Le genre ici est I'étre démiurgique, parce qu'il est a [a fois I'exemplaire, la norme et [e producteur.”
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everywhere with indivisible and intellectual light, generating, eftecting. 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 (henoeidé). unknowable. and ineffable figures of the gods™!

which. being mounted on the intellectual figures. impose limits upon the whole
universe of figures and hold everything together in their unifving boundaries.™

Figure exists 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 tigure. The distinction between them is greater or lesser perfection.
which in Proclus' system means greater or lesser unity or multiplicity: the figures of the
henads are completely unitied; those in Nous include the idea of progression into
multiplicity: figures in the soul are actually distinct trom 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 partiessness of points.

Figure, then, begins above with the gods themselves and extends down to the
fowest orders of beings. 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
preserve 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 differentiation and variety and

**! The henads. See In Eucl.142.5.

2 In Eucl 137.3-138.10: ot 8¢ xai aro vng olov TAAGTLKTG fj aviplaviononmxig
AMOYEVVIOLEVOY KOTG TOV v Th T63VT) TpouRdpyovia AGyov, tig MV tévne tpofaiioveng 1o eidog, the
8¢ iikm, de ,(opévng Ty popmf\v Kat 10 xduog xai tv E\'chnuocn)vnv exeibev. €01t 8€ toUtRY EN
OEUVOTEPT xai munpe:u-:cnepa cxn}mm cuoemc Bnmoupyr\uam @ PEV €V 1015 RO GEARVIY
atol LELOL, GUVEKTLKG TQV €V autm., AO"{(I)V 10 6€ xat oupavov tm, 1€ Suvapels avtdv asopilovia xai
105 KIvoeLs. kot yap xad’ €avtd xal rpdg GAARAG 1a oupavia cuuata XoAATY Kai Saunactmy
Tpoteivel oynudtav motktAiay Kai dALOTe dAAag SeikvUGt HOPOAs ELKOVT QEPOUCUS TOV VOEPQY ELSHV.
Kail 1wig UpUBUOLS EQUTHV LOPELXLS QROYPAdETAL TGG ACHUATOUS KAl QUACUS TV CYNIA-TV SUVAUELS.
£om1 & av xai tovtuv EREXELVa xGALEL kafaputata kai teAe1dtata 1 oiuata v yuyay Lufc dvia
UESTE Kal aVTOKivVI|Ta TPOURESTOTY TOV ETEPOXLVATOYV KOl aUANG Kol adilastatng Gvia Tpa 1Gv
Sraatatdv Kai Evirav. tept av xai o Tipatog npag avedidaZe o Snpiovpyucdv xai ovcLades oyiina
TV YUOV aVanAnoas. E0TL YE PRV KAl THY YuLKav SYNUGTov 1@ voepd roAL Be10TEpa TAVIN HEV
UREP-E(OVIQ TAYV LEPLATAV 0UGIAV, TAVTT 8 SLaidunovia 10 GUEPICTW Kal voEPD duti. yovipa 3€ kal
Spootipia kai TEAEGLOVPTa Tdv OAev Kal RACLY £5 Toou tapdvia xai £v avtolg povipwg estata xai
Toig HEV \;m,(moi, oxfipact my Evacty Endyovta. tav 5€ uicenm'w Ty rapdiraliv eig 1oV oikeiov
dpov avakarolpeva. oV § Gpa kal ToUTOV GRAVIDY ESTPTHEVA TG TEAELQ XAl evoev.ﬁn xai Gyvegte
Kat ampo:cna oxfuata 1wy Bedv. srto,(ouusvu WEY TOLg voepmc OYTUAOL. REPATOUVTA 8E NVOREVHS T
Oha oyfiRate. GuVEZovta 8E TG mAvTa TOLG EQUTAV EViaiotg dpotg,
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unfoldings of every kind; the intellectual figures, together with unity. contain
procession (proodon) 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 from themselves offering to all things the perfecting
agency of the forms.™

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 pertections which emerge in the beings which stand below them in their series. All
of these various perfections are in the henads in a unified. 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 II. this is a reversal of the Aristotelian conception of

938

genus and species.”™ in which the higher level is arrived at by a process of stripping away

3 In Eucl 138.22-139.12: dvelev dpa to oy fipa dpyouevov G abtav thy Bedv Stateivel
UEZPL TEV ECYATHY KUl TOUTOLS EROavVIaioUEVOV AR0 v Tpwtictav altinv. del Y&p RPO tdv ATEADY
UQESTAVAL TG TEAELIT KUl TOV £V GAROLE Svinv td €0 Eéautav tSpuuéva Kal TV AVARETANCUEVaY TS
£QVTOV oTEPTioEWG Ta Ty oikelav suoLy elAikpiv Stacwlovia. Ta LEV oV EVuAa GYTUATA HETEYLEL
g LALKTG QOYNHOCUVNS Kat 0UK EXEL THY TPooTiKouoav autols kaBapotnta., Té 8& ovpdvia LEPLOTA
£0T1 KOl €V GAAOLS UQECTNKE, Ta 88 Wuyikd SlatpEcEwg Kat RotkLAiag pETELANOEY Kal averiSewg
navroias. ta 8€ voepd petd tig Evaceng £xeL Ty €ig mANBog tpdodov. avia 3¢ 1& tHv Beav Kai
QMOALTA KOl EVOELST| KAl GRAG Kal YEVVITLKG TPO v OAav U9EaTnKey. Ev £qutols Rasav xovia Ty
TEAELOTNTA KAl G0 EQLTAV TOLS RAGL RPOTELVOVIQ THY IEAEGLOUPYIAY BV ELGDV.

** El Th prop.18.

** See J. Trouillard, L'Un et ['éme selon Praclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1972) p.45. See also the
earlier version of this chapter of L'Un ef ldme: "L'dme 'lieu des idées' selon Proclus.” Sciences
ecclesiastiques (1966) pp.7-24: p.16: "La logique néoplatonicienne est ici inverse de celle d'Aristote. La
compréhensicn croit avec I'extension. L'universel ne regoit pas ses différences du dehors. mais se les donne
du dedans. Le genre contient ses espéces et celles-ci les individus. L'art de diviser a pour tiche de suivre
cette causalité immanente des idées. cette particularisation progressive des formes. S'il est vrai que les
particuliers sont indéterminés dans les universels, ce n'est pas comme dans la puissance passive d'une
matiére, mais comme dans la puissance active d'un générateur. La compréhension n'est pas une
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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
way 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 example. 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
contrary. would 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 bipedality. In comparison with the genus. the
species are less rich. Each species can participate only in one of the aspects of the 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

level of specificity, however. it has the fertility of both. Another example would be the

capitalisation de déterminations. mais un ordre d'efficacité. un univers de constitution. Proclos se plait a
redire que tout genre véritable est géndratenr.” See also "L'intelligibilité Proclusienne.” in La philosophie
et ses problémes, recueil d'études de doctrine et d'histoire offert @ Monseigneur R. Jolivet (Paris:
Emmanuel Vitte, 1960) pp.83-97: see p.83: "Le genre. chez Proclus, comme chez Plotin. est beaucoup plus
qu'une notion logique obtenue par une abstraction. méme fondée (Vatepoyevesg). Ce n'est pas un cadre,
destiné a recevoir des enrichissements et précisions du dehors. Mais ce n'est pas davantage un principe
don’t on tirerait par déduction des spécifications subordonées comme des conséquences. Les particuliers ne
sont pas des notions formelles incluses dans les universaux. Ceux-ci ne sont méme pas reliés a ceux-[a par
une exigence logique formulable....Si le genre est un tout, ce n'est ni comme une somme ni comme un
organisme tout immergé en ses composants. mais comme un structure qui détermine a priori 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 d'assimilation a leur origine. De telle sort les particuliers deviennent des parties
totales. des monades qu'un simple déroulement logique n'expliquera jamais.”

% A related difference berween Proclus and Aristotle is explained well by C. Steel. "Proclus et
Aristote sur la causalité efficiente de l'intellect divin." in Proclus lecteur et interpréte des anciens. Actes du
Collogue internationale du C.N.R.S., Paris 2—4 oct. 1985. ed. J. Pépin et H.-D. Saffrey (Paris: C.N.R.S..
1987) pp.213-225. 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
genus must be the foundation of the species by having within it a richness which is manifested by the
species, Proclus thinks that the cause of the existence of the physical cosmos must be an efficient cause by
containing Forms which are manifested in a lower manner by the logoi in bodies. So for Aristotle's
Unmoved Mover as final cause. Proclus substitutes the Demiurgic Nous as efficient cause and the
Intelligible Model as exemplary cause; and he points out that the One/Good is the true final cause, but that.
contra Aristotle, it is above thinking.



variation of characteristics among animals of the same species. A particular person may
have two 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
causes in a distinct manner. as if it exhibited all of the contrary characteristics at once. [t
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 commentary. in a passage about the circle. the "tirst and simplest and most

will

pertect"™™" 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 it confers reversion towards and unification with their own
causes. remaining in themselves and not departing from their own blessendness.
The highest unities among them it sets up as 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 intetlectual 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
intellections from out of themselves. For all Nous tenders to itself its intelligible
object. and this object is as a centre to Nous: Nous holds together around it.

" See ). Trouillard. L'Un et {'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1972) pp.150-151: "La
complication des puissances est donc une loi qui régit et la manence du dérivé dans son principe et la
conversion qui la rejoint. Le procédant compense ainsi dans une certaine mesure I'écart de sa procession. [l
fair proliférer ses puissances et les diversifie, parce qu'étant plus faible que son principe il ne peut assimilar
d'un seul coup la plénitude de sa communication ni participer d'une seule fagon i sa propre genése. Cette
complication ne fera que croitre au fur et 3 mesure que nous descendrons les degres de la procession. c'est-
3-dire des négations, jusqu'd I'ame.” See also S. Breton. Philosophie et mathématique chez Proclus, suivi
de, Principes philosophiques des mathématiques, par N. Hartmann, traduit de l'ullemand par Geneviéve de
Pesfouan (Paris: Beauchesne. 1969) p.98. Breton points us to £, Th.prop.93. which states that all that
which is unlimited (drewpov) in beings is so neither to itself. nor to its superiors. The unlimited is so only
1o inferior orders, because their infinity consists in not being able to be circumscribed by the inferior order.

= In Encl 146.24-25: "The first and simplest and most perfect of figures is the circle (To
TPOTLOTOY Kol GRAGUGTOTOV iV OYNUATOV KOl tEAS10tatov 0 KUKAog €oti.).”
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desires it, and is unified towards it from all sides through the entirety of its
intellectual powers. The Living Being™ illuminates Souls, conferring upon them
their self-motion, that is, their reversion towards Nous and their circling dance
about it. and their re-establishment through their own periods which unfold the
partlessness of Nous. 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 Nous in a circle.
desiring to embrace it and fold itself around it. On the heavenly bodies the circle
confers their likeness to Nows. 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 all such things.
The sublunary elements owe to the circle the periodicity in their changes {/én
periodon tén en tais metabolais). 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 oftspring. For
animals and plants 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
we call 'contrary to nature’ the circle imposes order by limiting their boundlessness
and regulating even them nghtly by using the last traces of the powers resident in
it. Hence such unnatural events recur at bounded intervals, and times of dearth as
well 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.m 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 boundiess
variety of evils around to the limit and ordering appropriate to them.™"

** 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 qutozdion is the model towards which the demiurge looks. It is the third intelligible
triad of .Vous. and contains the intelligible genera, one of which is presumably the circle.

:io Theaet. 176a.
S In Encl 148.3-150.12: "ARX 611 pév raviayot 10 rpoteiov 6 KUKAOG EAaYEY 6¢ Mpdg Td

aika oynuata. difkov €x v tpoelpnuévav, §el 8¢ kol thy rdoav avtol celpav Beupeiv dvudey
apyougvnV Kai TEAEVTGQY dxpt Tav éoxdunv Kai RGVIa TEAELOVGQV KOTA TV e'mméaémta v
Be(ouE vV avTou T peETougiav. 101 pev ouv Beolg EMGTPOPAY KAl EVEIGLY RAPEETAL TPOG TG

€autav aitiag Kol 10 pévery Ev Eavtois xal pi é3ictaclal Tig omew, HAKOPLOTITOG, ra& UEV Gxpag
aUTOV EVINTELZ (G KEVTPX TPOCTNOGUEVOS EQETA TOLS SEVTEPOLG. T 8 MARGN 1OV Ev avtois Suvauewv
nEPL EXElva oTaBepa 1dpvav kol G T exelvuv arAdmra cuveyav. taig §& voepaic ouaials 10 npds

£auTas EVEPYELY SLatmving. Tapéxnv Kai xap’ Eautiv TAnpoUcatl g YVioeEwS Ev Eautals te
guvnpnKEval Ta vontd Kai do fautav Tag VORCELS TEAELOUY. Rag Ydp voug Kal T0 vontov autd

TPOTELVEL, KUL TOUTO HEV ()G KEVIPOV EGTLY T v, O & voix, cuvéyEL mEPL AUTO Kat épd kal éviletal

PO auTd TALg VOEPALS Ohatg tavtaydBev Evepyeialg. talg 8€ wuyais €MAGUREL 10 autodwov, 1O
avtoxivntov, 10 Tpdg vouv £6TpaglaL Kal REPLYOPEVELY TOV VOUv, T0 arokaBicgtacfal xatd iy
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This passage shows clearly that Proclus considers the universe to be an ordered hierarchy.
in which 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 it 'circular’ in some manner. For the gods the circle is the source of identity with
self. while for Nous 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

OLKELQS MEPLOGOVE AVErLTIOUOAS toU vOU THY GuEPELay. RAALY Yap al pév voepal TASELS WOREP TG
KEVIPU TNV LREPOYNV EE0UGL PGS TAC WULKS. ot € Wuyal TEPL oUTAS KATA KUKAOV EVEPYIOOUGL. Kl
P TACH WU Kt UEV TO VOEPOV EQUTRE Kai avtod 10 £v 10 dxpdtatov KEXKEvIputal. Katd 3¢ 10
nanfog )\Ul\?\ll\u-)-, nepmopeﬁetm nepmn};aoeul noBovoa 10v éuurﬁc voiv, -rois o€ m’;pavim.
OGHacty Ty KPOS TOV vobv a@oummow v ouommm v opammm Thv €V népact 1av GAv
naplomv Tag v HETPOLG (DplO'llEVOl», avawﬂ.nm—:t, Tiv didlov UneGTastV. 10 Avapyov xai
aterevINtOV. (navia 1@ to1aitd, -toig 8 LRO ceAfivnv atorzeiong thv nepiadov v Ev taig
uetaPoials. Y 7POS TOV UPAVOY GREIKAGIAV. T0 EV 1013 TEVITOLS a'(evntov K@i €V 1013 KIVOUHEVOLS
E0T0G KUl EV TOLG HEPLOTOLE WPLOUEVOVY” RAVTA Yap del €011 Sid 10V KUKAOV THG YEVEGENS KUl 10
isoRpatés év ract Sia ty avianrddooty tig 0Bopas. el v uh AvEauyEey N YEVEGLS, TuyL Gv 0 adig
avtav SteAvln kai n slunada Sakdounais. -twig & al JHoig Kul Qutols THY €V 1Al AMOYEVVHOESLY
oot EvBidwaoLy. Ex TE Yap tav orepudtav tauta yivetal Kal orépuata €K 1oUTwy, YEVECLS TE €3
GAANAMY AROTEAELTAL KUl AVEKUKANOL GRO T To0 ateholg £RL 0 Téhelov Kal Eunaity, tva kai ofioig
T UETA TR TEVEGEWS, -T01g € YE mapd eUOLY AEYOUEVOLG TASLY EMLTIONGLY KAl TV GopLeTiav autav Eig
dpov nepidyet kal Siakoouel, kat tadta Sedvtug tolg teievtniot iyveot tév £avtoy Suvdpenv 3o
Kal Kkata aptipous wpLlougvoug avakvkAeital kal ov ¢opal povov ARG xai agopial Kata 1ag
TEPLIPOTUS UOLOTAVTIAL THV KUKAWY, OG 6 T@Y HOUGHY AJY0C. KOl RAVIQ 10 KUKG E1 KAl QREPPLTTAL TRV
Bemv £15 1oV Byntiiv TOnov. alAd tEpLRoAET Kat tattu. ¢noiv 0 Zukpatg. xal HETESTL Kal ToVToLE THS
KUKALKT3 tEpLOSov Kal taSews, iva undév dxpazov 1 Kakov, unde épnuov toy Bedv. GAR f
TEAEGLOUPYOS MpdvoLa tiv GAwv Kai THv drépaviov tdv Kaxay rotkiAlay £ig Opov teprayn xat tadiv
Tty autois tpéroucav.

*** Each principle exercises two types of causation. Nous as a whole is the cause of the particular
noes by declension (ka8 urdépaciv). and of souls by procession (xatd npdodov) [see /m Parm.746].
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 Nous as a
whale gives rise to its own coordinate series of noes, and this whole order is the paradigm of the whole Soul
order. See J.Trouillard. "Ame et esprit selon Proclus.” Revue des études Augustiniennes. 5 (1959) pp.1-12:
see pp.8-9. Cf. Jean Trouillard, "La monadoiogie de Proclus.” La revue philosophique de Lowvain, 57
(1939) pp.309-320: see p.312: "Nous obtenons dés lors un univers qui réalise les deux sens de cuveyeg:
«contenu» et «concentré». et qui ressemble a l'un autant qu'il est possible: cuyyeves yap o Evi 10 cuve)Eg
[/n Remp.1.288]. En somme, une chaine continue de touts qui se déroulent en se particularisant (un, étre,
vie, esprit. dme...). qui se retrouvent a l'intérieur de chaque série. etle-méme répliquée en n'importe lequel
de ses points. Une universalité proportionnelle a T'intériorisation. Le jeu des correspondances partout
complet et partout récapitulé, distinguant chaque étre, le rendant solidaire de tous et le rapportant aux
principes. Telle est la loi de l'univers de Proclus. en lequel toute valeur s'exprime selon une infinité de
relations pour la plus ample des hénophanies...Une précision importante est requise ici. Plus un principe
est parfait dans la hiérarchie proclusienne. moins il contient ses dérivés de fagon distincte et déterminée en
les enveloppant xat aitiav ou apyoetdag. Inversement, dans la mesure ol les degrés perdent en clarté. ils

ne retiennent plus de leurs causes quun reflet exténué. ils contiennent celles-ci seulement sixovixidg
[EL Theol.prop.65]."



centre, which is Nous. 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 living 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. All of these are described as circles by Proclus. and are thought to
show forth the influence on the rest of the cosmos of the highest circle itself. the henadic
cirele. 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
whole series.

In the following passage trom the Timaeus 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 (loged) to bear on the soul's ousia. Let us first determine
(diorisometha) the following: with regard to the mathematical sciences. the
continuous (/o fe suneches) and that which is distinguished (to diérismenon) 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
which is distinguished. However. in the Soul both of these come together
(suntrechei). I mean both unification (hendsis) and distinction (diairesis). For the
soul is both a monad and a number (arithmos). both one logos and a multitude
(pléthos). one and many (hen te kai polla). Insofar as it is a whole it is
continuous. insofar as it is a number it is distinguished according to the /ogoi that
are in it. Through the continuous it is made similar to the unification (hendsis) of
the intelligibles. through the multitude it is made similar to their division
(diakrisin). Yet higher than these. according to its unification the Soul possesses
an image (eikén) and manifestation (emphasin) of the One. through its distinction
(diairesin) and the multitude it possesses an image and manifestation of the divine
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numbers (ton theion arithmén). For this reason the soul does not possess only an
arithmetical ousia (for it would not have been continuous). nor only a geometrical
ousia (for it would not have been distinguished). Rather, the ousia 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 harmonical in its ousia (kat'ousian) (for the multitude in the ousia of the
soul is harmonised. and both absolute and relative quantity have been
comprehended in the Same). [nsofar as it is geometrical. it also has at the same
time the spherical in its ousia. For the circles in the soul are both unmoving and
in motion. With regard to its ousia (kat'ousian) they are unmoving, and with
regard to the energeia of its life (kat'energeian de z6tikén) they are in motion. Or
rather they are both at once. For they are self-moving (aurokinétoi). 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 (fo de kinein akinétou dunameds esn’).233

[n mathematical beings. the continuous and the divided are mutually opposed. but in the
Soul's vusia they exist in such a manner that they come together. Further. the unity and
multiplicity which the Soul's ousia possesses allows it to immitate in its own manner the
various 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. To suneches
and ro didrismenon exist both on the level of the Soul's ousia and its mathematical
projection. On the higher level they are not opposed: on the lower they are. Likewise.
hendsis and diairesis 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

Y In Tim.11.238.10-239.5: e, apyis 8& raALv alTd Ta Tpdyuata Bempouvts. AE TOHEV RpOg Y
WUYLKTV ovolav ERQVayovies 10U A0 Toue. xai npmtov EKELVO SLOplcmueeu 071 KOTd HEV TaC
uuenuaru\m smcrmua, Smpn*’m an aAAnAwv 16 t€ cmve,(& Kai 10 étmplouevov Kal avTiKeLtaL mpog
a/.,xn».u TPOTIOV Tivd. Kai OVTE 10 Stmplop.evov guveyES elval Suvatov olte 10 cuve,(s. S\mpmp.svov
EMml oe tn& yuyig uuootspu mmpexex xai n evmms Kai n 5101980’15 Kai (ap uovag 6Tt Kat apihudc,
Kat €1g Adyog xai m.necn. v T€ Kal MOAAG, xat g HEV dAov ovoa cnwemg £oTLv, 0S 8 Gpteuos
ompnusvn Katd 1005 €V QUTH A TOuS, xal dia uév ms cmvalems ouoxouusvn rtpoc MV EVOoLY Tav
vontav. dua 8€ tob nhfiBoug Tpag 'mv Smxpmw xali €1 1ovTev avmtspw XOTd UEV THV EVaIOLY ELKOVQ
xai éueaciv Exovca 100 £vog. xata 8€ v Staipeciv kai 1 tARBog twv Beiwv aplluay. Sidrep ovte
aplluntixny EZeL povov Ty ougiav (oU yap dv Av cuveynis), olte YEapetpcv (0U yap Gv Ay
Stapiougvn). dua 8¢ £0TIv GUOOTEPX. Kal apiBpnuikiv dpa Kal YEWUETPLKTV QUTHY PNTECY. GAAG
KaBogov aptBuntikn EoTiv. EEL Kal TV GpUOVIKTY dUoD Kat oueilay (10 yap tARSog RpLoouEvoy E0TL
T0 £V aUTH. Kai v TavTd 10 € kaf avtd Kai 10 KPOG TL TOGOV GUVELANPEV). KaBGoOY 8& YEWNETPIXT,
my cempucfw ot yap £v auTH KUKAOL Kal c'nc'urntoi ELOL KUl KLVOULEVOL, Kat ouciav pév axivirot.
Kat evep yewav de Cmmcnv uvouuevm uaMov 3€ @ ouou 0 cmvuuootspov EXOV‘E&, uutom\n]ton yap
£i01" 10 8€ auTOKiIVIITOV OHOU KLVELTOL KO AKiviTov £6TLV: £QUTO YOp KLVEL" 10 O€ KLVELV GKLVITOU
Suvaueng €oTL.
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unfolding. a manifestation. of the source. The image is not a foreign addition. but rather
the lower manner of existence of the higher, richer source.

The conception of the richness of the paradigm which is manifested in a divided
way in its image serves to make comprehensible Proclus' explanation of the dialectical
method set out in Plato’s Parmenides.™ Proclus’ explanation of this method expands the
svstematic consideration of an entity or a proposition by finding in Parmenides’ nine
hypotheses™ four groups of six propositions. One must consider. if a subject exists. (A)
what is true. false. and both true and 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
themselves and to the subject. One must also consider. if a subject does not exist. (C)
what is true, false, and both true and false of it in relation to itself and in relation to
others, and (D) what is true, false. and both true and false of the others in relation to
themselves and to the subject.”® This makes a total of twenty-four propositions to be
considered. This dialectical method. Proclus 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 knowledge. in the sense that you will at its end have added new pieces data
to what you knew at the beginning. Rather. it allows you to work out the implications of
what vou already know about an entity with rigourous completeness. Proclus criticises

Aristotle's method in the Prior Analytics in the light of this dialectical method just on this

=% Parm. 136a-c.

=% Proclus finds nine hypotheses instead of eight. because he subdivides the second hypothesis at
Parm.153¢.

¢ In Parm.1000.14-1003.02.

57 In Parm.1006.07-10.
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point. that the system which Parmenides sets out is far more complete. and allows the
Soul to exercise itself in all of the ways in which it is able to investigate a thing.™® The
other parts of dialectic. namely definition. division, demonstration. and analysis. are
subordinated to this complete dialectical method. as partial employments of it.***
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 Parmenides 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 10 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 torm 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 the 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 Purmenides and assimilated it to the probolé
16n ousiddon logon. so that this method is one manner of unfolding the concentrated
content of the logoi in our ousia.™*® Further evidence of this is that in the Euclid
commentary. Proclus speaks of dialectic unifying the mathematical sciences. i.¢. analysts.

division. definition. and demonstration. the same four divisions of dialectic which are

Y In Parm.1007.10-34.

Y In Parm.1003.02-1004.08: /n Eucl.42.09-43.21. For a discussion of the relation between
division and definition. see J. Trouillard. L'Un et {'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1972) 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 l'art de diviser n'est plus qu'un mot s'il dispose seulement de notions
résiduelles. Car il ne consiste pas a enrichir un terme de déterminations nouvelles, mais & dérouler
I'autodétermination d'un genre  travers ses différences substantielles immanentes.”

791 say that it is one manner, because Proclus does not employ it other than in the examples given
in the fn Parmenidem. and, as | hold, his entire corpus is an unfolding of the /ogai in our ousia.
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found in the Parmenides commentary. The passage in the Euclid commentary continues.
explicitly connecting dialectic with the probolé ton ousiédon logon. such that dialectic
perfects the multiplicity in mathematics. and sends it upwards towards the non-
discursivity of Nous.*! In the Parmenides 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 Nous™

That the universe is ordered as a hierarchy of paradigm and image means.
according to Proclus. that the same thing can exist in three different ways. [t may exist in
a higher manner in its cause. or it may exist as it is in itself, or finally it may existas a
participation in its effect. Proclus' terms are kat'aitian. kath’huparxin. and kata
methexin.>* Existence in its cause is just what we have already seen. that the cause
embraces the reality of the etfect. because the effect has come about as a declension of the
tertility of the cause.”™ Existence as a participation is the converse of this. it is the
presence to the effect of the reality which is the cause. a presence which is accepted by
the etfect in the particular manner in which the effect is able to receive the power of the
cause. or in another manner of speaking. in the particular manner in which the effect is

able to manifest the power of the cause. Existence as itself is existence as a particular

' Eucl 43.22-44.24.

2 fn Purm. 1015.33-41, See J. Dillon. "Proclus and the Purmenidean dialectic.” in Proclus
fecteur et interpréte des anciens. Actes du Colloque internationale du C.N.R.S.. Paris 2-4 oct. 1983, J.
Pépin et H.-D. Saffrey (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1987) pp.165-175. Dillon suggests the point, without committing
himself strongly to it. that for Proclus all metaphysical truths are analytic, and that this method is meant
simply to arder one's intuitions about metaphysical entities. | think this is exactly 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
{ogoi which are one's ousia.

3 See £l Th.prop.65. and C. Steel, "TrapZig chez Proclus,” in Hyparxis e Hypostasis nel
Neoplatonismo tatti det { colloguio internazionale del centro di ricerca sul neoplatonismo, universita degli
studi i catunia, [-3 ottobre 1992) ed. F. Romano ¢ D.P. Taormina (Firenze: Leo S. Olschki. 1994) pp.79-
100. See also E. Moutsopoulos. "Sur la notian d'eidolon chez Proclus.” in Néoplatonisme, Mélanges offerts
a.Jean Trouillard (Paris: Les Cahiers de Fontenay, [981) pp.263-274; and E. Moutsopoulos. Les structures
de l'imaginaire dans la philosophie de Procius (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, [985) pp.15-41.

“* For the paradigm as cause. see E. Moutsopoulos. Les structures de l'imaginaire dans la
philosophie de Proclus (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1983) pp.43-60.
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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.e. the monad which generates the parts. or as we have been saying. the
paradigm). or composed of parts. or immanent ina part,™*® The second sort of whole is
the normal sort of part and whole with which we are tamiliar. the whole which is the sum
of its parts.™’ The whole anterior to the part is the cause. as the principle which
encompasses the reality of the effect. The whole immanent in the effect is the existence
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 finitist. because he rejects the possibility of an
actual infinity 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. ™ However. Proclus does admit what we might call an
intensive intinity. He says that no real being is infinite in multiplicity or size. only in
power.”*’ In other words. the cause. or paradigm. possesses the power to make images of
itself. ad infinitum. but at no point will there be an actual infinity of images which reflect
the reality of the paradigm. The infinite 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. According to

5. Breton. Philosophie et mathématique chez Proclus. suivi de, Principes philosophiques des
mathématiques, par N. Hartmann, traduit de I'allemand par Geneviéve de Peslouan (Paris: Beauchesne,
1969) pp.95-105.

** EI 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 of
a body,

**® This is in line with Aristotle’s contention that an actual infinite would be unintelligible. See
Met 112, Proclus' universe does not present an actual infinite for thought.

** EL Th.prop.86.

101



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 Nous obtains perspective after perspective. each of which is a vision of
the centre. But the Soul circling around Vous is engaged in an activity which can be
continued indefinitely. [t never has a completed infinity of perspectives behind it. Thus
its knowledge of the infinite power of Nous is always finite. and does not exhaust the
richness of Nous.

[t is with the relation between paradigm and divided image that we should read
Proclus’ thesis 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."*"

Later in the same text 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
(0ikeids en hekastdi). i.e. intelligibly in the intelligible and intellectually in nous.
as a whole in the wholes and as a part in the divisibles (en tois merikois). in the
same manner the sensible cosmos has all things according to all of its own parts
(kata pasas heautou tas moiras).>™*

" See EI Th. prop.92

U In Tim.1.36.7-9; €xactog 8¢ kata thy 1810t thy qutod tavta £6TL Kal tdviay £YEL THY
attiay.

= In Tim.11.26.24-29: wweital yép kai tavm 1ov vontov kOoHov O aiatntde, kal Gonep év
Exelvy Mavia év RACLY E6TLY, GAL OLlKELWE EV EXAGTO, VOGS LEV EV T vONTA. voEPAg &€ €v 10 va. Kai
OMKAG UEV EV 015 OAOLS. UEPLKEG BE £v tolg pEpIKOLE. TOV QUTOV tpoftav xal O aledntog xGouog ravia
£¢EL xuta rAgas Equton 14g polpag

102



Still later in the same text the same principle is stated, and is connected explicitly with the
principle of analogia. by which the effect is a divided image of its cause: "and to state it

w153

correctly. all things are everywhere analogically (punta pantachou ana logon esti).

HLiv. Analogia. and dianoia as metaphor

It 1s this conception of the universe that allows Proclus 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 tigure whose
circumference is equidistant from its centre, lies in the series which Proclus has
articulated. What Proclus is doing is seeing "the paradigms in the images. and [moving]
through the images to the paradigms.”** The mathematical circle is an image of the self-
reversion of souls and of .Vous. and of the steadfastness of the gods. Likewise the
mathematical 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 tigure as a metaphor tor
things which are themselves not geometrical.

We should realise as well that Proclus’ description of the entire series of the circle
is the written record of a discursive train of thought. and this means that it is all dianoetic
logoi. Somehow through /ogoi. 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 Vous or have sensory experience of natural cycles. Dianoia is
able to speak of all realities without giving up its divided /ogoi. because the proper
objects of dianoia (e.g. circles. etc.... and not gods and not animals) are both images and

paradigms. Dianoia is always self-knowledge. in this sense. that even when it turns its

5 In Tim.111.169.10-11: €i 8¢ tavta opbhc ¢auev. rGvta taviayod ava Adyov €61
= In Tim.[1.246.7-9.



attention to realities above or below the Soul, it knows them through its own Jogoi.

Proclus illustrates this in a wonderful passage from the commentary on Euclid.

Let us now turn back for another ook at the science of geometry as a whole. to
see what 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
(sumparekieinomenén) with all beings. applies the reasonings of its dianoia to
them all. and comprehends (periechousan) all their Forms (eicfé) in itself. At its
highest and most intellectual point it inspects trom all sides the region of genuine
Being (fa ontds onta periathrousan). teaching us through images (di’ eikonon) the
special properties of the divine orders and the powers of the intellectual Forms
(noeron eidén), for it contains even the fogoi of these beings within its range of
vision. Here it shows us what figures are appropriate to the gods. which ones
belong to primary beings and which ones to the souls’ manner of existing (fais
pstchais hupostasesi). In the middle regions of knowledge it unfolds the /ogoi
that are in diunoiq: it unrolls and investigates their variety. exhibiting their modes
of existence (huparxeis) and their properties (parhé). 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 (Gusiddé 1on logon hupostasin). At the third level of the progression
of dianvia (tus tritas tés dianéseds diexodous) it examines Nature, that is. the
Forms of the elements of perceptible bodies and the powers associated with them.
and explains how they are contained in causal form (kat’ aitian) in its own logoi.
[t contains images (efkonas) of all intelligible genera and paradigms
(puradeigmata) of sensible ones: but the Forms of dianoia constitute its essence
(ousidtai de kata ta eidé ta dianoéta). and through these Middle Forms (mesdn
toutdn) it rises up and it descends along the entirety of being and becoming (eph’
hola ta onta kai ta ginomena). 233

Geomelry is coextensive (sumparekteinomenén) with all beings in the sense that as a form

of dianoia it may reason about all things. through its own logoi. Its logoi are "images

=% In Encl.61.25-62.26: dGvuBev 8¢ ralv émc’mss xatidwpev v 6Any YEwueTpiav, 6Bev 1€
opUMTaL Kal uE %Pt tivog rpdetaty. out (ap Tov €V avty) Stdxoopov tav Adywy Beaciueda. voricuuey
5 ndot toig olaLv uumv oupmpzxtewopevnv Kat R@cLV edeMoucuv g em)tnc 8Luvon0£u xai
TAVTBY EV €QUTH TEPLELOVGAY TG 10N, KaTE UEV 1O GXPITAaTOV QTG Kal voepdTatoy 1a Gviug ovia
repradpotioay xai 8t eixdvav avadidaoxovaay tdg te tav eimv Slakdopav tdiomrag xai tag tav
voeEpav £1dmv Suvaueig-€xel yap Kal tovtwv tolg Adyoug v Tolg oixelolg Beduaot xat deikvuat. tiva
UEV £07TL @ B0t wg npooﬁkovm fou.mta tiva 8¢ ta'u; rpuUTaLg ousialg. tiva 8& Taig v yuyav
UNOCTROETL-KATE € 05 uacu; YVIAELS AVEALTIEL TOUG Btuvonmcouc, AG: Tovg Kai s.,omkm Kat Oempst
MY £V @UTOLS TOLKIALGY Kat T3¢ URAPEELS QUTAV EXOAIVEL KOl TQ TEPL auTong rGon, ¢ TE KoLvaviag
avtdv kal tig Stagopdmras, Go ov & kat 145 daviactag StauopoddeLg GynRATLV v épaciy
MPLOUEVOLS neptiaufaver xat avdyer fpog Ty ovawdn tav Adyey urdotactv-xata 5€ g tpitag Tig
SLavoricens SteZ650uc THY DUOLY ERLOKORE] KO TG €161 OV aioBntév GTotgeiny Kal tv nept altd
duvduewv. Orwg xat aitiav £v tolg Adyors altig rpoeiknrtat. rapadidwotv. Exet yap elkdvag Hev v
vonay DAy yEVav. tapadeiynata 3¢ 1@v aloBntav. oloiotat 8 kata ta £18n ta dtavontd kai dia
UEamv ToUtwv AVELSt 1€ KAt KATELCLY EQ OAa 1& Gvia XQl TG YLVOUEVD.
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(eikonas) of all intelligible genera and paradigms {paradeigmata) of sensible ones."
Dianoia is a selt-unfolding. It is the probolé ton ousiédon logén through which the Soul
makes its own ousia explicit to itseif. But in this self-unfolding the Soul comprehends
not only its own nature, but comprehends itseif as the paradigm of body. and the image of
Nous and the One.

This means that all dianoia, which includes all philosophy. is given in the Soul's
own discourse, and is expressed in the particular sort of division which belongs to
psvchic logoi. In other words, philosophy is not NVous. and it is not sensation. but
comprehends Nous and sensation through its own reasonings.™ This principle is stated
by Proclus as the principle that all that is known is known according to the mode of the
knower. not the mode of being of what is known.™ The Soul possesses sensation as well
as its own nous. but its most proper manner ot knowing is dianoia. And dianvia 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 itselt, and it is evident that the forms of knowledge of the
unchangeable beings are in their turn unchangeable in every respect. and those of
the changeable are the opposite.”™

** Cf. A. Charles-Saget, L'architecture du divin, mathématique et philosophie che= Plotin et
Proclus (Paris: Les Belles Lettres. 1982) p.294: "Le principe de ressemblance etTace la discontinuité entre
principe et dérivés. De méme, le principe d'isomorphisme efface la distinction entre le code et fe décodé,
entre le code et le message. Car le code est aussi un message, et le message un code. Ce qui signifie. en
langage proclien, que tout ordre peut étre modéle pour tout les ordres. a partir du moment ot I'on sait quelle
est sa place dans l'ordre des ordres. Qu'il n'y ait pas de métalangage. signifie que I'on ne peut dépasser le
systeme pour en exposer l'exiomatique [sic], que l'on reste dans fe systeme. que tout langage demeure le
langage d'un certain niveau, méme s'il semble avoir puissance pour interpréter la totalité."

¥ 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 schoo! of
Ammonius on the /ogoi in the human intellect.” in The perennial tradition of Neoplatonism. ed. J. Cleary
(Leuven: Leuven University Press. 1997) pp.310-327. For Boethius see De Consolatione Philosophiae
V.4.75-77: "Omne enim quod cognoscitur non secundum sui vim sed secundum cognoscentium potius
comprehenditur facultatem.”

¥ Dec. dub. 7.20-25: "Hoc autem ostenso. dico utique quod cognitio in cognoscente subsistens
ab existentia caracterizatur secundum id quod sui ipsius esse cognoscentis, manifestum iam et quod
intransmutabilium quidem secundum omnia et cognitiones tales. transmutabilium autem contrarie.” A work
with the same title as that of Proclus (7en problems concerning providence) was written in Greek by the
Byzantine Isaac Komnenos 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 Budé edition of Proclus’ Dix problémes concernant la providence. The Komnenos passage which
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And again, "knowledge is determined according to the character of the knower."”” And

from the Timaeus 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
varies according to the differences in the knowers. For the same object God
knows in a unitfied manner (Aénémends). Nous knows as a whole (holikds). logos
knows as a universal (karholikds). imagination knows as a shape (morphétikés).
and sensation knows through a passion (pathérikis). And it is not the case that
because the object known is one and the same. there is only one [sort of]
knowledge [of it].”*

If this were 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 Nous. But we turn our attention to both of these objects without

parallels Proclus’ is 7.37-61: AgiyBevtog 8€ 10U v yvaAGLY VOESTEXLLAV EV 10 YIVOOKOVTL
yapaxtneileafel kutd 10 EQUtc ELval and TR 10UTOV UNAPEEWS. Gavepoy A3N 0Tl tav uev apetafoiwy
Kl ol YVOGELS KQTA TAvIR totavtal, t@v 8¢ uetaPintov évavtial. Natice that working from the Greek,
we can sce Moerbeke's very literal 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
Komnenos modified his source, or Moerbeke translated Proclus literally but changed the word order. [t
seems that "secundum id quod sui ipsius esse cognoscentis” translates xata 10 éautrig elvat and “ab
existenia" translates @xo tig tovtou Undpéees. This would rule out a natural translation which construed
ab existentia as modifving the manner in which the knowledge subsists in the knower. However, as the
gendered articles of the Greek make clear. the first Greek phrase refers to the lvparxis of the knower
(gindskon) while the second phrase refers to the einai of the knowledge (gndsis). [n the Latin the order has
been inverted. so that by doing violence to Latin grammer we can take ub existentia to refer not to the
existentia of the knower, as in the Greek. but of the knowledge itself. The id quod sui ipsius esse refers to
the esse of the knower rather than the esse of the knoswledge. as in the Greek. Moerbeke has perhaps helped
us out by adding cognescentis 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 einai (esse) by the hvparxis (existentia) of the knower, while
in Latin the knowledge is characterised with respect 10 its existentia (hvparxis) by the esse (¢inai) of the
knower. The end of the passage is likewise clearer in Komnenos' Greek than in Moerbeke’s Latin. See also
for this principle £{. Th.props.123 and 124.

= Dec. dub. 7.45-50: "secundum coznoscentis proprietatem et cognitio determinata est.” And in
Komnenos 7.76-77: 1 uév yvoLs KOTH THY 10U Y1VIECKOVIOS GoUipLotat ididtnta.

* In Tim.1.352.11-19: ufy yap oinBcuev. 611 tais WV YVOOTHY QUCESLY i YVEIOELS
Lapaktnpilovial, und 4t ¢ _A dpapds OUK Gpapdg EATL tapd Beois...AL’ 6TL Taig THV Y1VOOKOVIBY
dragopalg aArolog yiyvetal The YYOOERS O TPATOS 10 Yap autd yvaoxel Beog uEv fvapéves, vous €
("J,kuc(f"lc_. kd:{gg ﬁé_ KaBoAtx®¢, aviacia € popoutikds. alobnolg 8¢ radntikde. Kol ovy 011 10 YVeGTov
v, pia Kat n yvaais,
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leaving aside dianoia. The Soul can sense. and it can experience Nous. but it can also
understand body and the intelligible through its own logoi.*'

This means that in Proclus’ system all philosophical reasoning about anything
other than the Soul is done through metaphor. Dianoia grasps Nous because it grasps
itself as its image. and so it knows Nous through an image. Likewise. dianoiua 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 emphasised
sufficiently in the literature.”™ [ am using the term metaphor in a very precise sense. By
metaphor [ 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. [t is clear from our study so far that dianoia's grasp of
Nous and the One. and of Body is this sort of metaphorical knowing. But even Soul's

grasp of itself is metaphor in the sense that it understands its own unified ousia 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
uself because it is a divided image of the higher. Conversely. the higher can exercise providence over the
lower because in knowing itself. it kniows all that the lower image is. In this sense. knowledge of effect
through the cause. and of cause through effect, is only possible because of the relation between paradigm
and image. See L. Obertello. "Procius. Ammonius and Boethius on divine knowledge.” Dionysius 5 (1981)
pp.127-164; and J. Dillon, "The concept of two intellects: a footnote to the history of Platonism."
Phronésis. 18 (1973) pp.176-183.

“* But see D. Isaac, "Le theme de la genése chez Proclos ou les servitudes du discours.” Revice de
metaphysique et de morale, 81 (1976) pp.467-377. For a very different approach see C.R. Kordig. "The
mathematics of mysticism: Plotinus and Proclus.” in The structure of being. A Neoplatonic approuch. ed.
R. Baine Harris (New York: S.UN.Y.. 1982) 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 contemporary set theorv 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 bevond Being. However. this amounts to taking as his first
premise not just that humans have at their disposai only the sort of discourse which Proclus says is proper to
the soul. but also that all of reality exists in precisely the same manner as does this psvchic mode of
dicourse. Hence from the outset any entity which Proclus posits as higher than the divided being of dianoia
will be judged to be non-sensical. Kordig has not seen that for Proclus. as for Neoplatonists in general.
dianoia itself is considered to be deficient. In its deficiency with regard to its source it reveals itself to be
an image. pointing beyond itself towards Nous and the One.
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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 /ogoi 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 manitestations. i.e. the source of the /ogoi which order Body. Here too
the Soul knows Body metaphorically. i.e. it knows the fogoi which order Body by
grasping its own logoi.

Further. the logoi which the Soul projects exhibit the relation between paradigm
and image in two ways. First. within the /ogoi themselves there is a relation of paradigm
and image. By this [ mean that when we think ot the One. NVous. and the Soul, and think
of them as related in terms of paradigm and image. the dianoetic fogoi 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 /ogoi through
which we think the subordinate determinations. The second manner in which paradigm
and image applies to our logoi 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 when we think that Nous is a divided image of the One. that thought itself captures the
reality of the relation between Nous and the One as an image captures its paradigm. [t
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 /ogoi.

Here we should bring up again the connection between logos and analogia.
Analogia 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 (analogia) the ratio

({ogos) remains the same throughout, so that while the members of a series exhibit great
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diversity. they are also bound by identity, in that they all exhibit the same fogos.
Analogia is itself a metaphor, but the reality it points to is what makes possible

knowledge through metaphor.

The discussion (logos) of the [deal State [from 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 (tas
homoiotétas ton ontdn), on the basis of analogiai, and passing from the images to
their paradigms (tdn eikonon epi ta paradeigmam).2(’3

So it is the analogia which holds between beings that makes the /ogos a divided image of

. 264
its source.™®

[t is clear in Plotinus that much of his corpus is metaphor. When one reads the
Enneads. one gets the impression that the author is struggling to express in the Soul's
divided speech an experience which 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 Enneads. [f anything. Proclus' detailed descriptions of the structure of
Nous. and his ubiquitous reference to the role ot beings which lie on a higher ontological
level than Vous. 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 ouevre is a collection of logoi. and all psvchic 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 writings. But in the same manner as the Enneads are secondary descriptions of the

3 In Tim.1.33.4-10: 'O TEPL THE MOALTELRS AGYOS KUl | TV Ev auTh YEVRY CUVEGTELPAUEVT Kai
GUVTOUOS AVOKEQUAQimGLS €15 v GANV GuvIEREL Thg KoauikTg dnptovpyiag rapddooiyv: €EotL yap
QnoO VIOV K EIKOVEY €N T GAx avatpéyeLy. kat di kal avic toUto Suadepdving ot Mubayopeio
HETHEGAY. QMO THV QVAAOYLOV TAG OUOLOTHTAG TV Gviwv Bnpelovies Kat Arod tdv ELKOVeY £RL 1a
rapadeiyuata uetafaivovies.

**! See J. Dillon, "Image. symbol and analogy: three basic concepts of Neoplatonic allegorical
exegesis." in The significance of Neoplatonism. ed. R. Baine Harris (New York: SU.N.Y.. 1976) pp.247-
262.
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primary Forms which Plotinus experienced during his unity with Nous. Proclus’ writings
are unfoldings on the psychic level of the logoi in his own soul's ousia. which themselves
are images of the Forms in Nous.

We should not draw the conclusion that because dianoia is always metaphor. it
does not possess truth. Two considerations should keep us from this conclusion. (A.)
The first consideration is that it is ditficult to see how dliunoia could grasp things non-
metaphorically. so if diunoia has truth at all it has metaphorical truth. By this [ mean
simply that in thinking about bodies we do not take the bodies themselves into our minds.
Aristotle speaks of abstraction, the empiricists speak of generalisations from sense. and
contemporary epistemologists speak of a correspondance theory of truth. All of these are
ways of trving to explain how we think of bodies by means of something which is not
body. or at least. is not the body in question.”® 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. which 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
Neoplatonists to be an incorrect contlation of Nous and dianoia. So if our thinking about
bodies can be true. and is metaphorical in the sense in which [ 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 /ogos which informs the body in question is an image of the
logos which my dianoia projects. The Soul can know diancetically only because it
dianoia is metaphorical. i.e. only because its /ogoi 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 brains.
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is what allows dianoia to be true. The manner in which /ogoi are images of their causes
is such that the cause itself is present as the /ogoi in a divided manner. This sort of image
is the presence of the source in the image. In the commentary on the Timaeus. Proclus

discusses whether the intelligible model is in the demiurge. or outside of it.

If the demiurge sees the intelligible (10 noéron). does it see it through a return
upon itself. or only [by looking] outside of itself? But if it is only outside of itself.
it will see only images (eidola) of being. and it will have aisthésis instead of
noésis. If it [it sees the intelligible by looking] towards itself. then the object
which is thought (to nooumenon) is in it. So that the paradigm is both before the
demiurge and in it. before it in an intelligible manner (noétds). and in it in an
intellectual manner (noerds).>*®

[t is this double existence which Proclus says is correct. in the discussion which follows.
So while on the one hand distinguishing the thought of the demiurge from aisthésis.
because it does not have an eidélon. or we might say an external impression. of its object.
he still does think that the demiurge has an image of the intelligible. But it is an image
which can also be called the intellectual existence of the intelligible. The Soul's logoi are
images in the same sense. They are not external impressions. but rather are the Soul's
mediation to itself of what is both outside of it. and in it as its centre. They are the
intelligibles themselves existing in the divided manner of logoi. Because the logoi are of
this sort. in that sense they are true metaphors.

The consequence of this is that the entire Procline corpus is metaphor. Again. it
should be stressed that by metaphor I mean discourse from one sphere of reality used to
describe another sphere of reality. So insofar as Proclus’ corpus is a written record of his
dianoia expressing its grasp of Nous and the One. as well as Body. it is a collection of

metaphorical logoi.®” An important feature of metaphor is that a metaphor manifests

8 In Tim.1.323.16-22: €1 8€ op@ 10 vontov 6 dnuioupydg. ROTEPOV €15 EQUTOV ECTPAUNEVOS
opa. 1| €w udvov £avtol; QAL £l pév éEw udvov Eavton. eidwia opd tol Svtog kat E3et aiabnoiv avri
VONCEWS” €L 8€ €15 EQVTOV, £6TL KAl €v ALTH 1O VOOUUEVOV" BGTE Kal pd ToU Snutovpyou 10
TAPASELYUA EGTL KAL £V QVTA. VOt KEV PO AUTOU, VOEPAK 8E EV aUTA.

“"1 leave aside here the metaphorical status of writing. However. just as dianoia is a logos of
Nous. so speaking and writing are logoi of dianoia. It would be fruitful to examine the particular
characteristics of the written /ogos. and germane to contemporary interests, but such an examination lies

111



what it refers to in a partial manner. Dianoia produces a divided image. The source
which dianoia projects in the probolé tén ousiodén logdn is generative of a multiplicity
ot images. each of which manifest a difterent perspective on. or aspect of the unified
source. If this is the case. Proclus' corpus. as dianoia. should exhibit the characteristics of
a divided image. This is in tact the case. He presents us with a number of different styles
of work and the emphasis of each work is slightly different.”® This diversity of style and
content retlects the fact that for Proclus each work is a projection of logoi which are
images of Vous. Their status as projections. as images which are a translation from the
fevel of Nous to Soul dictate that they will always be partial. They may always be
supplemented by a treatment which draws out an aspect which has not yet been projected.
His work should also make liberal use of metaphor. and this is the case. Throughout his
interpretation of the Platonic dialogues he continually offers interpretations which are
explicitly metaphorical or symbolic. Socrates in the Commentary on the Alcibiades |
represents a good daimdn; Parmenides. Zeno. and Socrates in the Commentary on the
Parmenides represent diftferent aspects of Nous. or varying levels of Soul. Proclus thinks

that Plato intentionally made use of obscure metaphor to lead the souls ot his readers

outside the scope of this study.

™ Cf. A. Charles-Saget. L'architecture du divin, mathématique et philosophie chez Plotin et
Proclus (Paris: Les Belles Lettres. 1982) pp.237-260. 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 imermediaries. This is the discourse of the Elements of Theology and the Platunic
Theology. The other made, 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. according to Charles-Saget, but also a name, and the name brings with
it a host of connotations missing from its hierarchical location. The third intelligible triad is not only the
autozoion, it is also Phanes. 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.239: “La réponse de Proclus
consiste, pour pallier cette infirmité [i.e. the weakness of the first mode of discourse]. a multiplier les
rapports. les transferts. les résonances ou les analogies plus strictes. Si tout est dans tout, tout aussi signifie
tout. tout fait signe vers tout. Nous sommes donc en présence d'un langage dont tous les termes sont et
dotvent étre surdétermings... | doit accentuer et non pas écarter la polysémie et l'équivacité...usant les
termes déja épurés, il instaure une sort de jeu poétique, et crée une sphére de résonances sémantiques ol les
personnages du discours. par d'infinies conjonctions. cherchent a dépasser en puissance connotative tout ce
que le langage ordinaire et littéraire a déja produit.” See also J. Coulter, The literary microcosm, theories
of interpretation in the later neoplatonisis (Leiden: E.J. Brill. 1976) pp.77-94, for a discussion of the unity
of scope (skopos) of neoplatonic commentaries.



from dianoetic logoi to the eidé which they manifest.”® [n this Proclus follows Plato.
who often uses myth to express various truths. The virtue of realising that dianoia is
metaphor. is that it allows you to be happy with dianoetic descriptions of reality, while
realising their limitations. and while realising that they may be supplemented by other
descriptions which emphasise aspects of reality left out of the initial ones. For example.
does Plato think that the Soul is absolutely simple (Phaedo): or divided into logos.
thumos. and epithumia (Republic): or divided into reason. noble tendancies, and base
tendancies (Phaedrus):270 or into intermediate Being. Same. and Other (Timaeus). All of
these are complementary ways of leading the Soul to seif-understanding. because they are
all metaphors. Indeed. according to Proclus' theory of knowledge. 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 dianoia parcels out its truths through divided
perspectives.

As a final topic in this section. we should mention the purpose of this
metaphorical projection. Dianoia can know Body. but its real interest is Nous and the
One. They are its cause and the source of its good. So the end of dfunoia is to have the
most complete grasp possible ot Vous and of the One. True epistémé. i.e. true dianoia. is
found in those sorts of studies which lead the Soul upwards and inwards. So in the
Commentary on the Parmenides Proclus classifies arithmetic. music. geometry. and

astronomy.””" as forms of epistémé. as well as "all others that lead the soul upwards and

* See. for example. his description at /n Tin.11.246.4-9: "But Plato. through secrecy. used
mathematical terms as a sort 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
throu"h the images to the paradizms (0 8¢ ve [MAdtov 8t émkpuww o1 uaBnp.unKms @V Ovopdtey
otov Mapane1Gopacty ExpRoato Tig 1V rpaypatev einbeies. dorep ot név Beokdyor tots uvbois. of
o€ [Mubarydpetot tols cunPorors £0TL yap xal €v 1alg £1x0Gt ta rapadeiyuata Bewpely kai fa toutoy
£ Exelva uetafaiverv).”

*" That the tripartite souls in the Republic and the Phaedrus are not to be identified with each
other is the argument of E.Buccioni. "Soul dynamics in the Phaedrus." (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
Pvthagorean division given in the Euclid commentary, with astronomy here replacing spherics (/n
Eucl.36.12-38.02). See figure 5, Appendix.

113



that we require as we move towards the intelligible world."*” On the other hand. "all
those that the soul uses when it is at play. or occupied with mortal things. or ministering

nl

to the needs of human life"*” are not forms of epistémé. Proclus gives us the examples
of bronze working and weaving, which come not trom the gods (i.e. from Nous), but
rather from the duimones. in this case trom Hephaestus and Athena.””™ The aim of
diunoid's multiple projection of logoi is to leave behind the multiplicity of this projection.

and attain the unified knowledge which belongs to Nows. and ultimately to surpass all

' . . . . . . . ~ . .. 73
knowing in a union with the One. We will examine this aim of dianoia in chapter VIL*”

2 tn Parm 828.41.-829.02: xai doat dhhal wuyfic avaruyol. xal Gv dedueba Kat £ig 10
vontov avadpaudvies This classification comes in a discussion of whether there are intellectual Forms of
various sorts of knowledge. Those which are images of an intellectual Form are epistémai. Proclus is likely
exaggerating for emphasis here. Those sorts of knowledge which are not images of an inteflectual Form are
likely images of things which are images of an intetlectual Form. The real distinction is between those that
lead the soul towards Vous, and those that lead it toward Body.

2 I Purm 829.02-04: doar 8€ wuyic eior ranfovomc kai ept ta Bvnta Siatpifovong Kai tag
avlpenivas ypeias Gepansvovong

** See J. Trouillard. "Le dynamisme psychique selon Proclos.” Diotima. 2 (1974) pp.117-124.

“* A.H. Armstrong draws out the "negative theology” of Proclus in speaking about Nous. He is
correct in noticing passages which express the inadequacy of dianoia's grasp of Nous. and its inability to
speak the noétu in dianoetic terms. His conclusion is that dianoia is a gumnasia, an exercise. for that
unified vision of intelligible reality which comes when we pass over into Nous. However, all too often
negative theology is forgottan. and that which is inexpressible is systematised in positive terms nonetheless.
Armstrong remarks that the normal mode of proceeding is to distinguish rnoésis and dianoia. and then to
proceed to use dianoia to speak about what only noésis can grasp. [ think Armstrong is missing the aspect
of dianofa which we are trying to bring out in this study. Dianoia could only be a training ground for the
philosopher’s attainment of noésis if the object of dianoia is somehow also the object of noésis. 1f they are
completelv other, then how could dienoia aid the philosopher in rising on high? So the balance of negative
and positive theology which is needed, and which Proclus does present us with, is a negative theology
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 analogy between image and paradigm.
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 .Vous
in later Neoplatonism.” in Platonismus und Christentum. Festschrift fiir Heinrich Dérrie. hrsg. von H.D.
Blume und F. Mann ("Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Christentum.” Ergéinzungsband 10) {Miinster:
Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1983) pp.3i-37.
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CHAPTER IV

THE SOUL AND MATHEMATICS

Proclus speaks about mathematics at length in only two works, the Commentary
on the Timaeus. and the Commentary on the First Book of Euclid’s Elements. 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.”’ Proclus hardly speaks about
mathematics in most ot his other works. and we could attribute the prominence of
mathematics in the Timaeus commentary to the importance of mathematics in Plato's
Timaeus 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 himselt 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. [n two prologues to this work. one on mathematics in general and one
specifically 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 grasps mathematical being is to be found between

the simplicity of .Vous on the one hand. and the multiplicity of sensation on the other.

*® In contrast to his restricted employment of strictly mathematical number, Proclus is very free in
use of the term number (arithmos) as a name for things which are not, strictly speaking, mathematical. See
J. Trouillard. "La puissance secréte du nombre selon Proclus," Revue de philosophie ancienne. | (1983)
pp.227-241; see p.227. "Dans {'univers de Proclos le nombre est partout. Tout est mesurant ou mesuré, du
jaillissement de l'intelligible jusqu'au dernier degré des formes."
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Proclus account of mathematics as a sort of discursive reason (dignoia) in this
commentary is one the clearest and most elaborate expositions of his general theory of
dianoia. 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
extravagant.””’ that it seems in the Euclid commentary dianoia is in fact completely
mathematical. and the being that dianoia grasps is likewise only mathematical being.

This is not the case. Mathematics is only half of the the motton of thinking which
is diunoia. As we have seen. diunoia makes the Soul a divided image of Vous. However.
the Soul is also the paradigm of Body. [n this sense the logoi which the Soul projects can
be regarded in two ways. and dianoia has a double motion. depending on whether through
it the Soul is regarding NVous or Body. In the first case. dianoia 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
two parts of dianoia. In the rest of the chapter we will examine mathematical dianoia:
(i1) mathematics as an image of the structure of the Soul's ousia: (iii) mathematics as the

. . . ~ .. . . - hi
structuring principle of body: (iv) phantasia as in between the Soul's ousia and body.”™

7 See In Eucl.20-25. Proclus claims that mathematics is of use in tuming the eve of the soul to
the intelligibles, and contributes to theology. physics. palitical 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 of the Soul in Plato's Timaeus as
intermediate. The question to be asked, as Merlan points out, is exactly how Proclus identifies and
distinguishes the Soul and mathematicals. See Merlan's discussion of this in [amblichus and Proclus, and
his ultimate derivation of this mathematical psvchology from Speusippus. Xenocrates, and Posidonius, in
his From Platonism to Neoplatonism. 2™ ed. Revised (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff. 1960) pp.11-38.

For the derivation of much of the material on Mathematics in Neoplatonism after Plotinus from
explicitly Neopythagorean sources, see Dominic J. O'Meara. Pyvthagoras Revived (Oxford: Oxford
University Press. 1989). See esp.pp.148-149 for the relative importance of Pythagoras and Plato. for
Proclus. See as well for the use of lamblichus' On Pythagoreanism I in Proclus’ first Prologue pp.157-
166. O'Meara argues that the case made by some commentators for Geminus as the source for both
lamblichus and Proclus is untenable, and that Proclus’ first Prologue is likely Proclus’ own rewarking and
expansion of much of the material found in lamblichus. ! find O'Meara’'s argument tor this position
convincing.

I. Mueller, in "Mathematics and philosophy in Praclus’ Commentary on Book [ of Enclid's
Elements." in Proclus lecteur et interpréte des anciens. Actes du Collogue internationale du CN.R.S.,
Paris 2-4 oct. 1983. ed. J. Pépin et H.-D. Saffrey (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1987) pp.303-318. makes a distinction
between what he calls "ordinary mathematics” and a Neopythagorean apprach to mathematics as embodied
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IV.i. Dialetic and mathematics according to the Divided Line

We have argued in chapter [I that, despite his insistence on the dianoetic character
of mathematics in the Euclid commentary. Proclus does not think that all of dianoia is
mathematical. Mathematical objects are logoi projected by the Soul, as other dianoéra.
hence they share the intermediate character of the Soul.”” The Soul is a limited
multiplicity. whose 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
the unity of the members of a mathematical proportion (analogia).

Proclus defines number as a discrete multiplicity. As J.Trouillard points out. all

multiplicity arises through a participation in unity (£/. Th.prop.1).”*" so number is a sort of

in lamblichus' De communi mathematicu scientia. He then notes that in Proclus' Euclid commentary we
find these two approaches blended. with the Neopythagorean philosophical approach dominating the two
prologues to the work. and a more normal treatment of geometrical axioms and proofs in the main body 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 1t is an image of higher realities
and can serve an anagogical function with regard to them. and insofar as it is a paradigm of lower realities.
In the rest of the work he examines mathematics neither as image nor paradigm. 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
commentary. and leave aside Proclus’ explanation of Euclid's proofs.

[n "lamblichus and Proclus’ Euclid commentary.” Hermes. 115 (1987) pp.334-348. [. Mueller
presents an interesting analysis of the similarities and differences between the treatment of Neopythagorean
material in Proclus and lamblichus. Mueller asserts that among the passages which are found in both works
{De communi mathematica scientia 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. [n all of the other common
passages, Muveller 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 Elemems of Theology. see A. Charles-Saget. L'architecture du Jivin, mathématique et philosaphie
chez Plotin et Procfus (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1982).

7 For a discussion of the dianoetic character of mathematics, see S. Breton. Philosophie et
mathématique chez Proclus. suivi de, Principes philosophiques des mathématiques. par N. Hartmann,
traduit de l'allemand par Geneviéve de Peslouan (Paris: Beauchesne, 1969) pp.110-123: see pp.110-111:
"Le sujet opérant, dans le commentaire de Proclus. est tantdt 'ame. tantot, de maniére plus précise, cette
activité discursive qui déborde l'ordre du déductif et que désigne le terme: dianoia...Cette position
ontologique de Meravu. 3 la fois milien et médiation, se répéte dans l'ordre gnoséologique de [a dianoia. En
ce sens. |a thécrie de 'dme est l'introduction nécessaire a I'étude de I'agir mathématique en tant
qu'expression du discursif.”

**% I Trouillard, "La puissance secréte du nombre selon Proclus." Revue de philosaphie ancienne. |
(1983) pp.227-241; see p.227.
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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 comes into existence

in a unified manner, while the other sort in a discrete manner. Now number is a
. . g . a . . 2

discrete multiplicity (pie!hos...dmkekrlmenon).'s'

[n this sense both the Soul as a whole and the mathematical /ogoi which it projects are
sorts of number. because they are both bounded multiplicities. But Proclus distinguishes
between 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 diunvia. have an
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 /ogoi and the reality
that belongs to likenesses: nor have they vet escaped from the soul's varied and
discursive ways of thinking and attained conformity with the absolute and simple
modes of knowing which are free from all traces of matter.”**

Here Proclus describes the objects of mathematical reasoning as intermediate. [na
passage just before this one, he has described the sort of reason which grasps these

. . . . . )
objects. dianoia. also as intermideate.™?

SUPlat Theol 1V .81.04-06: Tdg vétp apiBuog TARBOS 0Ty GAAG 10 TARGOS TO UEY Avauévag
VOECTNKEV. 10 € Sraxexpuévug. 0 8 ap1Buog RARBGE 0Tt Staxexpipévov.

2 In Eucl4.18-5.10: ta & pabnuanxd kal 0Awg 1@ Sravonta pEcny KEKANpLTaL 1ALy, oV
uev 1M Siapécel rheovalovta. tov 3€ T abAia xpoéovia. xai Tav HEV T ARASTNTL AELRGUE VT, TaV O
M axpifela rpoundp ovia Kal TPavESTEPAS REV ELOACELS EXOVIa TV aisfniev tig vonTig ousiag.
eixoves 6 Guwg Ovia Kat HEPLOTEX !.Lév @ QUEPLOTA. TOAVELSWS B€ uovoslﬁﬁ napadet TRaTY v Gvimy
anoumouuem Kai m;_. aw.m[}ﬁnv ELRELV EV n’poe'upms Hev tsmyusva v npmmw eildav kai
€koaivovta Ty fveougvny xai GUEPT| KAt YOVILOV EKELVIV \mupsw our 3¢ dpa tob uepLouo Kai g
ouvBEoens 1@V Adywv UREPELOVIA Kal TS RPOOTKOUGTG TalS E1KGOLV UNOCTGOENS. OUSE LNEPSpapovTa
1a¢ oLk iiag Kat Srtelodikag g yuy g vonoeLg xal avtals cuvapuoaBévia talg ankaig Kat Hing
anaong kubapevovoats VUGESLY.

3 For the intermediate status of mathematicals in lamblichus, and in Neopythagoreanism in
general. see Dominic J. O'Meara. Pythagoras Revived (Oxford: Oxford University Press. [989) pp.44fT.
For this status in Syrianus. see ibid p.132ff. For the discursivity of mathematical reasoning in [amblichus,
see ibid.p.47.
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To indivisible realities [Plato] assigned nous [tén noétén. i.¢. 1én noétén gnosin).
which 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 (henoeidei) approach and grasp of being. To divisible things which have
received 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 (hoia
dé esti ta tés mathématikés eidé), which leave behind the partless nature and are
established above the divisible nature. he assigned dianoia.”

Early in the Euclid commentary he interprets Plato’s Divided Line in a manner consistent
with this division between Nous. dianoia, and opinton or sensation.

In his interpretation of Plato's divided line, given in the Euclid commentary.
Proclus articulates the relation between mathematical dianoia and non-mathematical
dianoia. or dialectic. The top two sections of Plato's tourfold divided line are noésis and
dignoia. In the Republic. dianoia is described as a downward moving thinking. which
depends on unexamined hypotheses. and noésis as an upward moving thinking. which
subjects these hypotheses to examination in order to reach the unhypothetical beginning

of all reasoning.”™" For his part. Plato does not say that the objects of dianoia are images

™ In Enct 3.16-4.8: xai 101 pév auepiotorg Ty vontiv aredidov tiv a8pdwg Kai peta
arAdTNIOS Slalpotaay 1@ vonrd kat tf te aiiia xat T keBapdmt kal 11 €veetdel rpocfodi xal
Enuon v Gviey t@; dALag UREPGIPOUCaY YVUIOELS. TO1S 88 HEPLETOLS KAl OUGLY £0ATNY AUyouoL Kal
atentols dnacy my SoZav auudpdg ainBeiag avtiiepfavougvny, 10tg 8€ pécols. ola 31 £0TL ¢ TS
HuBnuatixis e18n, kal g 1€ auepioTou ¢UCELE aroAEIRONEVOLS Kal TS LEPLOTAS DREPLIPpUNEVOLE TV
oLavolay.

** See Republic 509d-511e. 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 characterises the top section as
Forms and the second as mathematicals. 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, [ 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 unexamined hypotheses works. [n other words. Socrates responds to
Glaucon's confusion with an illustration. Glaucon is familiar with the method of the geometers, which
allows Socrates 1o use geometry as an example of the sort of reasoning he has in mind. But this is only an
example. Socrates says. "I think vou understand that those who carry on geometry and discursive reasoning
(logismous) and such things..." At the end of his description of the second part of the line (511b) Glaucon
responds by saving. "l understand...that you are talking about what fafls under geometry and its kindred arts
(MavBdve...dt 10 URG 1atg TEQMETPLALS TE Kal Talg toutng ddeidats tExvarg Ay " [ 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 of the geometers. i.c. from unexamined hypotheses to
conclusions, then there is no reason to think that mathematical objects exhaust the content of the second
division of the line. Compare this passage with Phaedo 99d-101e where Socrates lays out his method of
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of the objects of noésis.”*® However, Proclus thinks that when Plato divided the top part
of the line into noésis and dianoia. he was distinguishing between the second and third
hypostases. so that Nous is what properly engages in noésis. and Soul engages in dianoia.
Because the /ogoi which dianoia makes use of are images of the eic/é in Nous. 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 (eikasia) is an image of
the third (pistis). according to Proclus the second division (dianoia) is an image of the

first (noésis).

Dianoia studies the images (eikonas) of the intelligibles (noétdn). which have
descended from the first. simple and partless [existence] into plurality and
division: for this reason the knowledge which dianoia has is dependent on other.
prior hypotheses. while noésis rises to the unhypothetical principle itselt.*’

This will allow him to find a double movement in dianoia. 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 Nous. However. the description
of noésis 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
the Neoplatonic Nous. Characteristically. Proclus preserves both of two seemingly
contradictory readings of the Platonic text. He finds in it a distinction between Nous and
Soul as hypostases. but he also finds in it a distinction between an upward and a

downward moving reason. In order to save his reading of the text. Proclus does not hold

beginning with a hypothesis and seeing what agrees with it, and if he encounters no difficulties lays down
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 anather hypothesis which would give an account of it. is distinct from seeing
what follows from or is consistent with the hvpothesis itself. Plato there makes no mention of mathematics.
although he seems to be following the method of the geometers. Consequently. 1 find it likely that the
second part of the line is not exclusively mathematical.

“ Rather. he says that dianoia makes use of the objects of pistis, from the third division of the
line. and treats the objects of pistis only as images. much in the way that the geometer uses a line drawn in
the sand but knows that it is only an image of the true line.

7 In Euci 11.4-9: koi A Sudvoua g 1hv vontav gikovag Bewpel g ano 1ov fpOtwvy Kal
aniov kai auepiotav eiddlv eig RAABog xat Siaipeaiv Urofdoag. U6 xail tovng uév { yvdeLs an’
diAwv uroBécemv fipmtal rpecPutépmv. 1| 3€ vonoLg R avthiv Gvelot Ty avurdletov apyiv.
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that the description of upward moving reason in the Republic refers to noésis. Rather. he
situates both the upward moving reason and the downward moving reason within the
second divison of the line. within dianoia itself** Proclus interprets the downward
reasoning of the second division of the line as depending, not only on hypotheses of the
sort which Plato had in mind. but ultimately on the ¢idé in Nous. As he tells us in the
passage above, it is precisely because the objects of diunvia are divided and multiple
images of the unitary and simple eidfe in Nous that dianoia is dependent on other, prior
hypotheses. In Procline terms. the logoi which the Soul projects are unfoldings of the
eiclé tin Nous and have their root there. So the distinction between an upward and a
downward moving reason becomes for him the distinction between a thinking which
follows the unfolding descent of the Forms from Nous into Soul and Body. and a thinking
which follows the backwards path in order to rise to the originary Forms in Vous. Thus
for Proclus dianoiu is double. and following what he thinks is the correct reading of
Plato's text. he calls the upward moving dianoia dialectic. and the downward moving
diunoiu mathematics. situating both in the second division of the Line.

A diagram comparing Plato and Proclus on this point is helpful. See figure 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 epistémé. They refer to the passage in
the Republic where Plato says that geometry and other such subjects are only dreaming
about being. and are inferior to dialectic because they leave their hypotheses
unexamined.”® In explaining this passage for his misguided opponents. Proclus

articulates the relation between dialectic and mathematics. He says that Plato divided

** Cf. A. Lernould, "La dialectique comme science premiére chez Proclus." Revue des sciences
philosophiques et théologiques. 71 (1987) pp.509-336.
** Rep.533b-d.



epistémé in two. One part is unhypothetical. and rises up to the Good as the terminus of
its ascent. while the other part posits determinate beginning points. and demonstrates
what follows from them. The unhypothetical epistémé moves up towards the principle
(arché). while the hypothetical epistémé moves downwards towards conclusions. The
second sort of epistémé is mathematics. and Plato only denies the name epistémé to it in
the Republic in order to signify that it comes second to the one highest epistémé, the
unhypothetical epistémeé. from which it receives its hypotheses.

...whereas mathematics and in general the investigation of eternal realities he
calls epistémé. Once more [Plato] wishes to divide epistémé, which we
distinguish from the rechnai. into a part which is unhypothetical. and a part which
begins from hypotheses. And the unhypothetical epistémé 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 epistémeé posits determinate
beginning points (archas) and demonstrates what follows from them. moving not
towards a principle (ep’ archén) but towards a conclusion (epi teleutén). And it is
in this manner that he says mathematics. because it makes use of hypotheses. is
inferior to the unhypothetical and complete (refeion) epistémé. For the true
epistémé is one, by which we are able to know all things. and from which [come]
all of the principles (archai) [of other epistémai]. some more immediately and
some at further remove. Let us not, therefore. say that Plato excludes
mathematics from the epistémai. but that he shows it to be second to the one
highest ¢pistémé: nor that he says that it is ignorant of its own beginning points
(archas). but that, receiving them from that {highest epistémé] and holding them
as undemonstrated. it demonstrates what follows from them.

So tor Proclus mathematics is an epistémé. which [ take to be equivalent to saving it is a
form of dianoia. which comes immediately after the "one highest epistémé” and receives

its principles from it.

™ In Eucl31.9-32.7: thv & ab pabnuatikiv kat dAag thy tov Gidiev Beapntikiy EmaTiunv
TPOCAYOPEVEL. TAVTHV & av Ty EMLOTIRAVY. v 1BV TEYVEY a¢opilousy. Staipav thy uév dvurddetov
elvan Bovietal, Ty 88 £ UnoBécenc dpunuévny, xai thy uév avurdBetoy tay GAuY Elval TVaIsTIKAY
HEZPL TOU GyaBou xal thg avetdtu v raviwy aitiag avafaivoveay xai g avaywyns TEAog
TOLOULE VTV 10 avaBiyv, Ty 8& oplopévag apyag TPOGTNCUUEVIYV ARO TOVTMV SELKVUVAL T& ERGUEVA
autals ouK €7 apyiv AL €L TeAeuThv Lotoay. Kal outwg 81 thv uabnuatikiv ate unoBEcesLy
£pwugvnv s avunoBEtou Kol teAiag extotiung aroreinecfai onowv. wia yap n Ovieg EnioTin, Kb’
v 1a Svta favia YIVOOKELY TEOUKQUEY. KAl 4o g fA0uL at Qpyai taig v EYYUTEP® TETAHEVALS.
Tais 68 moppwtEp. un an toivuy AEymuey, 6Tl v Emotnuav o [MAdtov argiaivel Thy padnuatikhiv.
GAA 0T LLLAG ERMGTIAUNG QUTTV THE AKPOTAIG SEVIEPAY AROOAIVEL, UMY GTL 1A OLKELAS PYAS AYVOELY
autv onatv, aAd G rap’ £xeivng Aafolcay xal avarodeikiug £xouday €X T0UtLV 1A EOESHC
arodgikvivat.



This one highest epistémé is dialectic.™" 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
the unitary eidé in Nous.™"
And we say that just as Nous is set over dianoia and supplies to it its beginning
points (archas) from above. and perfects dianoia from out of itself, in the same
manner dialectic. the purest part ot philosophy. which is just above mathematics.
. g3 . . . 2
makes it to be one.”” and comprehends its entire unfolding.*™*

In a later passage Proclus describes dialectic as the unitving bond (sundesmos) of the
mathematical epistémai. and. following Plato {Rep.534e). as their capstone or coping

stone (thrigchos).

But we should say that the immediate unitying bond [of the various mathematical
epistémai] is the one and whole mathematical epistémé™®® which contains in itself
in simpler form the beginning points (archas) of each of the particular epistémai.
It regards what is common between them and in what they ditfer. and teaches
what is identical in all, and what belongs to more or to fewer of them. The ascent
tor those who are learning [mathematics] rightly is from the many epistémai to
this one. But even higher than this. dialectic is the unifying bond or capstone (as
is it called in the Republic) of mathematics. Dialectic by means of its own powers
both perfects the (one and] whole mathematical [¢pistémé] and sends it upward
towards Nous. showing that it truly is an epistémé and rendering it stable and
irrefutable.””

VCE In Parm.947.1-11.

* See A, Charles, "Sur e caractére intermediare des mathématiques dans la pensée de Proklos.”
Les Etudes Philosophigues, 22 (1967) pp.69-80: see pp.74-75.

** Morrow translates Unepfizimtat as hovers attentively over', presumably taking it to be unép ~
anigm. i.e. above - not to be sailing. ar to be stationary. It is rather Unép + arido. i.¢. above ~ to make
single. In this sense dialectic is right next to mathematics (rpogeyac). making it to be one from its station
above it. as Nous is set above diunoia.

M In Enel42.12-18: xat Afyopev. 511 kaBanrep 6 voig Urepidputar Tig Siavoiag kat xopnyel
a¢ apyag dvwbev auth kal teielel thy hiavoiay 4eS Eauvton, katd ta avta 5 Kat 1 SLEAEKTIKA.
Q1A0000LAS OUCH T0 KaBapGTatov uépog, RPOSEHE YTEPRTAGTAL TBV padnudtuy Kai REPLEYEL tiv Ghnv
autov aveAtiy.

** As | mentioned in chapter 11, Morrow translates holé mathématiké as "general mathematics.”
This is the unified projection of fogoi as mathematics. which as Proclus says in this passage. is the source of
the more multiple projection of the various disciplines of mathematics.

° In Eucl 44.1-14: @ik g npt—:tc Qv doipev, npum»:xnc; Hév €oTLV aLTOV guviEGUoC N Lia Kai
OAN poBNUGTIKY T8¢ GG thv Kad EXacTa EMOTUGY apx@ anAoyoTEPOV EV £QUTT TEPLEYOUCT KOl
™V TE KoLvoviav aviidv Kal v Swadopdv Ereoxeppevn kot 06 T aUtd év naoalg avadidgoxouca,
Kat G600 TAEiooLY URdpyel Kol 06a £AGTTOOLY. XOL £ taUTNV 4RO TV TOAADY 1| dvodog tolg katd
tporov pavBavousty. avetépm & €T tudtng N SLEAEKTIKA TAv paBnudtov Gv €in ouvdeauog, A xal
Bpuyyov auTdv. @ EOnv. Ev TOALTELQ tpogEipNKEY. QU Yap xal thv 6Any uabnuatikiv TEAELOL Kal €1
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Mathematics is in need of this capstone. because as a downward moving reason it moves
from determinate beginning points and proceeds downward into multiplicity. [t cannot
give itself its own unity. because it does not refer its beginning points back to their
ultimate unity. Dialectic, on the other hand. travels the backwards way by gathering the
diversity of logoi which dianoia employs and referring them back to the unity of Nous.
However, dialectic in turn is in need of a unifying bond or capstone. because
although its ultimate aim is to leave behind the divided logoi of dianoia. it still makes use
of them and cannot escape them. Sc as mathematics is unitied by dialectic. dialectic is

unified by Nous.

But holding the third place among these unifving bonds is Nous itself. which
comprehends all of the powers of dialectic in itself in a uniform manner. and
which brings together their variousness through simplicity. their partiality through
partless knowledge. and their multiplicity through unification. Nous folds
together the untoldings of the dialectical methods. binds together from above the
discursus of mathematical /logoi. and is the best end of the upward journey and the
activity of knowing.”’

Proclus thinks that the aim of dialectic is to raise the soul to a sort of knowing higher than
dialectic, which is the unity of .Vous. In this he agrees with Plotinus.

Dialectic and mathematics are both forms of dianovia. because they both make use
of the divided /ogoi which exist on the level of soul. As we have seen. Proclus thinks that
the ousiu of the soul is a fullness of logoi (pléromu tén logon) which are always
cognitively active. We are essentially cognitive activity. but we are not aware of this
activity of our ousia because we do not attend to it. as we do not attend to our heartbeat or

our breathing.”® Dianoia is that further activity by which we project forth these essential

VOUV QVATEUREL TAiG EQUTIC SUVAUESL. KOl ERLOTARIY OVIWG AMOQAiVEL KAl HOVIHOV KAl GVEREYKTOV
anepyaletat.

7 In Eucl 44.14-23: tpimv & av éxou w1y &v 101 GUvEapots O voiic avtdg o rdgag tag
SLaAEKTIKAS SuvapeLs £V EquTd HOvoELSdE MEPLEX MV KAl THY MOLKIALY autalv Sid Thg aniatnzog Kat
OV UEPIOUOV B1& TS BUEPOUE TVIICERE Kal 10 TARBOC Siud The Evacens CuVaTAV. autdg &1 olv
GUUTTUGGEL UEV TGS avEALZELS TV BradexTikav neBodav. auvdel 8€ avubev nacav tv dtéSodov tav
Habnuatikev Adywv, TEA0C § EGTL T0 dpLoTov THS Avaydyou OpEiag Kat THg 7VOaTIKTS EVEPYELQS.

% See C. Steel, "Breathing Thought: Proclus on the innate knowlede of the soul.” in The
perennial tradition of Neoplatonism, ed . Cleary (Leuven: Leuven University Press. 1997) pp.293-309.
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logoi and become conscious of them. The logoi which are our ousia, however. do not
themselves exist in the same manner as fully projected /ogoi. Our essence is not a
collection of philosophical arguments. Rather. our essence is like the one whole
mathematical science. which contains in undifferentiated form all of the particular
sciences. or it is like the unity of the premises. from which the conclusion may be drawn
out. So by projecting its own essential /ogoi. the soul transforms those logoi. [f the
Soul's projected logoi are unfoldings of its ousia. then the Soul knows even its own ousia
through the images which its activity calls into being. Further, if dianoia has two
ditferent motions. it stands to reason that the projected logoi which mathematics and
dialectic end with will differ from each other. even if both begin from the /ogoi which are
resident in the ousia of the soul. Things are in the manner in which they are known. so
ousiddeis logoi which are projected with an eve to Body will differ from the same
ousiodeis logoi projected with an eve to Vous.

This general theory of dianoia also shows us the status of the hypotheses which
Plato speaks about, according to Proclus. The hypotheses in question are the logoi which
the soul projects out of itself. Dialectic takes the logoi which it projects as stepping
stones to an unhypothetical grasp of Vous. Mathematics. on the other hand. takes the
hypotheses which dialectic projects. and lets them stand. travelling downward from them
as it they were fixed beginning points. Notice that Proclus understands this distinction in
an ontological manner. Moving upward to the unhypothetical is an attending to objects of
thought which are ontologically higher. namely the eidé in Nous. 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.

[t does not seem to present a problem for us that Proclus should characterise
upward moving dianoia as dialectic. Plato seems to describe dialectic as an upward

moving discursive reason, so this is familiar to us. But it is peculiar to think that



downward moving dianoia is mathematical reasoning, i.e. that all discursive reason
which makes use of assumed hypotheses is mathematics.

There seem to be two main reasons why Proclus thinks that the /ogoi which
downward moving reason projects are mathematical. one hermeneutical and one
systematic. However, with both of these reasons we must keep in mind that Procius calls
many more things by mathematical names than we ourselves would. Recall the long
passage on the circle which [ quoted in chapter 2" Although Proclus is clear about the
ontological station of mathematical circles. he is very free in his use of the name circle
when it comes to non-mathematical things which stand in the same series and are
theretore 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 Plato's mathematical construction of the Soul in
the Timaeus. 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 ot Proclus’ thought.

The tirst reason Proclus thinks that downward moving dianoia is mathematics is
the simple hermeneutic demand of interpreting the Republic passages. While [ myself
think that in the Republic Plato only cites mathematics as an example of dianoia. the text
is underdetermined. and it is possible to read it such that downward moving reason is
mathematical reason and that alone. [ think this is the reading that Proclus had. and so
when he cites the Republic passage in the Euclid commentary he naturally characterises
downward moving reason as mathematical.

The second. and more interesting. reason that Proclus holds this position is due to
the tact that in his ontological hierarchy mathematical entities are situated 'below' the

Soul's ousia. Proclus lists four types of number in the Timaeus commentary: divine
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of the order of ousia (ousiddés). psychic (psuchikos), and physical (phusikos).
By "the order of ousia" Proclus means here the number appropriate to Nous, and by
"psychic" he means the monads out of which the ousia of the Soul is composed. Note
that mathematical number is missing from this list. It lies between the Soul's ousia and
physical number. In speaking about the ousia of the Soul. Proclus tells us that the
monads in it are not mathematical. because mathematical monads are not of the order of
ousia (anvusioi), and they are not physical. because physical monads are in an underlying
matter.”' In other words. mathematical monads are in between the monads which are the
ousia of the Soul. and the monads which are in body.

This gives us a compelling explanation for why Proclus thinks downward moving
dianoiua is mathematics. A dianoia that moves downwards is a dianoia that projects the
Soul's essential /ogoi. and has as its end the further untolding of the hidden content of
these logoi. Dialectic as upward moving dianoia has as its end to see the soul's logoi as
images of the paradigms in Vous. and so lead the soul away from the multiplicity of its
own projection. in a reversion upon Vous. It is in this sense that dialectic seeks the
unhypothetical. Downward moving dianoia. on the other hand. has as its aim to draw out
the implicit content of the Soul's logoi 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. [n other words. downward moving dianoia does not regard the soul's
logoi as images of .Vous. but rather as paradigms of Body. i.e. as fixed points from which
it can consider the reality below the Soul.

The logoi which the Soul projects from its ousia 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 ousia and the extension

“® In Tim.11.161.25-32. For divine number in lamblichus, see Dominic J. O'Meara. Pythagoras
Revived (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989) pp.79-84.

' In Tim.11.164.19-28. Notice Proclus' fluid use of terms: ousiddss refers 1o Nowus in the first
places. and anousioi refers to the ousia of Soul, in the second place.
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and confusion of Body. [n other words. they are the proportions. numbers. and figures
which constitute mathematical being. As soon as the Soul departs from the consideration
of its ousiu. and in a downward moving dianoiu examines that which it produces, it
projects mathematical logoi as the paradigms through which it can contemplate body. It
is tor this reason that Proclus thinks downward moving diancia is mathematics.

There is an ambiguity here which we should consider. We can think of the
distinction between dialectic and mathematics in two ways. On the one hand. they both
make use of logoi which the Soul projects. In that sense they should have the same
ontological 'station’. and difter only in the fact that in the first case the Jogoi are being
considered as images of a higher reality, and in the second case they are being considered
as paradigms of a lower. From this perspective, the perception that we have that dialectic
and mathematics make use of different logoi, i.c. that metaphysics does not make use of
numbers and ratios. arises because the logoi are used as lenses. if vou will. to look at
different things. And so they themselves seem ditterent 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 will tend towards greater multiplicity.
So the projected logoi. while issuing from the same source. are hierarchically ordered in
terms of unity and multiplicity. [ think we have to understand Proclus' theory in both of
these senses. because [ 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
Timaeus commentary present mathematics as an image of either the ousia of the Soul or

realities even higher.””® So although mathematical /ogoi are paradigms of Body. they are

2 CE A. Lernould. "La dialectique comme science premiére chez Proclus.” Revue des sciences
philosophiques et théologiques. 71 {1987) pp.309-336: see p.318: "Mais il est important de souligner que
la perfection «formelle» de la science premiére est inséparable d'une supériorité «matérielle», c'est-a-dire
d'une superiorité selon l'objet. Les opérations que sont l'analyse. la division. et toutes les autres, sont plus
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also images of the intelligible, and so one can reason dialectically when considering
mathematical /ogoi, in the sense that the consideration of mathematical /ogoi can lead the
soul upward towards the unhypothetical nature of Vous. Conversely. one may make use
of the sorts of logoi 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 dianoia has two movements.
dialectic and a downward motion. and that an important teature of the downward motion

of diunoia is that it projects forth mathematical logoi when it considers the unfolding of

pures. le raisonnement est plus serré, en un mot. la puissance dialectique est moins divisée parce qu'elle est
appligude aux objets les moins divisés et parce que ['on remonte jusqu'a la Cause ultime de toutes choses...”
Lernould assimilates the epistemological hierarchy within the soul (nous, dialectic. mathematics. physics.
opinion. sensation) to the cyvcle of the procession of power (dunamis) which S. Gersh has explained in
KINHXIY AKINHTOZ (Leiden: E.J. Brill. 1973) pp.60-72. In this sense a sort of cognition reaches
perfection and overflows, establishing a lower level of cognition which is imperfect in power. So dialectic
establishes mathematics out of the perfection of power which is proper to it. Mathematics, in turn. reaches
its own (lower) pertection of power by reversion upon dialectic, in accepting from dialectic the starting
points of mathematics. This description is attractive. and has the virtue of showing forth in the
epistemotogical point of view the same ¢yclical motion of power which governs the ontological point of
view. However. it needs to be nuanced somewhat to see what is taking place in Proclus. While in one
sense the cyclical motion of remaining, procession, and return which is the ontological motion of power is
the same at all levels of reality between the One and matter. in another sense it is not. This uniform cycle is
itself also governed by the interaction of Limit (répag) and Unlimited (dnerpov). On a higher ontological
level. Limit has more influgnce than Unlimited, and the cyclical procession of 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 of the domination of Limit by Unlimited found in it. In a sense. the cvclical procession of power
only functions 'normally’ in the middle region: that is to say. for Vous and for Soul. A similar gradation
should appear from the epistemological viewpoint. Soul is the centre of the universe. in that in Soul neither
Limit nor Unlimited dominates. Hence. in the case of the partial soul, we find an ability to mount upwards
towards Nous. or sink downwards towards the multiplicity of sensation, Soul's own proper mode of
cognition. which is dianoia, manifests this duality of movement. [ts higher half. dialectic. allows the soul to
move towards .Vous. while its lower half. mathematics. is the beginning of the soul's motion towards body.
Thus Lernould's epistemological hierarchy should be modified: |, Nous: 2. dianoia (comprising: 2.a.
dialectic: and 2.b. mathematics); 3. physics/opinion; 4. sensation. Nous leads the soul upwards. while
physics.opinion and sensation lead it down, analogous to the domination of Limit or Unlimited in their
objects. Dianoia. 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 Nous, while its lower half takes the same
intermediate being and descends towards body. in this sense, dianoia as the soul's own proper mode of

knowing masifests the declension in power in the cycle from perfection, to imperfection. to lower perfection
of power.



cosmos beginning from the ousia of the soul. Proclus’ corpus in fact bears out this
characterisation of dianoia. He has works of dialectic. such as for example the
Parmenides commentary with its ending in the silence of the soul. And he also has
various arguments which unfold the implicit content of hypotheses which are assumed
trom other. dialectical. arguments. not all of which are mathematical.

Finally. [ am not sure if it is easy to separate out these two motions of dianvia in
quite the neat manner which Proclus claims in the Euclid commentary. That text is
motivated by a need to explain the Republic passage. and so will present us with two
neatly distinguished motions of thinking. But if we consider a work like the Efements of
Theology. it is difficult to say whether it is an upward or a downward moving example of
dianoia. While on the one hand the overall structure of the Efements is a deduction. the
sort of argument we find in the proofs is overwheimingly 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 work continues this process of drawing out the implications of the first proposition.
both to follow the unfolding of the cosmos from the One in a downward moving reason.
but also to establish the first proposition as unshakeable, and so lead the soul dialectically
up to a more firm grasp of its truth. In this sense [ think the Efements exhibits both
motions of dianoia, and shows that in our thinking both of these motions occur
simultaneously.

Be this as it may. Proclus understands mathematics as one half of the motion of
thinking which is dianoia. When dianoia as the Soul's energeia moves upwards in an
attempt to grasp the ousiu of the Soul itself. and beyond it the Forms in Nows. it is

dialectic. When dianoia as the Soul's energeia moves downwards towards body it is as



an image of the ousia of the Soul. i.e. as mathematics. and thus as the ordering principle
of bady.*”

We should note, as the final point in this section. that although mathematical /ogoi
are the proximate ordering principles ot 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 ousia which is also the
ordering principle of body, but there remains the investigation ot 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 the dialogue concerns
physics). nor to neglect mathematical /ogoi. in a wish to attend to sensation alone.
Rather. we must join the two. and always weave 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
from Nows. And in general. if the Pythagoreans placed the mathematical being in
the middle between the intelligible and the sensible. as more unfolded
(anelittomenén) than the intelligible. and more universal than the sensible. why
should we neglect mathematics and consider physical logoi alone? For how is the
sensible ordered. and according to what logoi is it set in order. and from which
logoi has it come forth. if not from mathematical logoi? At any rate,
mathematical fogoi are primarily in souls. having descended from .Vous. and then
descend from souls into bodies. So we must not remain with mathematical /ogoi.
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 ways. For physical /ogei do not admit of the precision and fixity of

" For another discussion of the place of mathematics in Proclus. see A. Charles. "Sur le caractére
intermédiare des mathématiques dans la pensée de Proklos.” Les Etudes Philosophiques. 22 {1967) pp.69-
80. Charles considers the relation between dianaia and phantasia to be the relation between remaining and
proceeding. in that it is in phantasia that the unified tigures hidden in dianoia emerge into distinction
(p.72). Ithink that this is not the case. Mathematics is a part of dianoia and the phantasia which is
emploved in geometrical reasoning is hence also a form of dianoia. In one sense all diunoia is the moment
of return. i.e. the energeia in the triad owsia. dunamis. energeia, because the energeia is the activity or
actuality of the soul's knowledge. in its grasp of itself. But in another sense. because the energeia is the
return only through the dunumis to the ousia of the soul, in this third moment (¢nergeia) the other two are
implicit. Thus all forms af dianeia involve all three moments: remaining, procession, and return. However.

in the stricter sense all dignoda. contrary to Charles’ characterisation of it as remaining, is the moment of
returm.



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 downward 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 /ogos. the
mathematical /ogos. and the other makes use of a lower projected /ogos. the physical
logos. But of course. the phusikoi logoi which are the actual /ogoi in bodies are not the
phusikoi logoi which Proclus is referring to here, because he is referring to logoi which
we as Souls are thinking. not logoi which are the indwelling organising principles of
sensible things.

In the rest of this chapter we will examine various aspects of Proclus’ philosophy
of mathematics. with regard to the place of mathematics between the Soul's ousiu and

Body.

IV.ii. Mathematics as an image of the structure of the Soul's ousia

The fundamental text for Proclus’ account of the internal structure of the Soul is

the passage from Plato's Timaeus where the Demiurge creates the Soul of the Cosmos:

™ In Tim11.23.9-33: Meta 8f thy wadnuatikiyv dvainyiy Ty prudtuy toutey /L TV OUGLKTV
o€l tpEneada Bewpiav. OUTE {dp 1015 pabnuaciv Eykatapévety MPOGRKEL TOV AOYOV QRAQIOVIRS
1OUoLKOg 7ap O Stddoyog) oUte apekelv tdv Adyuv éxeivuv 10 npdg aledngw pdvav Emintolveas, Giid
del guvAnTELY QUOGTEPA KUl GUUTAEKELV GEL T( GUGLKG TO15 padnpaTiKols, GOMEp KQl Qitd &
TpAyLate CUUTAEKETAL Kal 0TIV OpoYevh Kat adeida xata thy amo veb rpdodav. Kai yap GAwG £1
uganv Etattov ot [MubBaydpeiot thy pabnuatikiy ouclav 16v 1 vontav Kal v aicdntay. g
QVEALTTOUE VIV HEV THV vONTOV udAAov, kaBoAikwtépay 3¢ tov aledntdy otdav, ti xph tadte Rapeviug
ouoloroyiog wovng apovtiletv: rag yap Sraxexdeuntar 10 aichntcv { katd moioug SLaTétaxtal Adyous
1 &R0 Rolwv npoelr’lluee 107 Qv i and tav uaﬂnuumcu')v ovtet (oﬁv ol 5.6701. npn')tmg uév ELGLY EV
wuyais anod vou katafdavies. xeLta £v 1Ol SUHAGLY QRO TV yugwv. 8el 7 0UV UR UEVELY ERL 1OV
uanuaTikav, mcmsp TLVES TOLOUGT TOVTO 7ap Kai wsuésu ﬁo.,ac EUROIEL TOLS AXOUOUGLY. GG TV
OUCLK®V Gy nudtay Kai apiBuav pabnuatikay Gviwv. kai diieg Grotov: ovsE 7ap Embe ovial v
uabnudtwy 10 m\pLB& Kai EPTpELOUEVOV 0L AdYoL TS QUTEN. 7 ‘tpoc 0 undé toig an:oﬁemtmms Tuag
€necBul xavdotv. €v otg lpntat uf HETAYEPELY T& Gt GAAOU YEvOLS EMGTA Eig Ghho Yévos. UKoY
0V3E T duoKa Suvatov apLluntikog Gcwpelv. See also /n Tim.1.8.13-27.
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The components from which he made the soul and the way in which he made it
were as follows: In between the Being (ousius) 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 (ousias eidos). 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 sort [of Same and Other]
which s divided among bodies. And he took the three intermediates and mixed
them all together to make one thing (miun panta idean). forcing the Other, which
was hard to mix. into conformity with the Same.”” Now when he had mixed
these two together with Being, and from the three had made a single mixture. he
redivided the whole mixture into as many parts as his task required. each part
remaining a mixture of the Same. 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
another. twice as large. followed 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 fifth 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.*%

Plato continues his account by explaining how the Demiurge filled in the intervals
between the seven portions of the Soul with various ratios of the original terms. and
finally how the Demiurge 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

revolution. one as the movement of the Same and the other as the movement of the Other.

"** The Demiurge begins with six things: Being which is indivisible and Being which is divisible.
and likewise two sorts of Same and two of Other. He mixes the indivisible and the divisible Being in order
to produce a third sort of Being. intermediate between the original two. He does this as well with Same and
Other. 5o that he produces three new things. 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
imennediate Same and the intermediate Other,

" Tim.35a-c: up,ogevou ouvem:ncuro Ex TOVE T€ Kal Toldde tpdnw. Thg apsptmou xal aet
Katd 1aLtd Exouong ouciag Kal thg ab REPL 1a CUUATA YLYVOUEVIG LEPLOTHG TPiTov €5 duoolv Ev uéow
GUVEKEPUGQATO ouGiag e1580¢. T T8 1avTol evoeng [al népi] kai tig tol étépov. Kai Katd tavtd
GUVEGTNOEY EV HEGW TOU 1€ AUEPOUE QUTAV Kail TOU KAt 1@ dupata MEPLOTOL Kal Tpia Aafdv alta
OVIR GUVEKEPGOate £15 Liav avia Wséav. Ty Datépou oUoty SUauELKToV uoay E1¢ tavtov
cmvupudtrmv Big. ueryvig 8€ ueta g ouatag Kat €K tpuﬁv nomcduemg £v, raiiv GAov toLto poipag
daag TPOCTIKEY BLEVELREY. £XGotv 3 Ex tE taUtov Kal Batepov xai tiig ouma, UEUELYHEVV. np,(ero
oe OL(ILOEW ade. wiav ageidey 1 rp@Tov RO TAVIOS MOTpav. LETE OE tuumv umnpm duthagiav ravme.
thv & au tpitny Ariokiay uév g Sevtépas, punhasiav 3¢ T tpdg. TEMdpTV 3 TH Seutépag
SunAfiv. népnnv 8¢ tpumhilv The Toltng. thv § Extnv tig Apdg oxtaniadaiav. Efdouny &
£XTUKALELKOOLTAQGLAV THg RPOTIS.



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 directions.’®

Note that Being, Same and Other are three of the Greatest Kinds (megista gené)
listed in Plato's Sophist. the other two being Motion and Rest’® For Proclus. the
Greatest Kinds are the primary divisions of the Intelligible Forms in Vous. and it is in
looking to the intelligible patterns that the Demiurge creates the Soul and gives it order.
The source for this is the Timaeus. where Plato says that the Demiurge creates the world
after the pattern of the "living being" which "comprehends within itself all intelligible
living beings" (ta gar dé noéta z6ia panta ekeino en heautdi perilabon echei.’" or the
"complete living being" (10 panteles =6ion).’"" Proclus calls this model the autozéion. or
the 'living being itself'*"* The Demiurge orders the Soul and the cosmos according to the

Forms which it sees in the autozdion. and hence which it also possesses in its own

thought.

The Demiurge himself looks towards himself and towards that which precedes
him - for it was not permitted him that he should looks towards that which is after

" This is the motion of the Earth on its axis. i.¢. the plane of the equator.

“* The motion of the Other is the plane of the Zodiac, which has within itself the seven planets. all
of which seem to revolve around the earth at varying speeds. The varving speeds and directions of the
rotation of the planets is likely Flato's attempt to account for the observed phenomena of planetary motion.
See Cornford's excellent explanation of the technical details of this passage in his Plaro’s Cosmolugy
{Indianapolis: Hackett. 1997 [Routledge. 1935]) pp.72-93.

W Suph.254¢-255¢.

0 Tim. 30c.

' Tim 31b.

"% The structure of Nous in Proclus is the following. Nous 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 autol@ov is identified with the third triad in the intelligible order. The
intellectual order is subdivided into seven levels. 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 Nous arders the
lower creation according to the Farms which are its moment as object of thought. For the place of the
auntozoion see In Tim.1.419.16; for the place of the Demiurge see /n Tim.[.310.3ff. A good summary of the
levels of Nous is given in H. Lewy, Chaldaean Oracles and Theurgy, Mysticism, Magic and Platonism in
the Later Roman Empire (Cairo, 1936 [New edition with a contribution by P. Hadot. "Bilan et perspectives
sur les Oracles Chaldaiques et une bibliographie de H. Lewy.” (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes. 1978)])
pp.483-484.
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him - and in looking towards these things the Demiurge brings forth all things and
makes the Universe (fo pan) as a whole to be an image of the intelligible whole.’"’

There is a declension in content in the move from the autozdion to the thought of the
Demiurge. in the same manner as there is a declension in the move from Nous to Soul.
The same Forms exist in the aufozdion 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 (pantotés) is different from the
intellectual *™

The same holds for the ditference 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 autozdion. 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 Soul.’ '* which is between that which is
"indivisible and always changeless" (Vous) and that "that is divisible and comes to be in
bodies" (the forms divided among bodies).*'® Thus. although Being. Same and Other as

the Platonic Greatest Kinds or genera exist in their primary manner in the intelligible

o Tim 1 431.31-432.4: aOtov e tov Snuioupydy eig Sautdy T8 Gpdv Kal td xpd £aytot-tpds
Yap TG HET aUTOV autd BEULS QUK RV GROPAERELV-KOL OPAVIQ MPOS EXELVE RAVI NAPAYELY KAt 10 TAv
S AV ELKOVE TOLELY TOU VOTITOU TUVIOC”

i Tim.[432.16-18: ravt odv £0TL Kai €v 1@ SnuLoupyd Goanep €v 1@ tapadeiyuar, xai
PO EXKELVO TALGY TOV KGGUOY KOl NPOg EQutov MoLel. navidmg 8¢ dAkn uévy fi vont. dAin 8¢ n voepa
The situation is complex. Not only does the autozdion comprehend the intelligibie Forms. it also
comprehends all of the intellectual orders. of which the Demiurge is a member. [t contains them in a
different manner: the one being contained as parts of a whole. the other as the effect is comprehended in the
cause (/n Tim.1.432.25-27). Thus the Demiurge contains in its own intellectual manner the intelligible
content of the autozdion because it iself is comprehended in the aqutozdion causally. This is a good
illustration of why the same content exists in the lower orders as in the higher, according to Proclus. Itis
not that the lower is able to comprehend the higher. but that it itself is comprehended by the higher. thus all
that the lower contains pre-exists in the higher principle.

"'* See J. Trouillard. L'Un et I'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1972) pp.50-67.

*1° There are actually four levels: Nous. Soul, Forms divided among bodies but which are distinct
from the bodies which they inform. and bodies themselves. See /n Tim.[1.151.13-152.2.



autozéion, they exist in a different manner as well in the intellectual Demiurge, in Soul.
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 level varies in terms of their unity and
multiplicity.

What would be surprising if the Whole Soul.’'” which possesses in itself in a

manner appropriate to it whatever the Divine .Nous 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 whole? For the Soul comprehends the
invisible Cosmos before the visible. sensible Cosmas.’™®

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 turther
distinctions. However, although the Soul is divided into a number of parts. each part is
considered by Proclus to remain a compound of Being. Same and Other.’'® The further
divisions of the Soul are as follows.™ The primary distinction. as with all spiritual
entities. is into the triad of ousia. dunamis. energeia (being. power. activity). Ousia itself
is subdivided into hyparxis. harmonia. eidos schéma'idea® (existence. harmony.
form).*** Finally. Proclus reminds us that the Avparxis itself. as with all other parts of the

soul. is divided into Being (ousia). Same and Other.’® At this point it is apparent why

" The Soul of the Cosmos.

8 Tim.11.231.29-232.3: ti Baupactov thy GAny wuyiv ndvia € xoucay oikeing Equti dca
Snuiovpyixds 0 Belog voug. Kal T@v IEAEVTaioY toL KGAUow Kai Tig olov bRoGTGaNNS Thy GAav
TPOELANYE VAL THY aitiav: mpd Ydp ToU ¢aivopévou Kkal aiodntol 10v aoavi KOoRaV R Wuyn TEPLELEL.

2 In Tim.142.30fF.

" Soul is the most complex of the Praciine principles. and hence the divisions of the Soul of the
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 Timaeus.

! Proclus sometimes uses the term eiSoc for this part of the soul. sometimes oyfua. and
sometimes 10€a. For eidos see In Tim.11.126.2; for schéma see 11.316.3: for idea see 1[.127.2 and 9.

'3 For this division see /n Tim.11.125.10fF. The divisions of the Soul in Procius correspond to the
following passages of the Timaeus: 35al-35b2 (ovoia): 33b2-36b6 (appovia): 36b6-36¢5
(oyfua €1805/18€a): 36¢5-35d7 (Suvaurg): 36d8-37¢5 (Evépyera).

3 In Tim 11.157.30fF. Note that ousia is a part of ousia. This is not inconsistent. One ousra is
‘Being’ in the sense of the 'essence’ of the Soul. as distinguished from its power or activity. The other ousia
is ‘Being’ in the sense of the intermediate sort 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 cusia is in the part of the
soul which is its ousia. Note that at /n Tim.[1.126.23f Proclus does net contradict this. He says at this
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Motion and Rest. the final two Greatest Kinds from Plato's Sophist. are not mentioned in
the initial constitution of the Soul. This initial account deals with its ousia. as opposed to
its dunamis and energeia. and it is in the energeia that Motion and Rest are found.”*
These divisions should not be considered absolute. because the parts 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. Same and Other which are intermediate:

What is the characteristic of each of the middle genera? Perhaps that as ousia is
made of Limit and Unlimited. whenever Limit dominates the Unlimited. it
produces the indivisible ousia: whenever the Unlimited dominates. it produces the
divisible ousia: and whenever they are equal. it produces the middle ousia.**®

The middle torms of Same. Other. Rest. and Motion are produced when Same dominates
Other. Other dominates Same. or there is equality. producing the indivisible. divisible and
middle sorts of 'Same-Other respectively. Likwise Rest dominates Motion. or vice versa.

or there is equality. producing indivisible. divisible and middle 'Rest-Motion." These

point that the ousia of the Soul is triple. because it is constituted by Being, Same and Other. and that
hvparxis is defined most strongly by Being, harmonia by Same. and e¢idos by Other. This might at first
seem to s¢t up these three triads as parallel, such that Avparxis does not contain in itself Being. Same and
Other. However, the use of the word péilov is important, signifving that in hvparxis Being predominates.
¢ven though Same and Other are present, and likewise for Aarmonia and eidos. the one having Same
dominate and the last having Other dominate. So Being, Same and Other are present in all parts, but in
varving degrees.

0 Tim.11.137.8. Motion and Rest are also sometimes ranked above Same and Other, but they
are more strongly identified with its energeia. See /n Tim.11.137 8ff. See also the discussion in J.
Trouillard. L'Un et {"dme selon Pruclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1972) p.63-67. Trouillard quotes the passage
from the fn Tim. which [ cite. but leaves out two lines which stress the location of Motion and Rest in the
energeia of the soul. He does praduce other instances of the primacy of Motion and Rest. However, the
passage in question is obscure. and there is disagreement between Trouillard and Festugiére on how to
render [1.21-23. 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 argument. [ refrain from further comment on
this passage.

3% See £/ Th.prop.139. and Dodds note on props.89-92. pp.246-248. This pair of concepts is
derived from Plaig's Phifebus 27¢c. There we find the Unlimited and the Limit, and the being which has
come to be by the mixture of Unlimited and Limit.

9 i Tim 11.137.23-27: 1i 1) oUv apaKTNpLOTIKGY EGTLY EKGOTOU TAV UEGWV TEVEV: 1)
gneldinep 1 ovola €x rEpatog kat aneipov. GTav uév kpati 10 répag Batépou. rotel v auépLoTov
ovgiav, 6tav 8¢ 10 dretpov. TolEl Ty peprativ. Grav & €51ealn. v uony.



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 megista gené.’’

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 the second term. This doctrine of mean terms allows Proclus to structure his
universe in a hierarchy of levels in which an ever increasing multiplicity is found. Hence
Soul is intermediate between Nous and Body because in Soul Limit and Unlimited are in
balance. and this balance is an intermediate term between the domination of Limit and the
domination of the Unlimited. Soul is a balance of Limit and Unlimited. and is both at the
same time. i.e. it is a limited plurality. [tis a plurality because ot its unlimited element,

but this plurality is not infinite because of the element of limit within it.

For every hvparxis. every dunamis and energeia derives from Limit and
Unlimited. and is either of the form of Limit (peratoeidés) or of Unlimited
(apeiroeidés). 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 friend to
the Unlimited. and to Other and Motion. Souls are said to manifest at the same
time both multiplicity and unification. and both that which is at Rest and that
which is in Motion. And indeed. in the intellectual realm there is one ousia for
cach nous. while the ousia which is in the soul is both one and not one for each
soul. For their are as many ousiai in all of the soul [i.e. 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 (monadas), 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 infinity. 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
own proper form (eidos) is one and partless, but with respect to what is like its
matter (hulén) 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 division.*

" See In Tim.11.137.28-138.7.

¥ In Tim.11.138.6-26: kai yap {mapS; néoa kai Suvag kai evépyeta €5 auooiv xai i
repatoeLdng i anelpoerdig i obBEv pakiov toutay Batepov. 510 10 uEV voEPOV TGV REpag elval
AéyeseL Kat obto Tadtov, 6g el kal Eotiy Etepdtng &v avtd (nreiolat. kai obtug Eotég. dote £i kat
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Hence the balance of Limit and Unlimited in the Soul is such that the Soul is neither one
like Nous. nor divided into infinity like body. but is rather divided into a tinite number of
parts. which 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 of Nous into the
five greatest kinds. Vous is Being and Being is Vous. But if Nous thinks. there must be
Otherness and Sameness. [f 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 Quality.”*® Plotinus orders the list of the megisia gené from
the Sophist 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 diversity ot all the spiritual orders. This is a conception whose closest modern
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 unity
and multiplicity. This not only allows the distinction between orders (One. Nous. 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. [t 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 vary the other factors.
interior to this order. one would have its degrees.”*°

tag 8¢ wu;(c'x, xai 10 Tiifog 0ol GUVEKGALVELY Kat n']\. £vaoly Kat 10 émi)., Xai 16 mvof;pevov Kat
Yap 1 HEv ovoia f kel pia kad Exactov vouv. N B& Ev ) o pia xai oV uia kab éxaotnv: moAkai
chp at ovoial katd radcav yughv xai tocavtat. joat ai poipat. eig «Go» exaotniv] Smpmm mo‘nsp
oLUa TV HEPLGTOV OV Elg Gm-:Lpa ampntm Tav \yu,(mv Smpnpsvmv 515 m:nepacmeva Kai oUtwe. ©g 0
cxpxeuog €13 uovadac, 68ev xat upleuov aumv wves RElouv Kaaelv, m, uepmmv usv £l auepn o€ xal
OUK ELS A€l Slmpetu d10 xai to apsplmov aumf ditdv. xat mm 10 olov GAOV Kl KQTd 1@ eoxutu
@V PEPGV. ENEL KO EKadTog aplBudg xatd 10 oikelov €180¢ €1 EOTL KAt QUEPTC, Katd S v olov
VANV UEPLOTOS. Kal 0UdE talv rdcav. GAAG 10 £0(QTOV xai £v taitn auepés. £15 4 kal f xatdaniig.

* Enn V.1.4.26-44.

% J, Trouillard, "Convergence des définitions de I'ime chez Proclus.” Revue des sciences
philosophiques et theologiques, 45 (1961) pp.3-20: p.7.
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Trouillard points us to the Timaeus commentary. The Soul is made up of intermediate
Being. Same. and Other. as we have seen. The variation in these constituents produces
different sorts of souls. Proclus tells us that when Being dominates. a divine soul is
produced: when Same dominates. a daimonic soul; and when Other dominates. a partial
soul (meriké psuché). The various constituents dominate by means of their various ratios
(logoi).”®" We should not be surprised that Proclus thinks that reality unfolds from the
One according to what 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
many in attempt to grasp the One. The self-constitution of Nous is a motion of thinking
which has as its aim to give expression to its contact with the ineffable and inexhaustible
source which the One is. So there is no question in Proclus of having to explain why 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 which governs the entire hierarchy. We should also remember that the
account which Proclus gives is an account from the perspective of Soul. but because Soul
is a self-refated motion of thinking. the categories which it knows and with which it gives
an account of the unfolding of all things from the One. are images of the highest
categories in Nous.

332

Returning to the passage from the Timaeus 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 analogy 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 e¢iddos. In other words. the number 10 is

3f' See /n Tim.111.254.2-10.
B2 10 Tim 11.138.6-26.
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not identical to the sum of ten units. with regard to its eidos. The reason for this is most
likely that the number 10 is considered to have a particular Form which is not identical
with any particular way dividing 10. Saying that 10 is the same as ten units is only one
way 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 example 3+3+3+1. Once you have taken the Form of 10 and divided it into 2. 3 and
3. vou cannot subsequently make 3 three times with 1 left over, unless vou undo the
original division. Thus 10 is distinct from any particular way in which it may be divided.
and has a single eidos which is the ontological expression of this identity betore 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 ¢idos 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.’” [n 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
Jfound their diversity. This means that the species is a diminshment of the content of the
genus. But any diminishment must be a diminishment of a prior. more unified reality
which 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+3+3 is one manner

* The classic statement of this principle is £/ Th.prop.1. However. its full metaphysical
implications only come out in the comprehension of any lower principle in its cause. See C. Steel,
""VU'mupSrs chez Proclus.” in Hyparxis e Hvposiasis nel Neoplaronismo fatti del | colloquio internazionale
def centro di ricerca sul neoplatonismo, universitd degli studi di catania. -3 ottobre 1992) ed. F. Romano
¢ D.P. Taormina (Firenze: Leo S. Olschki, [994) pp.79-100. and J. Trouillard. "Lintelligibitité
Proclusienne". in La philosophie et ses problémes, recueil d'études de doctrine et d'histoire offert a
Monseigneur R. Jolivet (Paris; Emmanuel Vinte, 1960) pp.83-97.
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in which the ¢idos 10 may be divided, but this division does not exhaust 10. And one
may not make of 10 or of the Form 'dog’ a set of all 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 peint of view is that it
would 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 II.

Hence the Soul, like a number. is an indivisible whole. like the number 10 is an
indivisible eidos. Yet like the number 10. which may be divided in many ways. and in
that sense is in fact the set ot all its possible divisions because it is their foundation, while
being at the same time ditterent from the set of all its possible divisions. the Soul is also
divided into a limited number of parts, which themselves do not admit of turther division.
So in the 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 diviston 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 divisible 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 which 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 Timaeus commentary. especially with regard to the
various portions of the 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 Nous of the whole Cosmos and the whole ousia which becomes
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in bodies.*** and not just between some particular nous 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 ousiu of the Soul of the Cosmos is more
unified {(henikireron) 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 ts not equal to every Limit: some are more universal (holikéterén), while
others are more partial. and every Unlimited is not equal to every Unlimited. This
is because every dunamis is not equal to every dunamis. such that every ousia is
not equal to every ousia, but some are universal (holiké) and some partial. That
which belongs to the ousiu (f0 ousiddes) of the Soul of the Whole [i.e. the Cosmic
Soul] is more universal than the ousiua 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 Unlimiteds in souls.™®

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
trom this is that in some manner the vusia of the Soul of the Cosmos participates in the
intelligible world 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 ousia 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 Ayparxis. harmonia,

' Note that there is a level of forms which are divided among bodies between Soul and Body
itself.

P I Tim 114113,
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eidos schémaidea. This harmony is necessary for the Soul. so that its parts be parts 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 sunraxis. 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 frém it. and if there were no such coordination. it
would not be the case that the multiplicity in question proceeded from one same

principle.

After the Soul as a whole (rén holotéta 1és psuchés). its numerical divisions (hai
diairesieis awti...hai kat' arithmous) and the bonds of its divisions according to
harmonic /ogoi are taken up. Because the Soul is both one and a multiplicity.
whole and parts. both uniform (monoeidés) and multiform (polueidés). it is no
doubt necessary that after its unitied huparxis [Plato] examines the procession
trom 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 (asuntakton...pros heauton kai aoriston). The parts of
the Soul manitest the multiplicity which is in it, by bringing in a division of its
one ousiu. while the powers of its harmonic /ogei which hold it together (fai de
Sunaggigoi ton harmonikén fogon dunameis) manifest the bonds which are in its
ousia,™

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 of the

numbers proceed.

For the 'one"® portion which God produced must remain one and undivided. and
the whole multiplicity of parts which begin from it as their principle must refuse
an infinity of divisions. Thus the ousia of the Soul is one and not one. having
been established according to numerical limits which are definite and stable, so

Y7 n Tim.11.163.25-164.3: peta 7ap TV okamta g Yoy g al 1€ Btmpéoeu autm
rmpa/\uubuvovtm al Kat aplepom xat al guvieaeig oV Bmpnpsvmv Katd toug uppovmou. Adyoug
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avayxn inou METG Ty nvmuevnv vRapELy v rrenlneuopsvr\v auTiig ano tav aitiov npoo&)\r Bewpelv.
rav 8¢ nifiBog tov evog E-,lO‘TﬂuEVOV detzan mc apuoviag. €1 HEALOL Ui doUvtaxtov elval Tpdg EQuto
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** i e. the first portion, which is similar to the unit.
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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.’

The first portion of the soul is like the monad. in that it is the 'root’ (rhizan) from which
springs the multiplicity of the parts 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 which 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
ousiu (anousioi)). nor will they be physical (for physical monads are in an
underlying matter (en hupokeimenois)), but each will be an ousic and be in itself
without a body («sémaros). being composed out of the middle genera.”*® Because
ot 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 parts.*!

The Soul is a number which is intermediate between intelligible and sensible numbers,
Just before the passage quoted above. Proclus lists four sorts of number. as well as four
sorts ot‘ha.rmon_v.3 * The sorts of number are divine (theios). of the order of ousia
(ousiddés). psychic (psuchikos) and physical (phusikos): which are uniform (henoeidés).
unmoving (akinétos). self-moving (autokinétos) and moved from without (heterokinétos),
respectively. ™ The harmonies which bring coordination. or sunfaxis to the multiplicity

proceeding from the monad of each sort of number are divine (theios). that in the real

9 In Tim.11.164.12-19: fv vap UETTNOE wiav poipav o Bedc. piav Bet péverv adiaipetov. xai
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i e. the middle Being. Same and Other.
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2 In Tim.11.161.25-32

**> Note here that Proclus says mathematical monads are anousioi. He is not referring to the
ousiadés arithmos of NVous. but to the ousia of the Soul. So the number of the Soul's ousia is the psuchikos
arithmos.
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beings (en tois ontds ousi). that in souls (en tais psuchais), and the harmony in that which
is harmonised from without (en tois hérmosmenois hup' allén). 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. [t 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 ousia and number instantiated in bodies. hence Proclus denies that
the monads in the Soul's ousia are mathematical. Mathematics is a projection of the logoi
in the Soul's ousia. so strictly speaking it is the Soul's energeia.

The portions into which the Soul is divided are drawn directly from the Timaeus.

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 and 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
sixth iight 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 1. the series of portions may be
expressed arithmetically as 1. 2. 3.4, 9. 8 and 27.**" This series is in effect two series. 1.
2. 4.8 and 1. 3. 9. 27 in which each term is cither double its predecessor. in the first
series. or riple its predecessor. in the second series. The proportion which holds between
the terms of this series is called the 'geometrical’ proportion. i.e. it is a proportion
(analogia) 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. [n modern notation the geometrical

proportion between a series of numbers A. B. C is the following: A:B::B:C. Because in
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 For an excellent discussion of the entire account of the portions of the Soul. see Cornford.
Plato’s Cosmology (Indianapolis: Hackett. 1997 [Routledge, 1935]) pp.66-72.
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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 4. Likewise.
3istriple 1. 9 is teiple 3. and 27 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
two mean terms. One "exceeding the first extreme by the same fraction of the extremes
by which it was exceeded by the second"**® and the second mean "exceeding the first
extreme by a number equal to that by which it was exceeded by the second."**” These
two 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
of the second term. An example is the series 3. 4. 6. 4 exceeds 3 by 1. which is 1/3 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 is the series 1. 2. 3. 2 exceeds | by 1. and is exceeded by 3 by e

These harmonic and arithmetical proportions 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. 4/3.3/2.2.8/3,3,4.16/3.6,8and 1. 3.9, 27 becomes 1, 3/2. 2. 3.9/2. 6. 9.
2772, 18. 27. The intervals between the members of these series. as Plato remarks. are

3/2.4/3 and 9/8.>* On the musical scale. these correspond to a fifth (3/2). a fourth (4/3)

M Tim.36a; Ty uEv taltd WEPEL v GKPOV aVTOV UTEPEXQUARY KAl UREPEQUEVTIV.

' Tim.36a: thy 8¢ Tow pév xat apLOpdv Lrepéxoucav. iow 5& LTEPELOUEVTV.

¥ See fn Tim.11.18.21-20.9.

“® An interval 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 4/3 and 3/2 is 9/8. because 4/3 multiplied by 9/8
equals 32, Thought of in other terms. if the base note is taken as the unit (1), between the fourth (4/3) and
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or a tone (9/8). 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] 4/3 [tone] 3/2 [fourth] 2
[fourth] 8/3 [tone] 3 [fourth] 4 [fourth] 16/3 [tone] 6 [fourth] 8: and I [fifth} 3/2 [fourth]
2 [fifth] 3 [fifth] 9/2 [fourth] 6 [fifth] 9 [fifth] 27/2 [fourth] 18 {fifth] 27. When the two
series are combined we arrive at the following series: 1, 4/3,3/2. 2. 8/3.3.4.9/2, 16/3. 6.
8.9.27/2 18. 27: the intervals of which are: | [fourth] 4/3 {tone] 3/2 [fourth] 2 [fourth]
8/3 [tone] 3 [fourth] 4 [tone] 9/2 [?1**° 16/3 [tone] 6 [fourth] 8 [tone] 9 [fifth] 27/2
[fourth] 18 [fifth] 27.

Next the intervals of a fourth are filled in with the interval 9/8. i.e. with tones. and
with the remainder 256/243. i.e. a semitone. Cornford works this out for the intervals
between 1. 4/3. 32 and 2. which results in the series 1. 9/8. 81/64. 4/3. 3/2. 27/16.
243/128. 2: whose intervals are 1 [tone] 9/8 [tone] 81/64 [semitone] 4/3 [tone] 3/2 [tone]
27/16 [tone] 243/128 {semitone] 2. As Cornford remarks. "the upshot is that Plato 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 Soui
separated by the Demiurge.

The proportions are such as to bind the Soul together and unifv 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 (geémetrikés analogias) binds
together what has been separated in a manner appropriate to the ousia (ousiodos).

the fifth (3-2) there is an interval of a tone (9/8).

38 .. . . .. . - -

*** This interval is two tones, but since the remaining intervals are to be filled in. it does not matter
that it is neither a fourth. fifth or tone.

**! Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1997 [Routledge. 1935]) p.72. Proclus’
very difficult explanation of this whole passage is to be found at /n Tim.11.174.15-193.7.
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and so does the harmonic mean (mesotés) according to the Same, and the
. . . 152
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 (periechontai) by ousia and the harmoniu belonging to the ousia."** The
more partial intervals (i.e. the tones and semitones) which fill in the terms already
established by the geometrical, harmonic and arithmetical proportions. are for Proclus
more partial bonds. because they do not share the universal character of the initial three
proportions. He calls the more partial intervals /logoi. as apposed to analogiai. 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 ousia of the soul there are more universal and more partial logoi. which serve
as images of various aspects of the higher world. and paradigms for various aspects of the
lower.”™

Analogiai. proportions. unify that which is divided. according to Proclus. 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. [n modern terms, for 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 tor
example the series increases by a factor of two: or triple its prior and one third its

subsequent if it increases by a factor of three. This constancy in relation allows Proclus

2 In Tim.11.209.32-210.2: Srakexpipévag oucrwdi pév ¢ elg Adyog cuvEEl THg YELUETPIKTC
avaroyiag. katd 8& tO TquTov f APLOVIKT HEGOTS. Katd &€ 10 Etepov N aplunTixy).

¥ In Tim.11.210.4-5: rdoa i ToutdTNG KAl RAGA i £TEPOTIE VRO thHe oUAiag Kal THs Kat althv
apuoviag evoetddg neprégovrat.

* In Tim 11.210.6-211.10.
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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 unity their terms are taken as symbolic expressions of how the ditferent parts

of the soul. which are composed of Being. Same and Other. are bound and unified.

Now every bond is a sort of unitication (hendsis) So if the means (me.mréms)3 3
are bonds. and the bonds are unifications of what they bind. then what follows is
clear. These means extend through the entire ousia, 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
ousia in the Soul. For the ousia is one fogos which traverses through all of the
Soul. and holds together the first. middle and last parts. just as in the geometricai
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.
providing 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
parts. just as is the case with the Same. The arithmetical mean binds the Other of
all sorts which belong to the procession (proodos) of the Soul. and exist less in the
superior members of an order. and more in the smaller 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 (antipeponthésin hautui pros allélus). just as are Same and Other. And
just as ousia is the monad of Same and Other. S0 the geometrical mean is the
monad of the harmonic and arithmetical means.’

The ousia of the Soul is taken as that which is identical all throughout the soul.”®” The

manner in which the ousia of the soul is unified is the same manner in which the terms of

% “Mean" here is equivalent to proportion. as the sort of relation which the middle term has to the
extremes, be it geometrical, harmonic or arithmetical.

¢ In Tim.11.199.02-22: rd¢ 8¢ Seoudg Evmais tig €otiv. €1 obv ai uesdtres Seauol kai o
deouol Eviioers Tov Sedepévav eial. Siitov 1o cuupaivov. avtal 8 olv d1a rdong Stikoua kai piav
cmmv oknv £K ToAA@v anepyui;ov-tm cmv&snmv TV ROLKIAWY £180Hv A mxoucm Suvauv. rpww o8¢
OUGHY QUTHV N pev {EmpETleT\ 10 OUOLOBES Mav CuvBEt tav qmyuv xai yap r1 oucia Adyos lg Etm.v
318 maviov 0OLTAV KAl CUVEWY TP@TE T Kol uéoa Kol Teievtaia, kabdnep £XL THS TEWRETPLKAS 15
Kat 0 aLTOS AGY0S BLd Thv TpLav Spuv inket tedéws, 1t 8€ apuovikh thy tautda rRacay my
SiNpnUEVAV CUVELEL T@V YuytVv, TOLg AKpats RAPEXOREVT Kotvsviav AdYev Kal duodun ouleviiv, xal
€v ugv toig ()kucmtépou OpupEVT deov Ev 3€ LIS pEptK(ﬂtépOl». ﬁr‘rov g f\ tuutémg n 8
ap1Buntikn tiv Etepotnta ouvdel Tv raviolav the Kpaddou Tig wuyig. fxail £v uEv T01g UELLOOL XUTd
v 1y ATtov Evouoa. Ev 3 tou; £Adttoot puMov KPQTEL Yap W ETEPOTNG s\.r tolg uspmmrspmc we N
TAUTOTNG EV tol, o}.mmn-:pm, Kat ncpeutom xai e,(oumv avtmenovencw adtm npoc QAAnAas O T
taurom; K(Il ETEPOTIK. Kal mg toutav i oUola povdg. oliteg EXEivay N YEOUETPLKT HEGATG.

°* Notice that ousia is being used to mean both the ousia as opposed to the dunamis and energeia,

and ousia as the intermediate sort of being in the Soul. as opposed to the intermediate sort of Same and
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the geometrical proportion are unified. Therefore the geometrical proportion. in which
the same ratio is held between all members, describes symbolically the relation which
holds between the various ousiai of the Soul's single ousia. The subdivision of the
geometrical proportion by the harmonic and arithmetic proportions represents
svmbolically the portions of Same and Other which are with the ousiai in the Soul's single
ousia. The manner in which the terms in the harmonic proportion are unitied is the same
manner in which the various divided portions of Same are 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 ditferent
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 even though they 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.
where what Proclus seems to be saving is that in a harmonic proportion the interval
between the middle term and the superior term is a greater interval. and conversely the
interval between 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 interval ***

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 unified they must
remain Other. The arithmetical proporticn 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 interval which is a greater fraction of that number.

Other. .
% In Tim.199.32.



For example. in the arithmetical proportion 4. 5. 6. the interval between every number
and its subsequent is an intveral of 1. But | is 1/4 of 4 while being 1/6 of 6. Hence the
larger is assigned the smaller and vice versa. and this proportion is appropriate to
Otherness.*”

Thus the soul's vusia. according to Proclus. has a strong kinship with number. It
is a limited multiplicity because it is composed out of intermediate vusia, 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 tounded in the monad. or unit.
Further. this limited multiplicity is bound together by proportion {unalogia). which is best

described through the image of it which is mathematical proportion.

[V.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 tis esti z6¢ kai logos heis phoiton dia panton).

according to which Nature and the Demiurge set the whole of things in order. This Life is

189

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 ({fogoi). which are in
the soul and make it a fullness of Jogoi (Rdywv rAfipwpa). This is a term we have seen before, but here it
takes 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 genera and
species within the Cosmos, according to their divisibility. So the ratios which are indivisible. and divisible
in one. two or three manners represent the limiting Form of al! things, line, plane and three dimensional
body. Most peculiar in this context are the 'superparticular’ (epimorion) and the ‘superpartient’ {epinreréi).
which are (1-1x) and (1+2/x. t+3/x, etc.) respectivelv. 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, namely Man. The superparticular
is an appropriate mathematical representation of the /ogos of this sort of participation. because (1+1/x)
represents a whole (1 = the genus) and one part of the whole. [t could be thought of as {(x'x+1/x). Thus we
have a representation of participation in the undivided genus itself, and in one ot the species which it
contains. However, some things. Proclus tells us. participate in the genus 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, participating 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 /ogos of this sort of
participation may be represented by the superpartient. because in a ratio such as {1+2/x) or (1+3/x) what we
find is a whole and two or more parts of that whole. corresponding to the undivided genus, and two or more
species comprehended by that genus. See /n Tim.11.202.3-30.
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a bond (desmos) created by universal Nature, the single Soul. and the single Nous.
Proclus tells us that desmos 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 sort of desmos. 1t is the
bond spoken of by the Theologians (Orphics) as the "golden chain” or "series” (cArusé
.\'eiru).3 o
As we saw 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 analogia here. There isa
single Life which is the analogia of all things. Or to put it another way. the power of the
tirst cause runs through all levels by their imitation of it. and by their imitation there
comes into being a chain. or series (seira). of causation which links the lower to the
higher through similarity. [n this manner the Forms in Nous are the cause of their
imitation by Soul: Soul's internal structure is imaged in pure mathematics. which in turn
gives rise to its own images in the elements of body.*®' All things are bound together by
proportion, and primarily by geometrical proportion.”® 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 Nous. mathematics is an image of the order of the Soul's ousia. and

body is an image of mathematics.’*

For proportion (analogia). as we have said. imitates the divine unification {tén
theian hendsin). and is a demiurgic bond (desmos esti démiourgikos). But the
proportion in mathematical objects has precision and is graspable by reason
(epistémonikon); for its logoi are immaterial. This is not true of the proportion in
physical objects. However, the proportion which is in the heavenly bodies

 In Tim.11.24.1-27.

*! For the principle of analogy in lamblichus. see Dominic J. O'Meara. Pyvthagoras Revived
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, [989) pp.50. 69 in Syrianus see ibid. 132ff. And see A. Charles. "Sur le
caractére intermédiare des mathématiques dans la pensée de Proklos.” Les Etudes Philosophiques. 22
{1967) pp.69-80: see p.73.

2 Proclus thinks that the geometrical mean is most truly a mean. and that the others are derivative
ofit. See /n Tim.11.20.23ff.

3 In Tim.11.39.18-19: xai yap t@ OUGLKG TRV LaBTUATHV EIKOVES €161,



participates in a certain precision. The proportion in sublunar bodies less so,
because it is in matter (en huléi strephomené). So here once again appears the
ordering of the elements (hé tuxis...ton stoicheion). 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 (dic meson).>®

[t 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 surely about the physical by means of mathematics as its cause. because
of the precision and epistémonikon character of mathematical reality.

Certain passages suggest that the manner in which mathematical entities are the
causes of physical things is like an untolding or unrolling. similar to the Soul's unrolling
of its own essence by the projection of its Jogoi.

And so. as Plato himself says. the physical proportion exists in numbers. volumes
and powers (dunamesin). Physical numbers are the Forms which are in matter (ra
eidé tu enula). and are divided according to their underlying matter
(hupokeimenon). volumes are the displacements and intervals which come from
matter; powers are the <qualities> which hold bodies together and give them their
specific character. For the Form (eidos) is different from the power which arises
from it. The Form is partless and of the order of essence (ousiddeis). but when it
has been stretched out and taken on bulk it puts forth powers in matter (emous
dunameis), like an exhalation from itself. which are certain qualities. For
example. the Form of fire is a partless essence (ousia) and is a genuine image of
its cause — for even in divided things there is something which is partless — but
from the Form. which is indivisibly in fire. there comes to be an extension of fire
and a displacement with regard to matter, from which are projected (probeblétai)
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

** In Tim.[1.51.4-15 (Note that the term ‘proportion’ used in this passage is not the one Life which
runs through all things. but rather the internal proportion of each level) utpeum yap. mcnsp emousv fl
avairo {m mv Beiav Evuciy Kai Sstmog £0TL ﬁnploupymoc QAA T n pt-:v £v tm, uaenp(mw avamyw 0
axpifeg qel Kai 1o ETI:LOTTU.LOVLKOV duAot ydp £iowv ol Adyor. 1y 8& év 101G guotkaig DUKED opoieg
UAR 00'r1 UEV €v 0l ovpaviolg EG“!L uetqm Kai aim Tvog qulBem: 1 3€ év toig VR csi\nvr]v fntiov.
@1€ £V VAT orpemousvn RGALY QUV T} tcz.,tg dwaguivetal tav cnm,(eunv Kai wg emotm«; 0 [MAgtav axd
10v paBnudtoy érgyel T TiGTLV TOIS BUOLKOLE AOYoLS -- altia Yap EGtiv EXELva. Kal 1 SretoupyLkn
npoodag S1d yuyfic EMLTEALELTRL, KAl N AROYEVVIIOLS OLKELNG MPOELSL S1d TAV PEGHY
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precedes power. and from that one proceeds the plurality of powers. and from the
undivided proceeds the divided. just as also from the single power comes many
activities (energeiai). 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.’®

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 ousia, dunamis. and energeia (essence,
power. activity). Volume seems to be the concomitant characteristic of the triad of ousia.
dunamis. and energeia at this level, just as being measured by time is of the triad in the
Soul. Notice also that the energeia of bodies does not revert on the first moment as it
does in Vous and Soul. Soul is the centre of the universe. That which lies above it
possesses itself in motionlessness. Soul possesses itself in a circular self-mation. [n that
which lies below Soul. the motion ceases to be circular, and become rectilinear. So there
is only a 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 extension. 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 itas a
moment of desire for itself. The activity of Soul is inherently setf-moving because it is
such as to seek continually 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

% In Tim.11.24.31-25.23: olkoiv. dig onawv avtdc. Ev apiBuois kai Gykolg xai Suvduesiv. eict
8¢ amBpol pév ol guoikol ta £18n 1a évuia. @ uepilopeva repi 1O UROKELUEVOV. GYKOL 8¢ ai EXTATELS
avtiv xai ot S1acTdoets ol tepi ty UAnv. Suvdusig 8¢ at roldtnteg at» cuvextikal xat £idorotol
TV oouatev. Ghio yap 10 €ldog ki GAAN A ar avtol Suvaulg avTtod LEV Yap aueEpE; EOTL Kal
0UOLB3ES. ExTabEv OE Kat GyxwlEv otav RVORV ad £autol RPOTETaL TGg EVUAOUG SUVANELS, ROLATHTASG
tvag oboag” olav €L tol Tupdg 0 uév ELdog abtol Kal ovoia duepnc €61t Kai Oviug dyaAna The
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TavTayouL 10 oLundes the Juvapens. kot €5 évog exeivou TARBog npdetal duvapemy kai €5 adiaipétou
Sunpnuévov., dottep av xai £x pidg Suvdpens Evépreilal TAELOUS. G6m Yap TPGELSLY EKQTTOV. TOCOUTH
uailov nAnBveTon Xai Slarpeitan. Katd My Gpxhv £autot KAl Ty aitiav Guéptotov v kal
abaipetov,



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
while possessing in itself both the divine and the irrational (alogon). and in the
divine it comprehends the irrational powers under a rational manner (periechei tas
alogous dunameis logikds). by which it guides aright the irrational. and orders it
as it must.*®®

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
while remaining ontologically higher than it by looking at Proclus’ discussion of the
paradigmatic role of the seven portions of the Soul's ousiu. and his discussion of the

proportion of the four elements.

IV.iit.a. The seven portions of the Soul's ousiu

Proclus summarises his account of the significance of the initial seven portions of

the Soul separated by the Demiurge as follows.

And thus the ousia of the Soul is in seven parts. as remaining. proceeding and
returning: as the cause of the procession and the reversion of both the ousiai
which are divided among bodies: and of bodies themselves. [f you wish. because
the Soul has received an existence (Aupostasis) which is intermediate between the
undivided and the divided existences. it imitates the undivided through the triad of
terms.>®’ and it has embraced in advance the divided through the tetrad.*®®

 In Tim.11.47.25-31: kai yap i oUoLg oUtwg 68dvog EEL kat GoBaApol Kat xeLpdg E150¢. @
Kai thy VANV popeol. kai ol rdg 008aipds Slactatdg EGtiv. Al €0ty GROL Kal GUEPES Exel 10 £180s.
€1 &€ n wuyn pia € £oTL Kai €xeL 10 pév Belov €v £auth. t0 3¢ dhoyov. Kal v 1 Belw nEPLEYEL Tag
aAOYOUS SUVAHELS AOTLKGC, alg kateuBiver Ty aioyiav xai tGTIel Sedviu.

" Proclus separates the seven terms into a triad. consisting of 1. 2. 3. and a tetrad. consisting of 4.
9.8.27.

¥ In Tim.11.205.24-30: xai oVt Ertauepig A ovoia Thig wuyis O uévovoa xal npolatoa kai
EMOTPEQOUCX Kal aitia tfig 1€ tpoddov kAl The EXLOTPOPTG TV TE MEPL TOIS CARUGT UEPLETAV QUCLEV
xai 10V cupdtay autev' £1 §& fovAel, S16tL uéony Elayev UNASTUOLY TOV € GuepicTav KAl OV
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We will examine in greater detail each of these portions.

The first portion, which is represented by the number 1. is the most intellectual
(noerdtaton) and highest part of the Soul. It unites itself to the One itself, and also to the
entire huparxis of the Soul. and is named ‘one’ because of its resemblance to unity. This
portion is said to have an analogia 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. [n other
words. the unit represents the first portion ot the Soul because in Proclus' arithmetical
thinking the unit is the monad of numbers. [t 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 the same manner in which subsequent numbers proceed from the unit as their
monad, by departing from the number one. or from unity.*®

The second portion, represented by the number 2, "multiplies that which is before
it through productive processions (gennétikais proodois). which is indicated by the dyad
[=2}. and it manifests all of the processions of the Soul's ousia.™*™ 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 immitating the "Indefinite Dyad" (qoriston duada) and the "Intelligible Unlimited"
(apeiran tén noétén). "Indefinite Dyad" is a term used rarely in Proclus, but this passage
shows that in at least this case he considers it to be equivalent to the First Unlimited.

which along with the First Limit are the principles immediately below the One.””! Thus

* In Tim.11.203.30-204.21. Proclus makes the point here that the first portion of the Soul is not
an absolute one. Rather, it is like the One itself only because it is a unified plurality. Neither is the one of
Nous a pure one. because it too falls short of the pure one which is the one of the gods.

™ In Tim.11.204.21-23: /| 8¢ Sevtépa rolharhacidler v tpo altic Yevvntikals poddaig. dg
n dudg evleixvutar, xai ndoag 1ag rpoddoug Exvaivet tiig olaiag.

7! See In Tim.1.176.8-177.3. See also Plat. Theol 111.37.21-38.7. In Tim.1.176.8-177.3 is the only
passage that | have found. other than the one currently under discussion, in which Proclus calls the
Unlimited the Indefinite Dyad. Although the earlier /n Timaeum passage is a discussion of the views of the
Pyvthagoreans and of Philolaus. the passage currently under discussion seems to indicate that Proclus did not
think that the name "Indefinite Dvad” was innaproprate 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" (apeirodunamos duas). or an "Indefinite Dyad” (aoristos
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the second portion of the Soul is analogous to the principle of all multiplicity and
procession. the First Unlimited, as the first portion is analogous to the Monad which
remains.” -

The third portion. represented by the number 3. is the moment of reversion within
the ousia of the Soul itself. [t "makes all of the Soul revert back towards its
principle...and is that which rolls the Soul together (sunellisomenony’” towards the

f. n374
principles."”

[n the same way that the number ! 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 1 than with 2, because |
may be divided into 3 by a whole number. whereas 2 does not divide into 3 except
through a fraction. This is symbolic of the manner in which the third part is "measured”

(metreitai) by the first, and is filled with "unification” (hendsis) from it, and completely

"held together" (sunechomenon) by it. Beginning with the third moment as the moment

duas). Itis likely that Proclus’ language at this point recalls that of his master, and that calling the
“intelligible unlimited” here an "indefinite dyad” furthers his demonstration of the affinity of the dvad of the
Soul with this principte. The use of the term "indefinite dvad” 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
Damascius, who may not simply have been reporting [amblichus’ views. See A. Sheppard. "Monad and
Dvad as Cosmic Principles in Syrianus.” in Soul and the struciure of being in late Neoplatonism, Syrianus.
Proclus and Simplicius, ed. H.J. Blumenthal and A.C. Lloyd (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press. 1982)
pp.1-17. hs ultimate origin may be traced back to Aristotle’s attribution of the term to Plato at Mer.987h33-
988a2: "r0 3¢ duada rolfcat thv EtEpav ¢UGLY S1d 10 Tolg apLOpoUs €50 thv TPdtay EVOUES €S auth
vevvaoOut, Gionep €x tivog éxpayeiov.” Aristotle uses the term indefinite dvad with reference 1o Plato at
Mee.1082al13 and again at 1091a6, 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 Purmenides 143¢-144a does not mention a dyad. Simplicius attributes the doctrine found in Aristotle 10
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. Foran
attempt to solve this mystery, see K. Sayre, Plato’s Late Ontolagy (Princeton: Princeton University Press.
1983).

% n Tim.11.204.21-25.

7™ Note the contrast between surelissomenon, which is a rolling back together, and anefissomenon
as an unfolding or unrolling. used to describe the projection of the Soul's fogoi.

¥ In Tim 11.204.26-27: 1) 8¢ tpim racav qUTv ERGTPEEL TGALY €15 THY GpyTv. Kal Eott 0
Pitov aLTHS T CUVELLGGOUEVOV ELG Tag GpyYas.



of reversion. therefore. Proclus finds it appropriate that Plato assigned to it the number 3.
because he considers 3 to refer back to 1 in a way in which it does not refer back to 2.7
The numerical designations of the first three portions, which Proclus calls the
"triad” of portions, have reference to the remaining. procession and reversion of the Sout
itself. The remaining four portiens. the "tetrad”. govern the entities lower than the Soul.
and their numerical designations represent this symbolically. The fourth and fitth
portions. which are represented by 4 and 9 respectively. "are intellectual causes of the
incorporeal [being] which is divided among bodies.”*™® This refers to the intermediate
level of Forms or fogoi which exist between the Soul itself and body. The 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 specify at
this point exactly what 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 bodics 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.¢. they limit them but they are not identical with them. Later Proclus
seems to side with the second interpretation. when he says that the Sou! through the
fourth and five portion produces the sort of being which is incorporeal but also
inseparable from body.””’ 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.’™ There are two portions in this category. one deriving

from the second portion and one from the third. which themselves represent procession

% In Tim.11.204,25-205.2,

> In Tim.11.205.3-3: aitiat ydp eior t6v aoapday v rEPL Tolg Supact peprionévuv voepai.

7 In Tim.11.209.25.

* 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
by a plane. the plane considered in itself is not really a corporeal (i.e. a three dimensional} object.
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and reversion in the Soul itself, respectively. Hence the fourth and 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
trom 3 which 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
context Proclus tells us is cognitive.”™

As one might 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. 3o

[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
represents 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 which holds between the portions ot 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
ditference between our thinking and the portions of the Soul of the Cosmos is significant

enough that this sort of symbolic representation has a place. Our own discursive thinking

" In Tim.11.205.2-17. | disagree with Festugiére's interpretation of / Tim.11.205.10-15. He
translates this passage as: "Et il semble que I'une soit génératrice des parties distinctes qui dans le corps ont
purement valeur générative, mais n'en imitent pas moins la procession des forms génératives de Ame. et
que Fautre soit génératrices des parties qui sans doute sont parties distinctes du corps. mais qui possédent un
pouvoir cognitif et ainsi imitent le mouvement de retour de 'Ame." [ think it should rather read: “And it
seems that the fourth portion is productive of [the Forms] which are productive of distinct parts (in bodies].
as well as the fertile Forms which imitate procession of the Soul: and the fifth part [is productive of the

Forms] divided among bodies. but which possess a cognitive power. and thus imitate the reversion of the
Soul.”
% In Tim.11.205.17-24. For a summary of all the portions, see /n Tim.[1.205.31-206.29.
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takes place on the level of the energeia of the partial soul, while what we are
contemplating. along with Proclus in his commentary, and Plato in his Timaeus, is the

ousia of the Soul which is in a sense our older sister. the Soul of the Cosmos.

[V.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
381

theory of the elements.”™ Mathematics as we know it is thought by Proclus to be an

image of the Soul's ousia. However, it is also a cause. and its effect and image is the
physical world.

[n the Timaeus. Plato tells us that there must be a third in between two things
which are being put together, which will act as a bond of union if they are to be bound

beautifully or well (kalds).

Two things cannot be beautifully (kalds) put together without a third: there must
be some bond in between them both which causes them to come together. And
the most beautiful (kallistos) of bonds is that which makes itself and what it binds
as much as possible to be one. And by nature proportion («analogia) is the most
beautiful thing which accomplishes this.**

Proportion makes three things become one in the following manner. If between two

3 i.e. a number which is related to the last number as the

numbers there is a mean term.”®
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-haif) the mean is to the last. What

* See A. Charles. "Analogie et pensée sérielle chez Proclus.” Revue Internationale de
Philosophie. 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.

2 Tim.31b-c: 800 8€ pdve xakig suvictasBat 1pitou yupls ob Suvatév: Seouov yap Ev pEcw
del tiva augoly ouvaywydg yiyveafal. deauav &€ xaAilatog 0g dv aUTOV Kal td cuvdovpeva 6Tt
Haiiota v notf. toUto 3€ nQUKEY avaAoyia XGAALOTE GMOTEAE Y.

" The word "mean"” is being used here as the middle term of a proportion, and not as the
proportion itself. which is also possible.
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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 mean becomes both half and double. But if
the mean is the same as the first 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."*®’

Note that this only
holds if there happens to be a mean between the two numbers which one wishes to bind.
[f there is no mean. then presumably they cannot be bound "beautifully” (kalés).
Moreove, Plato tells us in this passage that if the world were two-dimensional a single
mean would 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
of fire and earth.

In explaining this passage, Proclus points out that there is one mean between two
numbers only if they have two tactors in the same ratio. Two such numbers are 18 and
32. 18 can be factored into 3*6. which is a ratio of 1:2. 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 it 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 [:1. 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
mean between 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. 1.e. if it were such

that what was to be bound were two similar planes. then one mean would suffice.

™ Tim.322: t01e 10 uégov pEV npdtov Kai £ayatov yLyvopevoy. 10 § £oyatov Kat o tpdtov av
RECU AUOGTEPL,
WS e A e . o -
Tim.32a: 16 avtg € yevopeva aAAADLS €v navia £0Tal.
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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. if they are to be bound. must be bound by
using three factors of each. in the same ratio. Take as an example 24 and 192. These can
be factored into 2*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 first mean is arrived
at by multiplying two factors of the first extreme’®® by one of the second. and the second
mean is arrived at by multiplying one factor of the first extreme by two of the 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 tirst number. The
means between 24 and 192 are 48 and 96. In the series 24, 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 Proclus.**’

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 {O) and is immobile
(D). 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

%% An “extreme" is one of the original two terms. not one of the means.

7 Calcidius goes even further. He illustrates the two means between three dimensional numbers
through solid geometry. See Calcidius' commentary on the Timaeus 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 between the two original solids. because
they can be placed between them such that the first shares one face with the first mean. with no overlap.
The first 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,
otherwise one would stick out beyond the other. See figure 4. Appendix.

Note that the volumes of the four rectilinear solids are the same as the four terms in the arithmetic
progression 2. 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 24 and 192 actually to be stuck
together.
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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-M

Airr S-O-M

Water: D-O-M

Earth: D-O-I
[t 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 Proclus because mathematical
entities are the causes of physical entities. Hence the relations which hold between
physical entities are images of the relations which hold between mathematical entities.
Thus the proportion which binds two three dimensional numbers has its image in the
proportion of the elements.

As a note to this section. [ would like to extend this reasoning concerning the need
for two 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 | ora 2, the second a 2 or 2 4 and the third a 4 or an
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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. 1 *2*8=16 -- the first mean number
C. 1 *4*4=16 -- the first mean number
D. 2*2*4 =16 -- the first mean number
E. 2*4*4=32 -- the second mean number
F. 2% 2*8=32 --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 arrive at the proper means.

From the point of view of solid geometry. the combinations could be thought to
be more restricted. [f we follow Calcidius® account. in which the geometrical means
actually fit together. such that the first mean has two sides matching the first extreme
figure. and will 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:

A. subtlety -- penetration -- mobility = Fire (8)

B. subtlety -- penetration -- immobility=___ (16)

C. subtlety -- obtusity -- mability = Air(16)
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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 element:
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 sort of arbitrary
physical necessity is not present in solid geometry. 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 /n Tim.11.40.3 Proclus discusses Fire and Earth. and points out that Fire is
penetrating and able to pass through (diadunon) all the other elements. Think of how
anyvthing 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.
which is not the case for Water and Air. In his discussion at /n Tim.I1.40.23 it is
significant that Proclus says that if you remove penetration from Fire, you: get Air. and
then he starts from Earth. and says if you remove immobility you get Water.

So it is arithmetically and geometrically possibie that the demiurge could have

created other very different elements instead of Air and Water. but because there are Fire
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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 with 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 tirst
mean. In the physical world arbitrary 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.

[V.iv. Phantasia in between Soul and Body

At the beginning of the second prologue to the Euclid commentary.338 Proclus
raises a question about the ontological status of geometrical matter (tén gedmetrikén
hulén).** which leads him to a discussion of phantasia as a projection of geometrical
logoi.** 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 pertect angles. straight lines. or points

% The first prologue is about mathematics in general. The second is about geometry.

¥ Morrow unfortunately translates tfv yewpetpucy UAny as “"the subject-matter of geometry.”

™ For a brief discussion of geometry as the probolé tdn ousdicdin logon in the Euclid
commentary, see Dominic J. O'Meara. Pythagoras Revived (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1989)
pp.167-169. See also 1. Mueller. "Mathematics and Philosophy in Proclus’ Commentary on Book [ of
Euclid’s Elements.” in Proclus lecteur et interpreéte des anciens. Actes du Collogue internationale du
CN.RS. Paris 24 oct. 1983. ed. J. Pépin et H.-D. Saffrey (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1987) pp.305-318. Mueller
recognises Proclus' "projectionist” philosophy of geometry (see pp.316-317). However. he does not point
out that it is an application of his wider doctrine of the projection of the soul's /ogoi.
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without breadth which we do find in the objects of geometry. As well, how could
geometrical conclusions be irrefutable if the figures about which they speak are in the
ever-changing matter of sense-objects?”' However. if it were the case that the
underlying in geometry was outside of matter (exd és hulés esti ta hupokeimena téi
geometriar), pure and separate from sensiblc objects. other problems arise. In this second

case, geometrical objects will have neither parts. nor body, nor magnitude.

For logoi 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 unextended through extension. and the motionless as
. 392

moving.” -

The 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 it must be
the case that geometrical matter (hufé) is divisible. but not sensible.

Proclus' solution to this dilemma is to distinguish between two types of

underlying matter (hupokeimenén hulén):

for matter likewise is twofold. as Aristotle says somewhere: the matter of things
tied to sensation and the matter of imagined objects (ton phantaston) - 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 (phantaston).
because it has its existence in the multiplicity of imagination (phantasia).*®

Y in Euel 49 3.

2 In Euci 49.27-50.02: éxtacig yap xai Gykag Kai Ghog Sidotacts tolg Adyolg Sia Ty UAikiy
LrVBLE AV TapaYiveTal, 1a LEV GUEPLOTE UEPpLOTOG. & 8¢ adidotata Sactatde. ta & axivnta
Kivouugvng Seopévny,

P In Enel.51.15-17: xai yap 1 GAR Suet, xat i pEv thv aiebicet ouluyotviay i 88 tHv
daviactdv, 4g Tou Kai ApLoToTEANG DNOL -~ S1110v glval 10 kaBoiov 10 Katatetaypévov
CUY@PNGAUEY, T0 LEV alcdntdv i UETEXOUEVOY URO TOV atcOntdv. 10 8& eavtactov mg Ev tolg The
ouviaciug tAnBeciy ueeomrds. Motrow notes at this point that he does not follow Friedlein's
punctuation. but rather follows Barocius and Schonberger in understanding g mou xat” ApLstotéing onot
to 20 with the previous ciause rather than the following Suttdv elvat 1 ka8dkou. I follow Morrow in this,
He also notes that Aristotle distinguishes (Mer. 1036a9-12) between UAn aicnti and UAn vont rather than
between UAn cicfnt and in tov gavtactdv. However, Morrow thinks that Proclus is justified in this
modification. because at De Anima 433210 Aristotle assumes that phantasia is a form of noésis. Whether
or not this is a justiftable reading of Aristotle in general, it is certainly justified for Proclus. We have seen
that he is comfortabie applyving terminology in a very fluid manner, even if he thinks that the ontological
realities which he names are precisely delineated: so his use of both eidé and logoi to refer to the contents of
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Phantasia has in it a universal which is different from the universal in sense-objects. But

.

it is also different from the universal in dianoia.*®*

And this universal in phantasia finds
itself in a matter which is likewise in between the matter of sense and the immateriality of
dianoia*” Phantasia is able to have in it figures which have extension and are divisible.
"through its formative motion. and the fact that it has its existence with and in the
body."** Thus the mathematical objects in phantasia 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 ot sensibles. with its
imperfection and ever-changing nature.

[n the Euclid commentary Proclus thinks that phantasia is in between dianoia and

sensation.”” This is why Aristotle called it passive nous (noun pathétikon). according to

the soul's vusiu. Here it would be natural for Proclus to think of Aristotle's contrast between the sensible
and the intelligible as a contrast between the sensible and the phantaston. Indeed. in a passage just
following he mentions Aristotle’s phrase noun pathétikon. and says that phantasia is called "nous” because
of its kinship with the highest sort of knowledge. and "passive” because of its kinship with the lowest. This
name manitests its intermediate character. See our discussion of the various sorts of noésis. of which the
lowest is phantasia. in chapter VI,

™ Of course. Proclus has already said that ta mathématika are a form of dianoéta. Again we run
into Proclus’ fluid terminology. Geometrical objects are classed below non-mathematical diunoéta. and
below the objects of arithmetic. So one may think of them as the lowest sort of diunvéta, as Proclus does
when talking about mathematics in general, On the other hand. one may distinguish them from the
dignoéia, because of the extension of their underlying matter, as Proclus does here.

% At this point Proclus brings up his three-fold distinction between the universa! (a.) before the
many particulars, (b.) in the many particulars, and (c.) as posterior to and arising from the many particulars.
He mentions this distinction, and then remarks that for each of these universals there is a difference in the
underlying matter. Proclus then goes on to the passage quoted above. where he says there is a difference in
the matter of wisthéta and phantasta. Morrow's translation gives one the impression that this latter
distinction should be mapped onta two of the three terms mentioned above: the universal before the many.
in the many. and posterior to the many. However, the phrase xat ta uetégovta avta dirta Bépevor should
be read as: "and we must also posit the universal which is participated (i.e. the universal in the many] itself
as double.” So what Proclus is doing is subdividing the middie term of the three-fold initial division. This
fits with his other writings. where the universal before the many is unparticipated. the universal in the many
is the participated moment - participated here either by sensible or imaginary matter —. and the universal
after the many is the later-born universal produced by Aristotelian abstraction.

% In Eucl.51.21-22.; 814 t€ THv LOpOWTIKAY KivNOLY KOl 10 HETG CONATOS Kat £v GuRatL thy
UTOGTAGLY ELELY.

**" The status of phantasia in Proclus is a controversial issue. H. Blumenthal is of the opinion that
in Proclus’ early works. especially the /n Timaeum. doxa is thought of as the main faculty between sensation
and dianoia. This place is gradually usurped by phantasia. so that in the late /n Euclidem doxa is
mentioned only marginally. and phantasia has become the main faculty occupying this middie position. See
H. J. Blumenthal. "Plutarch’s exposition of the De 4nima and the psychology of Proclus.” in De Jambligue
a Proclus (Genéve: Fondation Hardt. 1975) pp.123-i47. This may be the case. Our interest in phantasia,
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Proclus.”

As he often does. Proclus analyses this name into its elements. and states that
Aristotle called phantasia passive nous in order to show both its kinship with the higher,
nous. and the lower, the passivity of sensation. Being in-between, it is both the same as
and difterent from its upper and lower neighbours. [t is similar to dianoia 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 aisthésis because the logoi

which it projects reside in a matter which introduces extension into them. which is not the

case for the logoi in dianoiu.

By contrast phantasia. occupying a position in the centre. in the middle of these
types of knowing, is moved by itself to project (proballei) its object of knowledge
(to gndston), 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
everything that it thinks is a figure (rupos) or a shape of its thought. [t thinks the
circle as extended. and although this circle is free of external matter. it possesses
an intelligible matter provided by phantasia itself. This is why there is more than
one circle in phantasia. as there is more than one circle in the sense world: for
with extepq%ion there appear also differences in size and number among circles and
triangles.’

All of the circles in phantasia are identical in that they are all instances of the same logos

(puntas homoious allelois kath' hena logon hupostantas). i.e. they are all circles. But

however. is in its role in the prabolé ton ousidddn lugon. a role which is present almost exclusively in the /n
Euclidem. For Proclus on phantasia see A. Charles, "L'imagination, miroir de '3me selon Proclos.” in e
Néoplatonisme (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1971) pp.241-248; H.1. Blumenthal, "Neoplatonic interpretations of
Aristotle on Phantusia,” The Review of Metaphysics. 31 (8977) pp.242-257; E. Moutsopoulos, Les
structures de l'imaginaire dans la philosophie de Proclus. (Parts: Les Belles Lettres. 1985): and S. Breton,
Philosophie et mathématique chez Proclus, suivi de, Principes philosophiques des mathématiques, par N.
Huartmann, traduit de l'allemand par Geneviéve de Peslouan (Paris: Beauchesne, 1969) pp.112-123.

™ Morrow refers us to De An.430a24. At this point Aristotle is not referring to phantasia. but to
the two types of nous. one which becomes ali things and one which makes ail things. Morrow refers us as
well to /n Tim.1.244.20 and 111.158.9.

% In Euel 52.20-53.05: 116 av 0aviooia 10 HEGOY KEVIPOV KETEXOUCE IOV YVGCEDY
AvevEipETaL LEV GO £auThc Kai PofdAAEL 10 YVUIOTOV. G1e 58 0k €30 gupatog oloa £X 100 auepoilg
s g €15 LEPLONOY Kai StadTacty xal ayfipa rpodyet 1@ Yvaatd autic. kat d1a tolto ndv. Orep Gv
VOT). TUROS EGTL KAl LOPYT) VONUATOG, KOl TOV TE KUKAOV S1a01atig VoeL TG HEV EXTOG UANG
xaBapevovta vontiv 8& BAnv £govta tiv Ev alti, xai Sia toito ouy €1g €v aUT] KUKAOS, doTep 0USE
£V 1015 aioBnrols. dua yap Sidctacts avagaivetal xal 10 uetlov xal 10 Edaacov Kot 10 tARdog tav 1€
KUKADV KUl TAV IPLYOVEV.
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they will differ in their size from each other. due to the extension afforded by intelligible
matter.

Phantasia is situated between dianoia and uisthésis. However. Proclus also sets
up a parallel between dianoia and Nature (phusis} on the one hand, and phantasia and
sense objects on the other.* Prior to the universal in sense objects is the universal in
phusis. and prior to the universal in phantasia is the universal in dianoia. The structure
of the sensible world is afforded to it through the mathematical principles which it
receives through Nature. standing under the Soul of the Cosmos. Thus the Soul of the
Cosmos. or the World Soul. puts forth the undivided mathematical /ogoi 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
which we possess into the matter produced by phantusia.

[ think Proclus’ account here suffers from an internal conflict produced by the
difterence between the World Soul and the partial soul. Structurally. phantasia lies
between diunoiu and sense. and this should hold for all souls. because all souls share the
same structure. Most of his discussion of phantasia at the beginning of the second
prologue to the Euclid commentary stays with this account of phantasia as in-between.
However. at In Eucl.53.18ff Proclus seems to remember that he is speaking of phantasia
in a geometrical context, and that it would be strange to think of the World Soul as
performing bisections. and other such operations which the geometer performs. Hence he
speaks of phusis as lying above the universal in sense objects. and dianoia as lying above
the universal in phantasia. After this one mention of phusis. however. both phusis and
sensation seem to be forgotten. and Proclus returns to an account in which we find only

dianoia and phantasia. One presumes that in this account sensation has resumed its place

below phantasia.

0 In Eucl.53.18fT.

171



This account which Proclus gives of phantasia is quite interesting, because it
contains some of the most explicit descriptions of the probolé t6n ousiédon logon in the
Procline corpus. Thus it is in the context of geometry. and its need to project its figures

into the matter of phantasia. that Proclus says:

For dianoia possesses the logoi but. not being powerful enough to see them when
they are wrapped up, unfolds and exposes them and presents them to phantasia
sitting in the vestibule.*®

Thus thinking (noésis) [in geometry| makes use of phantasia. and the syntheses
and divisions of its figures are imaginary (phantastai). Its knowing (gndsis) is a
journey {hodos) towards the dianoetic being (dianoétiken ousian), but it has not
vet reached it. because diunovia is looking towards the outside. and although
investigating what is outside by means of what it has within. and making use of
projections of logoi (proboluis logon). it is from itself moving to what lies
outside. But if it should ever be able to roll up its extensions and figures and view
their plurality as a unity without figure, then in turning back to itself it would view
quite differently the partless. unextended. and essential geometrical /ogoi of which
it is the tullness (pléréma). '

The Form itself (10 ge eidos auto) is without motion. ungenerated. indivisible and
free of all underlying matter. But whatever exists secretly (kruphids) in it is
brought to phantasia separately and dividedly. That which projects is diunoia: that
from which it is projected is the dianoetic Form (dianoéron eidos). that in which
what is projected exists is this thing called 'passive Nous' (pathétikos houtos
kaloumenos nous) that unfolds itselt [circling] around the true Nous. divides out
itself trom the undividedness of pure intellection (akraiphnous noéseds). shapes
itself according to the shapeless Forms (eidé) and becomes all things. all that
dianoia and the partless logos in us is.*

" In Enct 34.27-55.02 €gouda yap i Sidvowa tolg Ad7ove. aoBevoioa S& cuvertuyuEveg

ideiv avariol e autols val Unextifetar kal €15 ty oaviaciav év npoe\')pou KEWEVV.

" In Eucl.55.6-13: 68ev xai A vonolg avtiig petd paviaciag of 1€ cuvBEceLg thv oG Tav
Kul ai SLoipeoets savtagrat Kkai 1 yVactS oﬁog UEV £15 TV Bmvom:ucnv £0TLY ovoiav. olnw BE €15
exgivnv avadedpdunxe. thg Bmvomg mg (4 esm Blznoucmc xai tauta Kata ta evéobev Gewpouo'nc xai
npoforats HEV YPeUEVIC ATLV @Al G9 £avtiig ug 0 s,m KLVOUREVIC. EL &€ note o-uunm,uoa tac
draotdoerg kal toug tinoug xal 10 TABog aTumdteg Kol £voeldag Beadauévi RpOg EQUTIY ERGTPEYaAL
duvnBein. 191 dv SLadepdviag 10Ug AGYOUS 10U TEWUETPLKOUS 1501 ToUG AUEPLOTOVG. TOUG ASLACTATONS.
t00¢ oUGLOSELS. OV £6TL TARPULC.
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In Encl 56.11-22: éxel 10 ye etdog auto axivitov £0TL kal ayévntov Kat adtaipetov xat

AAVTOS UTOKEHEVOU KaBapelov. dARa xat 6oa kpudlug 0TIV EV EXELVA. S1A0TATAE KAL HEPLOTHE £15
oavieciav npodyETaL Kai 10 LEv rpofaiiov fi Sidvora. 10 8€ ad ol rpofdAietat 1o Siavontov eidog. 1
8% £v @ 10 Rpofaiiduevov naBnTixog oUto KaAgULEVag vouc. ESEMiTTav Eautdv REpL THY Guéperav Tob
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All of the elements of Proclus' main account of the probolé ton ousiodon logon are
present. Dianoia is thought of as a unified fullness of /ogoi, which produces out of itself
the divided projections which are 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
Nous. However. we should also notice the contrast with the account of diunoia as a
projection of the soul's logoi which we examined in earlier chapters. The account of
dianoia in the Euclid commentary seems to present dianoid as a unified pférama, which
is subsequently unfolded by phantasia. In the account we examined earlier. it is the ousiua
of the soul which is the plérdma tén ousiodon login. and this pléréma is unfolded by the
soul's diunoiu. We have here an example of the relativity of Proclus’ descriptions. The
probolé tén ousiodén logén 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 diunoia appears to be a dianoetic unity. Further. Proclus
goes back and forth between a description of dianoiu as the projector and that which is
projected. Proclus says both that it is phantasia which projects geometrical logoi (In
Fucl 32.20-53.05) and that it is dianoia which projects them into phantasia (In
Eucl.36.11-22).

There is another important difference between this account in the Euclid
commentary and the main account of the probolé ton ousiédon logdn. however. and it has
to do with the passivity of phantasia as a receptacle for the projected geometrical logoi.
At In Eucl.56.14-15. Morrow translates diastatis kai meristés eis phantasian proageltai
as "produced distinctly and individually on the screen of imagination.” In his forward to

the 1992 edition of Morrow's translation. [an 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

173



importantly, particularly in Proclus’ Euclid commentary. it serves as a kind of
movie screen on which dianoia projects images for mathematical reflection.*™

The other accounts which we have of the probolé 16n ousiédon logén do not include this
clement of passivity in the projection. Rather. the usual description is of a spontaneous
throwing forth of the ousiddeis logoi into a multiplicity which is the soul's energeia. So it
is necessary here to find some reason for the shift in Proclus’ language.

The soluticn is that the characterisation of phantasia 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 phantusia as a
sort of mirror. This reference would make one feel comfortable with a characterisation of
phantasia as simply a screen on which dianoia projects logoi. and hence as a mere
passivity."” However, the context of that passage is Euclid's definition of the plane.
Proclus says that it 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
will 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 phantasia as a plane projected in front of us. and of dianoia as writing
everything on it. so that phantasia is like a plane mirror to which dianoia sends reflexions
of itself. Clearly here the emphasis is on the sort of surtace which is most useful and
basic for geometrical demonstrations, rather than on the function of phantasia as a

passive screen.

0 xx.
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Further, the most explicit passage in which phantasia is called 'passive’ is the
phrase at /n Eucl.56.16-18 "10 de en héi to probailomenon pathétikos houtos kaloumenos
nous." [ have translated this above as. "that in which what is projected exists is this thing
called 'passive Nowus.™ This is an obvious reference back to /n Euct.32.3-4 where Proclus
refers to someone (Aristotle) who referred to phantasia as "passive nous.” But the phrase
that Proclus uses in this place is "noun pathétikon tis autén proseipein ouk éknésen."
which literally means "someone did not shrink from calling [phuntasia) passive nous."
The phrase 'did not shrink from' indicates that Proctus 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 phantasia.
which is a sort of nous. and towards the lower neighbour. which is passive. We cannot
draw the conclusion here. then. that phantasia itself is passive at all. Further. we cannot
draw this conclusion from the use of the phrase at /n Euc{.56.16-18. because it is a clear
reference back to /n Eucl.52.3-4. Finally. there are clear indications that phantasia is as
much activity as passivity. The strongest indication of this is at /n Euc!.52.22.
"[phantasia) is moved by itselt to project (proballei) its object of knowledge (anegeiretai
men aph’ heautés kai proballei to gniston)." So while a case might be made for the
passivity of phantasia because it is that in which the logoi which dianoia projects exist. it
is more likely itself an activity. itself a projection of mathematical /ogoi. It is possible
that Proclus’ thoughts here are ambiguous. because phantasia holds this middle place
between the activity of diunoia’s active projection. and the passivity of aisthésis.

Be all this as it may. what is missed in the account of phantasia as a mere passive
screen is that the sort of probolé ton ousiédon logon which phantasia performs is really a

projection of explicitly spatial logoi** The logoi in question are lines. angles. and

*% This projection is active and passive. active in the sense that all projection is energeia. and
passive in the sense that the Jogoi once projected seem to be their own receptacle. i.e. they are themselves
both the 'mirror’ of imagination and what is seen in the mirror. S. Bretan proposes that imagination creates
spatial things. and as such the imagination of a partial soul creates its 6ynua. See S. Breton, Philosophie et
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figures. Phantasia is the moment of the unfolding of the cosmos where space. as interval
(diastusis), emerges, just as dianoia 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 /ogoi which it
possesses in its ousia in one simple act. [ts movement from one /ogos to the next is
described as a circling around the nous in which it participates; a viewing of the nous
which is its centre from the various points on the circumference of a circle.*”’ Thus the
particular sort of multiplicity which is an inability for the instantaneous unity with the
totality of logoi constituting its essence generates the motion of the Soul, which is
measured by Time.

With mathematical projection. spatiality begins to emerge. [t is proper to think of
the Procline hierarchy of principles in terms of their most basic characteristic: their
relative unity and multiplicity. or their proximity or distance from the One. The One is
simple. The henads are likewise simple. vet there are more than one of them. Vous has
an inner multiplicity. 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
which is measured by Time. Body has sunk to a level of multiplicity in which none of its
clements are able to be present to any other of its elements at all. i.e. the parts of bodies

cannot occupy the same position.*®

We call this spatiality. The object of phantasia
holds an interesting place between the Soul. as temporal but non-spatial. and Body.

Geometrical figures may be thought to occupy the same space. and so two adjacent

mathématique chez Proclus, suivi de, Principes philosophiques des mathématiques. par N. Hartmann,
traduit de 'allemand par Geneviéve de Peslouan (Paris: Beauchesne. 1969) pp.122-123. A, Charles argues
convincingly against this point. and agrees with us in the role of phantasia as providing the paradigm of
material spatiality. and not of producing spatial things. See A. Charles. "L'imagination. miroir de I'dme
selon Proclos." in Le Néoplatonisme (Paris: CN.R.S.. 1971) pp.241-248.

" The temporality of Soul's projection will be investigated in detail in chapter VII.

‘"% See EI.Th. prop.15. where all that is capable of self-reversion must be incorporeal.
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figures may make use of the same line as a boundary. and the line is simultaneously an
clement 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 phantasia we see the emergence of ideal space. The spatiality of
body is merely an intensification of this sort of multiplicity. because the inability to be
mutually present which holds for a given tigure now holds between different bodies.
Notice the transformation of the notion of hulé here. Rather than the potentiality of Form.
matter has become a sort of concomitant characteristic of a certain sort of Form.
Geometrical logoi are in intelligible matter because they are a sort of Form or fogos
which have extension. or interval. Above we have seen Proclus describe physical logoi in
a similar manner, where 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 in phantasia is not the spatiality of
Body. but rather is a cause or paradigm of the spatiality of Body. According to Proclus’
doctrine of mean terms. in between that which possess the perfection and precision of the
unextended. and that which is extended but admits of all sorts of imprecision. is that
which is both extended and precise. In between dianoia and aisthésis is phantasia.
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 ousia are not themselves the proximate 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
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portions of the ousia of the Soul which proceed outward into the dunamis and energeia
ot the Soul. Phantasia is between the Soul's ousia and Body. because unlike the ousia of
the Soul. which is the cause of two and three-dimensionality. it actually is ideal two and

three-dimensionality. without the imperfection of Body.*”

[t is with and in Body., vet the
sort of matter in which it projects its ideas is intelligible matter. "Intelligible 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 oxymoron. 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 /ogoi which the Soul projects in phantasica are caused by and
are images of the portions of the Soul's ousia. 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
ousia of the Soul are not ontologically the same logoi which reside in particular particles
of Fire. Air. 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 logof
in the Soul's ousia. Rather. the Soul's ousia 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
energeia of the Soul's projection of an image of its own ousia. and this projection is
arithmetical and geometrical. Phantasia as geometrical projection is the first point at
which spatiality emerges. as the inability of different parts of the same figure to be

present to each other. There is an ambigous sort of passivity in this projection. but in

* Proclus does not allow us to pin him down here. but it is likely that he thought of phantasia as a

sort of energeia of the Soul. The energeia is that which projects the ousiédeis logoi, as phantasia projects
geometrical /ogoi: the Soul's energeia is its self-motion, as phaniasia has a "formative motion (morphotiken
kinésin)." See In Eucl.51.21.
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essence it is still the activity of the probolé ton ousiédén logén. Finally, the emergence
of two and three-dimensionality in geometrical projection is the proximate paradigm for

. . . . 4
the three-dimensionality of body. 10

IV.v. Conclusion: unalogia

We can see from the account of the proportions in the ausia of the Soul of the
Cosmos. which 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. [ am using
'metaphorical’ here in the manner in which [ used it in chapter [IL as language drawn trom
one sphere of reality applied to another sphere of reality. which keeps its truth because of
the homologous structure which holds between each level 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 sort of veil over the truth
ot 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 paradigms.*"'

Thus mathematical number is an image of the number of the Soul. which as we saw
above consisted in having an ousia which was like a numerical monad. composed in turn

of indivisible ousiai which themselves were monads. Further. the Soul was harmonised

Y1, Breton. in Philosaphic et mathématique chez Proclus, suivi de, Principes philosophiques des

mathématiques, par N. Hartmann, traduit de 'alfemand par Geneviéve de Peslouan (Paris: Beauchesne.
1969) pp.85-87 points out that the classification of mathematical sciences which Proclus gives, tollowing
Geminus (Proclus gives two classification systems). is part of this procession into multiplicity. The
classification of mathematics into fundamental and applied. with the applied sciences, such as optics and
canonics. being divided images of either arithmetic or geometry, show that "la descente de l'intelligible dans
le sensible s'opére donc par degrés. En chaque groupe. le premier de ligne exerce une fonction rectrice sur
le second. Cette régulation se répéte de niveau d niveau. comme si un méme courant de lumigre traversait
tout l'intervalle et s'affectait de couleurs diverses a chacun des paliers. définis par une corrélation originale
de la discipline et de son objet” (p.87). For Proclus' two systems of classification. see fn Ercl.36.12-38.02
for the Pythagorean classification. and 38.02-42.08 for Geminus'. See also figures 3 and 6, Appendix.

“Y In Tim.11.246.4-9: 0 8¢ ye [MAdtav 8t Erikpuyny 101G padnuatikolg tév ovoudtuy olov
TUPANETAGUAGLY EXPHGUTO TG TV Tpayudtov aAnfsiog, donep ol pév Beoidyol toig uvdols, ot &
Mubaroperon 1ol cuuforors €att yap xai €v talg eixom & ropadeiyuate Bewpely xoi S1a tovrav €
exetlva petafaiverv.
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through the proportions which held between the portions of the ousia 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 itseif and as the paradigm of two and three dimensional procession and
return. i.e as the procession and return of the Forms divided among bodies and of bodies
themselves. In other words. the ousia of the soul is the paradigm of mathematical
number which is its image. hence as Proclus says. mathematical number is a particularly
usetul means of representing to oneself the structure of the ousia of the soul. because "it
is possible to see the paradigms in the images. and to move through the images to the
paradigms."™'

As we have seen above. Proclus' own term for what [ am calling 'metaphor’ is

analogia. We have discussed how analogia as mathematical proportion is that which

remains identical throughout a given series ot numbers. This sort of analogia is itself and

‘12 p. Merlan 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 only arithmetic. or Severus, who find only geametry. It is not the identification of the Sou! and
mathematics which is the problem. according to Merlan. but rather that these thinkers identify the Soul with
only one branch of mathematics. Both Proclus and lamblichus, on the other hand. say that all branches of
mathematics are to be found in the Soul. according to Merian. It is correct to say that Proclus opposes those
who tind onlv one branch of mathematics in the Soul, but not quite correct simply to say that he identifies
the Soul with all three branches of mathematics. As [ 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 witheut shape. So it is insufficient simply to say that the Soul is a
unity of all three branches of mathematics. For this reason. despite his contribution to the earlier history of
a mathematical psychology. Merlan cannot be taken to speak with authority about the mathematical
character of the Procline Soul. See P. Merlan, From Platonism to Neoplatonism, 2™ od. Revised (The
Hague: Martinus Nijhotf, 1960) pp.22-24, 27.

Further, Merlan sees an opposition of doctrine between the earlier and the later books of
lamblichus’ De communi mathematica scientia. 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. psvchic, sensible (not
necessarily in that order). In the later chapters. tamblichus identifies the soul with all branches of
mathematics. Leaving aside the question of De communi mathematica scientia. we can see that in Proclus
there is a tripartite divison of Being. Mathematicals are found in the energeia of the Soul. and are moving
only in the sense that the energeia of the Soul moves. It moves from object to object. See Merlan. From
Platonism to Neoplatonism. pp.28-29. For the mathematical circle as an image of the internal structure of
Nous. see W, Beierwaltes, Proklos, Grund-=iige seiner Metaphystk (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio
Klostermann. 1963) pp.166-173.
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image of the more general analogia which holds between all levels of Proclus'
universe."'? These two uses of analogia are related. One might think of an ascending
series of numbers in a certain analogia as an image of the unfolding of the Cosmos from
the One. Although the intervals 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 analogia. Just as in a mathematical series. the terms may
change but their relation remains the same, in Proclus' ordered universe the terms at each
tevel 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. Proctus even
uses the term homologa to describe the relation of various levels. This word should be

familiar to us. because this conception of the similarity which holds between the various

" In Tim.1.373.7-20.: "And how could there be any gap if there first comes the beings which are
uself (auto), second the from itself (autou), third the from itself und from another (autou kai allon), fourth
the beings which have come to be from another (allon gegonoton). and fifth place is held by those beings
which are other (allon onton), and if ranged among each of these there are the beings which are similar in a
dissimilar manner. and if there is a continuity in beings this great? And what is left out if there are first the
beings which are established as unmoving (akinétdn hidrumendn), second the self-moving beings
lautokinéton), and third those moved from without (heterokinéton), which indeed are the last of beings - for
things have been filled up by the beings which have been enumerated - and in general. the production of
things has been demonstrated to be continuous by many approaches. and if you wish to speak this way. that
there is an unalugia from above right down to the last beings. according to the well-ordered procession
(proodun) of all things from the One (xai ti yap Gv €in xevov rpwTov HEV GVIOV TOV QUTO. Seutép(uv o¢
1OV aUToL, Tpitav 8¢ tiv aitoD Kat Ghhov. temptmv 8¢ tav GAkovu {eyovotmv nepnmv de ru,lv
VIOV tav GAADY SvTav. £0° Exdrepa 8€ ToUtwy Thv gvopoing opoiwv ETaYREVOV Kai tooaumg Ev
0t Tpdynact thg ouvereiag oveng: ti 8 dv £AAEinOL ApATLV PEV THV GXLVIITVY 13pUpEviv. SELTEPLY
3¢ 1ov avtox witwv., rpitmv 3€ v éteponwﬁtmv @ &7 naviwv Egyata 1@v Gviwy £6Ti-rAvIa Yap
guprenAiputal 1@ dvia toig elpnuévorg-xai 6Ang xatl ROMAS E0680g Thg Mapayayng tav rpayHdtoy
GUVE ,(om~ deikvupgvng kot £1 fovrer LéyEty avaloyiag ouong dvabev dypt tdv teAevtaioy xatd v
ano 100 £vog 1@V naviwy tpoodov edtaktov:).” See S. Gersh. KINHEIE AKINHTOZX (Leiden: E.J. Brill.
1973) pp.83-90. and A. Charles, "Analogie et pensée sérielle chez Proclus," Revue Internationale de
Phiiosophie, 23 (1969) pp.69-88: see p.75-82. Charles points out that the principle of analogy holds not
only in the vertical series of procession from one hypostatic order to the next, but also within each arder
itself. of henads. intellects, or souls. The procession and reversion by which souls emerge from the monad
of soul is such that each member of the order is homologous with each other member, and with the monad.
The relation between members is one of analogy, which allows both for the conservation of identity in the
order. and for the difference involved in the declension (urofaotis) of terms by which distance from the
monad is measured. See also §. Dillon. "Image. symbol and analogy: three basic concepts of Neoplatonic

allegorical exegesis.” in The significance of Neaplatonism. ed. R. Baine Harris (New York: SUN.Y.,
1976) pp.247-262.
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levels of reality is what we mean when we speak of 'homologous 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 (ousiddds) all of the sciences
(epistémas): the geometrical science according to its totality. its figure (schéma)
and its lines (grammas);*" the arithmetical science according to the multitude and
the essential monads in it (Las ousiddeis en autéi monas). as has been shown
above: the harmonic science according to the ratios (logoi) of its numbers: the
spherical science according to the two revolutions [i.e. of the Same and the
Difterent]. And the Soul is this true bond of the sciences (16n marhématon): an
essential (ousiddésy [bond]. intellectual (noervs). unified (hendmenos). it
comprehends them all without shape (umorphis) and purely -- figures. [it
comprehends] without figure: that which is distinguished. in a unified manner: the
extended. without extension. These things belong to the ousia 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 evervwhere the one has precedence over the many...And just
as the things which precede (hégoumena) are with regard to each other, so are
those which follow with regard to ¢ach other, and all things are homologous
(homologa) with each other: the ousig. the harmony. the Form (eidos). and all
things are throughout. because of the fact that the Soul's life consists of parts
which are like each other and are of the same character. And although the Same
and the Triple belong more in the Circle of the Same. and the Difterent and the
Double more in the Circle of the Different. vet all of the proportions (logoi) exist
throughout. but in a different manner in the primary and in the secondary realities.
In the primary they are exist intellectually (noerds). as wholes (holikés). and in a
unitied manner (hénémenos). while in the secondary they exist in the mode of
opinion (doxastikds), as distinguished (diérémends). and partially (merikés).!"®

** grammuas: lines in the sense of the lines of a geometrical figure.

% In Tim.11.239.5-240.2: racag dpa 145 ETLGTALAS 0UCIWSEE 7| WUXf RPOEIANDE" THY HEV

{emuerpiav Kata tr'\v ()Aétnm Kata 1o oYnua, Kaa 1ag (pappdﬁ ™mv o€ dpl&pr\nxr'w Xaw 10 rclﬁeoq
Kai 1ag oummﬁsl, £V aut povuﬁug g £3eilauev sunpooﬂev Thv 8€ @ppovikilv Kata tolg AGyoug v
aplep.mv v &€ cmmpmnv Katd 1ag Sumq tu»:pwopag xai 0 ax cmnemg cmv&»:opoc Qv paenp.umw
0UTOS €GTLY. OUOCLWANG. AUTOKIVIITOC. VOEPDS. NVAINEVOS. QUOPYWG kat xadapadg T4 tavia TEpLE v,
acynuatictug HEV 1o oxnuata, Rvopeéveg 3¢ 1 Stupilouéva. adractateg 8¢ 1a Swactata: tala yap
RPOCTIKEL TH 0UGLY T Wuriis Kai del rdvia €v aUTi} toUtov tav 1ponov Bempelv. Kal Uiy Kol EKelvo
raufaverv €k tav Kelpévav 1 10 navia Bet'nepa toi5 rtpb avtav d»ukoyeiv Kat rmvtu,(oﬁ

mpan 7eloBal 10U nAfBoug t0 £v'...xat ©¢ 1 rwoupsvu n:pog a nvouusva olvtw ta ertousva mpog ¢
£nOuEVa, Kai tavia u/u«.nkms OpoAoYa. 1 VoL, ) uppovm 70 e180¢. kai naviayob HEV navta fua 1o
OUAEPOLY KAl OUOLOPEPES THE WUXIKNG Cofg. LAAAOV UiV EV <UEWS T6) TAUTOU KUKA® 10 TALTOV Xai 10
tpLrAGotov, £v &€ 1 Batépov 10 Bdtepov kai 10 SitAdoiov. Kail ol Adyol Tavtayov PEV RAVIES. ARG
tpdnov Etepov v g 1015 TPuTictolg Kai £v 1015 SEVTEPOLS. OV HEV VOEPAS Kat OALKOGS Kal Avauévig.
oU &€ Soactikag Kat Sinpnuéveg Kal HEPLKEC.



Thus as we saw in chapter [II, when the soul projects its logoi and unrolls its own
ousia 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
within 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. It must be the case that the same thing may exist in many ways.
otherwise there would 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
paradigm.*!’

The causal influence of the One, through the henads. shines forth in what Proclus
calls "chaing" or "series" (seira). 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 of existing. or as the effect 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. all that the Soul gives
rise 1o is present to it under the manner of the pre-existence of the etfect 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

scif-related activity. As we will see in the next chapter. in this manner the Soul is

*1° See J. Trouillard. "La puissance secréte du nombre selon Proclus.” Reviee de philosophie
ancienne. 1 (1983) pp.227-241: see p.233: "Puisque I'ime est nombre, penser le nombre est pour elle se
penser elle-méme a travers ce qu'elle projette et étale devant son regard. Elle tire d'elle-méme les raisons
mathématiques qu'elle forme. Elle s'extériorise pour s'intérioriser. pour gagner dans son activité i travers ce
circuit une conscience d'elle-méme plus claire que la présence obscure qu'elle détenait déja dans sa
substance autoconstituante. Par sa raison dianétique (3udvota) elle projette dans la matidre imaginative les
nombres et les figures.”

17 I Trouillard, La mystagogie de Proclus (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1982) p.237: “Une troisieme
erreur serait de croire que ce déroulement est régi par une logique analytique. en sorte que dans ce
processus il n'y aurait ni création ni nouveauté. mais seulement explication. La pluralité expressive ne sort

pas de l'unité par déduction, pur allongement ou redoublement. Chaque ordre est une totalité originale.
Exprimer, c'est créer.”
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constituted by the influence of its antecedants and by its own activity. Proclus' word for
this is "self-constituting" (authupostatos). 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.'®

[f 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 modern science. Modern science does not say
that physical reality is number. but rather that the most convenient. useful. and precise
way 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 world is mathematical number. but rather mathematical number is a convenient.
useful and precise way of representing in our thought the reality which is both above and
below mathematical number itself*'® 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.
otherwise language drawn from one sphere would be inapplicable to another. Proclus
goes bevond modern science, of course. because he holds this doctrine of homologous
structures with regard to all levels of reality between the One and indeterminate matter.

while modern science generally holds that it exists only between mathematics and

418

Cf. 1. Trouillard. La mystagogie de Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1982) pp.69-70: "Puisque
tout Stre rayonne la perfection qu'il se donne, 'ime sera illuminée par les ordres qui lui sont antérieurs.
Chacun diffusera en elle son caractére dominant, de telle sorte qu'elle recueillera autant d'élements qu'elle a
de principes [/r Tim.1£.135.13-14]. Plus précisément. du moment que 'dme doit se réaliser, se vivifier et se
penser elle-méme, chaque série supérieure éveillera en elle un aspect de sa causalité d'elle-méme sur elle-
méme. Sous la motion fondamentale qui est celle de ['Un. 'dme éveillant ce germe de non-étre se fera
substance avec l'étre. puissance avec la vie, activité avec la pensée. Elle refera en entier le chemin de la
procession. en particularisant par degrés son pouvoir unifiant jusqu'a devenir un nombre automoteur. [/n
Tim.11.193.25-27]. La procession ne s'étale donc pas en étapes discontinues. Toujors identique et toujours
différente. elle est tout entiére immanente en chaque foyer de manifestation.”

*' For a similar interpretation of Proclus' use of mathematics in reasoning about the physical
world. see Dominic J. O'Meara. Pythagoras Revived (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1989) pp.185-192.
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physical phenomena. Further. Proclus accounts for this analogy, while modem scientists

20
do not.}

*¥9 Social phenomena may also be included here. if one thinks of the use of statistics in the socfal
sciences. Dominic J. O'Meara, Pythagoras Revived (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989) pp.193-4
makes that point that Proclus' use of mathematics in physics differs from the modern use in two important
ways. First, for Proclus both mathematical and physical entities are derived from a common, higher source.
Second. Proclus thinks that the order of the physical world is an image not only of what we would 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 relatior between mathematical
and physical being.
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CHAPTER V

AUTOKINESIS AND HETEROKINESIS

This chapter examines the tallibility of the partial soul's dianoia. The Soul's
dianeiu in Proclus is more than what we would think of as mere cognition. The probolé
ton ousiodon is also the act by which it brings itself into being. Because Soul is a
cognitive hypostasis. its cognitive self-reversion through moné. proodos. and epistrophé
is also its act of selt-constitution. [n the first part of this chapter we will examine the
related concepts of self-sutficiency. self-constitution, and self-motion.

Self-motion («utokinésis) 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
begins to dwindle into the passivity of Body. That is. it is possible tor the partial soul to
cease its autokinetic activity of thinking. and succumb to heterokinésis. or motion from
without. Such is no longer its own 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 himself. and begin the
process of anamnésis. In so doing. he removes the impression of heterokinésis from

Alcibiades' soul. and restores its autokinésis.
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V.i. The meriké psuché: autarkés, authupostatos, autokinétos

Proclus says that the Soul is self-moved (autokinétos). Autokinésis is a mean term
between the unmoved (akinétros) and that which is moved by an external principle. or

moved by another (heterkinétos).

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 from 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 a kinglot’ mean term between the unmoved mover and that which is merely
moved.™”

And again:

Soul again. being moved by itself. has a rank inferior 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. If. therefore. soul is a self-
moved cause of motion. there must exist a prior cause of motion which is
unmoved. Now Vous is such an unmoved cause of motion. eternally active
without change. [t is through Nous that soul participates in perpetuity of thought.
as body in self-movement through soul.**

From these passages it seems that autokinésis has to do with motion commoniy
understood. However. the motion of the Soul is not spatial motion. Soul's motion is the
motion of thought. from one intelligible object to another. So amtokinésis is one way of
describing the proholé ton ousiédén logon.

Autokinésis stands in an analogical reiation to two other important concepts in
Proclus: the self-sufficient (aurarkés) and the self-constituting (authupostatos).
Autokinésis is the manner in which the Soul is both autarkés and authupostatos. These

two terms. the auturkés and the authupostatos. are explained in detail in the Elements of

U El Th.prop.14: i yap otain t rGvTa. Ti ROTE £6Ta1 10 PATWS KIVOUUEVOY: OUTE Yap 10
axivnrov (0U yap REYUKEV) 0UTE 10 ET€poKivITOV (UR dAAOL Yap Kiveltat) Aeinst dpa w0
avToKivIToV Elvat 1O RPATEG KLVOUREVOV: ENEL Kal TODT0 EGTL 10 10 AKLVITTH 1¢ ETEPOKIVIIE GUVARTOV.
UECOV KOG OV. KLVOUV T€ GUA KOl KLVOUNEVOV" EKELVOV Yap T HEV KLVEL uovov, 10 8& KIveltal uovov.

' EL Th.prop.20: méhwv 8& 1 yuyl Kivoupévn U6° Eavtii Seutépay £yt 16ELY THS GKIVATOU
QUCEWS Kl KAT EVEPYELAV AKLVITOU VPECTHATS J1OTL RAVTLY UEV 1DV KLVOUREVAY IYELTAL 1O
aUTOKIVATOV. TAvTav 3€ T@v KIvouvIuv 10 dxivritov. £1 0OV f} YUyl Ktvourévn U9 Eauthc 1 GAla
Kivel, 8el pd altiic elvat 10 akivijtag Kivolv. voig 8& Kivel dxivntog @v Kai Gel Katd 1¢ aved
EvepYav. Kal Yap 7 yuyn Sta volv LETEYEL TOD GEL VOELV. GOREP OHUA 810 WuRV toD EQUTE KLVELY.
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Theology. but their important relation to the Soul's autokinésis is not brought out fully in
that text. In the Commentary on the Alcibiades I. however. the connexion between these
three terms is made explicit. Moreover, in the Commentary on the Alcibiades [. itis
made explicit that the fall of the partial soul is due to the tailure of its unrokinésis.

In this section we will briefly examine the aurarkés. the authupostatos. and the
awtokinétos in the Elements of Theology. and then in the next section turn to their

connexion in the Commentary on the Alcihiades [

V..a. The autarkés

The qurarkés is the self-sufticient. [t is that which supplies its own good to itselt.
[t is a mean term between the Good or the One itself. which is above self-sufficiency. and

. . . . - . . 23
those things which receive their good from an external principle.’?

For what else is the self-sufticient than that which has its good from and in itself?
And this means that it is indeed fulfilled (pléres) with goodness. and participates
good. but is not the unqualified Good itself: for the latter. as has been shown.
transcends participation and fulfilment. [f. then. the self-sufficient has fulfilled
itself with goodness. that from which it has fulfilled itself must be superior 1o 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 fulfiiled with
goodness. not the primal Good).™*

Autarkés means to be selt-sufticient. strong enough. sufficient in oneself. It is derived
from arked. which means to defend. ward off. be strong enough. suffice. satistv.**" Self-
sufficiency in Proclus has come to mean being able to furnish oneself with one's own

good. or to have tulfilled oneself with one's own good (to autarkés peplérdken heauto tou

** See EL Th.props.8-10, and J. Trouillard, La mystagogie de Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1982)
pp.187-206.

¥ El Th prop.10: ti yap €0ty GAAO tO alitapKeg fi 10 fap £auton kat &v Eautd T0 ayadov
KEXTNUE vov: tolio 8E fidn mAfpég eaTt tov ayabol xai uetéyov. dAh oUyl aid 10 anhng ayabov.
EXETVO Yap Kal TOU peTéXELvV Xai tod RANPES Elvar xpelttov. i Séde1xtat. el oUv 10 altapkeg
METANPOKEY £auTd 100 AYadou, 10 49 0V RETARPWKEY £XVTO KPEITIOV GV £1N TOU OUTEPKOUS Kal UNEp
QUTAPKELAV. KOl OUTE Ev3EES TLvag 10 ARAGE ayabov. ol 1dp édletar dhiou (ein yap dv elAwngg
ayafou Katd thv £0e01v)” oUte altapkeg £1n yap dv RAfipeg dyadal. kal ob tarafov rpetog,

** See L.S.J. entry for autarkés and arked.
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agathou). 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 trom it. All things have the Good as their principle
(arché) and First Cause (aitia protisté). and the Good is the source of the unity. and hence
zoodness. to all things. ™

How can one and the same entity be both self-sufficient and dependent on the
Good? The notion of fulfillment is important here. Each entitiy is filled with its own
good. This implies that at some point this entity exists but is not filled with its own goed.
and hence it implies a transition from an unfufilled state to a state of fulfillment. This
transition from intial state to the perfection which comes trom being filled or perfected
through possesion of its good is described by Proclus. as we have seen in previous
chapters. by the triads of moné. proodos. and epistrophé. and ousia. dunamis. and
energeia. Spiritual entities have a cyclical activity, such that their triadic moments really
mark stages of the movement of the energeia which is the entity from a state of
imperfection to perfeclion.427 We must avoid thinking of this transition in temporal
terms. because in Nous it is an atemporal dvnamism. a logical dynamism. and only in
Soul does Time become the index of movement along the circuit of the Soul's periodic
energeia. 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.

All that is produced by secondary beings is in a greater measure [meizonds)
produced from those prior and more determinative [aititeron] principles from
which the secondary were themselves derived. For if the secondary has its whole
existence from the prior. thence also it receives its power of further production.

1 EL Th.praps. 1 1-13.
*" See El, Th.prop.33; and S. Gersh KINHEIE AKINHTOZ (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1973) p.120-121.
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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 autou]:
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.***

And following:

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
powerful than its consequent. And it so. it must produce a greater number of
eftects...But again. the powers which are in the consequent are present in a greater
measure in the cause [hosa dunatai to aitiaton, meizonos ekeino dunatai}. For all
that is produced by secondary beings is produced in a greater measure by prior and
more determinate principles. Thc cause. then. is co-operative in all that the
consequent is capable of producing. '™

Proclus’ corollary to this propostion is that all of Soul's effects are also produced by Nous.
but not vice versa. since Nous as prior and more powerful extends farther down.
Likewise the causation of the Good extends to the lowest level of reality. and also causes
all that NVous (and Soul) causes. while Nous 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
tully 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
it 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

“YELTh.prop.56: v to 4o t@v SEVTEPUV RUPUYOUEVOV Kal GRO TdY APOTEPWY Kal
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usiav arno tou rtpo autov, Kat 1 Ewauu, Ut TOL mp(r{ew €Keifev: xal {up at Suvupmg at
RApaKTIKAL kat oustayv Eiotv €V toig n:apuyoum xoi oupnAnpoioly avtdv Ty ovciav. ei 8 v 100
RapdyeLy SUvauLy ano T VREPKEINEVTG aitiag EAGYE. tap EXEivg Eys1 10 elvel aitiov av éony
aitiov. uetpnbev exeibev katd v unomunmv duvaptv. £i 3¢ toUto. Kol TG G AVTOV Mpoidvia
altaid €oT 8ud 10 mpo avtol 10 yap Batepov aroteréday aitiov Kai Bdtepov aitiatov arotereL. el
S€ touto. Kal 10 aitlatov ExElBev aroteAeital totoutov.

**El Th.prop.57: Ilav aitiov kat npod 100 aitiatod évepyel Kai uet avtod TAELGVaY E0Tiv
UTOOTATIKOV. €1 Ydp £6TLV aitiov, TEAELOTEPGY EGTL KAl Suvathitepov 101 HeT avtd. kat €1 toito,
RAELOVOV QLTLOV'...GAAG RV Kail doa Stvatal 1o aitiatov. pet{ovug EXElve duvartatl. rav yap 10 umo
TV SEVTEPUIV RUPAYOUEVOV URO TV TPOTEPWV Kai alTiotépmv rapdyetal uelldveg. cuvuoictnoly dpa
aVTH TAVTa 06 REQUKE NOPAYELY.
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eXist. must partake of unity in order to exist. because existence in Proclus' system is
always existence as one particular sort of thing. The particular sort of unity for each
entity. however. is not determined by the One. The One only bestows unity simpliciter.
or rather. the One makes all things exist. 1t does not make them exist in the particular
manner in which they exist. or it does not determine before hand the particular manner in
which an entity panakes of unity. For selt-sufficient entities. this particularisation of
unity comes about trom their own self-development. from their own moné. proodos. and
epistrophé 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 Nous is self-sufficient.
because it is the internal development of Nous which makes it to be what it is. a fullness
of intelligible and intellectual moments: thought and thinker as one and as distinct. So
while dependent on the One. Nous 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
with the good proper to itself as an atemporal cognitive entity. The same goes for Soul.
The Soul is dependent on Nouws and the One. but the good proper to Soul is furnished by
itself to itselt through its own manner of cognitive self-reversion. The probolé tén
ousiodon logan is the activity by which Soul grasps its own ousia and Nous, and therefore
it is through the probolé tin ousiédon logon that Soul detemines for itself the manner in
which it possesses its own good. In this manner. self-sufficient entities bring themselves
into being in the manner proper to themselves. and are not only selt-sufficient. but self-

constituting (authupostatos).

V.i.b. The authupostatos

Self-constitution is another way of describing self-sufficiency. The aurarkés is
that which gives to itself its own good. by being itself the principle of its manner of

participation in its causes. and ultimately in the One. The authupostatos is that which
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brings itself into being, in the sense that it causes itself to exist in its own peculiar
manner.® The One is the source of the existence of an authupostatos entity. but it itself
is a cyclical energeia for whom the plan of its self-unfolding is contained in its first
moment. The Soul. through the probolé ton ousiodon logon. draws torth what is present
kruphiis in its ousia, or moné. The epistrophé/energeia of a self-constituted entity isa
self-reversion, because it is the moment in which the implicit content of the ousia/moné
has been developed into an explicit multiplicity. But it is also a reversion on its higher
causes. because the ousia considered as the beginning point of the circular activity is the
moment of moné. or remaining in the higher cause. Self-explication is an activity by
which the entity explicates its own remaining in its cause. which is its moment of identity
with its cause.”' by translating it to a level of increased multiplicity.* Thus the self-
constituted reverts simultaneously upon its originary cause and upon itself. So the Soul's
3

probolé tén ousiédén logon is a projection both of itself and of Nous. ™

All that is self-constituted is self-reversive:

For if it 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. [f. proceeding
from itself. it should in proceeding not revert. it could 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 it gives. the well-being which

" See A. Charles, “La raison et le divin chez Proclus.” Revue des sciences philosophiques et

théologiques, 87 (1969) pp.458-482: see p.467.

¥V El Th.prop.30. 32.

YCA. S, Trouillard. L'Un et I'ime selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1972 p.20. "L'antithése
intérieure a l'idée est donc celle de deux fonctions. I'une retenant l'unité en soi-méme. ['autre s'élancant vers
une indétinie multiplicité. Proclos appellera la premiére povn et la seconde npdodog. La synthése de ces
tendances opposées sera I'EmioTpoon qui récupére le multiple et raméne 'expansion a son centre en
enveloppant le systeme entier des déterminations. Chaque intelligible n'est donc pas seulement une
détermination. mais une autodétermination qui ne peut s'accomplir sans s'opposer sa propre
indétermination.”

% Jean Trouillard discusses the self-constitution of the Soul in relation to the cvcle of negations
found in Plato's Purmenides. The characteristics 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 negated of the
One is negated just because it is other than the One, ar what is produced by the One rather than the pure
One itself. See J. Trouillard. L'Un et I'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1972) chapitre V.
"Théologie négative et psychogonie.” pp.i33-154. See our discussion of the position of Trouillard. and the
presence of the One to the Soul as the anthos psuches. in chapter VIL,
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belongs to that existence: hence it can bestow the latter upon itself also. and this is
the proper good of the self-constituted.**

This proposition is followed by its inverse. that all that is self-reversive is self-
constituted.**® This marks the boundary of the self-constituted at Soul. because Soul is
capable of self-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 part of a body 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 which it has reverted become identical. But this is impossible for body. and
universally for any divisible substance: for the whole of a divisible substance
cannot be conjoined with the whole of itself. because of the separation of its parts.
which occupy different positions in space.™®

However, Proclus nuances the self-constitution of Soul. by saying that the self-
constitued is perpetual (addion). and is above the passage of Time. which marks non-
being.*”’ He seems to be thinking of Time here as equivalent to genesis. rather than as
the Nous which is the measure of the Soul's motion (see chapter V1), Be that as it may. he
is very caretul to say that the self-constituted transcends that which is measured by Time
in respect of its ousia. The Soul. however. is not measured by Time in respect of its

ousia. but only its energeia.

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:
otherwise it will be undivided Being, and there will be nothing to distinguish the
psychic nature from intellectual substance. the self-moved principle from the
unmoved. Nor can it have both in time: otherwise it will be purely a thing of

Y EL Th prop.42: el vap 6o  éavtod TpdELat, Kai Tiv EMOTPOoAY MOLAGETAL MPAg EQUTH" GO’ OV
yap | tpoodog EKAGTOLS. £15 TOUto Kal T} T Tpoddw CUGTOLX0g ERLGTPOON. £1 7ap RPGELGLY GO’ €QUTOU
povov. ui EmotpégoLto 8€ rpoioy €ig £aytd. oux dv RoTE 100 oixeiov ayafot dpéyorto xai 0 Shvatat
£aute tapéyely. dYvatal §& nav 1o ainov 1 art’ autes Siddvar Hetd T ovaiag. fig Sidwot. xat 1 v
s vuoiag. 1 8idwot. culures diote kail avtd éauta. 1oUTo dpa 10 oikelov @ avBurostdty ayafov.

" £l Th.prop43.

¥ El Th.prop.15: oudév yap tdv Cupdtev npdc EQUTO TEQUKEY ERLGTPERELV. £ YaP 10
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rpOg RAVIA CUVAWEL 10U POG EQUTO EMGTPAPEVIOS TODTC YaP RV 10 TPAC EQUTO ENLGTPEYAL. GTav Ev
TEVITat duom. 10 1€ ENLOTPAYEY kAl RpoOg O EREGTPAON. aduvatov 3¢ L gupatog touto. Kal Ghug Tav
UEPLOTAOV TAVTOV' 0V YAP OAOY OA® CUVARTETRL £QUTH TO HEPLOTOV LA TOV TV UEPHY YWPLOLAV, MA@V
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process. and neither self-animated nor self-constituted; for nothing which is
measured by time in respect of its existence (kat' ousian) is self-constituted. But
the soul is self-constituted; for that which reverts upon itself in its activity is also
self-reversive in respect of its existence (kat' ousian), that is. it proceeds from
itself as cause.*®

This strong division between the ousia of the soul and its energeia is present only in the
Elements of Theology. The distinction between ousia. dunamis. and energeia is also
present in the Commentary on the Timaeus, as we have seen in chapter [V, but in that
work the distinction is not presented in such strongly dichotomous terms as it is in the
Elements of Theology. The Soul is a selt-moving motion of thinking. in which the ousia.
dunamis. and energeia are moments of its self-development. Thus it is likely that the
strong distinction which we find in the Elements of Theology is due to the highly
discursive nature of that text. As we have seen in previous chapters. it is the nature of
dianoiu to take what is in itself a unity and translate it into a multiplicity of logei. This
seems to be most true of the Elements of Theology. What we end up with in the Elements
of Theology is not a false account, but rather an account which must be balanced by other
Procline texts in which more symbolically loaded terms are used to allow the entities in

question to appear in their inner unity.***

V.i.c. The autokinétos

The Soul is selt-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.

N El Th.prop.191: [Naca yuxh peBexth thy pév olciav aidviov ExeL, Tv 3€ EvépyELav KAtk
{oovov. R yap duow alwvieg ESEL. ) GUOm xotd (pévov, Tj 10 LEV aluving. 10 8€ xata ypdvov. adk olte
duon alavieg (EoTal 7&p auépiatog 0Usia. Kol oLEEv §1o{0EL TMig VOEPGS UROCTAGEWG 1 YLENS OUaLE,
111§ GKLVTITOV 1) QUTOKIVIITOS) oUTE QUW KaTa (povov™ ein vép dv YevnTh udvov Kat oute avtddug ouTe
avOundotatog OLSEY Yap DV LIO YPOvoL Kot ouGiav uetpounévey aufurdatatov. i 8€ yuxn
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“” See A. Charles. "La raison et le divin chez Proclus.” Revue des sciences philosophiques et
thévlogiques, 87 (1969) pp.458-482: see 464F,
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And if one and the same thing moves and is moved, it will (as a self-mover) have
its activity of motion directed upon itseif. 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-constituting. ™ Thus we know that the Soul is self-constituting and self-sufficient
because we know that it is self-moving. Further. Soul's self-motion is a motion of
thinking. because its motion is its own movement of self-development by which it reverts
upon its own ousia in thinking it. That there is motion in this energeia is the mark of the
multiplicity proper to soul. measured by Time. So itis its self-motion which marks it as

an in-between 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
likewise manifests its own causes. from which it has proceeded. Now those
things whereof it is the pre-existent 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
after the manner of a cause. possessing the /ogoi of material things immaterially.
of bodily things incorporeally. of extended things without extension: on the other
hand it possesses as images the intelligible principles. and has received their
Forms - the Forms of undivided existents parcelwise. of unitary existents 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.**

Soul is all things. those above and below it. atter the manner of image or of cause.*™ It is

self-sufficient and self-constituting. yet also is caused by principles above it. Hence its
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Y4 C. Steel. "YrapZi; chez Proclus,” in Hyparxis e Hypostasis nel Neoplatonismo (atti det [
colloguio internazionale del centro di ricerca sul neoplatonismo, universitd degli studi di catania, 1-3
ottobre 1992) ed. F. Romano e D.P. Taormina (Firenze: Leo S. Olschki. [1994) pp.79-100.
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self-sufficiency 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 Time. ™
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 which it holds. that allows the partial soul (meriké psuché) to fall into genesis.

V.ii. The fall of the meriké psuché into heterokinésis

At the beginning of his Commentary on the Alicibiades I. Proclus tells us that the
most proper and assured principle of all of the Platonic dialogues. and indeed ot all
philosophical investigation (pasés...tés philosophou thedrias). is a discrimination
(diagnosis) of our ousia. Just as things have a different being (¢fnai). so too does their

perfection differ, according to the declension of their ousia (kata tén tés ousias huphesin).

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 Nous is in eternity. and that of Soul in time. And the good of the
Soul is LO be in accordance with Nows. and that of body to be in accordance with
Nature. ™

The good tor the Soul begins with self-knowledge. because it is this which allows us to
assimilate ourselves to Nous as much as possible. The discrimination of our ousia. or self
knowledge. 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 [proégeisthai] all
philosophical investigation.""’ As we have seen. the soul thinks all things by projecting

the logoi in its ousia. and thus the soul in seeking to know all things must begin by

% See chapter V1.
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looking to its own ousia. Thus the aim of the Alcibiades I, according to Proclus, is both
care of the soul and self-knowledge.™® 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 Nous.
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 care of one's own has an analogy to the Good. and that self-knowledge has an analogy

SR
to Nows."

So self-knowledge is the beginning of self-reversion. which is also a
reversion on Nous. and ultimately on the One. ™
Notice that the epistemological and ontological aspects of this account are 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
(ton apokrinomenon einai ton legonta deiknus) makes appear the autokinésia of
the soul and the projections of its logoi (probolas ton logdn). and makes clear that
what one learns one recollects (anamnéseis). and is nothing else than the one who
is being perfected reverting upon himself (pros heauton epistrephei ton
ie:’eioumenon).m

Diunoia 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. Diunoiu is moné. proodos. and
epistrophé. Itis awtokinésis. So because Proclus thinks that the partial soul can fall into
ignorance. and cease its dianoetic activity. he thinks that the partial soul can become

heterokinetic. [t can be subject to the parhémata which come from sensation. living

* In 41c.9.19-20: "Now if one should say that the aim of the dialogue is the care of oneself and
the knowledge of this care. then this would well put forth (Erei kai el t1g Aéyot téhog elvat thv Eautdv
ERPELELAY KAl THY TaUTNg VALY 10 S1aAdyw, TiBeTaL v opBag).”
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according to appearances and taking its opinions from outside, rather than be itself the
source of its own thinking motion.***

Proclus says that there are two sorts of erds. One sort is an inspiration from above
which leads the soul up from sensible beauty to the source of all beauty itself. and souls
which 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
which are cherish partial and material beauty. As [ mentioned in chapter II. the souls who

possess this lower erds are those

who have fallen away from the gift trom above. due to wicked nourishment
(mochthéran trophén)...[and] embrace the images of beauty. because they are
ignorant of true beauty. and they have atfection for material and divisible beauties.
sent outside of themselves, ignorant of what they have suj'fér.«ed.‘m They separate
themselves from all divinity. and are carried away towards the godlessness and
obscurin®™ of matter,*™

As [ pointed out above, Proclus describes the weaker souls as not only having fallen away
from the gift trom above. but as having "perverted the gift from above" (paratrepousas
1én ekeithen dosin).*® The susceptibility of certain partial souls to sererokinésis 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 from autokinésis to heterokinésis is a
serious problem in Neoplatonism. and Proclus' account of it is as good as we find in this
school. The likely cause of the fall of any partial soul is its partial grasp of Nous. If the
soul is a cyclical energeia whose self-explication comes about in Time. then the soul

which begins from its moment of moné and is engaged in its proodos will not yet have the

”f Cf. L. Trouillard. L'Un et I'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Letres) pp.36-37.
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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
enamoured 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
own logoi. moving towards its own perfection by the full projection of its /ogoi.
However. even this solution is problematic. Firstly. Soul's grasp of Nous is never ‘full’ in
the sense of being tinished. Vous is a centre around which the Soul may circle
indefinitely, without exhausting it as a source for the projection of logoi. Secondly. the
Soul's self-development is measured by Time. but its origin from Nous is not temporal. In
Proclus' account of anamnésis the time before birth when we knew all things is replaced
by the moment of moné in Nous. or the unconscious possession of the logoi of all things
in the soul's ousia. This is an ontological. not a temporal. 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
existed during the infinity of past time. So we are left with the question of why some
partial souls fall into Aeterokinésis and others do not. This question is not adequately
answered in Proclus. or indeed in all of Neoplatonism.*’

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 ousia. The logoi which 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

phantasia. remain outside of the soul. and cause it to tend towards heterokinésis. rather

than to its own autokinésis.

*" See the discussion of the various types of souls. and the role of mediator played by superior

souls such as Socrates. in Dominic J. O'Meara, Pythagoras Revived (Oxford: Qxford University Press,
1989) pp. [49fF.
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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 (agathoeidés). And insofar as the soul becomes more perfect. to that
extent the soul receives an autokinetic life. so that it becomes heterokinetic
through being joined with bodies and sharing their passivity (tén pros auta
sumpatheian). For this reason everything which the soul receives from outside
remains situated outside of it. such as the objects of phantasia™® and sensation.
and the only things which are in it are those things which the soul does from itself

towards itself. and are projected (proballetai) from itself.**®
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 naturai tor the Soul. and that for the Soul to be in the world of genesis is like
travelling in a region infected by the plague.**®

However. this position is more nuanced in Proclus than we often assume. The
descent of the Soul into body is dangerous 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
pertection (tés men noeras), and a providential perfection (1és de pronoétikés). The first
is in Rest. and the second in Motion. Souls immitate the first sort of perfection through
contemplation (cia tés thedrias). and the second through a life associated with genesis
(cdia 1és genesiourgou =dés). So the Soul's association with body allows it to immitate the

providential pertection 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

*** Segonds proposes ¢avtacta for odouata. Phantasia here seems to be used in a standard
Aristotelian manner. as a storehouse for sensory images, and not in the special manner in which it was used
in the Euclid commentary. Compare my discussion of phantasia at the end of chapter [V.
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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 it fitting that all sorts of beings exist. and if this
intermediate sort did not exist, there would be a sort of gap in creation. So the soul's
association with body allows there to come into existence beings which are mortal and
also rational.**! 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 the gods. Flowever. 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 genesis and their care over mortal things. But not to receive anything
from the things which 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 duimones. And whenever this also belongs to human souls. it is there
becauss of a certain divine or daimonic gifi'™ (kata tina theian ¢ daimonian
dosin) 63

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.

" tn Tim.111.04-24. See J. Trouillard. “Le lien de I'ime et du corps selon Proclos," Diotima, 8
(1980) pp.128-133. Trouillard also points out the the descent of the Sou! into body allows the soul to
actualise itse(f more completely (see fn Tim 111.284.16ff). By the addition of the three sorts of body the
Soul is able to exercise its phantasia, its common sense, and its proper senses. This seems to be the case.
However, the Soul only possesses these senses due to its association with body. So Trouillard seems to
have put his finger on a consequent of the descent into body rather than a reason for it. The strongest case
could be made for the need to actualise the Soul's phanrasia, as we have seen in chapter V. i.e. the exercise
of phantasia allows the Soul to be the cause of body. However. the exercise of phantasia needs at most the
highest sort of body: the "immaterial vehicle” (3xnua doAov) of £1.Th.prop.208. There seems to be no
reason to don the other two sorts of body except for the exercise of providence over them. and for the
completion of the orders of being in the world.

*2 “Divine gift” is from Phaedrus 244a7-8, where it refers to the mania which is a gift of the gods.
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The descent of the Soul is also described by Proclus as a consequence of synthetic
reasoning. In the lcibiades [ commentary he tells us that there are two sorts of reasoning
(logos): synthetic and analytic. These do not correspond exactly to the Kantian terms.***
Rather, synthesis is reasoning by affirmation (kataphasis). and analysis is reasoning by
negation (apophasis).

And vou see how. if the argument (Ao logos) proceeds in this manner. that
sometimes we make our way through synthesis and sometimes through analysis:
and in reasoning synthetically we make affirmations (ta men kataphatika legontes
sunthetikds) and in reasoning analytically we make negations (ta de apophatika
analutikos). Synthesis and analysis belong wholly to the nature of the Soul. It
descends from the more pertect to the more imperfect through syntheses of logoi
and the addition of certain foreign tunics (prostheseds tinon allotrion chiténén),
such that is is walled up in this thick and rigid bond [i.c. the body]. It ascends
through analyses and the shedding (aphaireseds) of that which in no way belongs
to it. such that it becomes nude (gumnétis) (as the Chaldaean Oracle says). and
unites with the immaterial and separate Forms themselves. For these reasons the
syllogism which proceeds through affirmations proceeds trom the more perfect to
the lessJ bpert'ect. and the syllogism which proceeds through negations is the
reverse.”

*! In the Kantian epistemology, a synthesis is a judgement which joins two ideas which in

themselves have no connection. For this reason Kant is forced to rely on experience, which yields an
already completed synthesis. Even a priori synthetic judgements are ultimately justified through the already
given synthesis of empirical experience. Analvtic judgements. on the other hand. are simply the repetition
of what is already contained within the first term. and hence add nothing to our knowledge. [n Proclus,
however. a synthesis seems to function more as the unfolding of the hidden content of the idea itself, as
when we think the 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 Idea
Animal. because in our thinking the [dea depans from its simplicity into a complexity which belongs to a
lower ontological level. Analysis, on the other hand. is a sort of setting free of the Idea of Animal. for
example. from the actual complexity 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. [t must think of these species in
order to let them go.
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[t is interesting in this passage that Proclus gives an ontological dimension to kataphatic
and apophatic 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.
However. here the sense is the addition or subtraction of one term from another. through a
syllogism. And because this addition or subtraction is really a motion of the Soul itself in
its probolé ton ousdiédon logon. it is an addition or subtraction from the Soul's own
multiplicity. A Soul which engages in karaphasis is burdening itself with more and more
specific logoi. and thus departing from the simplicity of Nous towards the particularity of
matter. Proclus describes it as like putting on a certain number of tunics {chiténes) which
are strangers to the Soul and serve to imprison it. Apophasis. on the other hand. is like
stripping oft 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 logoi. So why is it that one sort burdens the Soul and the other
does not, it they both involve a multiplication of logoi? It is likely that Proclus thinks of
kataphasis 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 which 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, apophasis projects

logoi only to leave them behind.*® In the Parmenides commentary the whole

“° Cf. A. Lernould, "La dialectique comme science premiére chez Proclus.” Revue des sciences
philosophiques et théologiques, 71 (1987) pp.509-336: see pp.527-334. Lernould gives an excellent
discussion of the hypothesis "The One which is” {i.e. the One-Being) in Proclus' Commentary on the
Purmenides. This is the principal hypothesis which dialectic makes use of, and the one which allows the
soul either to rise to a vision of the One itself. remain in an investigation of the One-Being. or descend to an
examination of all reality derived from the One-Being. His position is that synthesis and analysis form a
dialectical uninv {n.230) by which 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 fogo: following from it is
svnthetic iri ihat 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 characteristics which must be
negated of the One itself, and left behind by the soul in seeking to rise to that One. [ think there is an
overlap here with Procius’ distinction between dialectic and mathematics. (f dialectic is upward moving
dianoia. and mathematics is downward moving dianota, then the first makes use of anaivsis and the second
of synthesis. However. the analytic/synthetic distinction seems to be more generai than the
dialectic/mathematics distinction. In /n A/c.179.11-180.06 (above) Preclus points out that "synthesis and
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development of fogoi has but one purpose: to remove all positive designations from the
One. In fact. its purpose is even more extreme, according to Proclus. It intends to do
away with 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
possible with kataphasis. whose whole intend is to establish meaningful terms for
discourse. Apophasis. one the other hand. makes use of /ogoi only to leave them behind.
[t is likely for this reason that Proclus says the descent of the Soul involves a synthesis of
lugoi. and its ascent involves an analysis.

However, even though the Soul descends towards body through a synthesis of
logoi. it is possible for 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 when it surrenders to the passivity of the body. and ceases to project its logoi from
itseff. It then torgets who and what it is. because it has ceased to carry 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 sorts of evils? It is because of their
voluntary downward inclination: because of their excessive appropriation of the
body: because of their sympathy (sumpatheian) with their own image (peri to
eiddlon autés) ~ that which is called "animation” (empsuchian) —. because of their
change (metabolé) which happens all at once from the intelligible to the sensible.
and trom 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 individisible.**’

analysis belong wholly to the nature of the seul.” 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
bevond dianoia takes place by the means of synthesis and analysis.
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Proclus has not really answered the question of why a Soul would have a "voluntary”
(autexousion) inclination towards and and excessive accomadation to the body in the first
place. But be that as it may. once the Soul does incline towards the body voluntarily and
excessively. 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 (didkomen gar to
pheugon uei kinoumenon).™® One could think of 2 man first introduced to the flickering
images of a television screen. After much time in front 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 Soul pursues the changing sensible images. and very soon cannot find its
way back to its immobile centre. [n this manner. Proclus says. the mortal participates in
nous, and the intellectual in death (to men gar thnéton nou metalanchanei, to de noeron
thanaton).*®

This association with the body causes the Soul to receive an emphasis. a
reflexion’ ™ of heterokinésis.

The soul is autokinétos by its ousia (kat' ousian men gar estin autokinétos hé
psuché), but when it associates with the body is takes part in heterokinésis in
some manner. Just as the soul has given the lowest appearance of aurokinésia to
the body. so it has received in return the reflexion of hererokinésia. through the
natural condition of body. Now. it is through its power (dunamis) of autokinésia
that the soul is inventive of and apt to discover and productive of logoi and
epistémai. But it is through its impression of heterokinésia 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 epistémai]. and the less perfect are more in need of external
aid. The first are more autokinétoi and less infected with the worse. while the
second are less autokinétoi and are more affected by the nature of the body.

% fn Tim.111.325.03.

“* In Tim.111.325.08-09.

™ Emphasis 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 of heterokinésis. as
something foreign to it and added to it, [ike the wnic-like bodies the Soul dons as it descends into towards
Benesis.
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Nevertheless. they also 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
which ¢arlier 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 (dia
tén ek 4!7[;.8' hulés ephékousan argian kai tén azéiun kai ton ek 1és geneseds
karon).

The soul which attends to sensation. and thinks that it knows reality through sensation.
rather than through its probolé t6n ousdiédon logon. is a soul which has become
heterokinetic. [t is the nature of body to be moved from without. and the soul when it
sutfers the passion of sensation is also moved from without. When this becomes the case.
the soul forgets the truth which it aiready possesses in its ousia. 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 which are in matter. We run after
them as if they were true. and admire them as it they were real. and we pride
ourselves in them as it they were pure goods, because we are deceived by them.*”

And this deception tends 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 (¢«
aisthémata) as the primary reality.

The soul's autokinésis consists in its ability to give itself its own good through its
own activity. However. if the soul takes what it receives from its senses to be the primary

reality. it will think of itself as a thing like body. But it is not the nature of body to give

1 n Ale.225.14-226.08; xat ovaiav uév yap €6ty avtokivntog i wuxn. Kovevicaca 8¢
CWHATL HETECYE ROX; TS ETEPOKLVNGLAG. @ Yap 0 cuuatt SEdwKEV avtokLvnoiag Eayatoy Ivaaipa,
Ut Kai TS ETEpOKLVIGiag épmucnv da tﬁv rtepi 10010 oxécnv dvtékuﬁs 81 uev auv Au\d ms
amomvnmm. 8uvupw noplum ECTILV T yuyh Kal supemm Kai {ovmoc tav loymv Kat Emompmv Sz
8 v 3 Etepoxivnolag Eumcxmv Seltai rote mg nap’ dAlav avumvnaenh 61€ 3N xai at pev
TEAELOTEPQL TRV WU@Y EUPETLKATERAL RAAAGY ElOLv. Al € ATEAECTEPAL RAELOVIG EviEEls TG ES00EV
Boneaic; QL UEV Yap ud)u«.év gl uﬁtoxivqtm kai ftrov dvunsxkncmévm 00 Leipovog ai 8¢ Attov
aU‘IOKlVﬂ‘tOl Kai pukkov £k TS ompankng pUoEWG raBousar, npomuccu & opmg €v 10 tEAEL0NGHaL KOt
avtal Kat 1w cmpamc ave [ELpOp.EV(Il KOl GUAAE YougaL Tag euurmv 6uvupe1... ano g YAng
7oviLWTEPaL Yivovial Kai eupenxmspat ToUTLV ru»:pl a npotr—:pov figav dyovol xai dropol Si@ Ty éx
mg UAng smmcoucsav apyiav Kot Ty agmm\: xai 10V EX Tiig YEVEGEWG mpov

in Ale 108.11-16: npmm tfig olfigewg aitia kal 1o Tigov Kot mg araTng tais Wu xm. 10

omud 6T Kal R UAN Kai f rrspl aumv ELDWALKT mm‘(pumu v £180v. emrpqousv 1ap QUTOLS 1g
ainféar kat Baupdiopsv auta 6 via Kai péya opovolney €N altoly g tolg EIAMKpLVETLY Grafols,
GROTHUEVOL U aUTdV.

206



itself its own good. 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 (homoioumené) to Nous seeks the
good in itself. and is truly self-sufficient (autarkés). But the soul which is
corporeiform (sdmatoeidés) submits to the passivity of bodies (to 16n sématon
hupomenei pathos) and thinks that its own good lies in other things — money.
friends. honours. or other such things — so that it has only an illusion (phantasma)
of self-sufficiency. and not the real thing. For that which is not sufficient in itself.
but depends on other things. things which moreover are manifold and unstable. is
not of a nature to be self-sufficient.*”

[n his commentary on the Alcibiades I. Proclus discusses Alcibiades’ beliet that he is self-
sufficient. because he is happy. The major premise which Alcibiades employs. that "he
who is happy is self-sutficient." is true. because it is projected from the koinai ennoiai
and trom fogos. However. the minor premise which Alicibiades employs. that "l am
happy because of my body. my family. my friends. and my wealth." is talse. Thus
Alcibiades 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 (eudaimdn). And if he is not happy 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-
sutficiency, comes about because his minor premise is not arrived at by the probolé ton
ousdiddon logon. but rather is drawn from "phantasia. from sensation. and from irrational

. . . . s - 2 - 7
passions (apo phantasias. apo aisthéseds, apo ton alogén...pathan). ™

The passions are
the source of fragmentation and disaccord for souls. Proclus makes a very nice point

here. Those who reason about happiness incorrectly are still in agreement about the
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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 meriké psuché

[n order for the partial soul lost in materiality and the passivity associated with
body to be rescued. it must somehow recover its natural aurokinésis. We are describing
this in ontological terms. but we must remember that the soul's auokinésis is its probolé
ton ousdiodin logon. Thus the conversion of the soul from Aeterokinésis to antokinésis is
a cognitive conversion: a conversion from the soul's acceptance of aisthésis as the source
of knowledge 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 Socrates’
claim that it is the interlocutor himself who comes up with the answers in dialectical
conversation. because this is the proot that all knowledge is anamnésis and that the soul
already knows all things.*’® 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 heterokinésis, if it is to move it must be moved from
without. at least initially. However. the goal of this conversion is autokinésis. 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

" In Alc.104.18-26.
" See especially the geometrical proof at Meno 85b-c and Socrates’ claim to midwifery at
Theaetetus 149a-151d. The key passage for Proclus is Alcibiades' self-refuation at Afcibiades f 112e-113¢,
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where Socrates moves his interlocutors’ souls such that they move themselves. Itisa
peculiar heterokinésis which is also from the point of the soul of the interlocutor an
autokinésis.

In the Alcibiacdes 1 Socrates asks Alcibiades how he could know what the Just is.
He 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 what the Just was.*’”’ Proclus comments that these are the only two ways which
lead to learning (mathésis) and discovery (heuresis): the first is to search for it (zétésis)
and the second is to be taught it (didaskalia).”a The soul which is heterokinetic.
however. cannot engage in zétésis. because of double ignorance. It thinks that it knows
when it does not. because it is fooled by the images of the Forms which come from
uisthésis. It is only after the soul's double ignorance has been taken away through
refutation that it can engage in zérésis. In this sense, zérésis may be thought of as the
probolé tén ousdiddin logdn itself, because it is present only in an autokinetic soul.
Didaskalia. on the other hand, is the sort of heterokinésis which is also autokinésis.
according to Proclus. and is needed because the soul must be moved from without due to

its adoption of the heterokinésis of body.

The cause of this is that the human soul (hé anthripiné psuché) 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
(anakinésai) by external powers. For imperfect nous is guided by perfect nous.
just as an the imperfect nature {(hé atelés phusis) is brought to perfection by a
nature already perfect in actuality (hupo (€és teleias kat' energeian édé). So a soul.
in regarding another soul. sees in what they have akin its own proper knowledge
(en t6i suggenei tén heautés gndsin horai). and in this manner its detlmencv in
perfection is brought around to perfection, and its ignorance to know ledge.*™

7 Alcibiades 1109d-110d.

¥ In 41c.236.13-15.

Y% In A16.235.9-18: 1 88 aitiov. 611 f avlporivn wurh gduatt cuveliym xai §iy Ty ueTd 1o
gupatog Lony Ty KONV Kat émnpooeeitm Uno toU co')patog Kal deltan tdv EZwlev authy
avakivicat 5U\upevmv 0 7ap QAR volg LI oY 1EAELOL rtan 7Eltal, kabdnep on xat f](i\.EA.I"lh ouoLg
R0 TG teAEiag kat’ Evépyelay fidén rslemoup TELTOL. Yuyh ouv els GAAny opaica \yux_nv EV 10 GUYYEVEL
TV EQUTAS YvdoLv opd Kol 01t 8 10 EAAEIOV €1 10 TEAELOV REPLAYEL KOL Y dyvolay £ig Yviowy:
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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 never thought to search for it. due to his double ignorance, and neither can he name
his teacher. i.e. he has not been roused from without to put forth the logos of justice.**
This is both aurokinésis and heterokinésis. The soul is moved from without. by
the questioning of Socrates. yet it is the interlocuter who accuses himself of his own
ignorance. [n the passage above we see another aspect. After refuting itself and showing
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 own ousia. So although this is heterokinésis due to the questions of Socrates. it
is also autokinésis because Alcibiades refutes himselt and is spurred on to his own proper
probolé 1on ousdiédon logon.™*
So the soul [ost 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 I of this study.

Again it is right to admire the appropriateness of Socrates' (words]. 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 vou 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
purifv us and work to our benefit through our own [actions]. and in general move
us in an manner such that we move ourselves (autokinétous). 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
(muievomenos) serves as his own midwife. '

* Later in the dialogue (! 10e) Alcibiades names the many (hoi polloi) as his teachers. However.

Socrates shows that due to their disagreement among themselves as to the nature of the Just, they cannot
know what the Just is. and hence cannot teach it.

' See Dominic J. O'Meara. Pyvthagoras Revived (Oxford: Oxford University Press. [989) pp.152-
135 J. Trouillard. L'Un et {'"dme sefon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1972) pp.36-37.

2 In Al 241.13-23: TdAwy toivuy 10 Spuerés tod Zowpdtoug Bavpatag dSlov. kat yap petd
Tov EAgyyov ouk Gverdiler T dyvolav avtd, GAhd cuvayaydv wg olte Eualev olte Eupev £pOTA. RAC
oloBa Kot MOBeV: TOUT0 7ap auu UEV ELg }lﬂlEluV suvteAel. dua 8¢ elg euuakn Bepmtamv w autog n
POTOV TV 0 EQUTOV EAEYYMV. AGTEP Y&p ol Beol xal xaBaipovoly fuds xal evepyetolol St EQutav,
xal Ghwg olitw xivoualy ag altokivitous. obta 81 xal o Zukpdng pepnydvnat toloutov EAéTav
ooy B oL kat & EAeyyouevag altog EASTeoBar 36Zet rap éautod xal O polEvduEvog ahTds Equtov
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Proclus says that "he who is refuted will think (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.*® [t is likely. rather. that the use
of dloxei indicates that this autokinésis is a strange sort of aurokinésis. because it is also a
sort of heterokinésis due to the questioning of Socrates. But Socrates devises his
heterokinetic questioning in a manner such that his own motion is minimised. and the
interlocuter's amazement at bringing forth answers out of himself will be increased.
Socrales' questioning allows the soul to regain its autokinésis because it in
drawing forth logoi from itself. the soul becomes aware again of the content of its own
ousiua. Further. the soul which is awakened in this manner regains its true erds for the
intelligible and leaves aside the erds for the body and bodily things in which it had
indulged. This self-love. through which the soul loves the higher realities which are its
source. is what draws the soul on. and is the completion and source of its autokinésis.
This erds may then be identified with the energeia of the soul. as a conscious embrace of

N .AR4
what it is in its ousia.

HQLEVETON,

83 CF. dn Tim.111.302.22-24: "For the gods wish to rule the self-moving such that they move
themselves (xai yap ol Beoi Povhovial Thv aUTOKIVATUV dPYELY 6 AUTOKLVATOV Gviav).

™ According to Proclus, Socrates practices three sciences: dialectic, maieutic. erotic. Although he
uses all three at once. in the Alcibiades the erotic has first importance, whereas, for example, in the
Theaetetus the maieutic is most important. W. Beierwaltes points out that the erotic unites and completes
the dialectic and the maieutic. The logoi which are brought to birth through Socratic questioning are
spurred on by the desire which is present in the soul. and which is revealed to the soul through refuration.
Socrates’ midwifery is erotic in that it reveals to the soul its own erds. and allows the soul to begin the erotic
dialectical ascent towards its own source: NVous. See W. Beierwaltes, "The love of beauty and the love of
God."” in Claysical Mediterranean spiritualitv. Egyptian, Greek, Roman. ed. A.H. Ammstrong (New York:
Crossroad. 1986) pp.293-313. See also C, Steel. "l'anagogie par les apories.” in Proclus et son influence.
Actes du collogue de Neuchatel, juin 1933. ed. G. Boss and C, Steel (Zilrich: Editions du Grand Midi.
1987) pp.101-128. Steel's article examines how Proclus thinks the first part of the Parmenides is a maieutic
dialogue. The five difficulties (Proclus actually finds six. subdividing the fifth) with the theory of Forms
which Parmendies articulates are not meant to be a retutation of the theory, according to Proclus. but rather
to draw forth out of the soul of the voung Socrates a higher understanding of the Forms. This too is an
erotic ascent, because the uporiai concerning the Forms lead Socrates 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 part
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 heterokinésis which is also aurokinésis. This
autokinésis is the probolé tén ousdiédon login. and this projection of logoi is the circular
motion of remaining in. proceeding from. and returning to Nous. However, Nous has a
knowing which is not multiple in the manner in which soul's projection of logoi is
multiple. [If we take the Platonic dialogues as an example. we can see that the road from
refutation to knowledge wanders down many side paths and requires a great
multiplication of arguments on the way to knowledge of the Forms. So if the aim of the
rescue of the soul is to lead it back not only to its own activity. but to Nous. we must be
able to answer the following question: How is the multiplication of /ogoi inherent in the
probolé ton ousdiédén logén not simply a falling away from the unity of Vous. 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 the probolé 16n ousdiéddn logon is not an indeterminate multiplicity. but is
rather a unified multiplicity all of which is oriented back to its source in Nous. This is
sort of a middle solution. It keeps the soul's normal activity of the probolé tén ousdiédin
logon from being simply an evil and a fall from Vous. but it does not do away with the
inherent multiplicity of dianoia. 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 Nous. In this Proclus agrees with
Plotinus. Thus unification does not come about through dianeia. but through that in soul
which is higher than dianoia.

Although this is the case, it is significant that dianoia itself is a unified
multiplicity. If this were not the case. dianocia would only lead away from Nous. and not
back towards it. as Proclus contends. [n the final two chapters of this study we will

examine the manner in which dianoia is a unified multiplicity. due to its orientation
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towards the monad of Time. and the manner in which the Soul may surpass dianoia.

through its own rous and its own one.
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CHAPTER V!

TIME

In the previous chapter we saw how the partial soul was seduced by its own
fascination with the passions arising from the bedy. and in turning its attention to the
body converted its native autokinésis 1o heterokinésis. The salvation of the partial soul.
according to Proclus in the Alcibiudes [ commentary. began with a refutation of its double
ignorance. and was completed through the recollection brought about by philosophical
conversation. However. we were left with a problem with this account. The aim of
philosophical conversation was to convert the soul towards its own ousia. but also to turn
it ultimately towards the unity of Nous. But the medium of philosophical conversation is
the proholé ton ousdiodén logon. This drawing out of logoei from the ousia 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
ousia is through a multiplicity of projected logoi. logoi which allow the soul to see its
own eusig from a number of sides.

Our reflection on the Form of justice. for example. comes about through
examination of various aspects of this Form. and how it interacts with other Forms. and
even how it is embodied in human action in the material world. 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 [80 degrees" may play out that we

understand just what this definition means. The paradox of human knowing, however. is



that our knowledge of triangle is not identical to all of our projections. to all of our
examinations ot 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 dianoiu is to leave aside dianoiu for the
unitied knowing of Nous. and for the unification (hendsis) by which we touch the One.
How does the autokinetic movement of the Soul from its ousia. through its duramis. to
its multiple energeia allow the Soul to attain the unity which is itself higher than the
Soul's own ousia? The same problem in tact occurs at the level of Vous. How is it that
Nous is a reflection of the One. which is absolute simplicity. through the multiplicity of
eidé in its knowing moment? Somehow Nous is able to grasp the One in its knowing. 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
Neoplatonism that the partial soul descends into materiality and is able to rise again from
materiality to its own station. and even above its own station to some sort of union with
Nouy and the One.™ In Plotinus the status of the partial soul is quite ambiguous. with
one part descending from Nows. and another part remaining undescended. In Proclus we
find the celebrated denial of the doctrine of the undescended soul. in proposition 211 of
the Elements of Theology: "Every partial soul in descending towards genesis descends as
a whole: and there is not a part of it which remains above and a part which descends."™*®
However. this denial is not as clearly a departure from Plotinus as it seems at first.

because even in Proclus the ousia of the soul is a fullness of logoi. which is its

¥ See the exceltent analysis of the partial soul's mobility in [amblichus. Damascius. and
Priscianus in C. Steel. The changing self. A study on the soul in later Neoplatonism. [amblichus.,
Damascius und Priscianus (Verhandelingen van de Koninklijke academie voor wetenschappen. letteren en
schone kunsten van belgid, klasse der letteren jaargang xl. nr 85) (Brussels: Paleis der Academién. 1978).

* £l Th.prop.211: [ldow pepuxn wuxh Katioloa eig YEVESLY GAN KATELOL. Kal 0U 10 uév avtic
ave uEVEL, 10 8€ KATELTLVY.
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participation in and remaining in Nous. So while Proclus does not have the doctrine of
the undescended soul per se. he does agree with Plotinus that there is a part of the soul.
namely its ousia as moment of remaining, which is always in contact with or participates
in Nous.

Be this as it may. we are left with a situation in which the partial soul seeks the
unity ot .Vous through an increase of its own multiplicity in the probolé ton ousdiodon
logdn. The solution to this problem in Proclus is the following. The Forms in Vous and
the projected fogoi in Soul are not simply multiplicities which have no relation to the
sources from which they arise. Rather, both Vous and Soul are described by Proclus as a
dynamic 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 fogoi in Soul is
not simply an indeterminate manyness of projections. Every projection arises from the
unified centre of the Soul and has as its aim an explication of that centre. Thus the
multiplicity of /ogoi 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 again on the partial soul. The unitving principle in Proclus is the monad of
Time. around which the Soul circles. Time is a moving image of Eternity. in the sense
that whereas time is the unifying principle of the multiplicity of fogoi in the Soul. Eternity
is the unitying principle of the multiplicity of eidé in Nous. Consequently. we will
examine i) the manner in which Eternity unifies the intelligibles: ii) the manner in which
Time is a moving image of Eternity: and iii) the manner in which Time unifies the Soul's

. . 3
projection. ™®

7 CF. A. Charles. "La raison et le divin chez Proclus.” Revue des sciences philosophiques et
théologiques. 87 (1969) pp.458-482.

‘3 For a brief explanation of Eternity and Time in Proclus. see W. O'Neill. "Time and Eternity in
Proclus.” Phronesis. 7 (1962) pp.161-163: see also J.Trouillard, "La procession du temps selon Proclos.”
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VLi. Eternity

[n the Timaeus Plato tells us that the model (paradeigma) after which the
Demiurge made the all (tode to pan) is an Eternal Living Creature (z6on aidion on). and

that he made this all more similar (homoion) to its model through the tabrication of Time:

And as the nature of the Living Creature was to be eternal. it was impossible to
bind this nature in its entirety to becoming (16i gennétii). So he planned to make
a certain moving image of Eternity (eikd...kinéton tina aidnos). and then in setting
the Heavens in order. he made of that Eternity which remains in a One an eternal
imageh‘\;vhich proceeds according to number. And it is this image which we call
Time.™

Proclus commenis on this passage at length in the fn Timaeum.™ As we have said. for
Proclus. Eternity is the principle which unifies the intelligible genera. while Time is the
intellectual principle which unifies the divided activity of Soul. as well as all else which
shares in becoming.

Eternity dwells in the intelligible. But where in the intelligible does it reside?

Proclus asks in what order (taxis) of the intelligible (noéta) it exists.

And now we must look at things ditferently. and follow 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 existence.*"

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 Nous have
been systematically related to each other through a logic of unity and multiplicity.

Plotinus speaks about a division between subject and object in Nous. and about a

Diotima. 4 (1976) pp.104-113; and see a later version of this article. pulbished as part of chapter VIII of
J.Trouillard, L& mysiagogie de Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1982) pp.171-183.

* Timaeus 37d: i pév ov 100 {@ov 9UoLS EThyYavEY 0UGE Qitviog. KL TOUTO HEV t6 TEVIT®
TAVIEADS RPOSGRTELY QUK fv Suvatdy £iKm 88 £MLVOEL KLVITOV TIva aidvog Rothcal. xat Staxoaudv
GUO VUPEVOY TOLEL uévaviog ai@vog év Evi kat apludy toucav aidvioy Eixdva toutov ov 8f ypovov
OVOUGKQUEY.

" In Tim.111.8.18-34.14.

Ut Tim A11.10.02-07: Ael € fpdg év 1@ napdvit Srasepdviag i8elv. tic O aidv kata [Midtuva
xal Tig 0 ¥povos. xai unte 10 idwiov 100 gpovou ypivov TiBechat ndvav UfTe TOV AL@VA VONTOV ARAGS
elvai tiva Bedv, AL €v noia 1aZEL @V vontav WESTIKE RPOTOV Katadioasbal:
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multiplicity of genera of Being in Nowus. while also asserting the unity of Nous. Proclus
holds to the unity of Nous, 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
we understand NVous are not themselves noetic. Our thought is dianoetic. and as such the
simultaneous division and unity which is Nous 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
which we say Nous is a thinking which is both completely unified and divided. even
though this is not something we experience in our own thinking.

Proclus refers to the distinction between object and subject in Vous as a division
between intelligible (noéra) and intellectual (noera) orders of Nous. Further, between the
intelligible and the intellectual is an intermediate order which is reterred to as intelligible-
and-intellectual (noéta kai noera). This distinction between orders is at first misleading,
because it gives one 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 intelligible for their object. This is not the case. Nous is an
hypostasis, which means for Proclus that it is a mind which is a unity in plurality. in
which the total structure is mirrored in each part.*”® Similarly. Nous 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 of emphasis.”> The intelligible has more the

23 Gersh. KINHZIE AKINHTOZ (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1973) pp. |9fF: 51-58.

3 See the excellent article by P. Hadot, "Etre, Vie. Pensée chez Plotin et avant Plotin,” in Les
sources de Plotin (Genéve: Fondation Hardt. 1960) pp.105-141. Hadot traces the history of the triad Being.
Life. and Nous which structures Vous in Plotinus. Although Nous in Plotinus is less complex a hvpostasis
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 commeon to Plotinus and Proclus, and as Hadot shows. to the tradition
before them. As Hadot says. "Au point de vue des [dées, c'est-a-dire de I'Etre ou de l'Intelligibie. la vie
correspond au mouvement de division intérieure de I'étre qui l'organise en une hiérarchie de genres et
d'espéces. Au point de vue de ['Intelligence, la vie correspond  'activité de la pensée qui exige sans cesse
un passage de 'identité a l'altérité et un retour a F'identité... Autrement dit, I'inteiligence plotinienne est
douée d'un mouvement intérieur qui n'est autre que la vie" (p.132). In Proclus this interpenctrating triadic
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character of cause. and thus Proclus distinguishes out three intelligible triads which stand
above and give rise to the other orders. Thus next there come to be three intelligible-and-
intellectual triads.*™ and after these comes an intellectual hebdomad.*” So while Nous
as a whole is a unity. its various moments as intelligible. intelligible-and-intellectual. and
intetlectual are to be thought of both as an articulation of the interior nature of the thought
of Vous as a whole. and as an articulation of the noes (intellects) which make up the
ditterent orders of NVous. all without losing the unity which Vous has as the unity of a
thinking mind.

Sa Proclus’ question about the place of Eternity is important. If Eternity is in
Nous. and in one of the three intelligible orders of Vous rather than in the lower orders.
then it is important to specify exactly which intelligible triad it is. In other words. asking
about the place of Eternity in the intelligible is asking what role Eternity plays in the
unfelding of the One into the multiplicity of intelligible eidé which found the subsequent
diversity of the cosmos. Proclus thinks that the three intelligible triads in Nous are. in
order. the One-Being. Eternity. and the Eternal Living Being. or autozéion. The final

intelligible triad. the aurozdion. is the paradigm to which the Demiurge (who is in the

structure governs not only the whole of Vous itself. divided into intelligible. intelligible-and-intellectual.
and intellectual orders. but also the internal structure of at least the first two arders. For the triads
intelligible. intelligible-and-intellectual, and intellectual, and Being, Life, Nous. see W. Beierwaltes,
Proklos. Grundzige seiner Metaphysik (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermana, 1965) pp.89-118:; and J.
Pépin. "Elements pour une histoire de la relation entre Iintelligence et l'intelligible chez Platon et dans le
néoplatonisme,” Revue philosophique. 146 (1956) pp.39-64.

** He speaks of triads because each is a triad of remaining, proceeding. and returning moments,
which are the ubiquitous structuring principles of the Procline cosmos.

*** That there is a seven-fold division of the intellectual order indicates that Proclus is not
following only the inner logic of dianoia . because his system unfolds in triads. It is likely. therefore. this
division is drawn from the Chaldaean Oracles. which Proclus considers to be a higher revelation of the
hidden secrets of divinity than is dianoia. For Proclus’ relation to the Chaldagan Oracles. see H. Lewy,
Chaldaean Oracles and Theurgy, Mysticism, Magic and Platonism in the Later Roman Empire (Cairo.
1936 [New edition with a contribution by P. Hadot, "Bilan et perspectives sur ies Oracles Chaldaiques et
une bibliographie de H. Lewy." (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes. 1978)]) pp.481-485. and A. J. Festugiére.
"Contemplation philosophique et art théurgique chez Proclus.” in Etudes de la philosophie Grecque (Paris:
J.Vrein. 1971) pp.583-596: and E. des Places. “Lareligion de Jamblique.” in De Jamblique & Proclus
{Geneve: Fondation Hardt, 1975) pp.69-94. For the intellectual hebdomad. see L. Siorvanes, Proclus.
Neov-Platonic philosophy and science (New Haven: Yale University 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 manner best described by Plotinus, where all is in each and each

in all. without any mixture or confusion.

For it 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 which real being (ousia) 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 cach and every one is all and the glory is unbounded: for
cach of them is great, because even the small is great: the sun there is all the stars.
and each star is the sun and all the others. A ditferent 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
categories. Perhaps they are the megista gené of Plato's Sophist. Proclus does speak of

them at times in these terms.*”’

Yet it is not the case that a static set of inteiligible
categories can easily be thought ot as all in each and each in all. The dynamism of the
Plotinian Nous seems to rule out a conception of the this first multiplicity of Being along
Aristotelian or Kantian lines. from the Categories or the Critique of Pure Reason. The
Plotinian eidé are alive. It is as proper to speak of them as gods as it is to speak of them
as the primary division ot Being. And they are Being as thought. and thought as the
energeia of thought. They are Being as thinking activity.

If this is the case. then the intelligible order of Nous cannot merely contain the
autozdion. Proclus has analysed the thinking of Vous into its moments. one of which is

the multiplicity of intelligible genera which is the aurozdion. But just as there is more to

the description of .Vous in Plotinus than its muitiplicity. so in Proclus this multiplicity

" Enn.V 8.4.1-12: kal vap 10 peia [ éxel. kat aAndeia 8¢ avtoig Kat yevéteipa Kat
TPoodS KOl oveia Kai 1poet — Kai 0puct 1 fidvta, oUy olg YEVESLS RPGGESTLY, GAL olg ovoia. xai
£autolg €v aAROLS" Sladavil Yap Ravia XAt OKOTELVOV 0VSE dvtiturov oUdEv, GALG MdS RavTi 0aVEPOS
€13 10 eiom kol navia oég 7ap ool xai ydp € XEL n&g navia €v attd. kai av 6pd €v @Al Tavia. GOTE
ravtayol tdvia Kai rGv rdv Kai Exactov rGv Kai am:lpog naty YA €xactov Yap avtav uéya, €net Kai
0 ULKPOV péya Kat fikrog €xel ravia Gotpa. xai EKagTov fitog av kai tavta. £3€yel § Ev Exdacte
AALO. suomvst 8¢ xai ravra.

%" See the discussion of the mixture of Forms at In Parm. 768T.
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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 autozéion. Proclus remarks that the genera
of Being imply their opposites. but Eternity is not opposed to any of the genera in the way

in which Rest. for example. is opposed to motion.

All of these are equally 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 Rest 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
9%
after it.

[f this is the case. then neither is Time opposed to Eternity. Rather than being the
opposite 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 which
is eternal and that which is temporal. [f it did. then the eternal and the temporal would be
related 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
we will see below. this means that Time is the unifying principle of the temporal. and is
not ranked itself as being in Time, in the way that Eternity is the unifving principle of the
intelligible genera without itself being 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 autozéion. the third intelligible triad. Rather. it is the comprehensive principle
of the intelligible genera in the autozéion. It is Eternity which brings them to birth and is

the cause of their unchanging permanence.

...and [Eternity isj the cause of the unchanging permanence of all [the intelligible
genera]. 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
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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 (k¢ pantodapé tén noétén idea) is not brought forth
immediately after the Good. which is without any trace of multiplicity. Rather.
there are certain natures in between. more unified than the multiplicity of the All-
Complete [i.e. the autozéion]. and shewing forth in themselves the pangs of
childbirth and the signs of the generation of the Wholes and the unifving bond.*”’

Eternity is one of these natures which are "in between.” as the principle immediately prior
to the aurozdion. The term "pangs of childbirth” (édina) is an interesting term for Proclus
to use with 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
motif of the "Paternal Nous" (patrikos nous) and the "Flower of Nous" (noou anthos). He

comments;

[Eternity] is saturated [cfiakorés] with Paternal Divinity. which [the Oracles| calt
"the Flower of Nous." It shines down on all things. as the source of their nous and
their eternally unchanging knowing. and their erotic turning towards
(strephesthai) and activity around the cause of all.*®

Eternity is not only the source of the bringing to birth of the intelligible genera. it also is
the source of their nous and hence of their circular movement back towards the source of
their birth. These two motifs. of paternity and of a turning towards or return (epistrophé)
indicate what is really going on in Proclus’ conception of Nous. In general in
Neoplatonism that which in its fertility brings an effect into being by conferring unity on

its eftect is in so doing also the source of its good. This is indicated by the identification
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of the Platonic One and the Platonic Good.™®' The multiplicity of intelligible genera in
the aurozdion are not merely a static set of categories, because they themselves are living
eidé which have been brought to birth. And in their being brought to birth they look back
to their source. they strive towards it erotically. and they attain its unity and perfection in
the only way they can. i.e. through their own multiplicity.’® Nous as a whole has the
unity of a mind whose thought is of itself. Nous 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
own source. This unity afforded by being oriented towards a prior unity is the sort of
unity which Time affords the multiplicity inherent in dianoia.™

So in Proclus’ metaphysics. even at the highest levels of Nous. Being is a dynamic

coming forth into multiplicity of that which is hidden in a prior unity.”™ So that which

*' See C. Steel, "L'Un et le Bien. Les raisons d'une identification dans la tradition platonicienne.”
Revue des sciences philosophiques et théologiques. 73 (1989) pp.69-85.

** This internal dynamism by which Nous is a hypostasis which brings itself to birth is already
present in Plotinus. See P. Hadot. "Etre, Vie. Pensée chez Plotin et avant Plotin.” in Les sources de Plotin
{Genéve: Fondation Hardt, 1960) pp.105-1-41: see pp.136-137: "l'unité. la continuité de ce mouvement
impliquent que /a vie est déja pensée, qu'il v a une sorte d'unité préintellectuelle don’t I'lnte(ligence n'est
que le développement. L'unité multiple de I'érre et la connaissance définie de la pensée intellectuelle sont
préformées dans le dvnamisme de la vie. L'étude de la triade étre-vie-pensée chez Plotin semble bien nous
conduire a conclure que l'intuition centrale de Plotin est celle d'une vie qui utilise la détermination
intellectuelie pour essayer de rejoindre sa source. On pourrait voir 1a une transposition de ['expérience
familiére a tout homme, celle de désir d'expression. La volonté d'expression devient en nous d'abord sens,
puis phrase exprimée, sans que la phrase exprimeée puisse jamais rendre adéquatement ce qui voulait
s'exprimer. Certaines expressions de Plotin. par exemple celles par lesquelles il représente le rapport de
Fame a l'intelligence, comme analogue 4 celui du fogos proféré au /ogos intérieur, pourrait justifier cette
interpreétation.”

*% Plotinus' treatment of Eternity differs from Proclus’ in the same way that his treatment of Nous
ditfers. 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 [Tivetan toivuy A rept 10 Ov €v @ elval §un opov rdca xul fARPNg adtdstatog ravtayd taito.
0 3R Cntovuev, aiwv]." Because Proclus has distinguished the moment of life as that which gives birth to
energeiu as the intelligible genera. Proclus holds that Eternity is the life of Nous in the intelligible. but not
that Eternity is the life of the intelligibles themselves. See Enn.1l1.7.3. For Plotinus, Eternity is in a certain
manner identical with Nous itself. See Enn.[11.7.5.18. For a comparable difference between Plotinus and
Proclus. with regard to the internal structure of Vous. and the Demiurge, see J. Dillon. "Plotinus. £nn. 3.9.1,
and later views on the intelligible world."” Transactions and proceedings of the American philological
ussociation, 100 (1969) pp.63-70.

** This dynamic coming forth of a multiplicity from a previous unity is forceably stated by J.
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emerges into multiplicity has a certain unity about it, as having sprung from a single
source and as returning to the same source. Such a multiplicity may be thought of as
vectorial. i.e. as pointing the way back towards it own origin. Or it may be thought of as
the circumterence 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.

Nous 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 'l think' to all of our
thoughts. in Kant. Rather, it is closer to the self-articulation of Geist in Hegel. or the
revealing ot itself of Being in Heidegger. I[n both these thinkers we have a coming forth
into multiplicity, but both differ from Proclus’ conception of the prior unity which
emerges into this multiplicity. Nous gives rise to a multiplicity of intelligible genera, but
1t is first a primal unity which actualises itself in these multiple ways. Being is itself a
power, a unity, which expresses itself in the multiplicity which it brings to birth. yet all
that multiplicity of thought which is brought to birth seeks the unity which Being in itself
1s. Thus besides the third intelligible triad. the autozoion 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 intelligible triad.

Let us concede that there must be a principle before the curozéion. Why is it
Eternity. and why is there also another intelligible triad before Eternity? Briefly stated.

Proclus tells us that from Plato we know that the aqutozdion is eternal. But to be eternal

Trouillard. See: "L'inteligibitité Proclusienne.” in La Philosophie et ses Problemes, Recueil d'études de
ductrine de J'histoire (Paris: Emmanuel Vitte. 1960) p.86: "Le genre n'est pas seulement la raison efficace
des ressemblances. mais aussi de linfinie diversification des espéces et des individus. Car par I'dneipov
qu'il contient uni & son népag il peut alimenter dans une ligne donnée les antithéses mutuelles des termes
subordonnés. Et cette synthése d'autre et de méme forme la série appropriée ou le nombre connaturel a
chaque unité qualifide...Cela ne signifie nutlement que le genre soit ce qu'il produit en ce sense qu'il
enfermerait d'avance I'idée distincte de ses participations. Celles-ci peuvent lui ressembler sans que lui leur
ressemble. [l faudrait plutdt dire qu'il les fonde selon tout leur étre. parce qu'il a en lui beaucoup plus qu'il
ne faut pour justifier leur apparition...” See also S. Gersh. KINHXIZ AKINHTOZ (Leiden: E J. Brill. 1973)
pp.120-121. E. Mowtsopoulos. Les structures de l'imaginaire dans la philosophie de Proclus (Paris: Les
Belles Lettres. 1985) pp.61-72 gives a good discussion of Time in Proclus in relation to causation.
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means to participate in Eternity. not to be Eternity itself. So we know that Eternity is
distinct from. and higher than, the aurozdion. Further. by analogy with Time and the
World. we know that Eternity is the next thing above the autozdion. 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 autozdion 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 intelhgible triad. which brings to birth the aurozdion as the third
intelligible triad.’**

What is before Eternity? Eternity is not itself the primal unity of Being. but
rather. it is the principle of giving birth. It is the second moment: the dunamis in the triad
pater/dunamis/nous: the 26¢ in the triad on/zGé/nous: the proodos in the triad
moné/proodosiepistrophé.”® 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 etemnal.
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 brought to birth in multiplicity in the autozéion. Being is the first
intelligible triad. called by Proclus the One-Being. Proclus interprets the phrase "Eternity
which remains in a One" from Plato's Timaeus 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 ofien silent about this in our haste -
for the "always" is bound to "being" (t6/ onti) in one unity (kata tauton) and
"Etemnity" (aidn) is "that which always is" (ho aei 6n) - it seems that that before

s

In Tim L1223 ST

“* See In Tim.111.10.29-30 where Eternity is cailed "Infinite Life" (=6¢ 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.
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Eternity there is the monad of Being. the One-Being, and remaining in this One
[i.e. in the One-Being).’"’

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 aurozéion. which themselves give rise
to a temporal image. Because Time is an image of Eternity. rather than simply a ditferent
mode of existence for beings, we should expect that Time wil!l also be a principle of
bringing to birth and of unification. So to sum up. the three moments of the intelligible in
Nous are the simple source which remains in itself. the One-Being: Eternity as the
principle which brings to birth the intelligible genera and unifies and comprehends them:
and the autozéion which is a living multiplicity of intelligible genera. erotically turned

towards the unity which is their source.

VLii. Time as a moving image of eternity

In what 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 autozdion 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. specificaily

because they manifest in a multiple form the unity which is the One-Being. Itis a
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measure because the eternal multiplicity of intelligible genera strive towards the unity
which it reveals while manifesting it in their own multiple way.

Beings which 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

manitest. is not Etemnity. but Time.

So in the same manner as the cosmos is said to be an image (eikin) 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 (Ads 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 (diamonén tin ontén). while Time measures
the duration of things which become (paratasin ton ginomendn). The supposed
opposition between between them [Eternity and Time] does not indicate <some
sort of> dissimilarity between the measures. but rather indicates the derivation of
the secondary realities from the older ones. For procession (proodos) derives
from remaining (monés) and number derives from unity (rou henos).””

Plato tells us that Time "proceeds according to number."™”

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
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more metaphysical sense which we have seen in chapter [V. In this second sense. Time is
the measure of encosmic beings because it is the number or order of their unfolding into

mulliplicity.m Hence it contains the plan both of their unfolding and of their perfection.

1" See Plotinus Enn.111.7: "On Eternity and Time." For Plotinus’ treatment of Time see especially
chapters 11-13. Proclus does not differ from Plotinus in essence. despite the fact that Plotinus rejects the
idea of Time as a measure of motion { Ean.111.7.9) and Proclus accepts it, and that Plotinus has Time being
made by the Soul. white Proclus does not. In this | disagree with S. Sambursky, "The concept of time in
late Neoplatonism." Proceedings of the Israel Academy of Sciences and Humaniries. 2 (1968) pp.1533-167.
Sambursky points out that lamblichus and Proclus hypostasise time and eternity, while Plotinus does not.
This is an important difference, and in this I agree with Sambursky. However. in my opinion it is an
example of how Plotinus and Proclus can express substantially the same philosophical content in divergent
ways, with the former expressing the continuity of the spiritual world. and the latter expressing its moments.
Sambursky'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
Modern Schoolmun, 35 (Nov. 1977) pp.1-19.

Plotinus Ena lI1.7.11.27-32; "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 itse!f into time. which it made instead of eternity, and then handed over that
which came into being as a slave to time [oUtw 87 Kol aVTh xdopov MolOLOA AiGONTOV LIKNOEL EKELVOL
NLVOUREVOY KivRoLY 00 tHv €KEL, Quoiav 88 T £kel Kal £8Ehovoav e1kOVa EXELVIG ELVAL, RPATOV HEV
EQUTNV ELPOVINGEV GVTL 10D aldvog ToUTOV TOLAGROa. ERElLta 8€ Kal @ YEVOREVE ESWKE SOVAEVELY
zpovw]." For both Proclus and Plotinus there is a dynamism in Nows and in the Soul. and the first
dynamism is somehow Eternity and the second Time. They agree substantially on what takes place in the
emergence of Time 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 Nous, Plotinus calls time "the [ife of soul in a movement of passage from one way of life to
another [€v xivioel petafatikd ££ Ghhov €i¢ dAdov Piov Comv]" (Enn.TlL7.11.44-45)" 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' acceprance of Time as a measure in the sense of "what is measured” at Ean.[11.7.13.15.
Proclus’ tendency to multiply entities through his dividing analysis is at fault here. for as we will see there
are many levels of Time for Praclus. 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 resuit of the
dividing activity of dianoia, and it describes a reality which is every bit as one and continuous as it is in
Plotinus. [t is interesting that although Proclus mentions many others in his exposition of Time. such as
Aristotle. lamblichus. Porphyry. and Syrianus, he does not mention Plotinus. not even when he is criticising
Plotinus’ view at /n Tim.[11.22.01-29. See L.Gerson's treatment for the structure of Time in Plotinus in his
Plotinus (London and New York: Routledge, [994) pp.115-124. See also P.Manchester's "Time and the
soul in Plotinus, I11 7 [45], 11." Dionysius. 2 (1978) pp.101-136. Manchester's excellent treatment brings
out the relation between temporality and fagos 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 reftains from tming Plotinus into
Husser! or Heidegger. while at the same time making a convincing case for their mutual relevance. For a
clear summary of the hermeneutical principle at work in articles such as Manchester's, see W. Beierwaltes.
"[mage and counterimage? Reflections on Neoplatonic thought with respect to its place today.” in
Neoplatonism and early Christian thought, essays in honour of A.H. Armstrong, ed. H.J. Blumenthal and
R.A. Markus (London: Variorum. 1981) pp.236-248: see p.237. See also W. Beierwaltes. Proklos,
Grundzuge seiner Metaphysik (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1965) pp.196-200.
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Perhaps also Time is an image of Eternity because it is that which brings
encosmic beings 1o perfection. just as Eternity does for [eternal] beings, as "that
which holds them together" (sunocheus) and "guardian® (phrouros).’'' So that
things which are unable to live according to nous are brought under the order of
Fate (hupo tén tés heimarmenés agetai taxin), 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 (hama kai aei tauta) is perfected through the sovereignty of
Time. [Temporal things| are roused by Time into activities (energeias) which are
profitable for them. and through certain recurrent periods are able to enjoy the
perfection which is appropriate to them.”"?

Each thing which is in becoming has its own period. and thus its own numbering of its
period. which sets its boundaries and its circuit. [n his characterisation of temporal things
as periodic. Proclus has in mind primarily the periodic activity of Soul. However. he also
has in mind the circular orbits of the planets, 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 Nature, such as the seasons. and the procreation of animal species.”” The circuit of the
species oak tree from acorn to maturity and then back to acom again illustrates how
Proclus thinks about this. The oak species has a period in the sense that there is a return
to the beginning point. in the offspring. This period is numbered because it usually takes
a certain number of vears. 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 ot this species is set according to Proclus by

the monad of Time and the species’ participation of the Forms in the monad of Time.

*'! For these two Chaldaean terms Festugiére refers us to H. Lewy, Chaldaean Oracles and
Theurgy, Mysticism, Magic and Platonism in the Later Roman Empire (Cairo, 1956 [New edition witha
contribution by P, Hadot, "Bilan et perspectives sur les Oracles Chaldaiques et une bibliographie de H.
Lewy.” (Paris: Ftudes Augustiniennes. 1978)]) pp.129-131.
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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 for 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._ilt; everything 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 (menei). because it is suspended from the
Demiurge. but being filled with measuring power. and wishing to measure the
motions ot the soul's ousia. and the energeiai and pathémata of the physical and
bodily. it proceeded according to number. Time. remaining in its own
partlessness and internal energeia. with regard to its external [energeia). that
which is contained by what is measured by it. proceeds according to number. that
is according to certain intellectual eid/é. or rather according to the first number
itself. which presides over the intellectuals (fa noera). 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 (eidé) of encosmic beings.”
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The monad of Time itself stands above that which it measures, as Eternity stands ahove
the intelligible genera. Notice that in order to be analogous to the intellectual orders,
Proclus has distinguished the "first number itself" (auton ton pratiston arithmon) from
the monad of Time. This number is a higher unity than Time. just as the One-Being 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

higher unities than Time. Time itself not only measures. it is itself measured.

Time itselt is also measured. but not by anything extended (for it would be
ridiculous to say that that which possesses the elder nature and worthiness is
measured by that which comes after it). Rather, Time is measured by the single
monad of Time. which its procession (proodos) is said to unfold (anelittein). 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 mobile.*'®

[n other words. just as the intelligible genera unfold Eternity and the One-Being. that
which partakes of Time unfolds the monad of Time, and the Demiurge. and Eternity. All
unfoldings are multiple retlections not only of their immediate superiors. but of every
analogous order above them. As that which measures. Time is a number. Butitisa
number in the sense of an intellectual eidos. so it measures its participants because it is an
intellectual eiddos 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 Time:*'” 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 which is
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8¢ T3 gpovikig novadoc. fiv averittety ) rpoodog lpntal. Kal Tokl TpdTEpOV EK TE TOU Snuiovpyol
xai €3 avtob tol aldivos. ou 8N AfyeTat xat eikuv, 7pog GV Kat Kivntog anetehéct.

17 . ~ e - - . . . .

“"" The procession of Time considered as a whole is a simple. undifferentiated. and regular motion.
even if the procession of its participants is complex. differentiated and irregular motion. See /n
Tim 11.30.11fF.

o
(P
—



measured by itself. as itself the measure of its participants, and as itself being measured
by higher principles.

Proclus tells us that Time does proceed according to a number which is the
intelligible number, reterring either to the awrozdion, Etemity. or the intelligible as a
whaole. 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 (eiddlon ti) of essential Time (ousiddous
chronou), 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 revolutions by this or that measure.™"*

[t is this middie sort of measure. Time as the measure of its participants. which is
important for us here.

Time measures the duration of 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
intelligibles. 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.’"® Think of the orbit
gp ) p
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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. it imitates it by its unbroken circling motion. In contrast. rectilinear motion leaves
its point ot departure. never to approach it again. However. Time also embraces
rectilinear motion. because even that which is below things which move in a circle are
measured by their duration. For this reason Proclus says that Time is said to move in a
spiral (helikoeidé), because the spiral embraces in one single Form both the circular and
the rectilinear,”™

This measurement of the periodic energeiai of things is the primary sense of Time
tor 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
ot measuring which we do. and which we normally consider to be Time in the primary
sense. is performed with a certain ennoia which is only "about” Time and is not Time
itself (routa gar hé ennoia drdi hé peri chronou kai ouk awtos ho chr(mas).s21 If Time 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 also measured. They have determinate
periods to their circular energeiai. 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

"moving" because its participants are in motion. although it itself is at rest.

0 In Tim.111.21.02-05.
2 In Tim.111.20.02-03.



V1.iii. Time as Nous

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 Nous is to the Soul. so is Eternity to Time, and inversely. so that Time is
before the Soul. just as Eternity is before Nous. And Time should be participated
by the Soul. and does not participate in the Soul. just as Nous does not participate
in Eternity. but the inverse. So Time possesses a certain intellectual nature
(noeran...tina phusin) whlch moves in a circle everything which participates in it.
and particularly souls.™

Time is an intellectual nous (rous noeros). i.e. a nous in the intellectual hebdomad of
Nous as a whole ranged below the Demiurge. As we have seen in earlier chapters.
Procltus thinks that dfianoiu is the Soul's projection of the fogoi which constitute its ousia.
and these logoi are themselves the Soul's participation in Nous. The particular nous
which souls participate. according to the Timaeus commentary. is the monad of Time.
Because the /ogoi which constitute the Soul's ousia are the its own participation in
Nous. the dianoetic activity of Soul as an unfolding of its own ousia is also an unfolding
of Nous itself. And because the particular nous which the Soul unfolds is the monad of
Time. this is the sense in which Time is a measure of the Soul's activity. The Soul
unfolds and unrolls the nous which is the monad of Time. through a thinking activity
which 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 itseif; 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 nous. since it could not bring to perfection the resemblance of
encosmic beings to their paradigms unless it itself were first suspended from
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[these paradigms], but it also proceeds and flows en masse towards the things [ta
. . d
pragmata) over which it keeps guard.’*

The Soul partakes of Time. but not in its ousia. Rather, it is the changing
energeia of Soul which participates in Time. The Soul unfolds its own unchanging ousia.
but this ousia participates in Nous atemporally. [t is only in the activity of unrolling and
untolding its own ousia in the probolé 16n ousdiodon logon that the Soul participates in
Time. Why not identify the monad of Time with the ousia of the Soul? This is a
complex issue. and amounts to the question "why is the ousia of the Soul not itself
Nous?" The answer is likely that the Soul's ousia is not identical to .Vous. but rather is a
remaining in Nous because NVous is the Soul's point of departure. and that towards which
Its energeia strives in its return. Again we must resist thinking of owusia. dunamis. and
energeia as three absolutely separate things. They are moments of the unfolding of Soul
as a whole. So the ousia of the Soul is not identical to Nous in the same manner in which
the point of departure is not identical to the first leg of a journey.

Time is at rest both in its ousia and its energeia while the Soul is at rest only in its
ousia. and is in motion in its energeia. 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 ousia and its internal energeia. but is also in motion in its participants. or

In its external energeia.

For Time is eternal not only in its ousia. but also in its internal energeia.
remaining always the same. It is in motion only insofar as it is participated by that
which is outside of it. extending to them its portion and coinciding with them. By
contrast, every Soul is moved in a transitional manner (metabatikos) both with
regard to its internal energeia and its external energeia, that through which it
moves bodies.***
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Notice that being at rest and being eternal are identified here. Notice as well that Time's
presence in its participants and its external energeia must be identified. [f we take the
three terms — ousia. internal energeiu, and external energeia — 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 ousia. internal energeia. and external energeia. Time as Nous is at rest in
its ousia. and its internal energeia. but it is in motion in its external energeia. i.e. in its
participants. The Soul. on the other hand. remains in Nous. and so is said to have an
ousia which is at rest and cternal. Yet neither its internal nor external energeia is at

rest.”

Proclus describes the energeia of the Soul as a circle, circuit. or period around the
centre which is Time. The circle metaphor is extremely important for Proclus. as it is his
primary metaphor tor describing the relation between dianoia and Nous. It may be
thought of in two complementary ways. In one way of thinking. NVous is a point on the
circumference of the circle. The circumterence. as the activity of Soul. circles torth.
unrolls the concentrated content of Vous. and returns back to its beginning point in Nous
at the end of its period. As we saw in chapter [Il. this version of the circle metaphor may
end with the circumference reaching its initial point. or failing to reach the initial point.
One version emphasises the ability of lower things to unite with their causes. and the
other version emphasises the independent existence of the effect. [n the context of the
Soul's circuit around the monad of Time the complementary point of view is more
important. Here Nous is not a point on the circumference of the circle which is the Soul's
activity. Instead Vous. 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 trom Nous. And the orientation of the circumference around the centre

indicates the circling return by which the Soul tries to attain the unity of Nous. but makes
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itself many in its own thinking. The Soul circles around Nous. 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 [kinésis] which
makes appear part by part the power which remains partless. like a sort of number
which receives in a divided manner all of the ¢icé of the monad and which returns
back towards itself and begins the circle anew.™

The motion of Time. this dividing energeia ot Soul which participates in Time, is
measured by the Monad of Time. and even higher. by the Demiurge. 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 retlect.
They measure. because the term of the Soul's period. its metaphorical circuit or
circumference. is oriented back towards an explication of the centre which is Nous. They
measure. because they are the comprehensive source. and the originary touchstone for the
divided e¢nergeia which is the activity of Soul. In virtue of this measure the multiplicity
of Soul's energeia is an ordered multiplicity. rather than an indeterminate multitude.™’
Proclus states that the monad of Time and the dianoetic activity of the Soul which
unfolds it is an image of Eternity and the intelligible genera in the autozéion. It is
extremely important to take this statement seriously. Just like Eternity. Time is a
principle of bringing to birth. or dynamic coming forth. [t is a principle which divides up
the unity of Vous and gives rise to the multiple energeia which is the periodic motion of

the Soul. In knowing Nous through its own /ogoi. the Soul gives rise to the ontological
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and epistemological station which it occupies. The Soul's activity is that by which it
brings itself to birth. by coming forth from Nous.™® 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 intelligible eid/é present to our minds. Rather, we strive
erotically towards them through a dividing thinking which sees them dimly, part by part.
So while Eternity and Time are both principles of bringing forth multiplicity. of giving
birth to a multiple image of 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
whole of Time is present to its participants. but while Eternity is present to the autozoion
all at once. Time is broken up in its participants into what Proclus calls the eidé of Time:
was. is. and will be.”™ This difference is expressed in a lovely way even in the names for
Eternity and Time. according to Proclus. Eternity (didna) is to aei einai. i.e. the being
which always is: while Time (chronos) is choronous. i.¢. the nous which dances in a
circle like the chorus.™

Moreover. both Eternity and Time are principles not only of bringing to birth. but
of unification. The intelligible genera in the wurozdion are not simply a disordered
collection of Forms. Rather. they are a complete totality of living Forms which are
unified as a single reflection of the unity of the One-Being. The /logoi which the Soul
projects, as long as its awokinésis is not infected with the heterokinésis 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 Nous. However. they are each of them vectors back
towards the .Vous which is the centre of their life. Hence the unfolding of logoi in the

probolé tén ousdiédin logén allows the Soul to leave this unfolding behind. by making

3 Cf. A. Charles-Saget, L'architecture du divin, mathématique et philosophie che= Plotin et
Proclus (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1982) p.256: “"La parole philosophique ne prétend donc pas dire
strictement ce qui est. elle produit d partir de ce qui est. Par ce lien indiscernable entre le modéle chaché et
ce qu'il inspire, la philosophie est a la fois révélation et production.”
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238



more and more clear that the Soul itself is an image, and in doing so pointing more and
more clearly the way towards Nous as the paradigm.

But as long as our thinking remains dianoia without passing over into Nous it will

seek wholeness without achieving it.

The ditticulty on this point is that the substantial autoconstitution of the Soul is
eternal (widnion), while its power and activity are temporal [£/.Th.191]. Without
doubt this temporality is implicit in the complex subsistence (huparxis) of the
Soul [/n Tim.11.147.29-148.5]. But [its Auparxis] remains no less a simultaneous
totality (hofon hama) [El. Th.52]. and it is impossible for that which is successive
to adequate it. [t 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
[£L.Th.206). This is without doubt one of the meanings of the Myth of Er.™"

The birth of dianoetic logoi will not cease until we reach the goal of ail dianoia, which is

to leave behind diunoia altogether.

31§ Trouillard, La mystagogie de Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1982) pp.63-64.
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CHAPTER VII

THE SOUL'S VOESIS AND HENOSIS

Dianoia makes the Soul to be a divided image of Nous. However. dianoia is not
the only thing in the Soul. [t possesses opinion and sensation. and it also possesses nous.
and its own "one." In this chapter we will examine the Soul's noésis and hendsis.

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 Vous. When the
Soul puts oft its divided powers. it retreats into this part of itself. a part which has never
left Nous. and through this part it knows the intelligibles. If this is the case. say his
successors. then the Soul is always in possession of complete intellectual virtue. for it is
always grasping the intelligibles. But this seems to contradict the misery and vice which
we tind in many souls. The final proposition of Proclus’ Elements of Theology is directed
against the doctrine of the undescended soul: "Every partial soul. when it descends into
genesis descends as a whole. and there is not a part which remains above and a part which

n332

descends.""”" 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 from other texts that Proclus thinks the soul
has its own nous. 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 of a soul whose

highest part is dianoia is the first proposition of the Elements of Theology: "Every

B2 El Th.prop.21 1: [1Gou uepuch yuyh xatioloa eig EVETY GAR KATELGL. Kal ol 1O uév avtic
dvu pével, 10 8€ xateioty. See Dodds’ note ad loc.
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multiplicity participates in some way in the One."* 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.
which is the presence to it of the One.

[ think there is a better way to understand this final proposition ot the Elements of
Theology. and with it to understand Proclus' objection to the undescended soul. We must
remember that although spatial metaphors are usetul. they can also be misleading. When
the soul ‘descends’ into genesis. it is not going anywhere. If we take this metaphor too
literally, we begin to think that the soul who has come down here. into genesis. cannot
also possess nous. because nous is not down here. it is up there, in its own place. and that
place is not down here. But this motion of the soul into genesis is not a spatial
translation. rather. it is 2 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 Nous 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 genesis. it does so
completely. and there is not a part of it which remains above. But this means that the soul
which attends to body is not also attending to nous. In other words. Plotinus' mistake was
to biturcate the soul's attention. and to hold that a soul can at the same time attend to body
with 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 Vous 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 £ Th. proposition 184 he tells

% ELTh.prop.1.: [18v mAfilog petéyer w1 tod évdc.
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us that partial souls move from intellection to unintellection (upo nou eis anoian). This is
what marks them off from higher souls. Partial souls are also the only souls which
descend into genesis. So [ 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 from the intelligible to the bodily. So while Proclus does think
that the One and Nous are always present to the soul, even to the descended soul. he does
not hold the Plotinian doctrine of the undescended soul. as I understand it.

In most other ways, however. Proclus agrees with Plotinus about the Soul.
Proclus’ description of the Soul is more detailed and systematic than is the account found
in the Enneads. But in its main points the account is the same.™ [n both authors the
Soul is distinguished from Nous by the temporal division of its activity. but in both

333

authors the soul can take on the unity of Nous.” And in both authors. the soul rises

above its proper station in this way by shedding itselt of its native multiplicity. In his

™ For a different view, see H.J. Blumenthal. "Some problems about body and soul in later pagan
Neoplatonism: do they follow a pattern?" in Platonismus und Christentum. Festschrift fiir Heinrich Dorrie.
hrsg. von H.D. Blume und F. Mann ("Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Christentum". Erginzungsband 10)
(Miinster: Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1983) 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
between entities. On the other hand. they were also concerned with what he calls "tidiness.” They were
concerned not 1o blur the distinctions between the entities which they described. Hence they rejected the
Plotinian doctrine of the undescended soul because, among other reasons. it would make the soul very
untidy. 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
wark in Proclus. Blumenthal accuses Proclus of an alarming inconsistency in his use of terms. We have
seen in this study that he is equally happy calling the onsia of the soul a fullness of logoi or eidé, even
though he could have reserved the term /ogof for soul and eidé for Nons. [ think there are two sides to
Proclus’ thought. On the one hand. he is engaged in an elaborate description of the moments of the motion
of power which unfolds out of the One, into Nows. Soul. and the Material World. [t is important to
distinguish these moments one from the other in as explicit detail as possible. The discursive reason which
is philosophy looks at reality part by part. and the motion of this power is reality. On the other hand. this
power which dianoia breaks into its moments is one continuous dynamic motion of power. Logoi really are
eidé 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 Nous and the One, even if from the other perspective
this would seem to make the soul ‘untidy’. It is this second perspective which allows for the continuity in
Proclus’ universe. and for the immanence of the higher in the lower, which must always balance out the
aspect of transcendence.

¥ See for exampie £nn.V,3.8-9.



discussion at the end of the commentary on the Parmenides. Proclus closes with the

injunction that the soul ascending to Nous may not ascend

with 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 itseif towards
the One itself, and make itself one. not being curiously busy about many
things...but rather closing its eyes altogether and gathering together all its activity

and being satistied with unity alone.™

[t is clear that the Soul can not unite with Nous or the One through diarnoia. Just before

this passage. Proclus had spoken of the insufficiency ot all 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 knowledge. through which they contemplate beings: and the angelic.
through which they have intellection of the things which precede them: and that of
the encosmic gods. through which they follow upon the absolute gods. their
leaders (apolutois hegemosin). 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 which they primarily assimilate
themselves to the intellectual gods: and. in addition to these. regard the primal
source of knowledge. which is united to the intelligible objects themselves. and
which the Phaedrus called "knowledge-itself” (autoepisiémé). and above all of
these. regard the intelligible umon which remains inside the innermost sanctuary

of Being. secret and unutterable.™
The soul's knowledge is "partial and there is nothing honourable in it." This partial

knowledge is diunoia. We have seen in chapter III the Procline principle that the
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T EvaioeL povov. See also the wider passage. /n Parm. S.R.M..687-723 [520.34-521.69].
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knowledge in the knower is characterised by the knower itself, not the object known,™®
and so that sensation. phantasia. dianoia, and nous all know their object in their own
manner.” The converse of this is that the various degrees of reality are known by the

power appropriate to them.

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 dianoia by dianoia. 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 Alcibiades said rightly that the soul in entering itself sees all other
things and sees god. For inclining towards its own unity {henésin) 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.™

So the Soul which rises to .Vous and the One does so through its own nowus. and its own
one. In this chapter we will discuss the Soul's noésis. and its union with the One
(hendsis). In the first part we will examine a passage from the /n Timaeum which draws
together dianoia and noésis as closely as they can be drawn together. [n the second part
we will examine the tlower of nous and the tlower of the soul. by which the Soul
surpasses dianoia. We will also look brietly at the interpretation of the relation between

the Soul and the One in Jean Trouillard. and the theory behind the practice of theurgy.

VL1, Noésis and dianoia in In Timaeum 1.243.27-248.6

[n this section we will examine an important passage from Proclus’ commentary
on the Timaeus. ™" In this passage Proclus distinguishes between six levels of intellection

(noésis). Itis important tor our study. because in it Proclus draws together noésis and

% Dec.dub.7.20-25.

= In Tim.1.352.11-19.
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dianoia more closely than anvwhere else, such that the perfection of dianoia leads the
Soul to noésis.

In the passage in question. Proclus is commenting on the following lemma: "That
which is grasped by noésis with logos is always the same. That which is opined by
opinion with unreasoning sense-perception (met’ aisthéseos alogou) comes to be and
passes away. and never really is."*** Plato makes here a two-fold distinction. which is
both ontological and cognitive. Corresponding to "the being which is always the same”
(aei kata tauta on) and "that which comes into existence and passes away" (gignomenon
kai apollumenon) there are "noésis with logos' (noésis meta logou) and "opinion with
sense-perception” (doxa met’ aistheseds). This two-fold distinction corresponds to the
later passage ot the Timaeus 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.
vet helds within itself the turther distinctions needed for Proclus’ own system. Froma
non-Neoplatonic reading of the text. Plato's phrase noésis mera logou might be taken say
that there is one sort of cognitive activity. called noésis. which knows unchanging being.
and that this noésis includes a loges in some way. On a Neoplatonic reading. this draws
noésis and logos too closely together. and runs the risk of identifying nous and diunoia.
Rather than a two-fold distinction. Proclus find four orders of knowing clearly
distinguished in Plato's text: noésis. logos. doxa. and aisthésis.™ 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 noésis. and the

"2 Tim.28a: To pév 8i) vORGEL UETG ADYOL REPIANMIOV GEL KQTd TaVTa dv, 10 8¢ ab 508N pet
alanoews aAdYou doSactdv yLyvopevoy Kal aroliupevov, ovewg 6€ oudénote dv. The previous lemma
has set the subject of the difference between the being which always is. and that which becomes and never
is. Tim.27d: "What is that which always is. and never possesses coming to be. and what is that which
comes to be. and never is (11 0 §v Gel. yEveois 8€ oUk Exov. Kai T{ 10 YEVOUEVOVY péy. Ov §E oubénote)?”
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various senses of fogos. distinguishing /ogos from noésis on the one hand, and from doxa
on the other.

The first three levels of noésis correspond to the three moments of the hypostasis
of Vous: intelligible. intelligible-and-intellectual. and intellectual moments (noéton.
noéton kai noeron, noeron). This is not the same triad as we have seen in chapter VL.
Being. Eternity. and the aurozéion are the three intelligible triads. and as such they
constitute the noéron order. The noéron of Nous as a whole is also called Being. the
noéton kai noeron is Life. and the noeron is also called Nous.™ So the first three levels
of noésis correspond to the noésis of Being. Life and Nous (on. z6é. nous). As mentioned
above. the triad of Being. Life and Nous parallels the triads of ousia. dunamis. and
energeia. and the triad of moné. proodos. and epistrophé. These three moments are the
moments of the self-unfolding of Nous. beginning from Being as the object of thought
and the origin of all determinations. Life is the power of Being to grasp itself. in
knowledge. and Vous proper is the knowing moment.

The first level of noésis. called "noésis he noété.” or intelligibile intellection.

The first type of noésis is intelligible noésis. which is agreement with the
intelligible. and is nothing other than the intelligible. It is noésis in the manner of
being. and being itself (ousiddés esti noésis kai autoousia), because all that is in
the intelligible exists in this manner. in the manner of being and intelligibly
(0usiodos kai noélés).m

This is the moment of Being in Vous. considered as a tvpe of noésis insofar as it shares in
the third moment of Nous. As we have remarked with regard to the triadic structure of

the Soul. we should be cautious about distinguishing too sharply between the moments of
Nous. Nous 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 ot the others. That is

** Proclus gives the same name to both a triad as a whole and one of its constituents, in order to
emphasise the predominance of that constituent in the triad.

¥ In Tim.1.243.29-244.2.: mpaém pév olv £0T1L VONGLS T} vonTi, €L TaVTOV fixouaa T vontd Kai
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why the first moment, the noéron. or intelligible. also thinks. according to Proclus. It too
has its own noésis insofar as the third moment is present to it.
The second type of noésis is the life and power which joins nous to the intelligible

object dealt with in a similar manner.

The second [type of noésis] joins nous to the intelligible. It has a character which
binds together and leads together the extremes. and it is life and power (z6é¢ kai
dunamis). It fills nous from out of the intelligible, and establishes nous towards
the intelligible.™

The words "tilling" (p/érousa) and "founding" or "establishing” (enidruousa). with the
prepositions "from" (upe) and "towards” (eis). give the sense of a double motion. Nous is
filled by a motion arising from the intelligible. and is in turn drawn back towards the
intelligible which fills it. The medium of this double motion is the second moment of the
hypostasis. Life. Life is also said to have a noésis. for the same reason as Being is said to
have a noésis. The they both share in the third moment. and it in them.

Third is the noésis of the third moment. Nous itself.

Third is the noésis wedded (suzugos) do the divine Nous itself. This noésis is the
energeia of Nous.™ through which it has grasped the intelligible which is in it.
and in accordance with which it knows itself. and in virtue ot which it is itself. It
is an energeia, and it noésis itself (autonoésis). but it is not intelligible noésis. nor
noésis as dunamis. but as energeie. as has been said. and intellectual noésis
(noerd noésis).548

Proclus savs that this is noésis itself. What he means by this is that noésis is the act of
knowing. of grasping the determinations of Being. and this is the moment of Nous which

is the knowing moment. grasping Being as the first moment of Nouws. This is why this

4 In Tim.1.244.2-6.; Sevtépa 8¢ 1| GUVGRTOUOH TO VOTT® TOV VOUV. GUVEKTLKTV §0vaa Kat
cuvaymyov v dxpav 180tta xai otaa [wf kal SUvaulg. tAnpoicn Hév dro tov voniol oV vouy,
£vidpUouga € tov vy Eilg 10 vontov.

" This Nous is the hypostasis as a whole. the previous Vous is the third moment, So this noésis is
wedded 1o the third moment. which is the energeia of the hypostasis as a whole. through which it has
grasped the first moment of the hypostasis.
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moment has the same name as the entire hypostasis, because it is what makes Nous as a
whole a knowing hypostasis. [nsofar as the the lower types of noésis are types of noésis,
it is because they too grasp the intelligible. So the first three types of noésis. then. are
intelligible noésis (noété noésis), noésis as power (dunamis), and intellectual noésis
(noera noésis). corresponding to the three moments of the hypostasis of Vous.

The fourth level of noésis is the noésis of the partial intellects (hé i6n merikén
noon noésis). These are the noes which are stand in the coordinate series. emanating
from the monad of NVous. Contemporary Neoplatonic scholarship often uses a spatial
metaphor to distinguish between a monad's coordinate and subordinate causation. So we
speak of a vertical and a horizontal scheme of causation. Standing in the horizontal
scheme is the One. Nous. Soul, and Body. The horizontal scheme is the causation of
henads by the One. noes by the monad of Nous. souls by the monad of Soul. and bodies
by Nature. The partial .Voes have the same internal structure as does Nous itself.
containing its three moments: the intelligible object. the intelligible object's power to be
known. and the knowing grasp of the intelligible object. Proclus does not assign to them
three sorts of noésis in this classification. although he does distinguish their internal

moments.

The noésis of the partial intellects holds the fourth place. since each of them has
both a certain intelligible object [noéron] completely wedded to itself. and noésis.
Rather. each has all of them in a partial manner, nous. noésis. noéton. through
which ez_x::‘p of them is joined to the wholes and intelligises the whole intelligible
cosmos.”

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 partial nous.

noésis is a grasping of the intelligible object. And so the partial nous must somehow

7 In Tim.1.244.11-16: tetdptny 88 éxEL TAELY 1) TV HEPIKGY VOWV VONOLS. ENEL Kal TOUTOY
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have the noéron present to it.*® The difference between Nous as a whole and the partial
nous is that the partial nous has all three moments in a partial manner (merikds). Just
below this passage. Proclus recaps his discussion of the first four levels of noésis by
saying the following:

But where in the [first] case noésis is the known object (gndston) [i.e. being]. in
the second case [i.e. life] it possesses the first [i.e.being]. In the third case [nous|
it possesses the second [life]. and sees the first [being] as a whole (holikds). In the
next case [i.e. the partial noes] it is the known object in a partial manner (esti men
to gndston merikds). and sees the wholes through the part (horai de kai ta hola dia
tou merikou).”"

Proclus juxtaposes 'as a whole' (#0/ikds) and 'in a partial manner' (merikds). We will
examine this distinction in more detail when we speak of the noésis of the partial soul.
Praclus does not say very much about this partial noes in this passage. saying he has

i

explained them in detail elsewhere.”~ However. he does say quite a bit concerning the
relation of the partial rnoes to the rational soul. We will look at this below.

Before examining the fifth sort of noésis. the noésis of the Soul. which in this
passage Proclus calls the "Soul which has logoi" (logiké psuché). we will mention brietly

the sixth sort of noésis. the knowledge gained through the imagination (phantasia).

S50

At this point Festugére seems to think there is a corruption in the text. because it states that each
partial nous contains nows: "il est étrange de lire que chaque voig posséde pepika le voug: peut-étre
vOUg. VONGLS. vontov (sic CMP: volv vonoiv sont une correction de la vulgate) sont-ils une glose comme le
conjecture Diehl.” [Festugiere. Commentaire sur le Timée, vol.2, p.79. note 2] Festugiére wishes to change
the accusative. noun. to the nominative. nous. in order to correct the sense. However, I think Festugiére is
mistaken here. If the hypostasis, which is called Nous, contains as its third moment 'nous'. as energeia. it
makes sense that each partial Nous will contain a third moment similarly called nous. This is not an
ontological confusion on Proclus' part. but rather a terminological difficulty arising from giving the same
name to the hypostasis as a whole and to its third moment.
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*** At this point Festugiére laments that Proclus seems not to have given a more explicit explication
of the partial noes elsewhere: "l1 est dommage que Proclus n'ait pas été ici plus explicite, car, autant qu'il
semble. on ne voit pas qu'il ait donné ailleurs (€v dAlotg 245.22) de doctrine précise et compléte sur le
ueptkog voug. Diehl renvoie a £/ Theol... prop. 109 (96.23 ss. Dodds). mais ce n'est qu'un des lieux de cet
ouvrage ou paraisse le nepixag vouc. il est en ce lieu supposé connu. non défini ni expliqué, et il ne sert que
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Sixth. if you wish to count even this. the knowledge gained through phantasia (hé
phantastiké gnosis) is called noésis by some people. and phantasia passive nous
(nous hé phantasia pathétikos), because it knows what it knows interiorly. making
use of impressions and figures.””

Proclus seems fairly non-committal about this sort of noésis, and seems to include it only
for completeness. When recapping his discussion. Proclus seems to deny that phantasia
is a noésis at all. [t uses torm and figure (schéma and morphé). but eternal being is what
is most tar from these. Further. phantasia does not contain a logos. He calls it an
irrational type of knowing {gndsis aloges). and no knowledge without a /ogos is able to
grasp being itself. The implication of this is that dianoia. which does make use of a
logos. is in fact able to grasp being itself in some manner. Finally. phantasia is not able
1o grasp a universal (to katholou...hairein). whereas the noésis of the lugiké psuché has
just been said to grasp the wholes in a partial manner (horai men tu hola, alla merikos
hama kai ouk athrods).™ Proclus seems to be using phantasia here as a storehouse of
sensory impressions. rather than the medium of the unfolding of geometrical logoi.”™ In
any case. it seems that the fogos of the Soul is the lowest level which can correctly be

called noésis.

Proclus’ initial treatment of the logiké psuché is brief. He says:

The noésis of the rational soul (tés psuchés tés logikés) is tifth. As the rational
soul is called (fegetai) nous. so is its knowledge (gndsis) noésis. i.e. a noésis
which passes from one thing to another (metabatiké noésis) and has time
connatural (sumphué) to itself.™

The phrase metabatiké noésis must refer to dianoia, because it is dianoia that is
metabatiké. Dianoia is classed as a type of noésis here. because dianoia does have a

grasp of the intelligible. Just as the higher sorts of noésis were qualified. however. so is

2 tn Fim.§.244.19-22; Exn 8€. €i PovAet kai tavTV ouvaplBugLy. 1| QaVTAGTIKR TVHOIE URO
VOV RPOCQYOPEVETUL YONOLS Xai voil N oaviasic RadnTikds. 61t kal €viov Kai ueta tinav xai
OYNUGTOV TIVOGKEL GaQ YLVGIGKEL.
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% Cf. our discussion in chapter IV.
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dianoia noésis in a qualified manner. The difference between dianoia as noésis and the
noésis of the partial nous is that the partial nous sees the whole of Being through a part in
a single grasp. while dianoia must move from part to part, Form to Form. in order to see
the whole of Being. The function of calling dianoia noésis is to bring dianoia and noésis
closer than one might otherwise think. They are different types ot the same activity. the
grasping of intelligible being.

It we consider the declension from the hypostasis of Nous. to the partial noes. to
the logiké psuché. we will notice the sort of diminishment in cognitive powers which
Proclus means to convey. Nows has a third moment (Vous} which is able to grasp its first
moment (Being) as a whole. Partial noes are weaker than the monad of Vous. 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. Logikai psuchai. finally. are not able to
grasp the whole of being through any one part. but must move trom 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 trom 'whole in the whole'. to "whole in the part'. and
finally to 'whole in the totality of parts’. The next stage in the declension of cognition is
phantasia. which 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
between partial souls and the divine souls who occupy the highest place. Proclus’
discussion turns at this point towards the partial soul, distinguising it from the angelic and
daimonic.”*” Proclus takes Plato's two phrases from the Timaeus lemma under
discussion. 'noésis with logos' (noésis meta logou) and 'opinion with sense-perception’
(doxa met' aistheseos). and divides each phrase into two terms, saying that in the second

phrase one of the terms (aisthésis) lies below the rational soul. while in the first phrase

57 In Tim.1.245.18-20.



one of the terms (noésis) lies above it. It is important that Proclus qualifies noésis here.
saying that "noésis considered in itself is above" the soul (hé noésis anéterd kat’
autén).” Althous_h noésis in itself lies above the rational soul. dianoia is both a sort of

noésis. and able to lead the soul towards this higher sort of noésis.

For the partial nous is established immediately above our ousia, leading it up and
perfecting it. It is towards this that we are turned (epistrephometha) when we are
purified through philosophy. and bmd our own intellectual power (noeran
dunamin) to the noésis of that Nous.*

"Being turned towards" is epistrephometha. which has the technical sense of the
epistrophé in moné. proodos. and epistrophé. So this text says that the aim of philosophy
is a puritication which aliows our own noetic power to be bound to Nous itself. through
the epistrophé of the partial soul. Proclus says three things about the relation of the
partial soul to the partial nous. (A.) There is not a one-to-one correspondance between
them, so there are numerically more partial souls than partial noes. (B.) Second. the
partial nous is not participated directly (aurtathen) by the partial soul. but requires
intermediaries. (C.) Finally. these intermediaries are the angelic and daimonic souls
which, unlike the partial soul. are always active about the partial nous. 1t is through these
angelic and daimonic souls that the partial souls "at times participate in the intellectual

light (pote metechousi tou noerou phétos)."*

Although Proclus does make use of the
idea of Socrates as a daimdn who causes Alcibiades to regain his autokinésis, in the
Commentary on the Alcibiades I. and makes similar points in the Parmenides
commentary, he does not very often make use of this feature of his system. However. he

has said both that the partial nous is established immediately (prosechds) above our

ousia, and that it is not participated directly (autothen) by the partial soul.

% In Tim.1.245.13.
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Perhaps Proclus means by "our ousia" the ousia of Soul in general. and so the
partial nous is established immediately above the Soul's ousia, even though there are
gradations of souls. Be that as it may. the partial soul does not always participate the

partial nous.

For now we have assumed this much. that the entirety of the partial nous is
immediately (prosechds) participated by other souls than ours. the daimonic souls.
but it shines out towards our souls (ellumpei de ¢is tus hémeteras) whenever we
return towards it, and perfect the /ogos in us by making it intellectual (ton en
hémin logon noeron apotelesémen). And just as in the Phaedrus [247c-d]. [Plato]
calls this the steersman of the soul. and says that only it knows being. and says
that with it the soul feeds on nous and epistémé. so here too noésis is before the
soul. and that is truly noésis. and it is participated by the soul. whenever its fogos
should be actualised in an intellectual manner (hotan ho logos energéi noerés).®

Proclus contrasts the immediate participation of the partial nous by the daimonic souls.
with the non-immediate participation by the partial soul. Both the daimonic souls and the
partial souls participate in Nous through the monad of Soul. according to the Elements of
Then[ogv.5 62 They differ because daimonic souls (as well as angelic and heroic souls) do
not pass from nous to ugnoian. Partial souls. on the other hand. possess nous only
occasionally, And they must return upon nous. and pertect their logos by making it
noeros. The verb apoteled here should be taken both with the sense of 'to render
something such and such'. and 'to complete or perfect something'. When the /logos ot the
does become active noerds. it in a sense ceases to be logos and becomes nous. and also
finds its own pertection. The aim of dianoiu is a grasp of intelligible being, and the
culmination of dianoia is a grasp of the intelligible by which it takes on the character of
nous as much as is possible. At this highest point of dianoia, the soul's transitory activity

takes on as much unity as it can.

* fn Tim.1.245.22-31: viv 8¢ €iAf06 T060UTOV. GTL HETEXETUL HEY OUTOC U GAAGY RPOGELAG
yuyGiv Saipoviev tas. EAAdunel 8¢ eig 1dg NUETEPAS. ORATRY EMGTPEGUUEY €15 AVTOV KAl TOV Ev MV
AG7OV VOEPOV GROTEAEGHMEY. Kul g €V Paidpw kuPepviitny To0UTov EXGAESE thg yuyiig Kai udvov eine
10 Ov vogLv, Ty 8& Wuyfv HETA TOUTOY Vi Kal ERLGTHLY tPEGOUEVTV. Oltag oUV xai Eviaifa Thv vanoty
elvat Kai npo wuyfic Kai dvims elval vonoly éxeivnv, getéyecfau & URO yuyiic. dtav 6 Adyog evepyi
VOEPWS,.

*2 See introduction.
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When /ogos intelligises (noéi) eternal being, insofar as it is logos it is active by
passing from one thing to another (metabatikés), insofar as it is intelligising
(noon) [it is active] with simplicity (meta haplotéios). It intelligises each thing as
at once simple, but it does not [intelligise] all things at once. [t [intelligises] by
passing from some things to other things. intelligising all that it intelligises while
passing as one and simple.’®

So the highest point of the /ogos in the logiké psuché approaches the simplicity of nous
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 logiké psuché does not lose its character as
melabatikos. because it must pass from one thing which it knows as one and simple to the
next thing which it knows in the same manner. and so on.

At [.246.10 Proclus turns to the nature of the /ogos itself. He first mentions. and
then leaves to one side. the three sense of fogos found in Plato's Theaeterus.”®* He leaves
these aside because all of these senses imply composition (sunthesis) and division
(diuiresis) and are not suited for grasping eternal being. Note that Proclus' point here
depends on Plato’s inclusion ot logos with noésis in the Timaeus lemma. as that which
grasps eternal being. [ think that he is exhibiting the terminological fluidity of his system
here. Strictly speaking. a logos is an unfolding into multiplicity. and so will involve
diairesis and sunthesis. However, a logos is also that by which dianoia 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 ousia is logos: pasa de hémdn hé ousia logos estin.

But in fact not all of our ousia is logos. unless he is stretching the term. This is in fact
what he is doing. Because there are three things in us. opinion (doxa). discursive thinking
{(dianoia). and nous. he says that logos is said in three senses with regard to our soul:
logos as opinative (doxastikos). logos as discursive (epistémonikos). and logos as

intellectual (noeros).”® By nous here Proclus says he means the highest part of dianoia

563[ . 9 < Q. » .. . e . L. . - e e o
n Tim.1.246.5-9: Gtav ye Adyog vor) 10 Get Ov. g wév Adyog Evepyet petafatinds, we 6
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(legd de noun en tottois to tés dianoias akrotaton).”®® This term akrotaton is significant.
and calls to mind the flower of the soul. the one of the soul, the highest point of the soul.
[n fact. Proclus draws together the highest part of the soul and the highest part of

dianoia.

And neither is dianoia. to the extent to which it proceeds towards multiplicity and
division (kath'hoson eis pléthos chérei kai diairesin). capable of running back
towards Nous. Rather. the opposite is the case. [t separates itself from the
intellectual partlessness through the variousness of its logoi (aphistatai dia tés ton
logon poikilius tés noeras amereias). There is left only the highest part of the soul
(to akrotaton tés psuchés) and the most ‘one-like’ part of dianoia (1o
henoeidestaton tés dianoias) to be founded in the noésis of the partial nous. bound
to it through its kinship with it.**’

Proclus is saying at the same time that dianoia is a probolé ton ousiddon logén which has
as its culmination a multiplicity of /ogoi, and that dianoia has as a highest part which is
bound to the noésis of the partial nous. | think that these two statements are consistent.
Diunoia is an activity by which the Soul draws forth the content of its own ousia. at the
same time drawing forth the eidé of Nous into the multiplicity of its own logoi. However.
the metaphorical knowing which is dignoia has as its aim to point the soul back up
towards the source which dianeia unfolds. The aim of dianoia is not ultimately to rest
with the multiplicity of its projected /ogoi. but as the culmination of its circling around
nous as its centre, to allow the Soul to put aside the divided perspectives for the unity of
nous. Proclus thinks that this is possible. and so he thinks that there is something which
he calls here the henoeidestaton tés dianoias. 1If ultimately Proclus is a mystic. who

thinks that the end of knowing is an unknowing unity. he is a very intellectual mystic.

*! The "enunciative' /ogos: a logos as running through the ¢lements of a thing: and a lugos which
sets out the characteristics of a thing which differentiate it from other things. /n Tim.[.246.11-13: 6t
npoKLPLKOE Kal R Sid v otolgeiny 31€50806 KAt 0 t@v EKG-GTOU TPOS Ta GALL SLa9opHv
TUPUGTATIKOS.

*¢ Notice that in this exhaustive list Proclus has omitted aisthésis.

*° In Tim.1.246.21-22.
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because the road to Nous for the partial soul is dianoia. and the road to the One is through
nous.

[t is this henoeidestaton tés dianoias which Proclus says is the fogos in us that
knows the intelligible. "Indeed this is the /ogos. the /ogos in us which intelligises the
intelligibles (fouto dé oun estin ho logos. 10 nooun hémon a noéta)."™** Proclus is at the
same time saying that there is something in us which surpasses dianoia and logos. and
that this is also a Jogos. [ think in doing this he is trying to mark both the distinction
between and the continuity of the partial soul's dianoia and nous. Proclus says that Plato
in the Republic calls the energeia of this logos noésis.*® And because noésis is the

energeia of a nous. so this logos must be a sort of nous.

If its activity (energeiu) is noésis. then this logos would be a sort of nous. which
in the following passages [37a-d] Plato says comes to be in the soul when it
moves around the intelligible object.’™

Whereas betore dianoia was called noésis. 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 dianoia. to a consideration of the partial soul's nous. while
remaining within the same framework of terms. Plato's text says that the soul knows the
being which is always the same through noésis with logos. Proclus first distinguished
between noésis proper and logos. Noésis proper belongs to the three moments of Nous

iself. and the partial nous: logos belongs to the soul's dianoia. Then Proclus

% In Tint.1.246.11-12.

*? Diehl refers us to Rep.511d-¢; "And it seems to me that you call the habit of mind of geometers
and other such people dianoia, and not nous. because dianoia is something in between opinion {Joxa) and
nous. Your interpretation is quite sufficient, [ said. And now. answering to these four sections. assume four
passions (purthémata) which come to be in the soul: noésis for the highest. dianoia for the second. belief
(pistis} for the third. and seeming (eikasia) for the last (3iavoiay §& xaeilv por oneis Ty tav
YEMUETPLRGY TE KOl TNV TV TOoUTLV 51V AL’ 01 voiv. ag petadl T 805ng T Kal vou Ty diavoiay
olgav: ikavatata Av § £ya. anedéiw. xai pot €Nl 1013 TETTHPAl Whipacl téttapa talta tafhuata €v
h wuyf 7Uyvopeva AafE, viedty pEv et 10 avatdtw, Sidvolay §€ £nt o Seutépw, T tpitw 3€ mioTy
anddog kol 16 teAevtaio eixaciav)." However. Plato does not use the term energeia in this text. In fact
this term does not appear in Plato at all.
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distinguished between the soul's noésis and its dianoia, by saying that although the soul
has noésis. its noésis is metabatikés. What he really means is that dianoia as a form of
noesis is lower than true noésis. Finally, at the end of his exegesis he says that there is in
fact true noésis in the soul. and draws this sort of noésis together with the soul's dianoia.
so that the completion of dianoia is this higher noésis. At the beginning of his account he
extends the term noésis even down to the divided level of dianoia. At the end he extends
the terms Jogos and dianoia even up to the soul's unified noésis. 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 Timaeus 28a. which says that the soul knows
the intefligible through noésis with logos (noései meta logow).

He makes it clear at the end of his exegesis that there is true noésis in the Soul,
and that it comes about by the highest and most unified part of the Soul. This does not
mean that dicnoia or logos. in the strict sense of these terms. is noésis. in the strict sense
of the term. But that the Soul who is active dianoetically may be led. as the completion

ot this activity. to a higher grasp of the intelligibles.

For whenever the soul should stand off from all phantusia. opinion. and multiple
and indeterminate knowledge. and should run up towards its own partlessness.
according to which it is rooted in the partial .Vous. and in running up joins its own
energeia to the noésis of the partial nous. then in fact it does intelligise eternal
being in concert with the partial nous. even though its energeia is both one and
double. and sameness and division exist in its intelligising. At that time the noésis
of the soul takes place 'at once' to a greater degree (athrodtera ginetai) and 1t
becomes closer to the eternal things, so that it grasps the intelligible object
together at once with NVous, and acts as a smaller light does with a larger light. as
the fogos in us runs in under the noésis of Nous. and the intelligible object comes
to be comprehended by noésis with logos.”” For our logos in concert with noésis
grasps (hairei) the intelligible, while the noésis of Nous always both is and sees
the intelligible. and our logos is joined to Nous whenever this logos becomes
'noiform' (nooeidés).>”

‘:' Timaeus 28a.

2 In Tim 1.247.10-25: Stav *{dp f\ \w[h muvmcim, r'moctﬁ xat 36&ng kot ¢ noucikng Kai
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[n the second part of this chapter we will examine "the highest part of the soul (to

uakrotaton tés psuchés) and the most 'one-like’ part of diunoia (to henoeidestaton tés

diunoius)."

VILii. The anthos nou and the unthos iés psuchés

In the Timaeus commentary Proclus indicates that we have more in us than

dianoia.

This is because man is a microcosm (mikros kosmos ho anthrépos) and everything
which is in the cosmos in a divine manner. and as a whole. is in man as well. in a
partial manner. For there is in us nous in act (nous...ho kat' energeian). and a
rational soul (psuché {ogiké) which came from the same Father and the same life
giving Goddess as [the Soul of] the All: and an ethereal vehicle (ochéma) which is
to us as the heavens [are to the World Soul} (analogon téi ourandiy. and an earthy
body mixed from the four elements. and which is of the same order as them.*”

Notice that from this passage that what is "in us" is more than just the logiké psuché.
This recalls passages from the Enneads where Plotinus distinguishes between "us" and
the soul.™™ In the strictest sense. man is a soul. But in a more metaphorical sense. we
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 Nous 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 which we

{)nup,(oﬁcng mvu\a\')ta yap Kul depomtépa yivetat mg \yu,(ﬁg n vénms Kol £77utépn Tov alovioy
paypatay. iva xai €in vontov dua td va Kot olov ¢di EAQTtov KETd uexCovoa W T0G EVEPTHON. 100
£V fiuiv Adyou Ty vonow UROTPEXOVEOG TOU vOU. Kal YEVITAL 10 VONTov VORGEL METE AGYOL REPLANTIGY.
Q uEY Yap AUETEPOG AOYOG LETE TG vordEmg aipel T0 vontov. f 6 tou vol vonaig Gel Kol €01 Kat apd
0 vonmv ouvantel §€ aytad Wv Adyov. Gav kat ovT0g TEVITaL vooemﬁn..
Tin Tim L3.11-17: ) 8161 pixpdg K6OKOS ¢ dvBpunos kal EGTL kal €V TOUTH RAVIX LEPIKES.

oo Ev T mopm Being 1€ Kal éhm‘:g voig TE YUp €0T1v Nuiv 6 xat évep TELav. Kol wugh }o,'un']
‘tpOEA.GOUO’Cl €K TOU QUTOV nurpoq Kai rqg autig Emo'{ovou feag tm oln xat oxnp.a meeptov avaaoyov
W oupcxvm Kl 6Qua Mivov €X Tav TETIdpuv 6Tol el dupadév. olg xal cuaToLdv EoTty.

¥ See for example Enn.V.8.10-11. At the end of ch.10 Plotinus speaks of the beauty which has
penetrated through their whole soul when they come to be in the intelligible. [n the next chapter the word
soul does not appear. Rather the language shifts to presenting aneself to oneself. and being with the god.
and leaving sense-perception behind.
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are also includes the higher and lower, because these are in the Soul as well. The centre

of the Soul is Nous. 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 Nous 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 dianoia to be
possible. however. its unified source must be already present to it in its centre. Proclus
savs that the ousiu of the soul is a pléromua t6n ousiédon logon. meaning by this that the
logoi which the Soul projects are already present and waiting to be unfolded into
multiplicity. But if the ousia is such a pléroma. the source of the pléromu. Nous itself.
must also be present to the Soul. And likewise the One must be prc:sent.576 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 Nous and of
the One in the soul: the "flower of nous" (anthos rwu).i77 the "tlower of the soul” (anthos
t6s psuchés).’™ the "one of the soul" (hen rés psuchés)’® or “most unitied part of the
soul” (henoeidestaton 1és psuchés)™ or "highest part of the soul” (akrotaton tés

psuchésy™" of the soul. and the “huparxis of the soul" (huparxis psuchés).*

“* In Eucl.149.5-8: xai yap mdoa yugh Katd pév 10 voepdy Eutis kal aio 10 év
aKpOtatov KEXEVIp®TAL, Katd 8¢ 10 tABog KUKALKAC tepLropeteTaL. REpLITUSacBat noboloa tov
EQUTT|S VOV,

™ J Trouillard. L'Un et I'ime selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Letres) p.34: “Ce schéme géométrique
ne risque donc pas d'enfermer "ime dans sa sphére psychique, puisqu'elie est concentrique a I'esprit ¢t a
'Un. Partir d'elle-méme, c'est partir de ses principes. Proclus s'efforce ainsi de satisfaire en méme temps
deux exigences platoniciennes: d'une part ['autoconstitution de I'ame qui se fait subsister elle-méme en
emittant ses raisons — d’autre part son illumination par les intelligibles et I'esprit selon ['ordre de la
procession.”
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% In Parm.1071.30.
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This is the source [i.e. the unique cause of all], I suppose. of the intellectual
character (noeron idiéma) of the soul. by which it grasps the intellectual Forms
and the differences within them, and also of the highest part of {our] nous, which
they call the flower, and this is the source of its Auparxis. by which it unites with
(sunaptesthai 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 (dunamedn...gnéristikén). 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 bedies: nor by opinion or
dianoia. because these are divided and lay hold of things which are multiform: nor
by noésis with logos (noései meta logou).”® because forms of cognition such as
these are of the real beings (tdn...ontés ontén). But the divine huparxis (16n thedn
huparxis) is mounted above [the level of] beings and is delimited by this unity
itselt 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 (réi tés psuchés
huparxei), 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
dianoia by dianoia. the intelligible object by nous. so that that which is most one
is grasped by the one and the ineffable is grasped by the inetfable. Socrates in the
Alcibiades said rightly that the soul in entering itself sees all other things and sees
god. For inclining towards its own unity (sendsin) 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.™

[t is clear from this passage that Proclus thinks the Soul has a life higher than dianoia.™®
In the Commentary on the Parmenides Proclus distinguishes between Nous and Soul. but

emphasises that the eidé are present to us.”*® We are not aware of them because we do

£83 .
%5 Tim.28a.
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Kal 6t tavtng yvepileaBar kad 6oov Suvatdv. Ta yap ouoiy raviaot oauév Ta Gpota yivhexestat:
M uév aicBnoel dniadn 10 aiodnov. t 6 365 10 Sokastdv. T &€ Siavoig 1O Siavontdv. @ 6€ v 10
vonTov. MOTE Kai @ £V 10 EVIKWIATOV KAt 10 Gpphite 10 dppntov. Opbag yap xai 0 €v AAkifradn
Tokpatng EAEYEY £1 Eautiv Elctoloay Ty Yuxnv 1d 1€ GAia tavta katdyedBar xai tov Bedv:
GUVVEDOUCT Yap €15 TV EQUTHG Evecty Kal 10 KEVTpov Thg ouurdang Cufg xat 10 tAftog
arooxevaCouévn kal v RoLKIAiay t@v €v avTi Ravtodanov duvauewy. EX aUTAY AVELST THY axpav
TV OVIwV TEPLOTNY.

¥ See also the three types of life in /n Rep..177.15fF.

*% See In Parm.930-931; 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.

[n the Commentary on the Timaeus Proclus speaks of the Soul's noésis.

For after the wandering of genesis, and the purification, and light of epistémé. the
intetligent activity and the nous in us (fo noeron energéma kai ho en émin nous)
takes flame. [t brings the soul to harbour in the Father and establishes it
unpolluted in the demiurgic noéseis. and joins light to light. not like the light of
epistémé. but more beautiful and more intellectual (noerdteron) and more like the
One (henoeidesteron). This is the paternal haven, the finding of the Father. the
unpolluted union with him.**’

And 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: it 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 vusia of the other things by a name, or a limiting definition
(horisitkés upodoseds), or epistémé. but only by noésis. as he [Plato] says himself
in his Letters {Seventh letter 342.a-d]. how could it find the ousiu of the Demiurge
in another way than noetically (noerds)? 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 (dfexodos) which moves in syntheses is unable to present the one-like
and simple nature (henoeidé kai haplén...phusin). '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
selt. and we are able to speak in the manner of epistémé (epistémonikis). but not
in the manner of nous (noerds). For this is finding. as we said before. But if
findings belong to the silent soul. how could the talk which flows through the
mouth suffice to bring to light what we have found?*®*

7 In Tim.1.302.17-25: pera {up v nlavnv tnc /svzcemg Kai v xaeapow Kai psm 0 g
EMLOTHUNG OMS avummet 0 vospov EVEpnua xat 0 Ev Aply voug, opuLCmv tnv \;m)(nv ev W mrpt Kat
Evidplov aUtRv dypdviag £v Talg Snuiovpytkais voNiGEST Kal gdg 00Tl SUVARINY, QUY olov 10 THE
EMOTAUNG. GAAE KOl TOLGE KGAALOV XAl VOEp@TEPOY Kal £VOELBEGTEPOV 0UT0g Yap EGTLY O RATPLKOG
Oppog. N EVPEGLS 10D TATPOC. N APGS QUTOV &Lpuv‘cog EVRIOLS.

8 In Tim.1.303.5-23: o0d€ yap A elpeaig Aeyovong T tiig yuxfic fiv. dhAd puotang xai
uRectpupévne Tpdg 1o Belov ¢dg. oUSE xivoupévng oixeiav xiviioly, GAAG GLORKOTC Ty olov qlamrv:
Grou yap QUAE v tav GAAAY TpayRATuV OUGLaV TEQUKEY 1| &L ()vc'mmog aipelv fj 8¢ (')p lmucﬁ.
cmoé‘)ocsmg 1 8 ErioTuNG. GALR B VORGE®G BOVIE. dG nawy év rmg Emcrtomlg umog ndg Qv THY
ousiav toy omuoup voU duvatte rponov Etepov eupew i voepmg rag & Gv outmq £0povan Sivarto 5U
avouateyv Kal pru.xmmv E\,(I"(TEIMIL 10 0pBev xal 15 dAovg EEeve {wa 1 7ap Ev quvBéaet mepou&:\m
Steﬁoﬁo, aduvatel thy Evoeldi xal arAfv mpmmvew cpucnv ti ovv: oain g av- ouxt neAda xat repl
tou dnptoupyou Kal rept tav didav Bedy Kal BREQ 1ol £vOg aUTol AEYopEY: T} REPL AUTAY BEV AEYouEy.
aUT0 8 EXTaTOV OU AETOUEY, Kot émcmpovmic uév duvdpeta ).é*{ew voepu‘)g 8€ o tolto yap oL
10 EUpELV. mcmsp elnouev POTEPOV. €l 8 n eupemh mmnmcmg EoTi TG WuYfc. TS GV GPRESELE TO
eupeBEv olov €0Tiv O 81 ol 6T0NaTog PEwv AGYOS E15 06X EEEVEYKELY:
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In these passages Proclus speaks of the Soul joining itself with a higher power, and of the
Soul putting off its own division. [ interpret this to mean that when the Soul ceases to be
active in its own dianoetic manner. it is able to unify itself with the higher realities which
are present to it. This is different from the lack of dianoia which marks souls moved by
their passions. Feterokinésis is indeed empty of the divisions of dianoia. but only
because it is marked by the more extreme divisions of sensation. The Soul must have
been purified of this passivity. and undergone anamneésis in order to return upon its own
ousia. in order to be ready for the silence of nous and the One. In this sense. dianoia is a
sort of preparatory purification. It purifies the Soul not just of the pathemata of sense.
but ultimately it purifies it of its own dianoetic logo.

Proclus speaks of the flower of nous (anthos tou nou). or the highest part of nous.
or the one of nous. 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 dianoia through the flower of nous. In a fragment of
Damascius' commentary of the Chaldaean Oracles we find a reference to a certain
intelligible which must be grasped by the flower of nous. It must be grasped by the
tflower of nous. and further. "one must not conceive of this intelligible with vehemence.
but rather with the subtle flame of a subtle nous.”*® In a fragment which is likely from
Proclus' lost commentary on the Chaldaean Oracles. Proclus calls this the most unified

part of the nous in us.

For indeed perhaps the flower of nous (anthos not) is not the same as the flower
of the entirety of our soul. The former is the most unified part of our intellectual
life (tés noeruas hémaon zoés to henoeidestaron), while the latter is the one of all of
the powers of the soul (hapasdn tén psuchikon dunamedn hen). which are quite
varied. For we are not only nous. but also dianoia and opinion (doxa) and

9 See Fr.1.1-6. p.66 Phil.Chald. (des Places): O 8 {ph 09podpStnTL voely 10 vontoy £Keivo
aAla voou Tavaot tavar oroyi.
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attention (prosoché) and choice (prouiresis). And before these powers we are an
ousia which is one and many, divided and indivisible.’

The anthos nou 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 Nous itself. in
Ennead 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.

Proclus speaks about another one. highest part. or tlower in the Soul. Rather then
calling it the flower of nous, he calls it the tlower of the Soul (anthos tés psuchés). Inthe
tragment from his commentary on the Chaldaean Oracles just above, Proclus seems to
indicate that the anthous nou is only the highest part of the Soul's nous. and that there
needs to be another anthos. an anthos of the whole Soul. because there is more in the
Soul than nous. If we think of the Soul on the analogy of a circle. whose circumference is
the Soul's dianoetic activity. and whose centre is its ousia. then we can distinguish in the
centre itself further centres, such that the original centre becomes a circumference to an
even more unified centre. So ifthe Soul's ousia is its centre. then the tlower of nous is
the centre of the Soul's ousia. However. the flower of nous 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 whole Soul. and which is that by which we are unified with the One.”®' These

* Phil Chatd. (des Places) 210.28-211.4.: Mrrote olv ovk €611 Tavtov vol GvBog Kai rdams
NUAv tﬁ~ wugng avBog dAra T0 uév EGtL rﬁc vospdc Tt Cmﬁc 10 évoeld€atatov. 10 §€ aracay v
\uu,(mo)v éuvcxueow v, ToAuetddv oUoav: ol Ydp Eop.ev vouq povov aiia xai digvora kal 50511 xai
TPOCOYN KOl MPOUIPESLS. KAl 7RG TV Suvapeny tovtay ousia kia te xai RoAAR KAl uePLOTH tE Kol
QUEPRS.

*' [n "L'hyparxis de I'ime et ta fleur de I'intellect dans la mystagogie de Proclus.” Pracius -
lecteur et interpret des anciens (Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1987) pp.333-345 Christian Guérard argues that the flower
of nous and the flower of the soul are like the lower and higher points of the mystical plane of the soul.
Iving above both discursive and non-discursive thought. They are moments of the soul's Avparxis. in one of
the various uses of that term. | find his argument convincing, especially in his insistence on the distinction
between the three terms: hyparxis of the soul, flower of intellect, and flower of the soul. C. Steel,
"YrapZig chez Proclus.” in Hyparxis e Hypostasis nel Neoplatonismo (atti del | colloquio internazionale
del centro di ricerca sul neoplatonismo, universita degli studi di catania, 1-3 ottobre 1992) ed. F. Romano
e D.P. Taormina (Firenze: Leo S. Olschki, 1994) pp.79-100, follows Guérard in his distinction of the flower
of intellect from the flower of the soul (see pp.95-100). However. Steel points us to passages from the

263



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 Nous itself as a hypostasis a highest
moement. the summit of the intelligible, this highest moment is also present to Soul which
participates in it. as the tlower of the nous in soul. the Chaldaean anthos nou. But
because soul also participates in the One through the henad which is immediately present
to it. there is also a flower or one of the soul itself. through which the soul may surpass
even the intelligible.””

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 Nous
through the nowus in us, this is not a matter of a spatial journey. The traidic motion from
ousia. dunamis. to energeia which is the Soul' projection of logoi is its own manner of
mediating to itself the .Vous which is present to it as its centre. The same reasoning holds
for the One. If Nous is a divided image of the One, then in mediating Nous to itself the
Soul also mediates to itself the One. So if Nous is present as its centre. so is the One. C.

Guérard argues strongly for the position that the henades huperousioi are not a separate

Plutonte Theology and the In Alcibiadem which do seem to identify the one of the soul {i.c. the {lower of
the soul) and its fnparxis. Steel thinks that Proclus’ language remains ambiguous. sometimes identifying
and sometimes distinguising between these two terms. For our purposes it is only important to recognise
the distinction between the flower of the soul and the flower of rou. therefore we will leave the question of
the soul's fvparxis open. See also T. Whittaker. The Neo-Platonists. A study in the history of Hellenism.
4th ed.. with a Supplement on the Commentaries of Proclus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
1928) pp.261-264; L.J. Rosin. The Philosophy of Praclus (New York: Cosmos, 1949} pp.214-217: S.E.
Gersh. From lamblichus te Eriugena (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1978) pp.119-121; J.M. Rist. "Mysticism and
transcendance in later Neoplatonism,” Hermes. 92 (1964) pp.215-219: A. Smith. Porphvr's place in the
Neoplatonic tradition (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff. [974) pp120-121; A. Sheppard. "Proclus’ attitude to
theurgy.” Classical Quarterly, 32 (1982) p.221.

%% Guérard argues that not only are these two flowers are distinct, they are the upper and lower
reaches of the Ayparxis of the soul. He also points out that in Nous {tself there would not be two flowers.
because the Flower of .Vous would be its own highest moment, the presence to it of its henad, and that
through which Nous itself surpasses its own noetic character. So in the Soul the Flower of Nous is the
highest noetic moment. and the Flower of the Soul itself is the highest moment of all. See C. Guérard,
"L'hyparxis de I'ime et la fleur d'intellect dans la mystagogie de Proclus.” in Procius lecteur et interpreéte
des anciens. Actes du Colloque internationale du C.N.R.S., Paris 2-4 act. 1983. . Pépin et H.-D. Saffrey
(Paris: C.N.R.S.. 1987) pp.333-343. For a brief argument contra see C. Steel. ""YTaupSts chez Proclus.” in
Hyparxis e Hypostasis nel Neoplatonismo (atti del [ colloguio internazionale del centro di ricerca sul
neoplatonismo, universitG degli studi di catania, 1-3 ottobre 1992) ed. F. Romano e D.P. Taormina
{Firenze: Leo S. Olschki. 1994) pp.79-100: see p.99.

5 Enn.V.1.3.22; oudév yap petold A 10 étépoig elvat.
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hypostasis. Rather. they are the pure procession of the One. and as such are a multiplicity
ot 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

participates.”

VILiii. The One and the Soul according to Jean Trouillard

Jean Trouillard was the most prolific modern Proclus scholar. His focus was
always 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 et la
micux déplovées des structures. celle dans laquelle on peut lire le plus distinctement la loi
structurale de réel."™”* 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 complexity than unintelligible
multiplicity.

Trouillard describes three ditferent schemes of procession from the One. which he
names the schéma dégressif. the schéma ravonnant. and the schéma monadologique. The
third scheme integrates into itself both of the first 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 digressive scheme there is a series of One — Being — Life — Nous
- 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

" See C. Guérard, "La théorie des hénades et la mystique de Proclus.” Dionysius. 6 (1982) pp.73-

82. See fn Parm.1081.1-10: 1071.19-29: 1079.20fT: 1082 8fF: S.R.M. 345-358 [509.96-509.10];
E!l Th.prop. 123
™ J, Trouillard. La mystagogie de Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1982) pp.123-124.
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Being. Life. Nous. and to Soul. Trouillard thinks that each successor in the digressive

scheme contains all that which precedes it:

Selon cette interprétation, il faudrait dire que chaque série (et chaque degré de
chaque série) contient toutes les séries qui la précédent dans l'ordre processif, si
bien que celui-ci se¢ déroule de fagon intégrale et distincte & l'intérieur de la
derniére. c'est-a-dire de la série psvchique.™®

Therefore. according to the monadological scheme the Soul is not only Soul, but rather is

One-Being-Life-Vous-Soul. Similarly. Nous 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 Soul is also the self-

untolding of the principles anterior to the Soul.

Ainsi chaque dme contient toutes les séries. et donc autant de fois déterminant
[Limit] et infini [Unlimited] et autant de formes du déterminant et de l'infini qu'il
v a de séries antérieures & I'dme dans l'ordre dégressif. Autrement dit. l'ame
enveloppe la série entiére du déterminant et la série entiére de l'infini. Et par
chacune elle communique directement avec ['Un. L'dme récapitule donc tous les
modes selon lesquels le Principe s'exprime comme un infini et tous ceux selon
lesquels il se maniteste comme déterminant. Elle enveloppe tous les principes
don’t elle dérive et ceux-ci deviennent ses éléments. parce qu'ils sont tous. comme
clle-méme. des modes direct de I'Un [In Parm.1219.30-1220.24).%

Trouiilard 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 in 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 Qne in virtue of the procession

and reversion of Nous and Soul: "c'est l'antoconstituant qui constitue les puissances du

”1’ J.Trouillard, L'Un et I'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Letires, 1972) p.77.
*" I Trouillard, L'Un et {'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1972) p-77.
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Principe en se formant 2 partir de [ui.”**® 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 Nous as an
internal journey. "Philosopher. ¢'est donce chercher a se connaitre soi-méme
intégralement. Et jouir de 'union mystique. c'est reconnaitre que le centre de I'dme
coincide avec le centre universel.">"

I tind it difficult to disagree with most of Trouillard's points. but [ 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
between Vous and the Soul. and the Soul's noésis. Rather. he interprets dianvia as an
activity which arises out of the immediate negation of the One as an inexhaustible source.
taking the 'night of negations' of the Parmenides as his model. But diancia does not have
the One as its proximate source. even if it s its ultimate source. Rather. through dianoia
the Soul makes itself to be a divided image of Nous. And even if this means that itis a
divided image of the One. because Nous itself is a divided image of the One. it is
important not to leave out the level of Vous. It is the intelligible in Nous which is the
proximate aim of our striving. and only after attaining this can the Soul anchor in the
"paternal haven” which is the One.

A clue to the motivation for this emphasis on the direct relation of Soul to One.

and the corresponding lack of emphasis on Nous. is provided by S. Breton.

Car il y est question. comme nous v avons insisté. des deux possibilités
fondamentales de la pensée. En gros. et pour reprendre une formule célebre. mais
en nous méfiant de la formule, ce qui se joue dans ces grands jeux. c'est
l'alternative entre hénologie et ontologie. entre la participation a I'étre et
l'inspiration de I'Un. entre une onto-théologie et une <<mé-ontologie».°°°

*% J Trouillard. LUn et I'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1972) p.85.

** ). Trouillard. £'Un et l'ime selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1972) p.85.

""'S. Breton, "Ame spinoziste. Ame néo-platonicienne.” Revue philosophique de Louvain. 71
(Mai 1973) pp.210-224; p.220-221. For Breton's position see also "Jean Trouillard. philosophe néo-
platonicien.” Revue de {'Instittte catholique de Paris, 16 (1985) pp.51-63; and "Négation et négativité
proclusiennes dans ['oeuvre de Jean Trouillard." in Proclus et son influence, actes du Collogue de
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[n 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 Metaphysics.*"!
The infinite source which is the One seems to answer Heidegger's concern that in our
thinking we 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 pertect being.
or ens realissimum. From this point of view the school of Neoplatonism running through
Proclus to. for example, the Pseudo-Dionysius is more attractive than school running
through Porphyry. to Victorinus and Augustine, because Porphyry made the mistake of
thinking that being (einai) was an appropriate name for the First. [t may be the case that
Trouillard is influenced by this concern in interpretation of Proclus. To his great credit.
however, despite his over-emphasis on the immediate relation of the One and the Soul.
his readings of Proclus are good and comprehensive. With regard to onto-theology. it
seems to me that a more genuine confrontation of Neoplatonism and Heidegger is needed.
Many of the philosophical concerns which Heidegger thinks are satistied 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 diunoia as a
metaphorical knowledge. as productive of a divided image of Nous. Rather than
encrusting Being in static categories. it seems that Proclus' account of our discursive
projection of fogoi allows us always to go back and supplement the picture of Being that

we have so far.

Neuchatel, Juin, 1983 (Zrich: Editions du Grand Midi. 1987) pp.81-100.

*' Another thinker who seems to have accepted the validity of Heidegger's criticism is H. Duméry.
See "Proclus et la puissance de produire.” in Néoplatonisme. Mélanges offerts a Jean Trouillard (Paris:
Les cahiers de Fontenay, 1981) pp.159-190. Both he and Trouillard were influenced by Maurice Blondel.
W.J. Hankey says of Blondel. "so far as Blondel conceived metaphysics as trapped within a logic of self-
objectification by a pretense to speculative completeness apart from action, he followed Bergson's
indications as to the way out." For the history of the relation between French Neoplatonic scholars and
Heidegger, see W.J. Hankey. "French Neoplatonism in the 20™ century.” Animus. 4 (1999)
http: ‘wwiwv.mun.ca/animus.



VILiv. 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
Acropolis.® In La mystagogie de Proclos.®® J.Trouillard asks if in Proclus we have a
philosopher with a sort of 'split personality'. Is he a rational man in his philosophical
work. while being an irrational tanatic in his religious life? Trouillard's conclusion. with
which [ 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
Athena'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 dianoia.*™

As we have said before. according to Proclus things are known according to the
power of the knower, not the thing which is known. And when the power of the gods. by
which Proclus means the higher orders in the spiritual hierarchy. be they in the given case
duimones. individual noes. or henads. is communicated to human beings. it is received
according to our own mode. So we comprehend it in an ineffable intellectual grasp.
according to the nous which is in us. we unroll its concentrated content according to the
dianoia which is in us. and we receive this power in the form of visions and portents
according to the power of phantasia which we have because of our bodily nature.
Proclus’ belief in divine dreams and visions is a consistent application of his general
epistemological 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 phantusia 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

%% Marinus, Vita Procli ch.9; ch.30.

* ch.IL pp.33-31. and in an earlier version of this chapter, published as “Le merveilleux dans la
vie et la pensée de Proclos.” Revue philosophique. 163 (1973) pp.439-432.

™ See also A.J. Festugiére. "Proclus et la religion traditionelle.” in Mélanges d'archéologie et
d'histoire offerts a André Piganiol (Paris: S.E.V.P.E.N., 1966) pp.1581-13590.
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manifestations of Nous and the One on the level of sensibility. just as philosophy is their
manifestation on the level of dianoia.

These ‘alternate’ ways of unifying with the One are generally two. depending on
whether they minister to the part of us which is below dianoiu 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 serts of symbols. such as the names of
the gods. and above all prayer. These principles are also applied to textual interpretation
by Proclus. so that various texts or parts of texts can be read as elaborate allegories.
designed 1o lift the soul in a different manner than discursive reason.®"

Since lamblichus theurgy was an accepted practice among most Pagan

Neoplatonists. Those who were skilled in the theurgic art were able to consecrate or

"% ). Dillon examines eikon, sumbolon. and anafogia in Prochus' allegorical exegesis of Platonic

texts. See “Image. symbol and analogy: three basic concepts of Neoplatonic allegorical exegesis.” in The
signiicance of Neoplatonism. ed. R. Baine Harris (New York: S.UN.Y., 1976) pp.247-262. He finds in
Proclus a report of a three-stage process by which the Pythagoreans revealed their doctrine. First, images
{ethunesy of the divine realities would be set before the initiates. These images would reflect the divine
reality in such a way as to be obviously representative, and not be in discord with the realities themselves.
Then would be brought forth symbols (sumbola), 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 they symbolise. By a coincidence of opposites. the
vulgarity and monsirosity of the symbol makes the mind rise to the purity of what is symbolises. The
Platonic myths would be examples of eikones, while the Homeric myths would be sumbola. However.
Dillon finds that Proclus does not preserve this distinction and uses eikdn and sumbolon 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 symbols are used in the allegorical exegesis of a text. in which the surface meaning of
the text is seen to be analogous to the divine realities. So. in the Parmenides commentary, Parmenides.
Zeno, and Socrates are taken to be analogous to unparticipated Nows. the Nous participated by the Divine
Soul. and individual nous: or alternately to the Being. Life and Vouy within Vous as a whole. There isa
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 function of eikones and sumbola rely on analogia. as
does the probolé ton ousiddon logon. In the same manner the surface meaning of certain texts (divinely
inspired texts) is analogous to divine reality. See also J. Coulter, The literary microcosm, theories of
interpretation in the later neoplatonisis (Leiden: E.J. Brill. 1976) pp.39-72: see p.45: "the key mechanism
which the allegorical critics employed in the interpretation of a text which had declared itself to be symbolic
was that of analogy or correspondance. Again and again, it is by the ladder of analogy that a commentator
will ascend from the surface of the text to its hidden meaning.” See also J. Trouillard. "Le symbolisme chez
Proclus.” Dialogues d'histoire ancienne. 7 (1981) pp.297-307. According to Proclus Plato criticises Homer
in the Republic not for the use of symbol understoad in this manner. but in order to ensure that such
svmbaols be kept from the masses. who are easily led astray. See p.299: "Il semble a Proclos que Platon lui-
méme n'a pas €liminé totalement la diffusion de mythes tenus pour monstrueux. S'il est nécessaire d'en
parler, dit l'auteur de la République (378a). il faudrait le faire en secret, devant le plus petit nombre possible
d'auditeurs et aprés I'immolation non d'un porc, mais d'une victime plus rare et plus coiiteuse.”
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animate statues in order to obtain oracular pronouncements from them, presumeably by
imprisoning in the objects certain daimones. 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 sympatheia which holds between higher and lower members of the same seira,
or series.®™ 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 (ochéma). 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 multiplicity.®”’ indeed. Proclus and all of the Pagan Neoplatonists were particularly
devout men. and in addition to theurgic practice. observed the rituals and practices
associated with the worship of the traditional pagan Greek gods.®™ Just as dreams and
visions minister to the phantasia and aisthésis of the Soul. so theurgy has an effect not on
the higher power themselves. but on the praticioners of the sacred rites. Itisa
purification from baser bodily association adapted to beings 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.

" See E.R. Dodds. "Theurgy and its relationship to Neoplatonism.” Journal of Roman Studies. 37
{1947) pp.55-69: and H. Lewy, Chaldaean Oracles and Theurgy. Mysticism, Magic and Platonism in the
Later Roman Empire (Cairo, 1956 [New edition with a contribution by P. Hadot. “Bilan et perspectives sur
les Oracles Chaldaiques et une bibliographie de H. Lewy," (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1978)]). See also
A. Sheppard. "Proclus’ attitude to theurgy." Classical Quarterly, 32 (1982) pp.212-224. Dodds is deeply
antipathetic to the mystical and religious side of lamblichus and post-lamblichean Neoplatonism.

Festugiere is also not attracted by late Antique religion. A positive evaluation of it only appears in
mainstream modern Neoplatonic studies with figures such as P. Hadot and J. Trouillard. For this history.
see W.J. Hankey. "French Neoplatonism in the 20™ century.” Animus. 4 (1999) http://www.mun.ca/animus.

*“ This is the opinion of A. J. Festugiére. "Contemplation philosophique et art théurgique chez
Proclus.” in Etudes de la philosophie Grecque (Paris: J. Vrin, 1971) pp.585-596. See also E. des Places.
“La religion de Jamblique.” in De Jamblique a Proclus (Genéve: Fondation Hardt, 1975) pp.69-94. and J.
Trouillard, L'Un et I'dme selon Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres. 1972) pp.171-189.

“¥ See H.-D. Saffrey. "Neoplatonist spirituality. II: From lamblichus to Proclus and Damascius.”
in Classical Mediterranean Spiritualitv. Egvptian, Greek, Roman. Ed. A.H. Armstrong (*World
spirituality. An encyclopedic history of the religious quest.” 15) (New York. 1986) pp.250-265 [transiation
of "Quelques aspects de la spiritualité des philosophes néoplataniciens. De Jamblique & Praclus et
Damascius.” Revue des Sciences Philosaphiques et Théalogiques, 68 (1984) pp.169-182).

271



Prayer ministers not to phantasia and aisthésis, but rather is a way of describing
how the soul surpasses dianoia. 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

609
gods.

or by a silence higher than names. In essence. prayer is a religious description of
unifving with the One through the one or flower 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
degrees of prayer are in fact five ditferent epistemological/ontological perspectives.
through which the soul passes. culminating in the perspective of the One and the henads.
which is Aendsiy.t'®

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 by 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 noésis and henosis

which philosophy ultimately seeks. according to Proclus.

"La foi qu'exalte ainsi Proclos n'est pas la croyance en des vérités déterminées.
elle établit au contraire les ames dans |'absolu indétermination divine. C'est «un
silence unitif» qui fixe 'ame dans l'ineffabilité des dieux...Elle nous permet
d'atteindre ['Ineffable par lineffable.... parce qu'elle actualise ce quil v a
d'indéterminé en nous. que notre néoplatonicien désign souvent par ce mot
hvparxis.  Ce terme fréquemment synonyme de «l'un de l'dme» est plus
hénologique qu'ontologique...Nous voyons pourquoi le symbole est plus
opératoire que l'image [eikén]. Si le néoplatonisme voulait nous entrainer vers
une simple contemplation. il pourrait se contenter de figures. Mais. du moment
qu'il place notre centre ainsi que le centre universel au dela de l'inteiligible.... il

% In Parm. S.R. M. 231-237 [505.83-89].

"' The five degrees are (1) knowledge (gndsis): (2) appropriation/taking as one's own (oikeidsis):
(3) contact {sunaphé). (4) approach (empelasis), (5) and union (hendsis). See In Tim.1.211.8-212.1. See
also A. Brémond, "Un texte de Proclus sur la priére et I'union divine.” Recherches de science religieuse. 19
{1929) pp.448-462.



doit recourir a des procédés don’t l'efficacité déborde celle de la connaissance,
comme les mythes initiatiques (qui sont le paysage du rite) et les rites (qui sont les
mythes en acte)...Notre philosophe savait bien qu'Athéna. Asclépios ou Apollon
n'étaient que les figures mythiques de telle ou telle fonction divine. Et ce qui
donnait corps a ces puissances inaccessibles aux sens, ¢'était la nécessité de leur
faire traverser l'ame entiére de dedans au dehors et de les exprimer dans
l'imagination et la sensibilité sous une forme appropriée a ces modes de
représentation. Des lors le symbole est notre oeuvre...[l est oeuvre collective en
tant que les mythes sont le produit d'une communauté humaine. mais aussi oeuvre
individuelle en tant que chacun les évoque pour son propre compte et dans sa
situation particuliére. Mais cette oceuvre est effectuée par nous sous une
inspiration secréte de la divinité et comme un témoignage de cette motion...On
voit en quel sense 'dme proclienne est créatrice des symboles. En les formant.
elle s'aftecte elle-méme sous l'action divine, elle se donne a etle-méme ce qu'elle
recoit des dieux."*"!

[ think Trouillard is correct in his characterisation here. For Proclus. myth and symbol
are ways in which we mediate the inettable 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 l'un se justifie comme le meilleur symbole de la divinité sur le plan spéculatif.
il est aussi le plus incantatoire. Car la théologie néoplatonicienne n'est pas simple
théorie. mais également conversion. Elle ne peut étre entierement détachée de la
théurgie et du mythe «initiatique» don’t elle sort et vers lequels elle nous tourne.
Son efficacité déborde le langage rationnel pour emplover celui de la poésie
inspirée [/n Remp.[.177.16-23; 178.10-179.03]...Le terme «Un» n'évoque ni une
hypostase transcendante qui serait inaffirmable. ni un simple état immanent qui
inviterait a un narcissisme peu platonicien, mais une présence qui. ne pouvant ni
se thématiser ni se réfléchir adéquatement. appelle toutes les ressources de
I'expression. Ce qui ne peut étre congu peut étre suggéré. joué et chanté.5"

According to Proclus. dianoia makes the Soul to be a divided image of Nows. and in that
sense all dianoia is metaphor. But dianoia is not the only metaphor which points the soul

towards its Father.

*!! See I. Trouillard. "Le symbolise chez Proclus," Dialogues d’histoire ancienne, 7 (1981}
pp.297-307: see pp.303-306.
*12 ] Trouillard, La mystagogie de Proclos (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1982) pp.99-100.
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CONCLUSION

[t is fair to say that Proclus' account of dianoia is the highest point of ancient
epistemology. Plato's account of knowing shows us that Being cannot be grasped by
sensation or opinion (Theaetetus). Moreover, he seeks to persuade us that the soul can.
indeed, come to know Being if it persist in the search (Meno). This is because Being and
the soul are akin. and in some sense we already know what we seek. A full account of 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 ot departure for our
own thinking.

Aristotle’s account of active and passive intellect is important. because it
supplements the Platonic notion of intellectual erds 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 lett 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.

[ believe that it is for this reason that Aristotelian epistemology was less popular
in subsequent Greek philosophy than was Platonic epistemology. Indeed. very soon even
those philosophers who called themselves Peripatetics Platonised their Aristotle at least to

some extent. The union of Plato and Aristotle in Middle and Neoplatonism sought to
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provide an answer 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 Being/Nous expresses this in a
particularly powerful way. Both Being and thinking are multiple expressions of the
simple cause of all. In Nous. Being is thinking, because it is thinking which brings into
existence the determinations into which Being falls. as a multiple reflection of its simple
source. Also in Neoplatonism the important distinction between Nous and dianoia is
expressed most clearly and coherently. It is not our thinking which produces the primary
determinations of Being. but our thinking graps these determinations because it is itself
an image of the primary thinking of Nous. [n Proclus we find the moments of this
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 a2 minute
examination of the moments which Plotinus first articulated. If the Soul is an image of
Nous in Plotinus, Proclus gives us an account of the details of this relation. If Soul's
thought is a division of the eidé in Nous. in Plotinus. Proclus gives us an account of the
nature ot 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 dfianoia are drawn together in such a way that we can see why it is that in our
everday experience we do not always realise why. or that. thinking and Being go together.

Proclus’ account of dianoia 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 Nous explains why it is that we seem on the one hand to be able to
know intelligible reality. but on the other hand are not able to know it comprehensively or
completely. Proclus can explain why it is that there is a history of philosophy. Dianoia is
measured by Time. and the projection of logoi which manifest Nous which we know of as

speculative philosophy takes place through the activity of men who are immersed in

~
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genesis. 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 Nous.
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 autokinésis, In this sense alone is there progression in the
history of philosophy. But it is not necessary. and it depends on the character of each
individual who takes up the works trom 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
logoi. as they are attracted to certain thinkers and not to others.

We ourselves. theretore, have this relation to Proclus. Our interest in his
epistemology is informed by the subsequent history of philosophy. insofar as each of us is
tamiliar with it. and has taken it more or less to heart. Because of this certain aspects of
his account of diunoia are thrown into higher relief for us than they probably were for
Proclus himself. One such aspect is his distinction between dianoia and Nous. 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 feit in philosophy today. is misguided from a Procline perspective.
because it conflates Nous and dianoiu. Dianoia is a dividing activity. an activity which
utifolds its source. and because of this it is an activity which can never adequate its
source. [t does give rise to true logoi. but these logoi always point back bevond
themselves to their source. This character of /ogos 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 dianoia in Proclus which is important for us is its character as a
dividing activity. [ 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 ignores exactly this dividing character. In effect. if dianoia is a dividing, then
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it must be the case that we have a priori intuition. Otherwise there would be nothing to
divide. Dianoia's logoi are divided images of e¢idé, and if so, then we must have an a
priori grasp of the eidé. [f 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 probolé 1én ousiédon logon resonates with the
concerns of contemporary phenomenology. Hetdegger'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 mere formulae are no
longer thinking Being. 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.
However. it seems that Proclus has also taken account of need for dianoiu ever to be
fresh. and ever to return to its source. The thinking which is dianoia is always only on
the way to NVous. Systematic philosophy. therefore. is by its nature unable to give a
complete account of the determinations of Being. It produces divided images of the
primary determinations in Vous. and it may continue to produces such divided images
indefinitely. Proclus seems to be aware of this aspect of his account. in his tendancy 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 dianoiu is a virtue. As [ 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

on'e

to hen, which s uncaused, has maximal unity

to on, which 1s caused by o hen, has unity and maximal being

208, which s caused by to hen and fo on, has unity, being, and maximal life

nous, which is caused by to hen, to on and z5é, has unily, being, life, and maximal intelligence

asuché, which is coused by 1o hen, to on, 208, and nous, has unity, being, life, intelligence, and dicnorc

ginomeng
2&ie, which are caused by to hen, to on, 28, and nous, have ynity, being, life, and minimal intelligence
phute, which are cause by fo hen, 1o on and 20é, have unily, being, and minimal life

nekre somete (to cpsucnoen), which are caused by fo hen and to on, have unity and minimal being
huieé, which 1s caused by to hen, has numimal unity

‘o hen

o on
zoe
aous

osucheé

201q

phute

=1

nekra sdmaic

hufé

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 Theology)
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THE LEVELS OF SOUL IN PROCLUS

Unparticipated Nous
|

_padicipated nous

- "_pariicipated nous

Unparticipated Monad of Souk” " participated nous

i , o yvpanicipated nous

! o " paricipated nous
Urpanicipated souls {3y~ o

~ HYPERCOSMIC SOULS }

ENCOSMlC SOULS Tomd sty World Soyb———

1) s

mars; = Souls of the fixed siors
//,,M,_J\-"’“ “* and of the seven planets i
g Mv«:urr_{___u ] ; ;
. |

ST g maan o

The gods below the moon’  DIVINE SOULS® |

Angels SOULS WHICH ARE
Doimones NOT DIVINE, BUT
ENJOY PERPETUAL

Heroes

INTELLECTION

SOULS WHICH MOVE |
FROM INTELLECTION|
TO UNINTELLECTION |

. . Human souls (portial souls)
~ |

*Dwvine Souls partcipate in Flous through the unparticipated menad of soul, and also participate in an
mdmdual nous. Lower sorts of souls participate i tHous only through the Monad of Soul,

Figure 2: The levels of Soul in Proclus




A COMPARISON OF THE DIVIDED LINE
IN PLATO AND PRO

Plato's Line

Moésis: Upward moving reason, which uses only Forms, and moves
lowards an unhypathetical first principle

Dienaia: Downward moving reason, which uses assumed hypotheses
and treats the objecis of pistis as images of its own objects

Pigtis: Opinion

Eikasic: Seeming

Proclys line

Nous; Has an atemporal grasp of itself as the primary locus of Forms

Soul's ousic: A fullness of fogoi, which are images of the Forms inNous
Soul's duncmis: Intermediate between the Soul's vusic and energeia

Soul's energeic as dialectic: Projection of logoi whose purpose s 1o grasp
the Soul's ousic, and lead the Soul to a grasp of Nous; i.e. upward moving
dicnoie where projected logor are treated as images

Soul's energeia os mathematics: Projection of fogoi whaose purpose is lo grasp
Soul os the ordering principle of bady; i.e. downward moving dienoic where
projected fogor are treated as paradigms

Aistis: Opinion
Eikasic: Seeming

Nate 'ret the procorcrs setween e cegiens of Praclus’ Lire sheuld be the some os between Plare’s, but *here 5 nct ercuge
scgee here to peremit thig)

Figure 3: A comparison of the Divided Line in Plato and Proclus
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Fiest Term

CALCIDIUS' GEOMETRICAL MEANS

First Mean
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Volumes:

First Term: 24
First Mean: 48
Second Meon: 96
Final Term: 192

Figure 4: Calcidius' geometrical means




THE PYTHAGOREAN CLASSIFICATI
OF THE MATHEMATICA IEN

QUANTITY —— Arithmetic {quentily considered in iself)

Music (quentity considered in relation to cnother quantily)

MAGHITUDE —— Geometry (stotionary megnitudes)

Spherics {magniudes in motion)

Proclus explains that the Pythagoreans are correct in their clossification, because it
agrees wth Plato’s doctrine in the Timaeus. It is by the Soul's plurdlity and diversity
af logor that it projects Arithmetic, and by ils bonds that it projects Music. As the
Soul is first divided by the demiurge, and then bound together by logai, Anthmetic
is older than Music.

Further, it 1s from the one figure in ils ousta that the Soul projects Geomelry, and from
s mation tha! it projects Spherics. So Geometry is older than Spherics.

Figure 5: The Pythagorean classification of the mathematical sciences. /n Eucl.36.12-

38.02
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MINUS' C [FICATIO
OF THE MATHEMATICA |

ITELLIGIBLES
Qmm ‘< Plone Geometry
Stereometry (solid geometry)
{there is no science of points or lines, beccuse no figures can be consiructed
from them without pianes or solids)
Anthmetic Linear numbers

"™ Plane numbers
" Solid numbers

SETISIBLES {parallel to geometry or arithmetic)
Geodesy (geometry) (hecps of earth considered as cones, efc.}

Calculation (arithmetic} (numbers of sheep, cups, etc.)

Optics (geometry) — Optics (iflusory appearence of objects seen at @ ¢istence)
" Catoptrics (various ways in which light is reflectec - refated
to scene peinting, i.e. representing objects so that they do not
seem cisproportioncie)

Canonics (grithmetic) (perceptible ratios between notes of the musical sccle)

SELISIBLES (not parallel to geometry or arithmetic)

Mechames ~ Art of making engines of war
.~ Wonderworking {making moving figures)
" The art having to do wath equilibrium (centre of grawty, meking spheres which
imilcte the motion of the heavens)
" In general every ant concerned with the moving of material things

Astionomy  —— Gnomanics (placing of sundicls)
(’he,m ofionof "~ Meteorology (risings of heavenly bodies)
the hecvens)

Dioptrics {fixes position of sun, moon, and stars with special instruments)

Figure 6: Geminus' classification of the mathematical sciences. /n Eucl. 38.02-42.08
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