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The neoplatonic theory of the vehicle βχημα,-πυεϋΐχι is,
as its ancient adherents perceived it, based upon the writings of

Plato and supported by those of Aristotle.^· If one looks for such

supporting passages, however, one finds little with which to defend

the neoplatonists' claims. As Kissling (318) has said:

The theory of the δχημα-πνεΟμα, as met with in the 
Neo-Platonic writers, represents the reconciliation of 
Plato and Aristotle on a subject which the former never 
taught and the latter was incapable of defining intel­
ligibly.

How, then, do the neoplatonists conceive of the vehicle of the 
soul, and with which Platonic and Aristotelian texts do they connect 
that belief?

The vehicle is intended to join together two diametrically 
opposed entities: the incorporeal soul and the corporeal body. It 

is, therefore, neither material nor immaterial, but a mean between 

these two extremes. Later philosophers claimed that ether, mentioned 
in Epinomis 981c5-8 (a work they believed to be by Plato) and in 
Aristotle's works (e.g., De Caelo 270b20-26), was the substance 

comprising the vehicle. For neoplatonists, the vehicle fulfills 

three functions: it houses the rational soul in its descent from 
the noetic realm to the realm of generation; it acts as the organ 

of eense-perception and imagination; and, through theurgic rites, it 
can be purified and lifted above, a vehicle for the rational soul's 
return through the cosmos to the gods.

Neoplatonists were able to ascribe these functions to the 

teachings of Plato and Aristotle. In Tim. 41el-2, Plato says that 
the Demiurge "distributed each fsoul? to each CstarJ, and having



mounted themCi.e., human soulsj as if on a vehicle, he showed 
them the nature of the universe." For a neoplatonist, the vehicle 

is not the star but the δχηια-πνεΟμα. Once the soul is situated 

on its own vehicle, it descends into generation. Neoplatonists 

interpret, in a similar way, the myth of the Phaedrus, in which the 

souls of the gods and humans are compared to charioteers riding in 
chariots όχήματα, 247bl-3). For neoplatonists, each of these 

passages shows a soul connected to its own vehicle both in the 

cosmos and in the descent to earth.

The vehicle's imaginative function depends upon Aristotelian 
theory (e.g., De Gen. An. 744al-5). Sense perceptions are impressed 
upon the vehicle and can thereby be processed by the soul. (Note 

that here again the vehicle is intermediary between the bodily 
senses and the immaterial soul.) Furthermore, in De Gen. An. 736b37- 
38, Aristotle says that the pneuma is "analogous to the element 

comprising the stars" (άνάλογον οδσα τφ των δστρων στοιχείψ) .
Thus, it is a simple step for later philosophers to combine Aristotle's 

ττνεΟμα with ether, the element of the stars, and with the "Platonic" 

δχημα, onto which the Demiurge placed the soul.
From the doctrine of the soul's increasing materiality in 

its descent,*1 the vehicle obtains its third, theurgic function. For 

if the vehicle becomes stained by material additions in its descent, 

purification from these material stains must be accomplished before 

the soul can reascend. In accordance with religious practice of 
the third and fourth centuries A.D., the purification of the vehicle 

can occur in theurgic, ritual acts.
Plotinus attaches little importance to theurgy,and, as a



result, is relatively unconcerned with the δχημα-πνεΰμα. He never 

uses the term δχημα to refer to the soul's ethereal body. Never­

theless, Plotinus does seem to subscribe to a belief in an entity 
like the vehicle.^ In Enn. IV.3.15, in discussing the descent of 

the soul, Plotinus says that when the soul leaves the noetic realm, 
it goes "first into heaven and receives there a body through which 

it continues into more earthy bodies" (lines 1-3). Here is the 
notion, common in the later theories of the vehicle, of gradations 
or envelopes of matter attaching themselves onto a primary body. 

Plotinus seems to adopt the role of purification from these envelopes 
at Enn. Ill.6.5.22-29:7

But the purification of the part subject to affections 
is the waking up from inappropriate images and not seeing 
them, and its separation is effected by not inclining 
much downwards and not having a mental picture of the 
things below. But separating it could also mean taking away 
the things from which it is separated when it is not standing 
over a vital breath (πνεύματος) turbid from gluttony and 
sated with impure meats, but that in which it resides is so 
fine that it can ride on it (έπ* αώτοϋ οχεΕσδαι.) in peace.

Here Plotinus clearly mentions the πνεΟμα in relation to its
purification and the soul's separation from the body. It would

seem that the soul can exist peacefully with its purified πνεύμα

(although Plotinus is hesitant: εϋη δ ” <5v, line 25). The use of

the verb δχεΐσθαι, implies that Plotinus was familiar with the

term δχημα.®
In Enn. IV.3.24, Plotinus is again discussing the separation 

of the soul from body (line 1: έΕέλθουσα τού αόματος). In lines
20-28, where he is concerned with the punishment of souls in Hades, 

Plotinus argues that souls with bodies receive bodily punishments 
but those purified are in no way dragged (έφελκομέναις) by bodies



but exist entirely outside of them. As Smith (152) notes, the 

participle &ρελκομέναις is commonly used of the vehicle. Thus, 
it would seem that, in harmony with the later neoplatonic inter­

pretation of the Phaedo 113d4-6, Plotinus accepts the role of 
πυεΟιτχ as substrate for souls punished in Hades.

Ho clear doctrine of the vehicle is seen to emerge from
ςPlotinus' writings. It seems that if Plotinus knew of the writings 

concerning the Οχη^χς-πνευμα (and it is probable that he did), he 
was not much interested in them.^ It is with Porphyry and Iamblichus 

that the doctrine becomes an integral part of neoplatonism.

As his treatise De Regressu Animae shows, Porphyry is concerned 
to include the doctrine of the vehicle in his philosophical system.^ 

However, he allows theurgy power only over the vehicle itself. The 
vehicle is purified by theurgy; the intellectual soul is separated 

from the body not by theurgy but by philosophy (Fr. 2, pp. 28*, 2-29*, 
1; Fr. 3, pp. 31*, 24-32*, 4; Fr. 4, p. 32*. 5-25; and Fr. 7, pp. 34*, 

28-36*, 4). It is just this point that Iamblichus wishes to refute: 
the only means of purification of the soul and its separation from 

the body is through theurgy; philosophy alone is insufficient (De Myst. 
II 11, pp. 96, 13-97, 11).

Emphasis on the importance of the role of the vehicle of 

the soul is proportional to the importance one places on theurgy. 

Plotinus, who cares little for such rites, is little concerned with 

the vehicle. Porphyry, who is more interested in theurgy but still 
considere such rites less valuable than philosophy, i6 more concerned 

with the vehicle and has more to say about its role. Iamblichus 

places the greatest importance on theurgy and, as a result, develops a



complete theory of the vehicle.

Unfortunately, not much has been written about Iamblichus' 

conception of the role of the vehicle, and what little has been 

written does not consider the importance of the vehicle to Iamblichus' 

religious philosophy. The purpose of this study is to examine the 
works of Iamblichus— especially the De Mysteriis. De Anima, and the 

fragments of the Platonic commentaries— and to explain the role of 

the soul's vehicle in Iamblichean philosophy. In section I, Iamblichus' 
theory of the generation, composition, and ultimate fate of the vehicle 

will be considered. It will be shown that Iamblichus' theory of the 

vehicle is a reaction to Porphyry's. In sections II and III, two 

studies will show the importance of the vehicle in Iamblichus' meta­

physical system. It will be argued that Iamblichus creates a 

hierarchical metaphysical system based upon his interpretation of 
Plato's writings, especially of the Phaedrus and Timaeus. It will 

also be shown how Iamblichus fits the vehicle, irrational soul, and 

rational soul into this metaphysical hierarchy. Finally, in section IV, 
the role of the vehicle in theurgy will be examined. The following 

topics will be considered there: Iamblichus' conception of the 

theurgic ritual's function in his religious philosophy, the role the 
vehicle plays in this ritual, the ultimate fate of the vehicle, and 

the religious reasons motivating Iamblichus to hold such an opinion 

about the vehicle's fate.

One preliminary point should be raised. Iamblichus was the

author of many philosophical works over a period of approximately 
12forty-five years. One should expect, therefore, that he would change

13his mind occasionally and make later corrections to earlier theories.



Nevertheless, with the exception of a very few problems mentioned below, 

Iamblichus' theory of the vehicle of the soul seems to be consistent 

over the course of his writings. This fact reinforces the view that 

Iamblichus is primarily a religious thinker. He might reconsider fine 

points, but he had made up his mind early about the important matter

of the life of the vehicle of the soul.



Notes to Introduction

There are several works on the neoplatonic theory of the 
vehicle: R.C. Kissling, "The όχημα?-ττνεΟμα of the Neo-Platonists 
and the De Insomniis of Synesius of Cyrene,'1 AJP 43 (1922), 318- 
330; E.R. Dodds, Proclus Elements of Theology, 2nd ed. (Oxford
1963) , 315-321; J. Bidez, Vie de Porphyre (1913; rpt. Hildesheim
1964) , 88-97; and A. Smith, Porphyry's Place in the Neoplatonic 
Tradition (The Hague 1974), 152-158. These four studies deal 
only slightly with Iamblichus. The following dwell more on 
Iamblichus' opinion: G. Verbeke, L'Evolution de la Doctrine du 
Pneuma du Stoiclsme A S. Augustin (Paris 1945), 374-384; J.M. Dillon, 
Iamblichi Chalcidensis in Platonis Dialogos Commentariorum Fragmenta 
(Leiden 1973), 47 and 371-377; and R.E. Witt, "Iamblichus as Fore­
runner of Julian," in De Jamblique a Proclus, ed. 0. Reverdin 
(Geneva 1975), 35-64. These works should be supplemented by E. des 
Places, Jamblique Les MystSres d'Egypte (Paris 1966); A.J. Festugiere's 
translation (with notes) of Iamblichus' De Anlma in Les Doctrines de
L'Arne, vol. Ill of La Revelation D'Hermes Trismegiste (Paris 1953), 
177-248; and B.D. Larsen, Jamblique de Chalcis (Aarhus 1972), 2 vols. 
For the vehicle of the soul in the Chaldaean Oracles, see H. Lewy, 
Chaldaean Oracles and TheurRy, new edition edited by M. Tardieu 
(Paris 1978), 178-184. The above works will be cited by the author's 
name alone as will the following: A.D. Nock, Sallustius Concerning 
the Gods and the Universe (Cambridge 1926); W. Scott, Hermetica, 
vol. 4 (Oxford 1936); and R.T. Wallis, Neoplatonism (New York: 1972). 
For the ancient texts cited below, see bibliography.

2The neoplatonists were not the first to do so. They 
simply followed philosophic precedent. For earlier views, see 
Dodds (316-318) and Dillon (371-372). For the neoplatonic combina­
tion of the Platonic passages dealing with the vehicle, see 
especially Proclus, In Tim. Ill, pp. 234, 8-238, 26 and pp. 265,
15-268, 21.

oCp. Plato, Phaedo 113d4-6: "Those who seemed to have lived 
in a middle course [ μεσως, i.e., neither exceptionally good nor 
exceptionally bad 3 travel to Acheron, ascend onto their vehicles
(άυαβάντες όί δή αύτοϋς σχήματά έστον), and arrive at the lake on 
them." Neoplatonists interpreted this passage to mean that the 
vehicle survived the human's death and remained with the human 
soul in Hades.

ASee Proclus, El. Th. prop. 209, and section I, below.
^See E.R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley 

1951), 285-286 and n. 25.

^0n Plotinus' view of ιτνεΟμα see Dodds (318), Kissling 
(322), Verbeke (352-363), and Smith (152-155).

^The translation is from A.H. Armstrong's edition of the 
Enneads, III pp. 231-233. Note that Plotinus alludes to this 
entity's imaginative function.



Q°But see Smith (153), who cites other uses of the verb by 
Plotinus and argues that it is unsafe to place too much weight on 
it here. However, since Dillon (371-372) has proven that a doctrine 
of the δχημα-ττνεΟμα existed in the second century A.D., it is 
doubtful that Plotinus would have been unacquainted with it.

®Other passages cited by Smith (152-155) include Enn.
III.5.6.37, where Plotinus discusses the possibility of demons 
possessing aery or fiery bodies (a conception probably based upon 
Plato's Laws 898el0-899a2, as Dodds C 315 and n. 31 suggests);
Enn. IV.3.9, where Plotinus distinguishes two methods by which the 
soul enters the body: metempsychosis and "entering from an aery 
or fiery body into an earthy one" (lines 5-6); and Enn. II.2.2.21, 
where "the πνεϋμα around the soul" is said to move in a circle, 
but this passage probably refers to Tim. 79a5-e9 and its discussion 
of respiration, as both Smith (153) and Armstrong, in his edition 
of the Enneads, II, p. 46 n. 2, believe,

^®The troublesome beginning of Enn. 1.9.1.1 (concerning 
suicide) cannot be discussed at length here. According to Psellus, 
Exposition 1125dl-1126b7, Plotinus' opening words (ούκ έΕάςεις,
Ενα μή fegCij έ^εΑεύσεται γάρ δχουαά τι) derive from the Chaldaean 
Oracles (=Fr. 166): μή ’gdgijc, Ενα μή τι δχουσα έΕ£η. Lewy 
(474) argues that Psellus has misread his source (i.e., Proclus), who 
probably attributed the Oracle to the Orphics. Dodds (note 5, 
above) 285 and 301-302 n. 26 believes that Plotinus' words are 
Pythagorean and that Plotinus knew nothing of the Chaldaean Oracles. 
Armstrong, in his edition of the Enneads, I,-pp. 322-323 n. 1, is 
unsure "whether Plotinus is quoting the oracle or whether the oracle 
was later taken from Plotinus." In response, des Places, in his 
edition of the Chaldaean Oracles, p. 165 n. 1, points out that the 
Oracles had been written long before Plotinus wrote, but he admits 
that the words in Psellus' Oracle do not fit well into the hexameter 
meter of the other Oracles. Smith (154) conceded only that 
Plotinus "would appear to be quoting the Chaldaean Oracles . . . 
and they certainly believed in the όχημα-πνεϋμα." In defense of 
a Chaldaean source for Plotinus' words, it should be said (1) that 
there is no other parallel case of Psellus misquoting from Proclus' 
lost commentary on the Chaldaean Oracles (Psellus* addition to Fr.
164 is a different matter entirely); (2) that there is nothing in 
the Oracle with which Plotinus would disagree, so that even if 
there were much in the Oracles that he would find disconcerting, 
Plotinus would not object to quoting this doctrine; and (3) Plotinus 
most probably would have come into contact with Chaldaean beliefs 
from his students, as, for example, is the case with certain gnostic 
writings (see vit. Plot. 16).

^ O n  the role of the vehicle in Porphyry's writings, see 
Dodds (318-319), Kissling (322-323, 324-325), Verbeke (363-373),
Smith (155-158), and Bidez (88-97). Porphyry believes that the 
vehicle is the seat of imagination (De Regr. Fr. 2, p. 28*, 5-6), 
that it survives for the soul's punishment in Hades (Sent. 29), 
and that the vehicle becomes increasingly material during its



descent into the realm of generation (apud Proclus, In Tim.
Ill, p. 234, 18-32). The fragments of Porphyry’s De Regressu 
have been collected by Bidez (Appendix II, pp. 27*-44*).

12For a list of Iamblichus' writings and an attempt to place 
them in chronological order, see Dillon (13-25). As Dillon himself 
notes (18), his attempt is "provisional."

13See especially Proclus, In Tim. I, pp. 307, 14-309, 13, 
where Proclus compares what Iamblichus says about the Demiurge in 
his Timaeus commentary (Fr. 34) with his treatise, "On the Speech 
of Zeus in the Timaeus." On this treatise, see Dillon (417-419), 
307-309).

14Although I do believe that the theory was worked out in 
greater detail in the Platonic commentaries than in the De Mysteriis 
or De Anima.





I. Iamblichus and Porphyry on the Vehicle's 
Composition, Generation, and Fate

Iamblichus' conception of the vehicle was directed against

Porphyry's. He disagreed with Porphyry on three separate points: the

composition, generation, and ultimate fate of the vehicle.

Iamblichus dismissed Porphyry's claim that the vehicle was

composed of a series of mixtures (φυράματα) collected from the

celestial spheres . ■*· In his Timaeus commentary, Iamblichus asserts

that the vehicle was made of παντός τοΰ αίθέρος (i.e., from ether

itself, not from several ethereal bodies) and that this ether had a

creative power.

The composition of the vehicle was closely linked to its 

generation. In In Tim. Fr. 81, Iamblichus states that the vehicle did 

not simply derive its existence from the celestial bodies (otherwise 

the vehicle would be changeable by its very nature: μεταβλητόν . . . 

κατά τήν εαυτοί) φύσι,ν^) and that its origin was "from the gods

themselves, who organize the Cosmos and perform all their acts
3

eternally." Furthermore, in In Tim. Fr. 84, Iamblichus adds that the

generation of the vehicle is brought about without any loss of

substance to the celestial gods and without having been collected from

them (οΰτε έλαττουμένων των θείων σωμάτων ούτε συμπεφορημένως τούτων

υφισταμένων.)4 What Iamblichus is concerned to show is made clear
5

from what follows this fragment in Proclus. The Demiurge himself 

produces the vehicle. The vehicle is, therefore, "somehow self- 

constituted and not created by subtraction (άφαίρεσις) from others in 

order that it not require dissolution (άνάχυσις) back into another" 

(Proclus, In Tim. Ill, p. 267, 20-22).



For Iamblichus, then, the Demiurge creates the vehicle whole. 

Does this mean that Iamblichus totally rejects the belief that the 

soul accumulated vestments in its descent through the cosmos? There 

are indications of an answer that points to a typically Iamblichean 

separation of gods from human beings.

Nowhere in Iamblichus' writings does he explicitly accept a 

doctrine of vestments. That he is aware of the term περιβλήματα is 

apparent from De An. I, p. 385, 6-7. Nevertheless, Iamblichus does 

not say that he accepts these ethereal, heavenly, and pneumatic 

envelopes. Stobaeus1 extract from the De Anima ends abruptly (at p. 

385, 10) before Iamblichus gives his own opinion.^

In De Myst. II 5, p. 4-14, Iamblichus says that άτμοΐ 

περικόσμιοιπΰχ with demons, γενεσιουργοί πνευμάτων συντάσεις with 

heroes, and that souls are filled with περισσών μολυσμων καί άλλοτρίων 

πνευμάτων. Moreover, in De Myst. II 7, p. 84, 14-18, unpurified souls 

are laden with accumulations (συστάσεις) of hylic πνεύματα, held down 

by ταραχαΐ ύλης ανώμαλοι, and seen with genesiourgic demons. There 

is, however, no suggestion that these πνεύματα come from the celestial 

gods. Indeed, in De Myst. V 4, pp. 201, 12-205, 14, Iamblichus seems 

to deny that they do. The whole thrust of this latter chapter 

suggests that the celestial gods are separate from them.

This is not to say that Iamblichus rejected any interaction 

between the celestial gods and the vehicle. In In Tim. Fr. 84, he 

states that the origin of the vehicle was "not simply" (ουχ ά,πλως) 

from the celestial gods. This suggests that they have some connection 

to the vehicle. Iamblichus goes on to explain their role: the 

vehicles proceeded from and were shaped by ζοχχΐ θεΐαΐ. As Dillon



(380) explains, these are the "unreasoning generative principles . . . 

of the encosmic gods." Given, however, the absolute goodness of the 

encosmic gods (see, for example, De Myst. I 18, p. 53, 2-5),^ these 

ζωαί were doubtless beneficial and, thus, not the πνεύματα of De Myst 

II 5 and 7.

These ζωαί are mentioned again in a quotation from Iamblichus
g

in Simplicius' commentary on Aristotle's Categories. The passage 

concerns the Aristotelian category of "having" (δχειν). In this 

passage, Iamblichus differentiates between what the soul has from 

itself and what it receives from the outside. The soul has certain 

acquired lives (έπ£κτητο£ τινες ζωαί),, some of which are of a similar 

nature (άμοφυεΐς) to the soul and others inferior to the appropriate 

measures of the soul. The soul also projects (προβάλλει)® lives 

around itself and accepts (παραδέχεται) others from the physical body 

itself. Iamblichus continues:

When the soul comes into each part of the cosmos, it accepts 
certain lives and powers (δυνάμεις) ,, some of which it 
projects itself and others it receives (λαμβάνουατ) from the 
cosmos. In each part of the universe, there are appropriate 
bodies ι(αώματα),, some it receives from the cosmos and other 
organic bodies it makes in accordance with its own λόγοι. 
These powers, lives, and bodies it puts aside (άποτίθεταί) 
whenever it changes to another allotment (ληξις). . From this, 
it is clear that all these are acquired for the soul and that 
the soul has them as different from its own essence.

This passage discusses the soul's descent from the heavens

into the physical body. In its descent, the soul accumulates various

lives, powers, and (lastly) organic bodies. What are the roles of

these added entities?

According to In Tim. Fr. 84, the pneumatic vehicle is given 

shape (μορφούμενον) by the divine lives. In Tim. Fr. 49 states that



the vehicle is spherical, a shape most proper to the soul's self­

movement and intellection. Did the Demiurge create the vehicle and 

leave it to the cosmic gods to form it into a sphere? This seems 

absurd. Rather, it seems that these gcoai re-shape the spherical 

vehicle.^ The kind of shaping that is done is not explained. It 

seems most probable, however, that the divine lives enter the vehicle 

and promote the rational activities of the soul. (These would be the 

acquired lives that are of a similar nature to the soul.) Other 

lives, such as those that the Simplicius passage terms "inferior to 

the appropriate measures of the soul," would be irrational and would 

distort the normal rational activity of the pure soul.^

There are, then, two different stages in the soul's life. 

First, there is the rational soul itself existing by itself. Second,

there is the rational soul in a body. Iamblichus elsewhere refers to
12this as the double life. Only the innate lives and powers belong to 

the rational soul. It is to the composite life of soul and body that 

the irrational and rational powers and lives attach themselves. Since 

this is the case, all the lives, powers, and bodies that the soul 

accumulates in the descent are acquired by and not innate to the 

rational soul. Thus, when Iamblichus says (De An. I, pp. 367, 22-368, 

6) that the powers are present in one way to the rational soul and in 

another to the composite of soul and body, he means that they are 

essentially connected to the rational soul, but only acquired by the

composite. As Iamblichus says in the Simplicius passage, the lives,
13powers, and bodies are separate from the soul's essence.

It is also worth noting that the "common life" itself
14involves two parts: the vehicle and the corporeal body. Thus,



while the vehicle receives lives and powers from different places in 
the cosmos, it is clear that it can receive corporeal bodies only in 
the sublunar region where matter exists. The soul, therefore, becomes 
more and more material in its descent. In this respect, Iamblichus' 
conception is similar to the one that Proclus gives in El■ Th. Prop. 
209. According to Proclus, the vehicle descends and gathers χιτώνες 
that become more and more material the lower it descends. Proclus 
says that the soul "descends receiving irrational rr.rir and ascends 
removing all its γενεσιουργούς δυνάμεις, which it put around itself in 
its descent" (p. 182, 19-21). Iamblichus also believed that the 
powers, lives, and bodies would be set aside in the soul's ascent to a 
higher λήξις.

Iamblichus' theory on the vestments gathered during the 
soul's descent can now be understood. He is making a great departure 
from his predecessors' beliefs. In De An. I, p. 385, 5-10, he 
describes a group of philosophers who held that the ethereal, 
heavenly, and pneumatic envelopes were attached to the rational soul 

(νοερ& ζωή) and served it as vehicles. Iamblichus would argue that 
these envelopes are not the vehicle but, rather, are the lives, 
powers, and bodies attached to the ethereal vehicle itself. Thus, for 
Iamblichus, the vehicle itself is ethereal, it picks up its heavenly 
"envelopes" from the lives and powers in the universe, and finally it 
attracts certain "foreign πνεύματα" from the sublunar region.

The last of the three points of disagreement between 
Iamblichus and Porphyry concerned the vehicle's ultimate fate. 
Iamblichus, according to In Tim. Fr. 81, believed that both the



vehicle and the irrational soul were immortal. Some passages from his 
De Anima help to clarify what is at issue.^

In De An. I, p. 370, 5-13, Iamblichus claims that "those 
around Plotinus and Porphyry" say that certain irrational powers 

(δυνάμεις) are projected (προβάλλεσθαι) in each part of the universe. 
They also claim that the lives :(ζωα£) thus projected "are released and 
no longer exist." Iamblichus himself^ believes that "even these 
exist in the universe and are not destroyed."

The mention of δυνάμεις and ζωα( is reminiscent of the 
Simplicius passage referred to above. That passage was concerned with 
the addition of δυνάμεις and Cjaai during the soul's descent through 
the cosmos. The passage in the De Anima is concerned with the 
shedding of them during the soul's reascent. In the Simplicius 
passage,, Iamblichus claimed that the soul puts them aside (άηοτίθεται) 
whenever it changes to another allotment. In the De Anima, it is seen 
that both Porphyry and Iamblichus agree that the irrational powers and 
lives are released from the soul, but Porphyry thinks that they cease 
to exist whereas Iamblichus claims that they continue to exist in the 
universe.

More light is shed on this issue in De An. I, p. 384, 19-28. 
Here it is said that "those around Plotinus" separated the irrational 
powers from the rational part (λόγος). These philosophers believe 
either that the irrational powers are released into generation or that 
they are taken away from the faculty of discursive thought (διάνοια). 
This latter view can be interpreted in two ways. The first 
interpretation, Iamblichus says, is Porphyry's: "each irrational 
power (δύναμίς) is freed into the whole life of the universe from



which it was parted, where^  as much as possible each remains
i ftunchanged (Αμετάβλητος) ." The second is Iamblichus': "the whole

irrational life, having been separated from the διάνοια remains and is 

itself preserved in the cosmos."

Both Festugiere (236 n. 2) and Smith (64-66) have noted the 

seeming inconsistency in Porphyry's position as given by Iamblichus in 

these two passages. These modern authors cite Proclus' Timaeus

commentary (III, p. 234, 18-26) as an aid to understanding Porphyry's 
19beliefs. Proclus places Porphyry directly between those who say

that the vehicle and irrational soul are mortal (viz., Atticus and

Albinus, p. 234, 9-18) and those who say they are immortal (viz.,

Iamblichus). Porphyry, according to Proclus, denied that the vehicle

and irrational soul were destroyed but claimed that they were

broken into their elements (άναστοιχειοΟσθαι) and dissolved 
in some way into the spheres from which they obtained their 
composition, and that these mixtures (φυράματα) are from the 
heavenly spheres and the soul collects them during its 
descent so that they [i.e., the mixtures] both exist and do 
not exist, and that each of these separately (δκαστα) no 
longer exists nor does their individuality (ιδιότητα) remain.

For Porphyry, the vehicle and irrational soul were made up of

bits of the heavenly spheres and their ultimate fate was to return to

the cosmos. The mixtures are dissolved but still exist separately

from the soul.

Iamblichus view is more complex. In response to Porphyry, 

Iamblichus stated (In Tim. Fr. 81) that the vehicle and irrational 

soul are immortal. Further, since the vehicle is not made up of 

mixtures but is created whole (In Tim. Fr. 84), it will continue to 

live on as a whole after its separation from the soul. The immortal

irrational soul and the immortal vehicle in which it is housed receive



various lives and powers from the cosmos. When the soul ascends to a 

higher ληξυς, these lives and powers are put aside. The change in 

λήζις is the change from the cosmic, embodied soul to the hypercosmic, 

disembodied soul. The "putting off," therefore, is the separation of 

the rational soul from its vehicle and irrational soul. The various 

lives and powers are not released into the universe so that they are 

separate and, in a certain sense, non-existent (i.e., cease to exist 

as a single entity). Rather, they are separated from the rational 

soul but subsist within the vehicle and irrational soul, which 

themselves continue to exist in the cosmos.

This is Iamblichus' "newer thought" (De An. I, p. 370, 13). 

The lives and powers are released but not dispersed. This is also the 

teaching of the priests (De An. I, p. 384, 26-27). Where Porphyry 

went wrong, in Iamblichus' opinion, was in thinking that each power 

(δκάστη, line 23; εχαστα in the Proclus passage above) returned 

separately to the cosmos. For Iamblichus, the whole irrational life 

(δλη άλογος ζωή, line 26) remains and is preserved (as a complete 

entity) in the cosmos.

There is another point worth noting here. Porphyry had

argued that the irrational soul was dissolved yet remained Stl

μάλιστα , . . αμετάβλητος (De An. I, p. 384, 24-25). Iamblichus seems

to have had this curious phrase in mind when he argued that the

vehicle would be changeable , (μεταβλητόν) in its own nature if it were

created only from divine bodies (In Tim. Fr. 81). In other words,

Iamblichus was saying that the vehicle (and the irrational soul and

powers in it) can remain άμετάβλητσν only if the vehicle is created by 20unmoving causes.



After citing these three passages from the De Anima and from

Proclus, Smith (67) sums up the difference between Porphyry's and

Iamblichus' views as follows. The difference can

be traced precisely to the mode in which the irrational soul 
lives on. For Iamblichus the whole irrational soul lives on 
whilst for Porphyry there is some kind of dissolution of the 
component powers which somehow continue to exist in a 
separated state. Clearly the integral irrational personality 
as vested in the irrational soul has greater significance in 
Iamblichus.

The question that arises is why should Iamblichus stress the 

immortality of the vehicle and the irrational soul? Proclus (In Tim. 

Ill, p. 235, 11-27) suggests one possibility: that the vehicle must 

survive the body in order for souls to use them in Hades (Phaedo 

113d). There is, however, another possibility.

In a badly marred chapter of his De Anima (I, pp. 457, 7-458,
2121) Iamblichus discusses the soul's reward (επικαρπία). Throughout 

this chapter, Iamblichus is dealing with the soul's departure from the 

body (έπειθαν έ£έλΟωσι του σώματος, Ρ· 457, 9) and the separation of 

the rational soul from the vehicle. Twice in this account, Iamblichus 

touches upon Porphyry's beliefs about the irrational soul. Although 

both passages are marred by lacunae, they help to explain why 

Iamblichus thought that the vehicle was immortal.

The first passage appears in a section concerning what 

belongs to the rational soul itself (p. 457, 13-22). This passage is 

divided into two comparisons between the ancients (άρχαιάτεροι, line 

13, and πρεσβυτέρων τινές, lines 16-17) and Porphyry. The ancients 

here, as in p. 384, 27-28, represent Iamblichus' opinion.^ In the 

first comparison, the ancients say that the rational soul has "a 

disposition similar to the gods in intellect and a charge (προστασία)



over things here [i.e., in the realm of generation]." In contrast,

Porphyry does not allow that disembodied souls have such authority 
23over the encosmic realm.

The second comparison between the ancients and Porphyry is as

follows.

Some of the ancients say that it [i.e., the rational soul] 
excels the reasoning element (λογι,σμάς) and they define its 
[i.e., the rational soul's] acts (Spya) so carefully that not 
even the pure and most perfect reasoning elements could 
attain them . . . Porphyry removes them (αΰτάς) altogether 
from the independent life (αδέσποτος ζωή), as being naturally 
attached to generation and given as an aid to composite 
beings (σύνθετα ζφαι) .
Festugiere (245 η. 1) has noted the lacuna (marked above by 

an ellipsis) in this passage. He has correctly argued that the word 

αΰτάς (line 20) cannot refer to souls since Porphyry could not have 

argued that the souls are separated from the independent life (i.e., 

the life of the soul separated from body). FestugiAre therefore 

assumes that αΰτάς refers to the irrational powers. He then suggests 

the following reading for the lacuna: "The ancients (sc. Iamblichus) 

have declared that the inferior δυνάμ,ευς (or ένέργειαι.) of the soul 

are immortal."

Festugiere is certainly right about the referent of αΰτάς.

As he himself points out, the previous lines mention the reasoning 

element and it is only natural to speak next of the irrational 

element. If this interpretation is correct, Porphyry's position here 

is the same as it was before: the irrational powers do not belong to 

the disembodied soul and, therefore, are separated from it.

The problem with Festugiere's reading is not the 

interpretation of αΰτάς, but the extent of the lacuna. As Festugiere



himself points out (245 η. 1) Iamblichus' entire chapter is based upon 

antitheses. The first passage (p. 457, 13-22) was based upon an 

antithesis between the opinions of the ancients and those of Porphyry. 

One would expect, then, a Porphyrian stance corresponding to that of 

the ancients concerning the separation of the rational element from 

the disembodied soul.

The problem here is deciding what Iamblichus thought was 

separated. A comparison of the present passage with De An. I, p. 384, 

19-28 shows that there are three faculties of the soul dealt with 

here. First, the irrational life is separated from the διάνοια 

(p. 384, 26); second, the rational soul has an "άγαδοειδη disposition 

similar to the gods χατά. voOv" (p- 457, 14); and finally, the rational 

soul excels the λογισμός (p. 457, 17). The reader is left to infer 

that the λογισμός is a lower rational faculty that is shed during the 

soul's reascent. ̂  The διάνοια,, on the other hand, is a higher

rational faculty. It and the intellectual disposition comprise the 
25disembodied soul. The lacuna in the present passage, therefore, 

should have included a reference to Porphyry's view on the relation of 

soul to intellect (or, more precisely, to the intellectual disposition 

in the soul).

Iamblichus had mentioned Porphyry's beliefs on the relation­

ship between soul and higher entities in two earlier passages in the
OftDe Anima (p. 365, 17-19 and p. 372, 12-14) . In the first of these

two passages, Iamblichus is contrasting two possible points of view 

concerning the soul's relation to the entities above it. After 

stating that Numenius, Plotinus, and Amelius believe that the soul is 

the same as intellect and the other higher entities, Iamblichus turns



to Porphyry's opinion on this identification of soul and intellect. 

Porphyry, he says, "is in doubt about this [identification]; sometimes 

he earnestly rejects it, sometimes he accepts it." In the second 

passage, Iamblichus discusses whether all souls accomplish the same 

acts (εττγα) or different acts according to the soul's rank. Here he 

opposes Porphyry to the Stoics, Plotinus, and Amelius with regard to 

the acts of the Universal and particular souls: "As Porphyry would 

say, the operations (ενεργήματα) of the Universal Soul are entirely 

separated from the particular soul."

Iamblichus' own opinion in these two passages is that the

soul is separated from intellect "in another hypostasis" (p. 365, 24)
27and that its acts differed from the acts of other, higher souls.

For Iamblichus, the rational soul is not intellect but has an 

intellectual disposition, Thus, he can keep soul and intellect 

separate.

It is difficult to determine what Iamblichus would have given 

as Porphyry's opinion in the lacuna (p. 457, 19). As can be seen, 

Iamblichus was hesitant about Porphyry's exact opinion at p. 365, 

17-19. Despite this hesitancy, however, Iamblichus proceeds to rank 

Porphyry together with Amelius and Plotinus as believing that the soul 

does not differ from the intellect (p. 365, 19-21). At p. 372, 12-14, 

it is clear that Porphyry's separation of the acts of the Universal 

Soul from those of particular souls was not sufficient for Iamblichus' 

purpose^0 since Iamblichus goes on to introduce his own opinion as 

differing from Porphyry’s (<5λλη δόξα,Ρ· 372, 15). This evidence 

suggests that Iamblichus ranked Porphyry with the other Platonists on

these issues.



This is Festugiere's opinion as well (199 η. 1). He includes 

Porphyry among the Platonists mentioned in another passage concerning 

the relationship between the soul and intellect (De An. I, p. 318, 

12-15):

Many of the Platonists themselves introduce the intellect 
into the soul at the same time as the first entry of soul 
into body, and they do not differentiate at all between the 
soul and its intellect.

Another passage (p. 457, 11-12), however, creates serious

problems for anyone holding the opinion that Iamblichus ranked
2 qPorphyry together with these other Platonists. Here Iamblichus says

that Porphyry "keeps the soul in its proper order (τάξτς)," Thus,

only a few lines before the lacuna, Iamblichus states that Porphyry

did keep soul and intellect separate.

Iamblichus' disagreement with Porphyry is, it seems, more

subtle. As has been seen, Iamblichus granted that Porphyry separated

the ενεργήματα Of the Universal and particular souls (p. 372, 12-14).

This separation, although closer to Iamblichus' view than Plotinus' or

Amelius' was, did not satisfy Iamblichus. He goes on to give his own

view^ that not only do the acts of the Universal and particular souls

differ, but so do those of divine, demonic, heroic, and human souls

(p. 372, 15-20). Furthermore, Iamblichus adds (p. 373, 3-8):^

The ένεργήματα of Universal, divine, and immaterial souls end 
in essence, but those of particular souls, which souls are 
held in one form and divided around bodies, are by no 
means . . . immediately the same as that which they 
accomplish.

Dillon (44) describes the distinction as follows:

Divine souls, for instance, perform acts which do not end in 
any accomplishment distinct from their essence . . . whereas 
in the case of human souls, their acts extend outwards and 
are not identical with their essence.



At p. 457, 16-19, Iamblichus is discussing the different acts 

not of different souls, but of different phases within the same soul: 

the acts of the disembodied soul differ from those of the λογισμός.

For Iamblichus, the disembodied soul sheds its lower powers and lives 

and enters a higher allotment. The disembodied soul is completely 

immaterial and disassociated from all bodies, including the ethereal 

vehicle. As such, its acts become more like those of divine souls; 

that is, its acts tend to end in essence.

If this explanation is correct, Iamblichus' complaint against 

Porphyry remains much the same as before. It is not a matter of 

Porphyry confusing soul and intellect, but a matter of Porphyry 

confusing (or not separating precisely enough for Iamblichus' tastes) 

the acts of embodied and disembodied soul.

In the original passage (p. 457, 13-22), then, there is now a 

triple, instead of double, comparison:

(1) The ancients attribute to the soul both an intellectual 
disposition and an authority over things in the encosmic 
realm; Porphyry removes this authority

(2) The ancients separate the λογισμός from the disembodied 
soul and define the acts of each differently; Porphyry 
does not adequately differentiate their acts

(3) The ancients say that the inferior powers of the soul 
are immortal; Porphyry removes them from the disembodied 
soul.

These points of disagreement are given in descending order.

In other words, reading from (3) to (1), Iamblichus recounts the 

soul's ascent to its reward. A soul casts off its irrational powers 

and lower rational powers, acts in accordance with its intellectual 

disposition, and gains as part of its reward an authority over this

realm.



An important passage from the De Mysteriis (V 18, pp. 223, 

9-224, 1) helps to clarify the issue. Here Iamblichus is discussing a 

difference between the great herd (Αγέλη) of human beings, who are 

under nature and fate, and a certain few who are separated from 

nature. The first group always uses πρακτικός λογισμός (p. 223, 14) 

about single entities in nature. The second group is described as 

follows (pp. 223, 15-224, 1):

A certain few, using some supernatural power of intellect, 
stand apart from nature, and are led around to the separated 
and unmixed intellect, and become superior to physical 
powers.

The division of human beings resembles the distinction between the 

human soul that has its reasoning element and the disembodied human 

soul with its intellectual disposition. The passage from the De 

Mysteriis suggests that the reward, which the De Anima attributes to 

disembodied souls, is achieved by only a few souls. Such a 

disembodied soul is led to another allotment, to the Intellect. This
O',

is the reward for theurgists. They become superior to nature and 

have authority over it.

The second passage in the De Anima (p. 458, 12-17) also 

mentions the soul's authority. In this passage, "those around 

Porphyry" are compared with "the Platonists." The passage is marred 

by lacunae, but the meaning is clear. Iamblichus is discussing the 

extent of the soul's reward. J

Those around Porphyry <say that the reward (or: immortality) 
is extended> to human lives. But they posit another form 
(εϋδος) of soul after this, the irrational. Moreover, 
Porphyry makes the soul similar to the Universe, while the 
soul remains in itself what it is <but he does not think that 
it presides over things here.> According to the Platonists, 
souls have charge of inanimate entities (άψυχα).



As in De An■ I, p. 457, 13-22, there is a distinction between 

the rational (av9pt&rttvot βίοΐ·)^ and irrational (αλόγιστοι.) lives 

coupled with the concept of the soul's authority over this realm 

(έπυμελοϋνται). For Iamblichus (as opposed to Porphyry), the 

separation of the rational soul from the irrational soul is somehow 

connected to this concept.

There is, then, another disagreement that helps to explain 

one reason for Iamblichus' belief that the vehicle and irrational soul 

are immortal. Porphyry believed that the philosopher's soul escaped 

from the cosmic realm permanently?^ Thus, he denied any further 

encosmic role to such souls, including exercising authority over 

inanimate entities in it. Iamblichus, on the other hand, believed 

that even a soul that ascended into the noetic realm had to return to 

this realm, although such a soul does make a descent that is 

unconnected with generation and without a break with the noetic (In 

Phaed. Fr. 5 ) . ^  Since in this latter case the soul descends again to 

the earth, the fragment shows that Iamblichus believed that all souls 

must return to this cosmos.

In the De Anima, however, Iamblichus is concerned with the 

soul's reward after death. For Iamblichus, this reward includes a 

return to this realm and an authority over things in it. De An. I, p. 

458, 17-21 explains this reward. According to the ancients (noAcuoC) ,

souls "are freed from generation and together with the gods administer
37(συυδι,οι,κοΟσι.) the universe." Moreover, "along with the angels, 

they oversee (συνδημιουργοΰσι.) the universe."

It is clear that since Porphyry denied any further 

association with this realm for those philosophers escaping it, the



immortality of the vehicle was not an issue. The philosopher's soul 

would not need the vehicle again. For Iamblichus, however, the soul

of the theurgist must return to his purified vehicle and, therefore,
38the the vehicle must remain intact. The religious reasons for 

Iamblichus' belief will be examined in section IV below.

Porphyry's and Iamblichus' differences concerning the vehicle 

can be summed up as follows: for Porphyry the vehicle is created from 

portions of the bodies of the visible gods and perishes when these 

portions are sloughed off, whereas for Iamblichus it is ethereal and 

created whole by the Demiurge, and not subject to destruction or 

dissolution of any kind.



Notes to Section I

^Proclus, In Tim. Ill, p. 234, 18-26 (translated below, p> 4 5) 
cited by Dillon (372-373), Dodds (319), Verbeke (365), Kissling 
(322, 324-325), Smith (6 6), and Festugiere (127).

2Compare De An. ap. Stobaeus I, p. 374, 2, where Iamblichus 
calls vehicles αύτοειδέσι πνεύμασι. Festugiere (206) translates: 
"certain pneumatic bodies of a nature always identical to itself."
See also his notes 4 and 5 ad loc.

3The translation is Dillon's (195).
4See Dillon (380), though he now rejects his original 

translation of συμπεφορημόυως.

■*Proclus, In Tim. Ill, pp. 266, 31-267, 11. Since Iamblichus 
believes that the vehicle did not originate in moving causes (In Tim. 
Fr. 81), the vehicle's cause must be unmoved. This points to the 
Demiurge. Note that Proclus agrees that the vehicle is created 
by an unmoved cause (El. Th. prop. 207 and Dodd's note, p. 306). Note 
also that what Proclus says a little further on (In Tim. Ill, p. 268, 
10-18) is Iamblichean doctrine (e.g., De An. I, p. 379, 12-15 and 
De Myst. I 17, p. 50, 16-51, 9). Proclus appears to be interweaving 
Iamblichean ideas throughout this discussion.

^According to Festugiere (237 n. 4), the doctrine of the 
περιβλήματα is "present in Hermetic or Christian gnosis," and he notes 
the similarity between a passage from the Corpus Hermeticum and 
Iamblichus' words. Iamblichus would have continued after p. 385,
10 much as he did in 384, 19-28; that is, he would go on to give the 
views of Plotinus, Porphyry, and the priests. For a review of the 
concept of vestments (χιτώνες), see Dodds (307-308).

^See also Larsen (181).
g
Simplicius, in Arist. Categ. p. 374 ff. Kalbfleisch.

A translation is given by Festugiere (196 n. 2).
9For the meaning of the νεΛπροβάλλεΐν, "to project from 

itself," see especially De Myst. II 2, p. 6 8 , 12-13: the soul 
projecting (προβάλλουσα) different forms (είδη), reasons (λόγους), 
and lives (βίους). Cp. Iamblichus' De Communi Mathematica Scientia, 
p. 44, 7-10, where Iamblichus says that the soul is reminded of the 
true forms in mathematics and then brings forth from itself (προβάλλει) 
the λόγοι appropriate to them. See also p. 43, 21, where the gpyov 
of the mathematical science calls forth from itself (<5κρ* έαυτοΟ 
προβάλλει) the principle of recollection.

^Dillon (380) thinks that these ζοαί are "in theological 
terms, the aetherial source of the individual πνεύματα/όχήματα 
This cannot be the case. If the ζοαί were a source of ether, then



the vehicles would accumulate bits of ether in its descent. But 
this is exactly what Iamblichus denies. For ζοαί in Porphyry, see 
Smith (3).

^Another source of these ζοαί is the sublunar demiurge.
In In Sophistam Fr. 1, Iamblichus says that the sublunar demiurge 
"projects from himself many essences and lives (ουσίας καί ζοάς 
τιρορε(1λημένος) through which he establishes the diversity of 
generation." These ούσίαι and ζοαί are, of course, sublunar and 
hylic. (Note that this demiurge "charms souls with physical 
λόγοι.") See also In Tim. Fr. 75 where the goddess Ge, understood 
in Tim. 40e5 as what is permanent and fixed in the encosmic gods, 
embraces the greater powers and whole lives (δυνάμεις χοείττονας 
«at ζοάς δλας). These are not hylic. Cf. De Myst. I 18.

12Pe Myst. Ill 3, p. 106, 3-4; De An. I, p. 368, 3-6; 
p. 370, 3-4; p. 371, 4-6. See Festugiere (192 n. 2, 195 n. 4, 
and 200 n. 7) and des Places (101 n. 2). For the double life in 
Porphyry's philosophy, see Stob. I, p. 345, 11-12 and Smith (3).

13See De An. I, p. 371, 6-7, where the ένεργηνκχτα of 
the soul itself differ from those of the composite. The powers 
of the soul are listed on p. 369, 13-15, and later (p. 370, 3-4) 
Iamblichus says that Plato ascribes the powers to the soul itself 
and to the composite life, distinguishing each in accordance with 
each life. Cf., Festugiere (195 n. 4 and 199 n. 2).

14This is also apparent from De Myst. Ill 3, p. 106, 4, 
where the life of the rational soul is said to be separate from 
every body (παντός σήματος)>i.e., both ethereal and corporeal 
bodies.

15See Smith (64-67) who believes that both Iamblichus 
and Proclus misconstrued Porphyry's view about the vehicle. (But 
see note 38 below.) Smith cites De An. I, p. 370 and p. 384.

^The words "perhaps someone might think not unpersuasively 
a newer thought" (p. 370, 12-13) express Iamblichus' own opinion. 
See Festugiere (196 η. 1 and 189 n. 3) and Larsen (206).

^For this reading, see Dillon (375-376) and Smith 
(65 n. 19).

18Here the "most ancient of priests" (lines 26-27) 
represent Iamblichus' opinion. See Festugiere (262-264), Dillon 
(375), Smith (65), and Larsen (206 n. 27).

19The passage, which immediately precedes In Tim. Fr.
81, is discussed by Dillon (372-373).

20A similar argument is made by Proclus (El. Th. prop.
208, p. 182, 12-15). The vehicle is indivisible because it is 
unchangeable (Αμετάβλητον line 14).



See Festugiere (245 η. 1) for the various textual
problems.

22See Festugiere (245 η. 1): "Les anclens (sc.
Jamblique). .

23Reading τοΟτο (ρ· 457, 16) with Heeren, Wachsmuth, 
and Festugiere (246 n. 6 ). The manuscripts read τούτους, 
which is Impossible.

^Plotinus had already said that disembodied souls do 
not use λογισμός. See Festugiere (247 η. 1), where he cites 
Plotinus IV 3, 18. The λογισμός, for Iamblichus, probably 
represents the lives δμοφυείς to the soul, mentioned in the 
Simplicius passage above. It, like the irrational lives and 
powers, is acquired in the soul's descent and laid aside when the 
soul ascends to a higher allotment. Porphyry seems to separate 
the λογισμός from the soul's higher functions in Sent. 32, where 
he talks about the different kinds of virtues. Political virtue 
is associated with "following and being guided by λογισμός"
(p. 23, 4-6, cf. lines 8-12). Λογισμός is involved withnjigog 
(p. 25, 2-3; cf. p. 34, 10-14).

25Iamblichus follows Plato (Rep. 511d4-5, where διάνοια 
is ranked between δό&χ^ηΰνοΟς cf. lb. d8-e4, where it is placed 
between νοήσις on the one hand, and πίστις and etΜαρία on the 
other) in ranking διάνοια between opinion (δό£α), on the one side, 
and intellect (νοΟς δ ψυχικός) and intellection (νόησις μετά λόγου), 
on the other (In Parm. Fr. 2A). See also Proclus, El. Th. prop.
123, pp. 108, 32-110, 3, where διάνοια is also ranked between δό§α 
and νόησις. Dodds, in his note to this passage (265), compares 
Proclus, In Parm. p. 1081, 7-11. Since, for Iamblichus, the soul 
is "the mean between partial and impartial and corporeal and 
incorporeal kinds" (De An. I, pp. 365, 28-366, 1; see also, the 
passages translated by Festugiere in his Note Complementaire 
III, p. 252-257), it seems most appropriate that the soul should 
Include the διανοια which also operates as a mean between 
opinion (which concerns our realm) and intelligence. Cf.
Simplicius, in De An. p. 309, 20-22 Hayduck, where Iamblichus 
ranks δόξα with the irrational life.

^Both passages are cited by Smith (47 n. 10) . See 
also Dillon (41-42 and 43-44). Smith (47-50) presents several 
passages from Porphyry's works that show that Porphyry did 
distinguish between soul and intellect. However, Smith (48) 
points out two important passages that suggest a reason for 
Iamblichus' ambivalent remarks about Porphyry (p. 365, 17-19).
The first is from the Symmikta Zetemata (ap. Nemesius, De Natura 
Hominis 135, 7, 11 Hatthaei): "sometimes the soul is in itself, 
whenever it thinks rationally (λογίζηται); but at other times 
it is in the intellect, whenever it thinks intellectually (νοή)."
The second is from the De Regressu Animae (Fr. 10, p. 37*, 24-25):



the intellectual soul "is able to become consubstantial with the 
paternal mind." Nevertheless, as Smith (50) concludes, the other 
evidence shows that Porphyry distinguished soul and intellect. 
"Moreover the evidence for conflating them occurs in the context 
of spiritual ascent and . . .  it would be invalid to deduce 
ontological identity from spiritual union." Smith blames 
Iamblichus' misunderstanding of Porphyry's view on "a failure to 
discern the distinction between these two spheres."

27See Smith (47 n. 10) and Wallis (119-120).
28See Wallis (113).

2^See Smith (49 and 47 n. 10) and Wallis (113).
30See Festugiere (203 n. 3) and the passages cited there.

See also Dillon (43-44).
31See Festugiere (204 nn. 2 and 3) and Dillon (44).
32See the works cited by des Places (172-173 η. 1), 

especially Lewy (212 n. 143).
33For the material in brackets, see Festugiere (248 

nn. 1 and 3).
34For the equating of this phrase with the rational life, 

see Festugiere (248 η. 1), where he compares De An. I, p. 375- 
18-20. See also Festugiere's note on that passage (211 n. 2).

35For the appropriate textual references in Porphyry's 
De Regressu Animae, see Smith (57-58) and Festugiere (80-81 
and 247 n. 2). Cf., Dodds (304-305).

See Dillon's note to this fragment (243-244). See 
also In Phaedrum Fr. 7 and Dillon's note (255-256), where he 
cites De An. I, p. 380, 23-26.

37A.D. Nock (XCIV and n. 223) compares Sallustius XXI, 
p. 36, 13-14: disembodied souls "administer the whole cosmos
with the gods" (τδν δλσν κόσμον συνδιουκοϋσι,ν έκείνοι,ς) ·

38Smith (67) thinks that Iamblichus and Proclus misunder­
stood "the limitations of Porphyry's theory" on the dissolution 
of the vehicle and irrational soul. According to Smith, they 
"thought that the irrational or lower soul of every single man 
would be dissolved after death. The dissolution . . .  is the 
reward of the philosopher alone and is, no doubt, a rare phenomenon." 
But, as has been shown, Iamblichus held a similar belief about 
theurgists. They alone, and in small numbers, could escape from 
this realm into the higher realms. Surely Iamblichus, at least, 
understood Porphyry's point. What Iamblichus criticized was the 
dissolution of anyone's vehicle and irrational soul. Smith's



second point, that "Proclus* argument Cin] In Tim, iii 235 that 
Porphyry's idea would do away with Hades and the traditional 
punishments is exaggerated," cannot be turned against Iamblichus. 
Iamblichus, like Porphyry, believed that some humans would not 
undergo punishment in Hades (De An. I, p. 456, 16-19).



II. The Human Soul's Connection to the Good

In section I, it was shown that Iamblichus believed that 

the vehicle of the soul was immortal and existed intact when the 
rational soul separated from it. Such a view differed both from 

Porphyry's (that the vehicle was dispersed into the universe) and 

from Proclus' (that the rational soul was always attached to a 
vehicle).*

Two questions arise. First, why does Iamblichus hold this 

unique opinion? As was suggested in section 1, this question is best 

answered by considering the importance and place of theurgy in 
Iamblichus' philosophy. Such a study will also answer the second 

question: what becomes of the vehicle of the soul when the rational 

soul separates from it? Dillon has raised this question and could 

come to no satisfactory answer. He says of the irrational soul
2(which is housed in the vehicle and like the vehicle is immortal):

In the purity of the noetic world, it must inevitably 
have been an embarrassment. The physical world being 
eternal, it could stay on eternally in the atmosphere 
as a daemon of some grade, but this is not made clear 
in the surviving evidence.

Before answering these two questions, two preliminary studies 

must be made. This section will deal with the role of the so-called 
"greater kinds:" what they are, how they differ from human souls 

and from one another, and what their role is in Iamblichus' meta­
physical and religious systems. In the third section, the soul's 

descent into this realm will be discussed. Then in the fourth, the 

above two questions about the vehicle's immortality will be considered.

In order to find out more about the nature of the ethereal 

vehicle and about the human soul's relationship to it, it will be



necessary to turn to what Iamblichus calls "the greater kinds."

In the De Anima. these include gods, angels, demons, and heroes (I,

p. 378, 3-4 and p. 455, 3-4). In the De Mysteriis, Iamblichus adds

archangels, two types of archon, and purified souls (e.g., II 3,

pp. 70, 17-71, 8 ). The point of these numerous entities is to fill
the encosmic realm with beings helpful to humans. They both separate

humans from the gods and, at the same time, provide a vital link to
the gods (cf., e.g., De Myst. I 5).

Iamblichus believes that the greater kinds have vehicles
4(De An. I, p. 379, 20-22). According to Proclus, the vehicle made 

the soul encosmic. For Iamblichus, part of what differentiates the 

encosmic gods from the hypercosmic gods is the vehicle. The encosmic 
gods are "material and embrace matter in themselves and set it in 

order." The hypercosmic gods "are completely separated from matter 

and transcend it" (De Myst■ V 14, p. 217, 6-8 ). Although the 
encosmic gods are material, they are "unmixed with any material 

elements" (De Myst. V 4, p. 202, 4-5) and are, rather, ethereal 

(p. 202, 12).^ The vehicle of the soul was, as stated in section 1, 
ethereal.

There are several characteristics shared by all the greater

kinds with regard to their vehicles. First, they are separate from
and external to their vehicles. As Iamblichus says, the greater

kinds "do not exist in their bodies but rule them from the outside

(£Ε|ωθεν)" (De Myst. I 8 , p. 24, 2-4) and "being in themselves

separate (χωρυστά) from and unmixed with bodies, they pre-exist"
6

their bodies (p. 24, 11-12). Second, the celestial gods "are not 
surrounded (περιέχονται) by their bodies . . . but surround



(τιερι,έχουσι) their bodies by means of their divine lives and 
energies" (De Myst. I 17, pp. 50, 16-51, 1). They are also said

g
to ride upon (έπΐ,βαίνεΐ.ν) their bodies. Third, the bodies provide

neither impediment to the intellections of the greater kinds nor
9any loss to the greater kinds themselves. Fourth, the greater kinds

< , 10are impassive.

These common characteristics emphasize the difference not
between the greater kinds themselves (since they all share these

characteristics) but between the greater kinds and embodied human
souls. There is a different kind of relationship, therefore,

between the greater kinds and their vehicles, on the one hand, and

between human souls and their vehicles, on the other. And this

difference exists even though the vehicles of both the greater kinds

and humans are ethereal. The difference lies, therefore, not in the

astral bodies but in the soul.

As noted in section I, Iamblichus separated the human soul 
11from all souls above it. His theory separates the soul from

intellect "since it is generated second after intellect in a

separate hypostasis . . . and separates it also from all the greater
12kinds" (De An. 1, p. 365, 22-26). The descending order that 

Iamblichus envisions is given in In Parm. Fr. 2. According to 

Iamblichus, the first hypothesis of Plato’ 6 Parmenides dealt

with god and the gods, the second with noetic entities, the 
third with the greater kinds, and the fourth with rational souls. 

Clearly, the greater kinds are of a different order of reality from 
human souls.

But the souls of the greater kinds differ not only from



human souls but also from one another. For, although all the 

greater kinds have vehicles, the relationship between soul and 

vehicle is not the same for all of them, as Iamblichus states in 

De An. I, p. 379, 18-25:

The souls of the gods convert their divine bodies, which 
imitate intellect, into their own intellectual substance.
The souls of other divine kinds, as each soul is ranked, 
thus it guides its vehicle. Purified and perfect souls 
enter into bodies in a pure manner without passions and 
without being deprived of their intellectual capacity 
(τοΟ νοεΐν), but opposite souls enter oppositely.

The words "as each is ranked" (ώς £καοται έτάχθησαν) make explicit
the typical Iamblichean hierarchy. The further the progression
downward from gods to souls, the more the relationship between soul
and vehicle deteriorates.

In De An. I, p. 372, 15-22, Iamblichus distinguishes the 
acts (£ργα) of the different souls of the greater kinds. The acts 

of universal souls are perfect (παντελή), those of divine souls are 

pure and immaterial '(άχραντα καί άυλα), those of demons are active 
(δραστήρια), those of heroes are great (μεγάλα), and those of 

animals and men are of a mortal nature (θνητοειδή). As Dillon (44) 

states: "if the acts are different, the souls are different."
In De An. I, pp. 372, 26-373, 8 , Iamblichus, arguing 

against Plotinus and Amelius, says that there are different grades 

of soul issued in "first, second, and third processions (προόδσυς)." 

Thus higher, more divine souls come from the first processions, 
while human souls are from the later processions. As Dillon (45) 
notes, the mention of "processions" here is reminiscent of In Tim. 
Fr. 82. In this fragment, Iamblichus is concerned with the mixing 

bowl of Plato's Timaeus 41d. Plato says that the Demiurge returns



"to the mixing bowl, in which he mixed and mingled the soul of

the universe, and mixing he poured the remainders from the time
before." For Iamblichus, this mixing bowl is a life-producing

cause (ζωόγσνος αίτια) that embraces all life (ζωής) and sustains
13itself by means of demiurgic logoi. These logoi

penetrate through all life and through all the soul-orders 
and . . . allot to each soul within its proper sphere 
(λήζει) suitable measures of coherence (μ£χοα της συνοχές 
πρέποντα)/ to the original souls primal measures because 
of their first mixture, and to those who are mixed in the 
second session secondary measures; for according as is 
their rank (τό£ι,ν) relative to each other, such is the 
procession (πρόοδον) from the mixing bowl which they are 
allotted, receiving thence the defining bounds of life 
(τούς τής ζωής όρους).
In In Tim. Fr. 83, Iamblichus' interpretation of Plato's 

phrase "the remainders from the time before" is given. Iamblichus' 
opinion is contrasted with the opinions of those who hold that the 

"remainders" are what remain of the middle kinds (μέσα γένη). 
Iamblichus stresses not the similarity between those middle kinds 
(presumably, the demons, heroes, etc. between the gods and human 

souls) but the differences. He thinks that the classes of divine 

souls (θείων ψυχΏν γένεσις) have a "separated transcendence" 

(έδηρττμένη υπεροχή).
From these different fragments, the outline of Iamblichus' 

position becomes clear. The souls of the greater kinds differ from 

one another by virtue of their particular procession from the mixing 

bowl. The highest souls— those of the gods— are the most pure and 

completely transcend the lower ranks. The rest of the greater 
kinds are less pure.

Nevertheless, although it is clear enough that the different 

classes of soul differ from one another, the exact cause of that



difference Is not clear. The problem centers around Iamblichus' 
phrase "suitable measures of coherence" in In Tim. Fr. 82, line 7 

and the referent of γένεσι,ν in Fr. 83, line 7. Dillon (378), 

citing Proclus In Tim. Ill, pp. 252, 9-256, 21, thinks that the phrase 

in Fr. 82 refers to "different proportions of ούσία, ταυτότης and 
έτερότης for divine, daemonic, and individual human souls respectively 

(254, 4f.)." According to Dillon (379), the word γένεσι,ν in Fr. 83 

therefore "refers . . .  to the categories of δν, ταυτόν and θάτερσν 

rather than any class of angels or daemons, and Iamblichus wishes 
the divine souls to be made up of components of a different degree 

of purity from those of individual souls." Thus, according to Dillon's 
theory, the classes of soul differ from each other by a predominance 

of a different characteristic in each type of soul. However, in the 
section of Proclus' commentary upon which Dillon's argument is 
based, Proclus clearly states he is giving his own particular view: 
έμξ) μαντείφ, 252, 9 and έμή μαντεία, 256, 20. For, although some 

of Proclus' argument is based upon Iamblichean principles (e.g., 

that the soul is "the mean between true essence and generation,"

254, 14-15), he is drawing a conclusion that is uniquely his own.

It seems proper, therefore, to conclude that Proclus' thoughts differed 

from Iamblichus' in this matter.

Iamblichus' view can be seen in De Myst. I 5. The point 
of the chapter is not that each class of soul has a different 

predominant characteristic, but, on the contrary, that each class 

has a different amount of one characteristic, essence. Iamblichus 
begins (p. 15, 5-11) by differentiating two kinds of Good: the Good 

beyond essence (έπέκεινα της ουσίας) and the Good in accordance with



Iamblichusessence or the essential Good (κατ' ούσίαν ύπαρχον). Iamblichus

continues:

I mean that essence which is most ancient and honorable 
and is incorporeal in itself, the special property 
(ιδίωμα έξαίρετον) of the gods which exists in all the 
classes around them and which, on the one hand, preserves 
their proper apportionment and rank (διανομήν καί tdgtv) 
and does not detach them from this Capportionment and 
rank3 and, on the other hand, exists in all of them in 
the same way.

According to this passage, Iamblichus believes that the 

essential Good is present to all the greater kinds but that it is 

present in such a way that it preserves the individual rank of each.

At the same time, however, the essential Good is present to each of 

them in the same way. The distinction that Iamblichus wishes to 

make becomes clearer in what follows (pp. 15, 12-16, 5). Here 

Iamblichus discusses disembodied human souls existing (like the 

greater kinds) in vehicles in the cosmos. Iamblichus describes these 

human souls by three characteristics, all linked by the Greek 

conjunction καί: "souls who rule their bodies Ci.e., their ethereal 

vehicles3 and control and care for these bodies and are ranked before 

generation, permanent in themselves" (ψυχαίς δέ ταίς άρχούσαι,ς των 

σωμάτων καί προηγουμέναυς αύτΩν τής έτμμελείας καί πρό τής γενέσεως 

τεταγμάναις άιδίοι,ς καθ' έαυτάς). To these souls neither the 

essential Good not the Good before essence is present. Rather, they 

have a retention (έτιοχή) and possession (g£i,g) of the essential Good.

Iamblichus’ point is that the greater kinds (gods, demons, 

angels, heroes) participate in the essential Good directly and in 

the same way, whereas human souls do not participate directly in 

the essential Good although they do have some lesser relation to it.



Furthermore, although all the greater kinds participate directly in 
the essential Good, there is some inequality whereby the different 

greater kinds receive different ranks or allotments.
Before considering this latter distinction, however, it

will be necessary to turn to Festugiere's interpretation of De Myst.

I 5 . ^  According to Festugiere, this chapter of the De Mysteriis
is Hermetic in tone. Therefore, he sees in Iamblichus' progression

from the Good beyond essence to the human soul a typically Hermetic

hierarchy. Thus, he takes the Good beyond essence as the first god
and the essential Good as the second god. Thus far there is no

problem, but Festugiere goes on to make the essence itself the third
principle ("le Premier Intelligible"). He then equates the gods

and "all the kinds around them" (p. 15, 8) not with the visible
gods and other greater kinds but with the intelligible gods.
Finally, Festugiere interprets the "souls who rule bodies" (p. 15,

1 2 ) as "the souls who govern the heaven and the stars," i.e.,
16visible gods, and those souls "ranked before generation, permanent 

in themselves" (p. 15, 13-14) as "human souls before generation."

There are several problems with Festugiire's interpretation 

of De Myst. I 5. First, there is no reason to assume that Iamblichus 

is promulgating a Hermetic universe here. Festugiere's assumption 
that this is a Hermetic view is based upon the true Hermetic view 

given in De Myst. VIII 2.^ However, there are certain differences 

between that chapter and this. The first difference is that the 
system delineated in VIII 2 is explicitly said to be by Hermes 

(p. 262, 9) whereas in book I, Hermes has not been mentioned since 

chapter 2 (p. 5, 15). Furthermore, although VIII 2 does include a



reference to the One and to a second god who is a "monad from the One" 

(p. 262, 4), this second god is prior to essence (προούσιος καί 

άρχή της ουσίας, p. 262, 4-5) and not the Good κατ'ούσίαυ of I 5.

In VIII 2, essence itself (*l ούσιότης καί ή ούσία, ρ. 262, 5-6) 
is the third deity, the first principle of the noetic realm, and is 

said to originate from the second principle (άπ'αότσΟ, Ρ· 262, 5); 
in I 5, it is not given as a third, vertical emanation but as a 

horizontal extension of the Good (i.e., essence exists on the same 
plane as the Good). Thus, although there is certainly a correspondence 
between the hierarchies expressed in I 5 and VIII 2, the systems 
delineated are not the same.

If the metaphysics of VIII 2 is Hermetic, it is certain that 

I 5 presents a typically Iamblichean-neoplatonic interpretation.

Dillon (29-39) has organized all the important fragments of Iamblichus 
concerning the realm of the One and the noetic realm. A relationship 
between these fragments and De Myst. I 5 can be seen. In the realm 

of the One, Iamblichus posited three Ones: παντελΰς δρρητον, τό
1 cάπλως £v, and τδ £v όυ. In I 5, he mentions only the latter two,

i.e., the Good beyond essence is τδ άπλως £v and the essential Good
is τδ £v συ. Now, in Iamblichean philosophy, every realm consists

of three moments: άμέθεκτος, μετεχόμενος, and κατά μέθεξνν or
εν σχέσει.1^ The third moment of one realm is the first moment of 

20the realm below it. Thus, the "One existent" is both the third or 
lowest moment of the realm of the One and the first or highest moment 
of the noetic realm. As Dillon (35) states: "they are to be dis­

tinguished only for the purposes of exposition." Thus, in De Myst.
I 5, they are not distinguished as separate entities, whereas in VIII



2 Iamblichus can separate them for the sake of argument and agree
both with the Hermetic texts and with his own theories. In I 5,
however, the One existent or the essential Good is considered as a

single entity that is the special property of the gods. Festugiere
is wrong, therefore, not only in considering I 5 Hermetic but also

in separating the essential Good from essence itself.

If this argument is correct, it follows that Festugiere's
equating of the gods of I 5, p. 15, 7 with the invisible gods is
no longer necessary. Iamblichus here is not showing the effect

of the Good upon all levels of reality; he is arguing that the
different classes of soul partake differently of the essential Good.

He can, therefore, omit the noetic realm entirely (except, of course,
for its highest moment, the essential Good itself) and pass

on to the visible realm and to the greater kinds. Moreover, when

Iamblichus sets out his argument in I 4, p. 14, 15-18, he says:
If one considers analogously the similarity of the 
mentioned Cgreater kinds 3 , such as the many classes 
among the gods (θεοϋς) and then those among the 
demons and heroes, and finally of souls, it would be 
possible for him to distinguish the peculiar nature 
((θιότητα) of each of them.

Here the word θεοϋς (as its position at the head of the list of 
demons, heroes, and souls shows) must refer to the highest form of 
the greater kinds, viz., the visible gods. It would be most odd, 

then, for Iamblichus to switch its referent and to use the word 

θεών to refer to the invisible gods just nine lines later. Indeed, 
throughout these early chapters of book I, in which Iamblichus is

concerned with the relations between the greater kinds, it is the
21visible gods that are discussed.



In De Myst. I 19, Iamblichus discusses the connection between 

the invisible and visible gods. Here he. touches on the relation of 

both to the One, and it becomes clear that the visible gods do have 

a special relationship with the One similar to the relationship 

explained in I 5. After explaining that the visible gods have their 

principles in the noetic realm (p. 57, 7-8), are unmixed with the 

sensible realm (p. 57, 10-12), and exist together with the invisible 

gods (p. 57, 12-13), Iamblichus continues by stating that the bodies 

of the visible gods derive from the noetic paradigms and are established 

(ίδρυταί) in them (pp„ 57, 14-58, 7). They are linked by their noeric 

energies and mutual participation in the forms, are united by the incor­

poreal essence (&υλος ουσία καί. άαώματος, cp. ουσίαν . . . ουσαν 

άσήιχιτον, I 5, ρ. 15, 6-7), and are brought together by the pro­

cession from the One, the ascent to the One, and the power of the 

One (p. 58, 8-17). The visible gods remain in the One of the invisible 

gods, and the invisible gods give their unity to the visible (p. 60, 

5-8). Iamblichus concludes (p. 60, 11-15):

The visible gods are outside of bodies and for this reason 
are in the noetic realm, and the noetic gods because of 
their infinite unity embrace in themselves the visible 
gods, and both are such through a common union and a 
single energy. And this is a privilege of the gods' cause 
and order (τής των θεών αιτίας καί διακοσμ,ήσεως . . . 
έ£α£ρετον, cp. θεών ιδίωμα έξαίρετον, I 5, ρ. 15, 7-8), 
on account of which the same unity of all things extends 
from on high to the end of the divine order.

As this final passage makes clear, the One (or essential

Good of I 5) unites the invisible and visible gods to one another

and to all the greater kinds. However, the invisible and visible

gods are more directly linked to the One and, hence, to one another.

It is true that the visible gods' relation to the One comes about



through their union with the invisible gods, but this union is far

more direct than that of the visible gods to the sublunar realm

(which they completely transcend).
There is one more verbal point of similarity between De Myst.

I 19 and I 5 which points to translating QefiSv in I 5 as "visible gods."

In I 19, pp. 59, 1-60, 3, while discussing how the connection between
the invisible and visible gods is superior to the connection between
lower entities (such as soul and body), Iamblichus divides the

category θεών into three parts (pp. 59, 15-60, 2):

With regard to the gods (θεωνί , their rank (xdlgts) 
exists in the union of them all. Both the primary and 
secondary classes (γένη) of them and those many classes 
grown around them (τά κερί αύτά φυόμενα) are all united 
in the One, and the all (nQv) in them is the One, and 
beginning, middle, and end coexist in the One itself.

The primary classes are, of course, the invisible gods, the secondary

the visible gods. "Those grown around them," i.e., around the
secondary or visible gods, must be the greater kinds. This passage,

therefore, echoes I 5, p. 15, 6-9, which states that the essential

Good is the special property of the gods (θεΰν) and "of all the

classes existing around them" (τά γένη τά περί αυτούς όντα). Thus,
not only do both passages speak of the special unity existing between

the gods and the greater kinds, on the one hand, and between the
gods and the One, on the other, but also the reference to "classes

existing around" the gods shows that Iamblichus in both passages

refers to the greater kinds and to their connection to the visible
gods. Thus, the word (Οεων) in I 5 must refer to the visible gods
since it is to them that the greater kinds are immediately connected.

Finally, returning to Festugiere's argument, there seems

little need to consider the phrase "the souls who rule bodies" (I 5,



p. 15, 12) as the celestial gods. For, as has been shown, the 

celestial gods have already been discussed, and essence has been 

called their Ιδίωμα έξαίρετσν. Therefore, the celestial gods cannot 
be the souls of line 12 since the essential Good is not present to 
these souls (lines 14-15).

Festugiere's interpretation of De Myst. I 5, therefore, is 
incorrect on several counts. Now that the correct hierarchy of that 
chapter has been established, it is time to return to the difference 

between the greater kinds that is delineated there.

Iamblichus continues (p. 16, 6-7) with the words: "the 

beginning and end in the greater kinds being such." It is now clear 

that these words refer to the visible gods, who participate directly 

in the essential Good, and to disembodied human souls, who do not.
Iamblichus then explains the role of demons and heroes in 

this hierarchy (pp. 16, 7-17, 19). They are both ranked above souls 

(ϋψηλοτέραν . . . της των ψυχών τάξεως). Heroes completely excel

(παντελώς . . . ύτΐερέχουστν) souls but are attached to them through 
a similar kind of life (ζωής δμοειδή συγγένειαν). Demons are 

suspended from (έ£ηρτημένην) the gods but are greatly inferior to 
them. Thus Iamblichus gives their position in the hierarchy. He 

goes on to give their function. Demons are not primary (πρωτουργόν) 
but subservient to the gods and make the gods' Good evident. Both 
demons and heroes complete (συμπληροΟνται) the bond between gods and 

souls, making a single continuity (συνέχειαν) from the highest to 
the lowest. They carry both the procession from the gods to souls 
and the ascent from souls to gods, and make all things agreeable and



harmonious for all by receiving the causes of all things from the 

gods.
These middle classes of soul, therefore, are intermediaries 

between humans and gods. They have a direct link through the gods 

to the One, and they can transfer that Good from the One to human 
souls. Thus, the puzzling earlier section of De Myst. I 5— in which 
Iamblichus claims that the greater kinds are all linked to the One 

in the same way but, at the same time, partake of it in such a way 
that each class is ranked differently— can now be explained. The 

similarity between gods, demons, and heroes is that they all partake 

of the essential Good via the invisible gods. Their difference 
is their proximity to that Good. The visible gods are immediately 

conjoined to it, the demons through the visible gods, and the heroes 

through the demons. On this theory, a human soul is so far removed 
from the essential Good (both in distance and in allotment) that 

one can no longer speak of the soul's direct participation in it.

It must be admitted, of course, that Iamblichus' distinction 

is not as clear-cut as it might be. It would have been better if 
he had stressed simply the differences between the greater kinds. 

However, to Iamblichus' mind, the greater kinds were also similar.
They were all ranked together under the Parmenides' third hypothesis. 
As such, they must transcend the human soul, which he placed in the 

fourth hypothesis (In Parm. Fr. 2). It was probably this tension in 
Iamblichus' philosophy that forced Proclus to give his own explanation 

of the Timaeus' mixing bowl. It should, however, be clear by now 
that Proclus' explanation was not Iamblichus'.



The "measures of coherence" (μέτρα τής συνοχής) °f In Tim.
Fr. 82, therefore, are not proportions of essence, sameness, and 

otherness, as Dillon suspected. Rather, the term συνοχή should be 
taken as the particular soul's connection to the One. (Compare the 

word (συνέχειαν) in De Myst. I 5, p. 17, 9). Thus, primary souls 

(of the visible gods) have greater measures of coherence because 
they are closer to and partake more directly of the One. Those classes 

of soul mixed next (demons, for example) are further removed from 
the One. A more explicit statement of this distinction is made in 

De Myst. I 20, pp. 61, 15-62, 3. Here, Iamblichus is explaining the 
difference between the visible gods and demons. The visible gods,
he says, who are "united to the noetic gods have the same essence

22(ιδέαν) as they, but the others (i.e., the demons) are far removed 

from them in essence (κατά την ούσ(αν)."
This doctrine of Iamblichus— that the further down the scale 

of being an entity is, the less fully it participates in the One—

seems to be a corollary of a doctrine given in In Ale. Fr. 8 . Here
23it is given as Iamblichus' δάγμα that

irrespective of what point a principle begins to operate, 
it does not cease its operation before extending to the 
lowest level; for even if <the influence of a higher 
principle» is stronger, nevertheless the fact of its 
greater separation can create a balancing factor, rendering 
it weaker . . . the influence of the higher principles 
is more piercing, more keenly felt.

Thus, on the theory expressed in this fragment, the essential One

exerts influence all the way down the scale of being. However, the
greater the separation from the One to an entity, the less the One’s

effect. This is exactly the case with the effect of the essential
24Good upon gods, demons, heroes, and human souls.



If human souls differ from divine souls by virtue of their 

participation in the essential Good (and not by virtue of having 

more έτερότης), it follows that the phrase θείων ψυχών γένεσυν 
in In Tim. Fr. 83 does not refer "to the categories of δν, τοουτόν 
and θάτεραν," as Dillon (379) thinks. Rather, the term γένεσι,ν 
should be given its regular meaning of "class." Iamblichus' point 

in Fr. 83 will then be the same as his point in Fr. 82. For, it is 
stated in Fr. 83 that Iamblichus "assigns a separated transcendence 

to the classes comprising (αυμπληπωτυκοϊς) the divine souls." In 
other words, the higher, divine γένερα (such as gods) transcend the

lower γένερα (such as souls). This view is similar to that of the
25processions from the mixing bowl and to that of De Myst. I 5.

From the foregoing argument, it is now clear not only that 
the different classes of soul differ from one another but also how 

they differ. It follows that the relationship between a soul and its 

vehicle deteriorates as the soul participates less fully in the One.

A soul, therefore, that is not participating properly (according to 
its rank) in the One will need external aid or purification in order 

to become again what it properly should be. Thus, since a human soul 

partakes of Good via the greater kinds, the human soul needs the 
help of the greater kinds in order to achieve its highest possible 

rank. Iamblichus' theory of the different classes of soul and their 

different participation in the Good dovetails perfectly with his 
theory of religion. It is time, then, to consider how any soul 

comes to stand in need of ritual purification.

In De Myst. V 4, pp. 202, 12-203, 8 , while arguing that the



gods are not affected by sacrificial exhalations, Iamblichus states
the following about ethereal bodies:

For it is agreed that the ethereal body is external to any 
opposition (έναντιώρεως) is freed from any change (τροπές) 
is free from the possibility of changing (μεταβάλλε l v) 
into anything else, is completely without tendency toward 
or from the middle because it lacks any such tendency or 
is carried about in a circle (κατά κύκλον περιφέρεται) . . . 
For, these ethereal bodies, being ungenerated, do not have 
any power of receiving into themselves change from generated 
things.

This passage proclaims the perfection, unity, and permanence 

appropriate to an entity created by the Demiurge himself. There are 

two points of note. First, the vehicle is unchangeable, the word 
μεταβάλλε IV being reminiscent of μεταβλητόν in In Tim. Fr. 81 

(discussed in section I, above). This attribute reinforces the 

notion of the vehicle's immortality and unity. Second, the natural 

movement of the vehicle is circular, imitating the motion of the 
planets. This notion of circular movement is consistent with the myth 

in Plato's Phaedrus (248al-b5, especially a3-4: συμπεριηνέχθη 
τήν περιφοράν), where souls in their chariots follow the gods around 

the heavens, and with In Tim. Fr. 49, lines 13-14, where Iamblichus 

says the spherical vehicle of the human soul is moved in a circle 
(κινείται κυκλικως). It is clear, then, that the appropriate life 

for souls in vehicles is to revolve in conjunction with the gods.

The problem posed by the above passage comes from its last 

sentence. For, if the ungenerated vehicles are not receptive to 
change from generated things, why is purification necessary? The 

answer lies in the kind of change that Iamblichus is considering. 

Iamblichus' point is that the vehicle, being a creation of the



Demiurge, is eternal and unaltered by material sacrifices. Such 

entities are not changed by anything material, i.e., vehicles remain 

eternally what they are. No change occurs within them (εις έαυτά, p. 

203, 7). This is not to say, however, that external entities can have 

no effect. On the contrary, external material substances do affect 

the vehicle, but they cannot change it.
Put another way, the vehicle of every soul (regardless of 

the soul's rank) is an ethereal, eternal entity. When the relationship 

between the soul and the vehicle is as it should be (as is always the 
case with the visible gods), the soul and vehicle revolve together 
and the soul enjoys perfect intellection. However, since lower souls 
partake less fully of the Good, their relationship with their 

vehicles can be affected by material substances.

Several passages in the De Mysteriis help to explain how 

this contamination occurs. In I 20, pp. 63, 3-64, 12, Iamblichus 
differentiates between gods (both invisible and visible) and demons 

by reference to their ruling allotment. The gods rule over the 

whole universe, whereas demons have only a partial allotment. The 

gods, therefore, are separated from matter, but demons are directly 

involved with generation (τή) γενεσιουργφ φύσει προσκεΐσθαι).
Iamblichus concludes: "Therefore, the gods are freed from powers

26that tend to generation (φεπουαΰν είς τήν γένεσιν), but demons 
are not entirely pure of them."

Demons, therefore, are enmeshed in matter. In De Myst.

II 5, a similar distinction is found. In certain theurgic rites, the 

highest ranks of souls (gods, archangels, and angels) lead human 

souls away from generation. The lower ranks (beginning with the



demons) do not. Indeed, demons "drag them down into nature" (p. 79, 
8-9). Furthermore, Iamblichus attributes the purity and stability 

of an εΐχών in such a rite to the highest ranks, and to the demons 

and lower ranks he assigns "what is carried, unstable, and filled 
with foreign natures" (άλλοτρίων (ρύσεων,. pp. 79, 19-80, 2).

This involvement with material elements lea': to a different com­
mixture (συμμύξεως, p. 80, 4) for these inferior souls. In p. 80,

274-14, Iamblichus indicates that the commixture becomes more material

as one progresses down through the different classes of soul. Vapors
that subsist in the region under the moon (άτμοί περι.Μ<5σμι,οι.) are
mixed with demons, combinations of genesiourgic pneumata with heroes.

The hylic archons are filled full (άνάμεστοι,) of material liquids
(ίχί5ρες), and human souls are filled (άναπίμπλανται) with excessive

stains and foreign pneumata.

Demons and other inferior souls, therefore, become
contaminated by matter. In human souls, this material covering

28becomes its corporeal body. And this corporeal body is a greater 

burden for human souls than the vehicle is for the gods. For, 

Iamblichus says in De Myst. V 2, p. 200, 5-9, the celestial gods 
receive neither harm nor impediment to their intellections from 

their bodies, whereas human souls receive both from theirs. Further­

more, in De Myst. V 3, p. 201, 1-5, Iamblichus states that the union 

of soul and body causes heaviness and pollution (βαρύτητα καί μι,ασμόν), 

luxury (ήδυττΛδει,αν), end many other diseases (νοσήματα) in the soul.

An explanation for the human body's ability to cause such 

harm to the soul can be glimpsed in De Myst. I 18. Here Iamblichus



is discussing the cause of evil in the world. The cause is not the

gods (because they are good) but matter's participation in the divine

good. The gods' bodies have infinitely great powers (άμηχάνους . . .

(δυνάμεις,p. 53, 6-7), some of which go forth into the realm of
generation. Although these powers are for the good of this realm,

this realm tends to distort them. It receives the One of the gods

self-contradictorily and partially (μα,χομένως Hat μερίστώς, p, 5 4 ,
3). Iamblichus continues (p. 54, 6-11 and p. 55, 3-6):

Just as something begotten partakes of being by means of 
generation (γεννητως) and the body partakes of the incorporeal 
corporeally, so too physical and material things in 
generation partake of the immaterial and ethereal bodies 
that are above nature and generation in a disordered and 
faulty way . . . Participation (μετάληφις), the commixture 
of material elements with immaterial emanations, and the 
receiving in one way down here of something given in another 
way become the cause of the great difference in secondary 
entities.

Thus, there is something in matter itself which causes matter

to receive the Good emanating from the gods (via their immaterial
vehicles) in an altered manner. Matter, therefore, adhering to

the soul's vehicle can cause distortion to the soul itself. For,

it can prevent the soul from its proper manner of participating 
29in the Good.

It follows that purification is required to remove the stain 

caused by matter. Once the material pollution is removed from the 

soul’s vehicle, nothing prevents the soul— with the help of the gods—  

from participating in the Good in an appropriate manner. Furthermore, 

as is manifest from De An. I, p. 379, 23-25 (quoted at the beginning 
of this section), once the soul has been purified, it can return to 

a human body and not be made Impure by it.



It should be clear, then, that there are two forces at 
work that determine a soul's purity. First, there is the essential 

Good. According to a soul's rank, the soul participates directly 

or through the intermediaries of the gods and greater kinds in the 
Good. The higher the soul is ranked, the more direct its partici­

pation. The lower it is ranked, the more it needs the help of 
intermediaries. Second, there is the contamination caused by matter. 
As long as the soul is stained by material additions, it remains 

unable to partake properly in the essential Good because matter 

distorts the Good's emanation. Theurgical purification, then, acts 

in two ways. First, it removes the contamination caused by matter. 

Second, it re-unites the soul to the Good by means of the divine 
intermediaries. The greater kinds, accordingly, perform two services 

for the soul. First, they bring the essential Good from the gods

to the human soul. Second, they act as intermediaries in the
. 30soul s purification, leading the soul up to the gods.



*See, e.g., El. Th■ 196 and Dodd's note (300). Proclus 
believed that there were two vehicles, see Dodds (320) and Kissling 
(323-324).

2Dillon (376, cf. 250-251).
Usually termed χρείττονα γένη, as in De An. I, p. 365,

27; 377, 18; 378, 3; 455, 3, and in De Myst. I 3, p. 8 , 15: I 4, 
p. 12, 1; I 10, p. 33, 16, and passim. Note that χρείττονα γένη 
is also used by Proclus when he refers to Iamblichus' placing of 
these greater kinds in the third hypothesis (see Iamblichus' In Parm.
Fr. 2, line 8 ). The terms πρεσβυτέρα γένη (De An. I, p. 365, 11) 
and θεΓα γένη (De An. I, p. 379, 20-21 and De Mvst. I 8 , p. 23, 15) 
are also used. For a useful summary of these greater kinds in 
the De Mysteriis, see Dillon (49-52).

4Proclus, In Tim. Ill, p. 298, 27-28; cf. 235, 27-30. The 
first passage is cited by Kissling (324).

^According to De Myst. V 12, p. 215, 8-11, "the bodily 
(αιματοειδές) vehicle that is subordinate to demons is not from matter, 
elements, or any other body known to us." Although Iamblichus 
does not say so, it is clear that this "unknown" substance is ether. 
Kissling (326), citing this passage, thinks that "Iamblichus accepts 
the theory of the daemonical πνεύμα but is unable tc define its 
nature except by negative statements." However, Kissling's position 
is overturned by Iamblichus' assertions about the vehicle in general 
(De Myst. V 4, pp. 202, 12-203, 8 , quoted below) and about the 
demon's vehicle in particular (De Myst. V 10, p. 212, 5-6): The 
demon's vehicle "is unchangeable, without passion, luminous, and 
in need of nothing (Ατρεπτσν , . . Απαθές αβγοειδές τε καί άνενδεές)." 
Note also that since ethereal bodies are not material in the way 
human bodies are, they are sometimes called "immaterial" (De Myst.
I 18, p. 54, 9—10; see also I 17, p. 52, 12-13 and 16-17, where they 
are "in a certain way incorporeal"). Since it is the nature and 
purpose of this "fifth element" to unite the material to the immaterial, 
it itself partakes of both materiality and immateriality. The 
resulting confusion is inherent in Neoplatonism.

8In De Myst. I 19, p. 60, 11-12, the visible gods are 
outside of (έξω) bodies. For separateness, see I 20, p. 63,
13: "the gods are completely separated (κεχαρισμένοι) from" 
bodies. Cp. V 14, p. 218, 9-10, where the gods, though as much 
as possible separated (χωριστοί) from matter (i.e,, ΰλη), are 
nonetheless present with it.

Cp. V 14, p. 217, 6 and 218, 11, where the material gods 
surround matter (τήν ΰλην περιέχοντας and περιέχουσιν αυτήν).

8Cf. 1 20, p. 63, 12-13 and V 2, p. 200, 6 . Cp. V 14,



p. 217, 12 where the material gods "ride upon" matter. The word 
έτιι,βαίνειν means both "ride upon" and "preside over" in all of these 
contexts. Thus, des Places translates the word in these three 
passages by chevaucher, gouverner, and trSner respectively.

qNo impediment: I 17, p. 51, 3-5: "the body of the 
celestial gods does not impede their intellectual and incorporeal 
perfection;" I 20, p. 63, 16: the body "provides no impediment to" 
the visible god; V 2, p. 200, 7-8: the heavenly gods receive "no 
impediment toward their intellections" from their bodies. No loss:
I 20, p. 63, 13-15: "Having a concern for bodies does not bring any 
loss (έλΛττωσι-ν) to those gods who are served by the body."

10See I 10, pp. 33, 15-34, 6 and pp. 36, 6-37, 2; V 4, p. 204, 
7-13; V 10, p. 212, 3-7. Cf. I 4, pp. 11, 16-12, 13.

11Dillon (41-45) cites De An. 1, pp. 365, 7-366, 11 and 
pp. 372, 4-373, 8 as well as In Tim. Frr. 82 and 83 in his discussion 
of Iamblichus' philosophy concerning the soul. The present discussion 
draws from Dillon's with certain modifications and additions.

12See also, with Festugilre (185 n. 5), De An. I, p. 367,
3-4: the soul is "generated from all the more divine kinds."

*^The translation is Dillon's (195-196).

14As Dillon (45, 377-379) notes.
■^Festugiere (48-50). He is followed by des Places (46 

and n. 2).

^Festugiere (49 n. 3), although later in the same note he 
admits that "il est possible que la phrase de Jamblique designe la 
seule classe des ames humaines qui, au ciel, avant la generation, 
gouvernent les corps celestes et le monde en tant qu'auxiliaires 
des imes divines."

17Festugiere seems to be following W. Scott (28-102) in 
this. However, Scott does not expressly include De Myst ■ I 5 among 
his fragments, although he does indicate that more chapters than the 
first two of book I should be included. See Scott (31, line 6). 2

2®Scott (52-53) thinks that the absence of the first One 
from De Myst. I 5 proves that the author of the De Mysteriis was 
not Iamblichus. However, in I 5, Iamblichus discusses the realm of 
the One only to show its effect upon the different classes of soul. 
Since the first One is completely transcendent and has no direct 
effect upon the lower realms, mention of it is unnecessary.

19See Dillon (33 and 335-336).

20See Dillon (35).



Such is the case for I 5 as well. See, for example, 
p. 16, 12-14: demons are "suspended from the gods" (τ(5ν θεβυ 
έΕηρτημένην). Cf. p. 17, 7-8: "these middle genera (i.e., heroes 
and demons) make up the common bond of gods and souls;" and p. 18,
4-6, at the conclusion of the argument: "you will complete the
answer concerning the peculiar natures of gods, demons, heroes,
and souls . . From all of these citations, it is clear that
the word βεων refers to the highest of the greater kinds, the visible
gods.

22As des Places (75-76 n. 1) states: "ίδέα et οόσία 
sont quasi synonymes." He compares De Myst. X 5. See also des 
Places (222), where he cites W. Scott (92). Scott thinks that (δέα 
is "the logical 'essence' of a thing." It must be remembered, 
however, that for Iamblichus a thing's essence is not only what 
the thing is but also something derived from $v the first member 
of the noetic triad. A thing's essence must come from a pre-existing 
essence.

^The translation is Dillon’s (83).
^Iamblichus may have adopted his doctrine (of superior 

souls being more closely connected to the One) from Plotinus, Enn.
IV.3.6.27-34 . There Plotinus is discussing Plato’s Tim 41d4-7, 
where the Demiurge returns to the mixing bowl and mixes the souls 
"no longer the same as before, but second and third in purity 
(δεύτερα καί τρίτα)." Plotinus quotes these final three Greek 
words and argues that they must be understood to mean "proximity 
or distance" with regard to the One.

25In In Tim. Fr. 83, the phrase θείων ψυχών γένεσιν 
refers not to all the greater kinds (as the phrase 9e£ots γένεσΐ, 
does in De Myst. I 5, p. 16, 7) but to the souls of the visible gods 
alone. This interpretation is proven by the reference to the "middle 
classes" (μέσων γένων) earlier in the fragment. (Compare γένη μέσα 
in De Myst. I 5, p. 17, 7.) The transcendency of the gods is frequent 
in the De Mysteriis. See, e.g., V 2, p. 200, 3-4; V 4, p. 203, 5-6:
V 17, p. 222.

For the significance and frequency of the phrase, see des 
Places (76 n. 1), where he cites Lewy (294 n. 136). Lewy notes 
that the word ύέτκο "derives from Plato, Phaedr., 247b, 4," i.e., 
from the Phaedrus myth. Cf. Smith (1 n. 2). Note that in De Myst.
V 4, pp. 202, 14-203, 1 (quoted above), the vehicle itself lacks 
φοπή toward and from the middle either because it is άρρεπές 
(probably the case with the visible gods) or because it is carried 
in a circle. Thus, it seems, the soul's tendency toward generation 
goes hand in hand with its ceasing its circular motion and with its 
descent.

27Partially quoted with respect to Iamblichus' theory of 
vestments in section I, above.



According to Dodds (308-309), Proclus believed that demons 
"have spherical vehicles, but the lower sort have material bodies as 
well (in Crat. 35.22, Th. PI. III.(v). 125f.)." It is probable 
that Iamblichus held a similar theory. In In Tim. Fr. 80, Iamblichus 
claims that there is one kind of death for "so-called relational 
demons" (ol «ατά σχέσιν λεγόμενοι) tut that "essential demons"
(ot κατ' ουσίαν δαίμονες) are exempt from any such death. These two 
kinds of demon are discussed by Proclus in In Tim. Ill, pp. 157, 
27-159, 7. For Proclus, the relational demons are the sub-celestial 
demons (ίηουράνιοι) and are created both rational and irrational 
by the sub-celestial gods. For Iamblichus, the relational demons 
underwent a form of death "like the removal of a chiton" (oCov χιτωνος 
άπόθεσιν ). This jargon is reminiscent of the "putting aside" of 
vestments in a soul's reascent. It seems likely, therefore, that 
Iamblichus believed that relational demons had bodies of vestments, 
i.e., of material elements gathered in the sublunar realm. These 
vestments, of course, are separate from the demon's vehicle and could 
be sloughed off when the demon underwent "death," i.e., when it 
ascended to a higher τάξις. Proclus' relational demons, however, are 
merely irrational, not evil. Proclus did not believe in evil demons—  
see Nock (lxxviii and lxxix n. 175). Some of Iamblichus' relational 
demons are probably evil. For, in De Myst. IX 7, p. 282, 3-5, 
Iamblichus states that evil demons (unlike good ones) have no 
"ruling allotment" (ήγεμσνικήν . . . Xfjgiv) . Relational demons, by 
the very fact of their close proximity to matter, would have no such 
ληξις either. They, like human souls in bodies, lead a more 
partial existence. See also Lewy (261 n. 8).

29It is worth noting that Iamblichus does not believe that 
matter is inherently evil. Rather, matter simply dees not have the 
power to receive the Good properly. Material envelopes affect not 
only human souls but also all the souls of the greater kinds up to 
and including those of demons, as is shown by De Myst. II 5, pp. 80,
15-81, 9. Here Iamblichus states that matter is devoured quickly by
the gods, less quickly by the archangels, and that there is a freeing 
from and a leading away from it by angels. Demons, however, are 
adorned with matter, and so on down the scale. Thus, Iamblichus' 
belief in evil demons is probably a corollary of his belief in
the distortion caused by matter. Evil demons are evil because
they are immersed in matter. For Sallustius' view that there are 
no evil demons, see Nock (lxxviii-lxxix).

30See, for example, De Myst. I 5, p. 16, 16-17: demons 
"expose the hidden good of the gods into actuality;" and p. 17 
12-14: demons and heroes "transport the procession from betters to 
inferiors and the ascent from inferiors to first natures."





III. The Descent of the Soul

In view of the greater kinds' intermediary role in the 

human soul's connection to the Good and in the human soul's reascent, 

it is not surprising to find that the greater kinds also play an 
intermediary role in the soul's descent into this realm. The purpose 
of this section will be twofold. First, the manner in which Iamblichus 

conceived the human soul's descent via the gods and greater kinds will 

be discussed. Second, Iamblichus' opinion about the impetus for the 
soul's descent will be considered: whether the descent is voluntary 

or involuntary, whether or not τόλνια is involved.

A. The Process of the Descent

Iamblichus discusses the soul's descent in De An. I, pp. 377, 
13-380, 29.^ He begins in a familar way by setting himself apart 

from Plotinus, Porphyry, and Amelius. These three, Iamblichus says, 
"make souls enter equally into bodies from the Hypercosmic Soul."

There are two points here: (1) human souls depart from the Hypercosmic 

Soul, and (2) all souls are equal when they enter into bodies.
Iamblichus has no disagreement with the first claim. In

In Tim. Fr. 54, he states that both the Soul of the Universe and
2the other partial souls originate from the Hypercosmic Soul. It is 

with the second claim that he disagrees. As Festugiere (216 n. 2) 

says, Iamblichus has already argued against the position of Plotinus, 

Amelius, and Porphyry concerning the difference between the different 
classes of soul at De An. I, pp. 372, 4-373, 8. Furthermore, at 

pp. 365, 5-366, 11, Iamblichus again takes a similar stance against 
the same three philosophers.^ Simply put, Iamblichus' contention is 

that the souls do not emanate equally (έπίσης, p.  377, 14) from the

SQ



Hypercosmic Soul. Different classes of soul proceed in different 

and unequal ranks. The human soul is different from the Whole Soul 

(i.e., the Hypercosmic SoulX from Intellect, and from the greater 

kinds.

Iamblichus continues (p. 377, 16-29) by giving a summary
of the Timaeus' view of the soul's descent. Festugiere (216 n. 4)
thinks that this passage is "un resume du Commentaire de Jamblique

sur le Timee . . .  a propos de Tim. 41e3" and compares Proclus'

In Tim. Ill, pp. 275, 24-279, 2,^ which he thinks follows Iamblichus'
commentary. Although it certainly is true that this passage of the
De Anima is based upon Iamblichus' lost Timaeus commentary and that
Proclus (in his commentary) agrees with Iamblichus on certain issues

concerning the soul's descent, there are also differences between
Iamblichus' and Proclus' interpretations of Plato. It will be
necessary, therefore, to consider Proclus' exegesis at length—

covering his commentary not just on Tim. 41e but also on several other

passages— and to try to reconstruct Iamblichus' interpretation, both

where he differs from and where he agrees with Proclus.

In De An. I, 377, 16-29, Iamblichus says:

Very differently the Timaeus seems to make the first 
generation (πρώτην ύτιόατασιν) of souls, the Demiurge 
sowing (δυοκπτείρσντα) them around all the greater kinds, 
throughout all heaven, and into all the elements 
(στοιχεία) of the universe. Therefore, the demiurgic 
sowing (σπορά) o f souls will be divided around the divine 
creations, and the first procession (τιρόοοος)’ of souls 
exists with it, holding with Itself the places receiving 
the souls: the Whole Soul has the whole cosmos, the souls 
of the visible gods have the heavenly spheres, and the 
souls of the elements have the elements themselves.
With these the souls are also assigned (συυεκληρώδηοαν) 
in each such allotment (Afjgiv), and from these the descents 
(κάθοδοι.) of souls occur, some souls from some allotments 
(διακλήραισεων) and others from others, as the arrangement



(διάταξίς) of the Timaeus clearly Intends to show.

Festugiere (258) rightly sees connections between this 

passage and the beginning of Proclus' chapter of the Timaeus 

commentary on 41e3: "That the first genesis (πρώτη γένεσις) 

would be arranged one for all so that none may be slighted by him 
Ci.e., the Demiurgej." Proclus begins by discussing the soul's 

πρώτη ύπόστασις: "Souls are essentially supernatural, hypercosmic,

and above fate because they hold a first generation (πρώτηυ όπόστασιν) 

separate from this cosmos" (p. 275, 26-28). Souls become subservient 

to fate, Proclus says, "by their vehicles and by their allotments 
(λήξεις), which they are assigned (έκληρώχχντο) to administer"

(p. 275, 28-29).

Both Proclus and Iamblichus, therefore, see the soul's
movement from the hypercosmic realm into generation as occurring in
stages. First the soul is above fate and then it becomes subservient

to fate. However, there are intermediate stages upon which Festugiere

does not comment. For, Proclus also says (p. 276, 5-11):
In order that the souls with their vehicles may come 
under the domain of fate, they must have a descent 
(καθόδων) and an association with generation, which 
is second after the sowing (σποράν). For this Ci.e., 
the sowing} is first, being a sort of second distribution 
(διανομή) of the vehicles under the divine circulations, 
just as there occurred a division of the souls themselves 
into the Cdlvine} souls.

So, for Proclus, there is the πρώτη Οπόσιασις, the distribution,^ 

the sowing, the assignment of allotments, then the descent. Iamblichus 
seems to follow a similar hierarchy in the De Anima, although he 

omits mention of the distribution of souls and introduces a "first

procession.



Festuglere (216 η. 4) thinks that, in the De Anima 

passage, Iamblichus equates the πρώτη ΰπόστασις with the 
demiurgic sowing. Such an equation is impossible. Proclus clearly 

differentiates between the two. The πρώτη ύπώστασις is hypercosmic, 

while the sowing is encosmic, occurring around the vehicles of the
gods. Iamblichus, too, believes that the soul is essentially hyper- 

6cosmic. Moreover, he clearly conceives of the sowing as occurring 

in the cosmos since the sowing includes the greater kinds (De An.
I, p. 377, 18).

For both Iamblichus and Proclus, then, the πρώτη ύπάττασις 

differs from the sowing. Iamblichus, therefore, is not equating 
the πρώτη ίιπώστασις with the sowing but is contrasting them. His 

reason for this particular contrast becomes clear from his In Tim.

Fr. 85. Here Iamblichus is considering what Plato meant by the phrase 

"first genesis" (γένεσίς πρώτη, Tim. 41e3). For Iamblichus, the 

"first genesis" is "the sowing of the vehicles" (τήν των όχημάιων 
σποράν).

There is, however, some problem with the meaning of the 
phrase "the sowing of the vehicles." Dillon (199) translates it 

"the 'sowing' (of souls) into vehicles,"^ and Festuglere (260) as 
"1'ensemencement dans les chars." But it has already been seen 

that Proclus (who is the source of Iamblichus' fragment) considered 

the sowing a "second distribution of souls under the divine 

circulations" (In Tim. Ill, p.  276, 8-9); that is to say, the sowing 
is not of the soul into the vehicle but of the soul (with its 

vehicle) into the visible gods. And, indeed, Iamblichus says 

exactly this in De An. I, p. 377, 19-21: "the demiurgic sowing of



souls will be divided around the divine creations." It is better, 

therefore, to understand the phrase "the sowing of the vehicles" 
as the dispersion of souls together with their vehicles around the 

gods.

Plato speaks of the first generation in the context of
the Demiurge's speech to souls already placed in their vehicles

(Tim. 41e2-42a3): The Demiurge
told them the fated laws, that the first genesis would 
be arranged one for all in order that none might be 
slighted by him and that it would be necessary, having 
sown (σπαρείσας) them into each of the organs of time 
appropriate to them, that the most holy of animals be 
born; but human nature being double, that kind would be 
superior which would then be called "male."

To a neoplatonist, there must be something special about this first

generation because it is common to all souls.

Dillon (380-381), believing that Iamblichus considered the

first genesis "the 'sowing' (of souls) into vehicles," argues
that Iamblichus "must then assume all όχήματα to be of equal value

. . . Differences in the quality of life must then depend on how good

one's relation is with one's δχημα." However, since the first

genesis is the sowing of souls around the gods (and other greater
kinds), Iamblichus has a different point in mind. Proclus (In Tim.

Ill, p. 280, 19-21) helps to explain what is at issue;

But they ti.e., the souls3 make their first descent when 
they have already been sown around the visible gods in 
order that they might have the gods as saviors (σωτηρας) 
of their wandering around generation and that they might 
call upon them as their own patrons (προστάτοε).

The sowing, therefore, makes each soul fall under its own appro-
9priate god. The sowing, being the first genesis according to 

Iamblichus, therefore guarantees to each and every soul a leader god



as a means to salvation. In other words, the soul's salvation is 

attained through the soul's cosmic god, a view very much in harmony 

with the greater kinds' role discussed in section II, above.
Iamblichus' reason for speaking in the De Anima of the 

πρώτη ΰπόστασι,ς of souls and the sowing of the souls can now be 
seen. For him, these two events represent the two primary stages 

in a soul's life. The πρώτη ύπόσταη,ς Is the rational soul's 
hypercosmic life when it is separated from the cosmos and from its 

cosmic ethereal vehicle.^® The sowing represents the establishment 
of the soul and its vehicle into the circulation of the soul's 

cosmic god. As was stated in section II above, this conception of 
an entourage of souls following the gods around the heavens is based 
upon Plato's Phaedrus myth. The sowing, therefore, represents the 

placing of the human soul in its heavenly λί|ξι,ς from which it can 

either rise to the noetic realm or fall into generation.
It also should be noted that the sowing pertains not just 

to human souls but also to the souls of the other greater kinds 

below the visible gods. Proclus discusses this matter at In Tim. Ill, 

p. 280, 22-32. His argument runs as follows: Plato does not refer 

only to living things in the earth but also to those "in the other 

elements" (line 23). Therefore, Plato is considering both humanity 
and "other living things more divine yet generated" (lines 24-25).

This is so because beings that exist for the shortest period of 

time (όλιγοχρσνιώτατον) do not exist immediately after eternal 
beings. There is need of a middle type of being that has a more 
enduring (δυακέστερσν) span of life (lines 25-28). It is this 
middle group that Plato calls "the most holy of living things" (Tim.



42al), by which term Plato means "those able to participate in

Intellect and to revert (έταστρέφειν) to the gods" (lines 30-31).

Plato refers specifically to humanity in the next sentence of the
Timaeus: "human nature being twofold, the superior would be that

which then would be called 'male'" (Tim. 42al-3). This middle

group of living beings that is neither eternal nor the shortest-
lived of beings is the greater kinds, the link between gods and Mortals.

That this is a Iamblichean view is supported by Proclus'
commentary upon Tim. 39el0-40a2, where Plato had said:

And these ti.e., the different living things that 
must be created] are four: one is the heavenly class 
of gods, second the winged class that traverses the air, 
third the class that lives in water, and fourth the 
class travelling on foot on the land.

Proclus asks to what entities these four groups of living things

refer. In his subsequent discussion, he refers to four different

opinions. One of these has a distinctly Iamblichean ring (In Tim.

Ill, pp. 107, 30-108, 1):

Others, looking to facts (πρίγμαχα) say that these 
refer to gods and to the kinds greater than ourselves 
because these classes pre-exist mortals and because 
it is necessary that the Demiurge not make the mortal 
classes immediately (Αμέσως) from the divine.

The view that mortals are not immediately joined to the gods but
require the greater kinds as intermediaries is, as was seen in

section II above, Iamblichean.
Moreover, although Proclus disagrees with the opinion just

expressed and follows Syrianus' interpretation (p. 108, 7ff.),
he nonetheless does not dismiss this earlier point of view summarily.
In fact, Proclus gives it some credit: "Such being the differences

among the interpreters we admire the one fond of contemplating the



facts (τδν φιλοθεάμσνα τ<3υ πραγμάτων)" (ρ. 108, 5-7), Proclus' 
comment suggests the respectful attitude usually held for the 

divine Iamblichus.^

Furthermore, Iamblichus' own metaphysical system requires 

that he read the greater kinds into the Timaeus at this point.
For, Plato states (Tim. 39e3-40a2) that all living things (πάντα 
ζφα) had not yet been made. Plato immediately says that the gods 

are made τήυ πλείστην ιδέαν έκ πυράς (Tim. 40a2-3). If the gods are 
made from fire, it is only reasonable for a neoplatonist to assume

that the greater kinds follow, in a descending order, in the other
12three elements mentioned in Tim. 39el0-40a2. Moreover, as far 

as Iamblichus is concerned, the elements mentioned here by Plato
Ίcannot refer to anything corporeal. For, as Dillon has pointed out, 

Iamblichus does not believe that Plato mentions matter until Tim. 
it7e3. Therefore, the entities existing in the elements cannot be 

corporeal, and the greater kinds, of course, are incorporeal.

Finally, since Iamblichus believes that the greater kinds exist 

above human souls in their own hypostasis (In Parm. Fr. 2), it is 
necessary that these beings come into existence before human souls.

For Iamblichus, therefore, the sowing is not just of human 
souls and vehicles around their own gods but also of the greater kinds. 

It follows that each god has its own following of angels, demons, 

heroes, etc. as well as its own entourage of human souls. Moreover, 
human souls, since they are ranked after the souls of the greater 

kinds, by their very sowing are connected to certain greater kinds 

that can aid them in their reascent.

The πρώτη ύπάατασίς and the first genesis (i.e,, the



sowing) are linked together in the De Anima, therefore, as repre­

sentative of the first two allotments held by human souls. On the 

other hand, Proclus, following Syrianus, disagrees with Iamblichus 

(In Tim. Ill, pp. 278, 9-279, 2). He believes that the first 

genesis is the soul's "descent from the noetic realm" (p. 278,
31-32: τήν άπΛ τοϋ νοητοΟ κάθοδον). He argues against Iamblichus 
by pointing out that Tim. 42b5-cl refers to a "second genesis"

(δευτέρα γενέσει.) into a woman (p. 278, 28-31 and 292, 12-18). 
Unfortunately, it is nowhere recorded what Iamblichus thought about 

this "second genesis."

Although Proclus and Iamblichus disagree about the meaning 

of Plato's "first genesis," they do agree about the role of the 
sowing itself. To a neoplatonist, Plato mentions the sowing twice 

in the Timaeus: 41e4-42a4 and 42d4-5. In Proclus' commentary to

the first passage (In Tim. Ill, pp. 279, 6-280, 32), he makes it clear 

again that the sowing is separate from the first genesis. He 

argues that although every soul must descend, each soul differs from 
others by its being sown into its own leader god. Thus, whereas 

Iamblichus had stressed the similarity involved in the sowing of the 
soul (i.e., every soul had a leader god to aid it in its reascent), 

Proclus chooses to stress the differences inherent in the sowing 
(i.e., one soul is solar, another lunar, another mercurial, etc.).

This is not to say that Iamblichus rejected the belief that souls 

eown into different gods differed from one another. A closer 
inspection of Proclus' In Tim. Ill, p. 279, 11-30 reveals similarities 
with Iamblichus' writings as well.

Proclus admits three sources of difference between the



various human souls. Souls differ from one another by the leader­

ship of a god (lines 11-13), by λόγων προβολαί (lines 13-20), and 
by their deliberative choices (προαιρέσεις, lines 20-24). It has 

already been argued that Iamblichus accepted the demiurgic sowing of 

human souls into those of the gods. The doctrine of the sowing is 
the philosophical basis of the neoplatonic theory of astrological 

influences on human life.^ Thus, Iamblichus would have seen the 

sowing of souls into the gods as the cause of both similarity and 
differences between the souls: similar in that all souls are given 

a leader, different in that each leader exerts a different influence 
on the souls under its power.^

Iamblichus and Proclus, then, would have agreed that souls 

having different leader gods tended to differ from one another. It 

is difficult to determine, however, to what degree the other two 
differences mentioned by Proclus are Iamblichean. Iamblichus did 

believe that there were great differences between human souls, and 

not all of these differences can be explained simply by stating that 

the souls fall under different divinities.Whether he divided 

the differences in the way that Proclus does is another matter.

Nevertheless, there is some evidence that Iamblichus made 
a point similar to Proclus'. Proclus explains the phrase λάγωυ 
προβολαι as follows. Souls that fall under the same god choose a 

life (αί,ροΰνται βιον,. p. 279, 15) that is either appropriate to 

themselves or inappropriate. As Festugiere explains,^ a life is 

appropriate to the soul insofar as that life displays the character­
istics appropriate to the soul's leader god: "for example, if they 

are ranked under the sun (Apollo), they normally propose for them­



selves a solar life." But some souls have enjoyment of the same

god according to different powers. Proclus writes (p. 279, 17-20):

But what about the following: if souls dependent on the 
mantic power of the sun should project (προβάλλοl ντο) 
a medical or telestic life, but other souls project a 
mercurial or lunar life? For the manner of variation 
is not the same for both.

The meaning of λόγων προβολαί now becomes evident. This
so called "projection of λόγοι." is actually a particular kind of

18
life that the soul puts forward from itself. It is clear from 
Proclus' account that the soul itself chooses the life that it will 

project (αΐροϋνται βίσν, p. 279, 15). Now, a soul can choose a life 
appropriate to its leader god or not, and once that choice is made, 
it can also project a life that is somehow in harmony with that god 

or one that varies from him. Thus, a life that is appropriate to 

the sun is a solar life, but a solar life can be of different kinds: 
medical, telestic, etc. If a soul projects one of these lives, its 

life corresponds to its god. However, a soul, while partaking of 

the power of its leader-god, can also project a life that is appropriate 
to another god.

This, then, is the explanation of Proclus' λόγων ηροβολαί 
There is some evidence that suggests that Proclus is elaborating 

upon Iamblichean doctrine. First, Iamblichus believed that the 

gods had different powers. The terms "medical" (ιατρικόν) and 

"telestic" (τελεστικόν) used by Proclus appear earlier in the 

Timaeus (24cl). There they describe two types of arts given to 

humanity by Athena. Iamblichus, in his commentary on this passage 
(In Tim. Fr. 19) takes the two traits as solar. The "medical" 
power of the sun seems to be connected with Asclepius, the "telestic"
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power with Apollo. Thus, it seems that Iamblichus, like Proclus,
divided the sun's power into different parts.

Second, there is reason to believe that the λάγων προβολαί
is lamblichean. In De Myst. I 8, Iamblichus argues against Porphyry's

view that gods, demons, and souls are differentiated by their bodies:

the gods having ethereal bodies, demons aerial bodies, and souls

earthly bodies. After arguing that the greater kinds transcend
bodies, Iamblichus turns to the human soul (p. 25, 7-12):

For such is the life (βίον) that the soul projected 
(προυβαλε) before it entered the human body and such 
the form (εΕδος) it made ready for itself, so also is 
the organic body it holds united to itself and the similar 
nature following along with the body, Ca nature! which 
receives the soul's more perfect life (ζωήν).

There are two points of similarity between Proclus' and

Iamblichus' theories. First, both concern a soul's choice (or
"projection") of a life before the soul enters its body. Second,

Iamblichus' discussion, like Proclus', is connected with a larger

argument about the connection between the greater kinds and the
human soul. Iamblichus stresses the dependence of the lower

entities upon the higher ones (p. 26, 6-14). Thus, a human soul's
projection of a particular form of life determines the nature of

the body that will eventually accept it. The soul-in-body is

further removed from the greater kinds but is still connected to
them.

Of course, much is left unsaid in the passage from the 

De Mysteriis. Nothing is said of the life the soul projects. It 
is unknown whether Iamblichus divided such a life according to the 

powers of the celestial gods. There is no explicit discussion of 

the differences between the kinds of lives the different human



souls project. It is, therefore, difficult to determine how much 

of Proclus' theory is Iamblichean. Nevertheless, it seems safe to 

say that Iamblichus did believe in a connection between gods and 

humanity through the greater kinds, that he did accept the sowing of 

the souls into the visible gods, that he conceived of these gods 

as having different powers, and that he proposed, at some level, 
the projection of a life in a human body by each soul.

There is one other reason for believing that Iamblichus' 

discussion in De Myst■ I 8 forms part of the basis for Proclus' 

λόγων προβολαί. The discussion of both philosophers is similar to 
the choice of lives discussed by Plato in the myth of Er (Rep. 

X.617dl-621b7). Plato describes several souls choosing the lives 

that they will lead on earth (δκασται at ψυχρά ήροΰντο τούς 
βίους, 619e6-620al). Plato's myth concerns the choice made by souls 

in Hades before they re-enter human bodies instead of the first 

such entry discussed by Iamblichus and Proclus. Of course, Plato 
does not mention the demiurgic sowing nor does he use the word 

προβαλλειν, these being later neoplatonic interpretations. Nonethe­

less, it is clear that the neoplatonic concept of a soul choosing a 
human life derives from this passage. It seems probable, therefore, 

that Iamblichus developed his theory of a soul's projection of its 

life from this myth and connected it with the Timaeus' creation 
myth. If this is the case, Proclus would have adopted Iamblichus' 

interpretation and elaborated upon it.

Proclus' third difference between souls is κατά, τάς 

προαιρέσεις (Ρ· 279, 20-21). A soul, Proclus says, even if it 
chooses a telestic life, can still live that life either rightly



or distortedly. The final difference, then, preserves the soul’s 

free will and allows the soul the choice of living its life well
or badly. There is nothing here with which Iamblichus would 

21disagree, but whether or not he used the argument at this point 

in his Timaeus commentary is impossible to know.
Thus, there appears to be some agreement between Iamblichus 

and Proclus with regard to the differences between souls even though 
Iamblichus himself sees the sowing as a feature making all souls 

equal (tha(t is, not slighted by the Demiurge, Tim. 41e3) by giving 

each its own leader god. Iamblichus' and Proclus' view about what 
the sowing entails is also similar, although Proclus' is more 
elaborate.

The second passage of the Timaeus in which the sowing is
mentioned occurs at 42d4-5. Here the sowing is explicitly said
to occur into the earth, moon, and other organs of time. Proclus

(In Tim. Ill, pp. 304, 30-305, 11) considers the role of this sowing.

First, the sowing occurs around the "young gods," i.e., around the
cosmic gods. Proclus understands this sowing as involving the soul

together with its vehicle. The eoul and its vehicle are arranged

under the circulations of the celestial gods. The sowing effects a
twofold connection of human souls and the gods: the soul's power

(δύναμις, Ρ· 305, 7) is encompassed by the god's soul and the soul's
vehicle is filled by the god's vehicle with the god's personal nature

(ίδυάτης, line 10). Thus, the human soul is conjoined to the god’s
soul and the soul's vehicle to the god's vehicle. Again, there is

22nothing here with which Iamblichus would disagree.
Proclus continues (p. 305, 11-26) by arguing that souls



are not sown into the Soul of the Universe. Iamblichus would agree 

with this argument. In De An. 1, p. 377, 16-19, Iamblichus mentions 

only the greater kinds, heaven, and the elements as places into which 

the demiurgic sowing occurs. Later, in line 23, when he does say 

that the Universal Soul receives the whole cosmos as its place or 
allotment, he does not mean that souls are sown into the Universal 

Soul but only that the Universal Soul itself is allotted the cosmos 

in the progression (πρόοδος, line 22) of souls.

Next Proclus (p. 305, 26-30) states that the sowing also 
occurs "in each element (στοΐ,χεϋου) under the moon." Iamblichus, 

too, had included the elements in the sowing: εις όλα τά στοιχεία 

τοϋ παντός (De An. 1, p. 377, 19). Festugiere (216-217 η. 5), 
however, argues that the word στοιχεία here means "planets." 

Festugiere goes on to say that when Iamblichus uses the same word 

(στοιχείου, lines 24-25) five lines later, it means not "planets" 

but "the four regions of the world that are divided, from high 

to low, into the four elements."

It would be most strange if Iamblichus were to use the 
same word in two radically different senses in such a short space 

of time. However, Proclus has made the meaning of Iamblichus' use 

of the word clear by adding Οπό σελήνην to στοιχείου in bis own 
commentary (p. 305, 2 6 -2 7 ). The first occurrence of στοτχεϋον in  

Iamblichus' De Anima passage does not refer to the planets but to 
the sublunar regions or bands of elements. Therefore, when Iamblichus 

says that the Demiurge sows souls "into all the elements of the 
universe," he means that the sowing occurs under the moon.

This sowing into the elements under the moon does not 
refer, as one might first suspect, to the sowing into the greater



kinds in line 18. Rather, since the sowing is of souls and vehicles

into the souls and vehicles of some deity, the elements here refer
to the sublunar gods. For Proclus, the sublunar gods are mentioned
by Plato at Tim. 41a4: "the gods who appear as they will." As

Dillon (368-369) points out, this identification is probably
Iamblichean. Furthermore, in In Tim. Fr. 77, Iamblichus specifically
arranges the sublunar gods Phorcys, Cronos, and Rhea "over the three

23spheres between the earth and heaven." Iamblichus thinks that:
Phorcys . . . rules over the whole moist substance, 
holding it all together without division (άμερίστως 
συνέχων). Rhea is the goddess who holds together 
the fluid and aery influences (fedvTCOV . . . χαί 
άεροειδΰν πνευμάτων). Cronos sets in order the 
highest and most rarified area of the aether.

Thus Iamblichus envisions three sublunary gods presiding over three

of the elements under the moon: Phorcys over water, Rhea over air,
24and Cronos over ether. It is for such deities as these that 

Iamblichus uses the term enrol,χεΓα, not for the planets, which are 
above the moon.

Proclus next considers the upper limit of the sowing, that 

is, whether or not souls are sown into the fixed stars (pp. 306, 
13-307, 26). Iamblichus does not specifically mention the stars in 

the passage from the De Anima, but he does say that the sowing occurs 

καθ' δλον δέ τδό ούρανόν (Ρ· 377, 18-19), a phrase that keeps open 
the possibility that the souls are sown around the stars. Again 

the evidence for Iamblichus' view is sketchy, but there is some 

reason for believing that he, like Proclus, thought that souls 
were sown into the stars.

Proclus' argument turns upon a distinction between the 

sowing and the distribution (νομή). It is clear from In Tim. Ill,



p. 307, 28-29 that the doctrine of the distribution is based upon 

Tim. 41d8-el: "Having organized τδ mew; he Ei.e., the Demiurge] 

divided the souls equal in number to the stars, and he distributed 
(ένειμεν) each soul to each star." The neoplatonic doctrine of the 

distribution of souls derives from the verb νέμειν here.

Iamblichus, in the De Anima passage, does not use the term 
"distribution." However, in the next paragraph (p. 378, 1-18), 

in which he discusses the views of other Platonists, the term appears 

in the plural (νοιάς, line 4). Iamblichus says that these Platonists 
deny that the descents of the soul are involved with either the 

demiurgic allotments, or the divisions among the greater kinds, or 
the distributions (νομάς) in the universe.

There is a hierarchy expressed in this passage that suggests 

that Iamblichus' use of the word νομάς refers to the neoplatonic 

doctrine of the distribution of souls. The phrase "demiurgic 

allotments" (δημιουργικούς κλήρους, p. 378, 2) refers to the soul's 
λήξις discussed on p. 377, 25-28. For Iamblichus, each soul is 
assigned an allotment along with the sowing. The divisions 

(διαιρέσεις, p. 378, 2) among the greater kinds refer directly to 
the sowing itself: δημιουργόν διασπείροντα περί πάντα μέν τά 

κρείττσνα γένη, ρ. 377, 17-18. The word διαιρέσεις comes from the 

participle διαιρουμένη, p. 377, 20-21. Thus, the hierarchy is 

given in ascending order: these Platonists deny the soul's allotment, 

sowing, and distribution. Seen in this way, the νομή τοΟ 
παντός is prior to the sowing itself and, therefore, equivalent to 

the distribution of souls to stars discussed by Proclus.
Indeed, Iamblichus' argument against the Platonists



appears to be directed against their refusal to accept the soul's 
placement into the souls and vehicles of the gods and other greater 

kinds. Iamblichus represents these Platonists as positing that the 

human soul is always in a body and that it enters from more subtle 

(λεπτότερα) bodies into more dense (όστρεώδϊΐ) ones (p. 378, 6-8).
Such a view is similar to Iamblichus' own doctrine of the vehicle.
The problem, as Iamblichus would see it, is not with this doctrine. 

Rather, these Platonists err in not seeing that the human soul is 

connected to the souls of the greater kinds, the soul's vehicle to 

the vehicles of the greater kinds. But this connection is brought 
about through the distribution of the soul and through the sowing 

of the vehicle, two doctrines that these Platonists do not accept.

Proclus' commentary (In Tim. Ill, pp. 260, 7-265, 12) gives 
the standard neoplatonic interpretation of the distribution. Proclus 

begins (p. 260, 7-26) by summarizing the Iamblichean doctrine that 
the different classes of soul are ranked in order, the more partial 
under the more universal. Since the divine souls were already 

created by this point in the Timaeus, the souls to be distributed are 

the more partial souls. Proclus says that Plato will later (Tim. 
41el-2) have the Demiurge "arrange their vehicles under the divine 
circulations" (p. 260, 19-20). For now, however, the souls are 

not yet encosmic and are apportioned to the starry gods (lines 24-25). 

For, Proclus says (lines 25-26), the word "stars" here refers to 
"the souls of the starry bodies."

1  CThroughout his discussion, as throughout this whole section, J 
Proclus does not mention the views of any other neoplatonic philosopher. 
It is impossible, therefore, to say how much Proclus is following 

Iamblichus or Syrianus and how much is his own. Nevertheless,



Iamblichus must have had some thoughts about this passage from 

the Tiroaeus, and it is probable that they would have been similar 

to Proclus'.

This assertion becomes more probable when one considers the 

context of Tim. 41d8-el. In Tim. 41a3-5, the visible gods (both 

above and below the moon) have been created. Next (41a7-d3), the 
Demiurge addresses these gods and orders them to create the three 
remaining mortal creatures (which, for Iamblichus, are the greater kinds 

and human beings). In this speech, the Demiurge makes it clear that 

he will provide some part of these creatures (namely, for the neo- 
platonists, the immortal part)* and the young gods will provide the 

rest and "weave mortal to immortal" (41dl-2). After this speech, the 
Demiurge turns to the mixing bowl and blends the other, inferior souls 

(41d4-8). It is at this point that the present passage occurs.
The Demiurge organizes τδ πάν, i.e., the total multitude of inferior 

28souls and distributes them among the stars. Finally, at 41el-2, 
the Demiurge sets the souls upon vehicles.

Thus, for a neoplatonist like Iamblichus, the so-called 

"distribution" of eouls among the stars must take place prior to 
the sowing of the soul together with its vehicle because the soul 

has not yet been attached to its vehicle. Thus, once this sequence

of events is admitted, it is hard to Imagine Iamblichus' description
29of the distribution differing radically from Proclus'.

Once it is admitted that Proclus and Iamblichus held similar 

opinions concerning the distribution, it follows that for both 
philosophers the differentiating feature between the sowing and the 

distribution is not the level at which they occur (that is, that



the distribution occurs into the stars and the sowing into the
planets) but the fact that the distribution unites the human soul
to the god's soul and the sowing connects the human's vehicle to

the god's vehicle. This argument is made forcefully by Proclus at

In Tim. Ill, pp. 307, 26-308, 7) by arguing from Plato's own words

that what is sown and what is distributed are different. In Tim.

41el, Plato uses the feminine pronoun (έκάστην) when he says that
"each is distributed into each" star, but in Tim 42d4-5, Plato uses

the masculine definite article (τούς) when he says that the Demiurge

"sowed some into the earth, others into the moon, and others into
the other organs of time." For Proclus, the use of the feminine

έκώχτη indicates that it is the soul (ψυχή) that is being

distributed, while the use of the masculine τούς shows that Plato
had a human being, i.e., "a soul using a body" (p. 307, 31-32),

30in mind.

Next (p. 308, 7-14), Proclus argues that both stars and 
planets have their own periodic returns (άποκαταστύίσει,ς) and that the 

human άχισχατάσιασί-ς is dependent upon that of its god. However, 

Proclus argues, if the human soul is distributed into a star but 

sown into a planet, the soul will have two different ό^ιοπαταστάσευς 
(both that of the star and that of the planet), but this is

impossible. Therefore, every human soul is distributed and sown 
31into the same god.

Third (pp. 308, 14-309, 5), having argued that the distri­

bution and sowing of any one soul occur into the same god. Proclus 

must show how Plato's words are to be interpreted. Proclus does 

so by arguing that the earth is a "star" insofar as it has an



"ethereal starlike vehicle" (p. 308, 16; cp. 309, 3) and that the
32stars are "organs of time" in that they "help to complete time."

Thus, Proclus concludes, when Plato says that the distribution is 

into stars and the sowing into "the last of wholes, the moon and 
the earth, he shows the worthiness of each, as the one Ci.e., the 

distribution] is more divine since it is incorporeal but the other 

Ci.e., the sowingj is inferior since the sowing is with bodies"

(p. 308, 28-32). Thus, for Proclus, a star has something "earthlike" 
in it and the earth has something "starlike." Therefore, the distri­

bution into "stars" refers not to the stars per se but to all the 
celestial gods, and the sowing into the "organs of time" includes 

not just the planets and other young gods but the stars as well.

The fourth section of Proclus' argument (p. 309, 16-20) 
sums up what has been said and distinguishes between the distribution 

and the sowing. The sowing is of bodies (i.e., of vehicles) but 

the distribution is of incorporeals (i.e., of souls). The sowing 

(being corporeal) involves the placing of the human vehicle into 

those of the gods; the distribution (being incorporeal) is a mere 

"separation in accordance with form" (κατ' είδος . . . διάκρισις, line 
19). In other words, the distribution transcends the corporeal 
sowing.

It is impossible to say if Iamblichus made all of the 
four arguments above. Since, as has been argued, he accepted the 

doctrines both of the distribution and the sowing, it is likely 

that he would have said something about the difference between them. 

Nevertheless, it remains an open question whether he delved as far 

into the problem as Proclus did. Only the fourth argument of Proclus,



for the reasons given above in this section, can safely be called 
lamblichean.

Proclus summarizes his position at In Tim, p. 266, 11-14:

For first they Ci.e., human souls3 come into existence 
(ύπέσττραν), then they are distributed (δι,ενεμήθηοαν) 
around the divine rule (θείας ήγεμονίας), and third 
they are mounted (έπέβπσαν) on vehicles, view nature, 
and hear the fated laws.

Based on the arguments given in this section, it would 

seem that Proclus and Iamblichus are pretty much in agreement about 
this summary. The order is taken directly from the Timaeus (or, 
at least, from a neoplatonic interpretation of that work). However, 
there is one last passage from Proclus' commentary that sheds light 

on an important difference between Iamblichus' and Proclus' 
interpretation of Plato.

The passage in question (In Tim. Ill, pp. 233, 4-234, 5) is
a commentary on Tim. 41c6-dl:

In as much as it is proper that they Ci.e., the souls] 
have that which is of like kind with the immortals 
(άθαυάτοι,ς δμώνυμσν), that which is called divine 
and which rules over those among them who always 
willingly follow justice and you Ci.e., the young 
gods3 , I Ci.e., the Demiurge3, having sown (σπείρας) 
and begun (ύπαρξδμενος), will hand them over.

This Platonic passage appears in the Demiurge's speech to the

young gods. For a neoplatonist, the Demiurge is explaining that

he will create the immortal parts of the human soul. In order to
discover what it is that the Demiurge creates, Proclus focuses on
the words σπείρας and υπαρξαμενος.

The issue of the sowing is a complex one. Proclus discusses
three theories (p. 233, 4-22). First, there is the view of "many

of the Platonists" (line 5), according to which the sowing is the



"distribution (διανομήν) of souls around the stars." In order to 

support this first view, Proclus cites Tim. 42d4-5 and says: "For 
he Ci.e., Plato3 says 'he sowed some (τάς μέν) into the earth, 

some into the sun, and some into the moon.'" These Platonists, 

therefore, thought that the sowing mentioned here was the same as 
that mentioned at 42d.

The second view is unattributed. Proclus simply says 
(p. 233, 8-10): "And will we posit a double sowing, one around the 

gods and another around generation, the latter of which is given 

in the Politicus?" The reference is to Plato's Politicus 272d6- 
273al. This passage occurs in the myth, told by the Eleatic 
stranger to the young Socrates, concerning life on the earth in an 

earlier time under the god Cronus. At this point in the myth, the 

Eleatic stranger is discussing the end of that Saturnian age, 
when "all the generations of every soul are yielded up and each soul 

as a seed (σπέρμα) has fallen to the earth as often as was 

arranged for it" (272el-3). The sowing in the Proclus passage takes 

its name from Plato’s use of the word σπέρμα. For a neoplatonist, 

then, this discussion of the close of the Saturnian age probably 

represents the end of one cosmic era (άπσ^τέσταρι,ς) , as the notion
33of a certain number of births allotted to the human souls suggests.

The "sowing" in the Politicus, however, is around generation (γένεσις, 

272e2) and therefore differs from the Timaeus' sowing around the 

divine circulations. Thus, the second view discussed by Proclus equates 

the sowing of Tim. 41c8 not only with that mentioned in Tim. 42d4 but 
also with that (supposedly) mentioned in Politicus 272e3. In other
words, the Demiurge is responsible for the sowing of souls both into 

the celestial sphere and onto the earth itself.



Proclus himself disagrees with both views. He prefers 

Syrianus' explanation, which makes a threefold division. The 

sowing here refers to the generation (γένεσίς, Ρ· 233, 14) of the 
soul. There are, then, three sowings: the one is actually the 

Demiurge's generation of the soul, the second "the one around the 
young gods" (p. 233, 18-19), and the third "the one around generation" 
(p. 233, 19).

Proclus' discussion here (and probably throughout this 
chapter of his commentary) is based upon Syrianus' lost commentary.
Syrianus' theory given here is typical of him, combining as it does

34several points raised by previous philosophers. Now, if the third 

of Proclus' list of rival theories is Syrianus', it follows that 

Iamblichus’ view differed from both Syrianus' and Proclus'. This 

raises the question whether either of the first two theories are 
Iamblichus'.

There is good reason to believe that the second view 

expounded by Proclus is Iamblichus'. The first theory is attributed 

to "many of the Platonists." Earlier in this chapter (p. 231, 6) 

Proclus also refers to certain Platonists. These Platonists, against 
whom Proclus is arguing, claim that the human soul is "equal in 

weight" (Coocrcdtotos, lines 6-7) and "of the same substance"

(άμοούσι,ος, line 7) with divine souls. As Festugiere33 points out, 
these Platonists are the same ones that Proclus calls νεώτεροι 
at p. 245, 19-20. In that passage, the "more recent" philosophers 

say that the human soul is "equal in worth" (ίαϋξΐ,ος, p. 245, 20) 
and "of the same substance" (δμοούσιος, p. 245, 21) with divine 
souls. By way of example,3^ Proclus mentions Plotinus (p. 245, 27)



and Theodorus (p. 246, 27). It is reasonable to assume, therefore, 

that the "many Platonists" mentioned at,p. 233, 5 are again the "more 

recent" ones. However, Proclus' use of the verb δίαθρυλοΟσι,

(p. 233, 5-6) signals a kind of contempt that is inappropriate for 
use against the divine Iamblichus. Rather, it seems the milder 

and almost acquiescent mention of the second view is more in harmony 
with Proclus' expressions of Iamblichus' theories. Indeed, Proclus 

does not dismiss the second theory at all but accepts it with certain 

qualifications, namely that there is a third sowing that Plato 

alludes to in the present passage,
Furthermore, once the second theory is attributed to 

Iamblichus, the series of the argumentation becomes clearer. Proclus, 

it has been suggested, is following an argument put forward by 

Syrianus. But what is Syrianus' source? It makes most sense to say 
that Syrianus is commenting upon an argument taken from Iamblichus' 

commentary. In other words, Iamblichus himself, in his discussion 

of Tim. 41c6-dl, raises the problem of what the sowing here refers 

to. After giving the standard interpretation of the "many Platonists, 

he goes on to correct them.

The hypothesis that Proclus is using Iamblichus' discussion 

second hand through Syrianus gains support from the earlier citation 
of the Platonists (p. 231, 5-10). For although there (as here on 

p. 233, 8-10) Iamblichus' name is not mentioned, it is nonetheless 

a Iamblichean doctrine that is being expressed. In De An. I, p. 365, 
7-21, Iamblichus argues against those— such as Numenius, Plotinus, 

Amelius, and Porphyry, i.e., the νεώτεροι.— who believe that the 
human soul is "of similar composition (όμοιομερτ'ις), the same (αώτή),



0-7and one with the souls above itJ and who place "the noetic cosmos,

the gods, demons, the Good, and all the kinds greater than the soul"

into the human soul. Proclus' statement of the Platonists' beliefs

is very similar to Iamblichus'. Proclus claims that the Platonists

say the human soul "is the same (αώτύν) with Intellect, the noetic
itself, and Being itself" (In Tim. Ill, p. 231, 8-9). Proclus and
Syrianus, like Iamblichus before them, wish to keep the human soul
separate from the divine. It would seem, therefore, that they are

following Iamblichus' commentary here.

Just as there was reason to suspect that Proclus and

Syrianus were following Iamblichus' commentary in the early part of
their chapter, certain lexical similarities between the theory of

the "many Platonists" (In Tim. Ill, p. 233, 4-8) and Iamblichus'

De An. I, pp. 457, 22-458, 2 also point to a Iamblichean source in

the later part. In the De Anima passage, Iamblichus is discussing
the soul's reascent and eventual reward. While doing so, he mentions

38the Platonic view set forth in the Timaeus:

In the way that the souls were sown (£ondpr|occv) differently 
by the Demiurge, some into the sun and others into the 
earth, in the same way Plato's Timaeus leads them up 
the road up (dvofiou), each soul not going beyond its own 
proper boundary in the demiurgic sowing (κατοβολί^ς).

There are two points in which this text is similar to Proclus' and

different from Plato's Tim 42d4-5. First, whereas Iamblichus

mentions the sun and earth as the places into which the Demiurge sows

the souls, Plato mentions the earth, the moon, and "other organs
of time." Therefore, when Proclus (p. 233, 7-8) mentions the earth,

sun, and moon, it is reasonable to suspect that his source used more

than a simple text of Plato— specifically, it used a text that



included reference to the sun. Second, whereas Proclus (p. 307,

12-20) emphasizes Plato's use of the masculine definite articles 

τούς μέν . . . τούς δέ . . . τούς δέ in Tim. 42d4-5, Proclus here 
uses feminine forms: τάς μέν . . . τάς δέ . . . τάς δέ. Again, 
one suspects the use of another source, and again the evidence 

points to Iamblichus. In the passage from the De Anima. Iamblichus

uses the feminine pronouns: δλλαι μέν . . . <5λλαΐ δέ (p. 457,
3924). Since this passage from the De Anima is based upon Iamblichus' 

own commentary to the Timaeus, it is reasonable to assume that it is 
this commentary upon which Proclus' arguments are based. Thus, it 
seems that Proclus was using Iamblichean theories throughout this 

chapter of his Timaeus commentary and that he found these theories 

laid out in Syrianus' commentary.^
Before a discussion of the precise disagreement between 

Proclus (and Syrianus) and Iamblichus, it will be helpful to consider 

Proclus* discussion of Plato's use of the word ύπαρξόμενος (Tim.
41c8). Proclus (In Tim. Ill, pp. 233, 23-234, 5) interprets the 

Demiurge's "beginning" in two ways. First, the Demiurge "begins" 
since there are other causes that together with the Demiurge generate 

(συναπογεννφ, p. 233, 24) the soul. As an example of another cause, 

Proclus gives the ζωογονική. Since Iamblichus believes that the 
Timaeus' mixing bowl is a ζωόγονος αίτια (In Tim. Fr. 82) and since 

the Demiurge uses the mixing bowl to generate the soul (Tim. 41d4-7), 
it is clear that Iamblichus would agree with Proclus' first assertion.

Second, the Demiurge "himself generates the vehicle of 

the soul and every life (ζαέιν) in to which life the young gods 
weave the mortal form of life" (In Tim. Ill, p. 233, 26-28). Thus



Proclus connects the "beginning" with the Demiurge's generation of 

the vehicle and of the other lives in it, viz., the irrational lives, 

which were discussed in section I above. Here, however, there is a 
significant difference between Iamblichus* and Proclus’ theories. 

Proclus believes in two vehicles: the first is made up of the 

summits (ακρότητες) of the irrational life, is created by the Demiurge
himself, and is eternal (pp. 236, 29-237, 1); the second is mortal

41and woven to the first by the young gods (p. 237, 2-6). Iamblichus,

of course, believed that the vehicle was single and immortal. Thus,

the "beginning" that the Demiurge makes refers to the vehicle itself.

What, then, does Iamblichus believe is woven (προσυφαίνσντες, Tim.
41dl-2) by the younger gods? An answer can be found in Proclus'
next chapter (pp. 234, 7-238, 26).

Proclus (p. 236, 6-31) gives three interpretations of the

word θνητόν (Tim. 42dl) before giving Syrianus' view, with which he
42himself agrees (pp. 236, 31-238, 26). As FestugiSre has noted, 

the first of these three opinions is Iamblichus'. According to 
this opinion, the mortal life is so-called because it is "body-like" 

(αωματοευδός) and is involved with the mortal (p. 236, 10-11).

This mortal life is "the life in the vehicle" (tfyv έν τψ όχήρατυ 
ζωόν. Une 9) that is woven to the immortal part by the young gods 

Thus, when Plato says (Tim. 42dl-2) that the young gods will "weave 

the mortal to the immortal," Iamblichus interprets this statement to 

mean that they will conjoin the vehicle and the irrational soul to 
the rational soul. This view differs from Proclus', in which the 
secondary mortal vehicle is woven to the primary immortal vehicle.

Proclus disagrees with Iamblichus' interpretation of θνητόν



as αιματοειδές (ρ· 236, 11-17). For Proclus, what the young gods 
create is not immortal. However, Proclus must admit that the 

irrational soul and second vehicle survive the death of the body 

and undergo punishment in Hades (pp. 236, 11-237, 9). Thus, just 
as Proclus believes that there are two vehicles, so too he believes 

that the irrational life of the soul is divided between these two 
vehicles. The summit (άκρότης) of the irrational nature is immortal 

and housed in the immortal vehicle; the irrational soul itself is 

mortal and housed in the mortal vehicle. Both the second vehicle and 
irrational soul are created mortal by the young gods. For Iamblichus, 

the case is simpler: the single, ethereal vehicle is created by 

the Demiurge and shaped by the lives and powers of the visible gods.

The irrational soul is created by the visible gods. Both are immortal.

These differences having been noted, the differences between 
Iamblichus' and Proclus' views of the Demiurge's "sowing and 

beginning" can now be discussed. Proclus associates the sowing of 

Tim. 41c8 with the Demiurge's generation (γένεσις, P- 233, 14) of the 
rational soul and the beginning with the generation of the first 
vehicle. Iamblichus takes this sowing as double— one around the gods 

and one around generation— and the beginning as the generation of the 

(one) vehicle. The difference between these two interpretations is one 
of timing. The two sowings and the generation of the vehicle which 

Iamblichus accepts both occur later, after the Demiurge's speech 

is finished. For Proclus, however, the sowing and the beginning 

are immediate occurrences. There may be other later sowings, but



the generation of the rational soul occurs at this moment in the 
43

Timaeus. The generation of the vehicle is accomplished at this 

point.

This difference reflects different interpretations of the 

Timaeus. For Iamblichus, the human soul does not come into existence 
until it is mixed in the mixing bowl (Tim. 41d4-7) . Although the 

ethereal substance of the vehicle has already been made, the actual 

individual vehicle is not generated until the Demiurge embarks the 
soul upon it (Tim. 41el-2). Thus Iamblichus would not have seen a 
need for a first vehicle created earlier nor for a second mortal vehicle 

made by the young gods.

It is important to remember, however, that Iamblichus does 
not disagree with Proclus' and Syrianus' claim that the soul and its 

vehicle are generated by the Demiurge himself. Indeed, the very 

acceptance of the πρώτη ύπόστασις of the human soul (De An. I, 
p. 377, 16-17) and of an ethereal vehicle show that Iamblichus 

agreed fully. He would simply reply that this "sowing" is not the 

πρώτη υτιόσταστς and that there is only one vehicle.
There is one last point about this sowing. The second 

sowing that Iamblichus embraces, the one around generation, is, 

strictly speaking, not a sowing at all. It is, rather, the descent 

of the soul and its vehicle into the realm of generation. It is 

equivalent to the term κάθοδος, which Iamblichus employs at De An.

I, p. 377, 26-27.
This long analysis of several passages from Proclus*

Timaeus commentary shows both similarities and differences between 

Iamblichus' and Proclus' theories of the soul's generation and descent.



It should be obvious not only that the passage from Iamblichus'

De Anima (I, p. 377, 16-29) is indeed a summary of Iamblichus'

Timaeus commentary but also that it is a greatly truncated one.

The full meaning of the De Anima passage could not have been under­
stood without the insights garnered from Proclus' commentary. It 

is time, therefore, to return to that De Anima passage and to interpret 
it in the light of this additional evidence.

Iamblichus begins, as has been stated, by distinguishing 

between the soul's πρώτη ϋπ&ττασις and its sowing. These represent 
the first two stages in a soul's life: the rational soul existing 

qua soul and the soul together with its vehicle in the cosmic realm.

Iamblichus divides the process of sowing into three stages.
The soul is sown "around the greater kinds, throughout all heaven, 

and into all the elements of the universe" (lines 17-19). As has 

been seen, the sowing involves the soul with its vehicle being placed 
into the circulations of the cosmic gods. Thus, Iamblichus under­

stands the sowing as occurring into both the gods above the moon and 

those below it. Moreover, the sowing also occurs into the greater 
kinds. In other words, the sowing places the individual soul under
the care not only of some god but also of some archangels, angels,

44heroes, demons, etc. that follow that god.
Along with this sowing occurs "the first procession of souls" 

(ή πρώτη τώυ ψυχών πρόοδος, lines 21-22), and this procession 
"holds with itself the places receiving the souls" (lines 22-23) . 

Iamblichus is careful to say that the procession is not the sowing 

but only exists along with it (συνυφι,σταμένη, line 22). This "first 
procession" is that from the mixing bowl (Tim. 41d4-7). For, in In



Tim. Fr. 82, Iamblichus associates the procession (πρχίοδος) from
the mixing bowl with each soul's rank: "for according as is their

rank ti.e., that of the gods, greater kinds, and humans 3 relative
to one another, such is the procession from the mixing bowl which

they are allotted, receiving thence the defining boundaries of

life."*1·’ In the De Anima as well, Iamblichus associates the procession
46with a soul's rank, and a hierarchy is established (p. 377, 23-25):

"The Whole Soul has the cosmos, the souls of the visible gods have the 
heavenly spheres, and the souls of the elements have the elements 

themselves." Thus, the procession exists together with the sowing in 

that the soul gains its position in the universe relative to its rank, 
which in turn is determined by its procession from the mixing bowl: 

primary souls proceed first and are allotted the highest position, 

intermediate souls proceed second and are allotted intermediate 

positions, and human souls proceed last and receive the lowest positions. 
The sowing of a human soul, then, exists along with and in proportion 

to its procession from the mixing bowl.

Once the soul is sown, it exists (together with its vehicle) 

in its cosmic allotment (λήξιν, p. 377, 26). This allotment gives 

the soul its leader-god and was considered the soul's "first genesis"

(In Tim. Fr. 85). The sowing has made the souls equal to one another 
(Tim. 41el-42al).

From the places allotted to them in the sowing, the souls

make their descents into generation (De An. I, p. 377, 26-29). The
descent, therefore, differs from the sowing in that it brings the

47soul into contact with matter and generation. The πρχίπτι ύπδσταοι,ς 
(lines 16-17), "demiurgic sowing" (lines 17-18), and the "descent"



(lines 26-27) represent three distinct phases in the soul's life: 

its rational life, its life in the vehicle, and its life in the 
body.

Iamblichus, therefore, seems to have followed a standard 

neoplatonic interpretation of the soul's descent. Although he did 
differ from Proclus on specific issues, the overall conception of 

the soul's generation, distribution/sowing, and descent is the same. 
In the De Anima passage, Iamblichus chooses to emphasize what for 

him are the most important phases in the soul's life. He also 

chooses to emphasize the intermediary role of the greater kinds, as 
well as the different ranks of the souls of the gods, greater kinds, 

and human beings.
B. The Reasons for the Soul's Descent

A major problem for any Platonist concerns the motives for 
the individual soul's descent. In this portion of section III, 

Iamblichus' solution to this dilemma will be presented. This 

solution will be found to depend upon other of his metaphysical 

and religious doctrines discussed above, and again the greater kinds 
will play a role.

For the neoplatonists, the problem of the motive for the 
soul's descent is inherited from Plato himself. For, the myth of 

the Phaedrus (248al-249d2), on the one hand, records that the 

individual souls follow the gods with difficulty. Because of the

unruliness of their horses, the souls have a hard time discerning 
the Forms and gaining knowledge of them. Thus, through a fault in 
the soul itself, the soul falls into generation and into the cycle 

of births. The creation myth of the Timaeus, on the other hand, has



the Demiurge send the individual souls down to generation by 
necessity.

Plotinus faces this supposed contradiction squarely. In 
Enn. IV.8.1.23-50, he quotes both from Plato's Phaedo, Republic, and 

Phaedrus to show that Plato blamed the soul for its descent 

(μεμψάμενος την τής ψυχής άφιξήν πρδς σωιχχ, lines 40-41) and 
from the Timaeus to show that the descent of the soul was necessary
for the completion (τδ τέλεσν, line 48) of the universe. Plotinus'

49solution to the dilemma changed somewhat over time. In IV.8.5,

Plotinus makes his first attempt to reconcile the two disparate
views.^ He begins by stating that the voluntary descent is not
discordant with the involuntary (lines 1-8). For, Plotinus says

(lines 8-10), although every movement to an inferior existence is

involuntary, nonetheless that movement, caused by one's own impulse

(φορά), can be said to be brought about for punishment. But,
at the same time, the individual soul is acting by a law of nature
and is sent by god (lines 10-14). Nevertheless, in spite of this
quasi-involuntary descent, Plotinus still sees a double sin (διττή

άμαρτία, line 16) in the descent. The one sin is the soul's
reason for descending, the second the evils the soul performs once
it has descended. The punishment for the former is the descent
itself, for the latter continual rebirth.

In a later essay (IV. 3.13) Plotinus attempts to solve
the problem by arguing that the soul enters the body as if

spontaneously (o"ov αύτομάτως, lines 7-8). The descent is
52"biological" or "instinctive" like the growing of horns or the 

growth of a tree. As a result, Plotinus concludes (line 17),



souls "do not descend willingly nor are they sent." However, here

too there still exists the underlying notion of the soul's sin.

For, in IV.3.12.1-2, the cause for the descent resembles "a sin 
53of narcissism," since the soul, seeing its image "as if in the 

mirror of Dionysus," rushes headlong (άρμηθεϊαα, line 2) to 
generation.

In an essay written near the end of his life (1.1.12),"*^ 

Plotinus makes his last attempt at reconciling the two reasons for 

the soul's descent. Here Plotinus states that the soul's descent 
is merely an illumination of what is below it. For Plotinus, this 

illumination is not άμαρτία. (Plotinus compares the illumination 
by the higher human soul to a shadow being cast.) What does the 

illuminating is the highest phase of soul, the intuitive phase.
What is illuminated is the irrational phase of the soul or the image, 

there is no άμαρτία. If, however, more than illumination occurs—  

if the middle, discursive phase of the soul (see II.9.2.5-10) 
associates itself with the image— then a descent into the realm of 
matter occurs and the discursive faculty becomes weighed down by 

matter. Nevertheless, even in this case, the higher, intuitive 

phase of soul does not descend. Thus, in this final attempt, 

Plotinus argues that there is no άμαρτία, at least as far as the 

highest phase of the soul is concerned, because the highest phase 
never descends.

The "tension" between the voluntary and the necessary 

descent in Plotinus' philosophy recurs even in this final passage.^ 
Although he has freed the highest phase of the soul from any 
fault or error, the middle, discursive phase can still choose to



associate itself with the image. The soul’s descent still involves

άμαρτία,
Plotinus' solutions are not without problems.Nonetheless, 

his straightforward confrontation of the issue (admitting, as he 
does, that the problem originates from Plato's writings and must 

be resolved in accordance with them) and his systematic attempts 
to find a philosophical solution to the problem forced other neo- 

platonists to come to some decision of their own.^

It is clear that Iamblichus' attempt at a solution is 
based upon Plotinus' writings. Of course, Iamblichus must dismiss 

Plotinus' last attempt because, for Iamblichus, there is no part of 

the soul that does not descend (In Tim. Fr. 87). Iamblichus appeals 
directly to Plato's Phaedrus myth, where the charioteer sinks (ddvet) 

into generation. Since the soul descends in its entirety, Iamblichus 

must discover another solution to the dilemma. His attempt, given 
in the De Anima, follows the groundwork laid by Plotinus, but 

Iamblichus comes to a different conclusion.
Festugiere (69-73) has already pointed out three passages 

of importance in the De Anima: p. 375, 5-18; pp. 378, 19-379, 10; 

and p. 380, 6-19; to these should be added p. 380, 19-29. However, 
Festugiere's purpose in examining these passages is to uncover some 

important issues In the soul's descent in Gnostic theory. As a 

result, he does not consider Iamblichus' own philosophical position. 

Nevertheless, these four passages do provide the evidence necessary 
for understanding Iamblichus' solution.

The first passage from the De Anima occurs as a digression 
on a longer section (pp. 374, 21-375, 28) on the relationship



between the rational and irrational powers of the soul. This 
digression concerns the origin of evil in the soul. Iamblichus 

distinguishes two groups of philosophers. The first group 

(consisting of Plotinus, Empedocles, Heraclitus, the Gnostics, 

and Albinus) argues that the cause of the soul's descent (αί,τίας 
γιγνομένης των καταγωγών ενεργημάτων, ρ· 375, 11) occurs prior to 

the descent itself. The second group (consisting of Numenius," 

Cronius, Harpocration, Plotinus, and Porphyry) is said to oppose 

the first (6tι,σταμύνων προς τούτους, Ρ· 375, 12) and to posit in 
addition (προστιθύντων, p. 375, 13) things external to the soul as 
the cause of evil. For this second group, evil arises externally 
after the soul's descent (p. 375, 14-18): "Numenius and often 

Cronius posit that evil arises from matter, Harpocration from these 

human bodies themselves, and Plotinus and Porphyry most often from 
the irrational life."

As the word ιτροστυθέντων suggests, the two groups are not 
diametrically opposed. The second group accepts the claims of 

the first but would add to them, and as Festugiere (69-70) notes, 

Plotinus appears in both groups. But this is not to say that 

Iamblichus accepts both positions himself. There is no indication 
of Iamblichus' beliefs in this passage. He is simply setting forth 

two positions held by philosophers before him. In so doing, he is 
making a conscious distinction between the soul's first fall and its 

subsequent descents.
Iamblichus' choice of philosophers in the first group 

shows that he was aware of Plotinus' attempts to solve the problem 

of the soul's descent (p. 375, 5-11):



According to Plotinus, the cause of the descending 
energies is the first otherness (τής πρώτης έτερότητος), 
according to Empedocles the flight from god (τής άπό τοΟ 
θεοΰ φυγής), according to Heraclitus the rest in change 
(τής έν τφ μεταβάλλεσθαι, άναπαύλης), according to the 
Gnostics a derangement or deviation, and according to 
Albinus the erroneous decision of the free will.

59As Festugiere has pointed out, there are various similarities 

between Iamblichus' and Plotinus' words. In particular, the phrase 

"first otherness" derives from Enn. V.1.1.1-5: Why, Plotinus asks, 
have souls forgotten the Father? "The source of their evil is 

τόλμα, γένεσις, the first otherness (ή πρώτη έτερότης), and their 
desire for independence." The references to Empedocles and Heraclitus 

also come from the Enneads. In IV.8.1.11-23 and IV.8.5.5-8, Plotinus 
mentions these two presocratics together, and again the phraseology 

is similar to Iamblichus': for Empedocles, ψυγάς θεόθεν, 8.1.19 

and φυγή άπό του θεοΰ, 8.5.5; for Heraclitus, μετάβαλλσυ άναπαώεται, 
8.1.13-14 and Ανάπαυλα έν τή φυγή, 8.5.6-7. Of course, it is still
possible that Iamblichus and Plotinus are quoting from a common source, 

but given that Iamblichus has Just quoted from (and is, therefore, 

familiar with) Enn. V.1.1, there seems little reason to deny that

he took the Empedocles and Heraclitus quotations from Plotinus as 
60well.

The second passage from the De Anima (pp. 378, 19-379, 10) 
concerns the different modes (τρόπους, 378, 21) of descent for 

different souls. The passage is divided into two sections (378, 21- 

379, 6 and 379, 7-10), each of which is further subdivided into two 

opposing sections by Iamblichus' use of μέν . . . 6έ. Each larger 

section gives a different division (άλλην . . . δι,αίρεσίν,379, 7) 
of the modes of descent.



In the first section (378, 21-379, 6), Iamblichus contrasts 

the views of Heraclitus and Taurus. In order to understand the 

nature of the contrast that Iamblichus makes, it will be necessary 

to understand the different points of view attributed here to 

Heraclitus and Taurus.

Of Heraclitus, Iamblichus says (378, 21-25):
Heraclitus, on the one hand, posits that changes occur 
necessarily from opposites. He supposed that souls 
traveled the road up and down and that for these souls 
to remain is toil and to change brings rest.

This reference to Heraclitus, of course, recalls and amplifies the
earlier reference to him at p. 375, 7-8. There Heraclitus was included

with Plotinus, Empedocles, the Gnostics, and Albinus. All these

philosophers held that the cause of the soul's descent occurred prior

to that descent.

Festugiere (71) has expressed astonishment that Iamblichus 

mentions Heraclitus alone here when in the earlier passage Iamblichus 
had mentioned him in connection with Plotinus and the rest. Festugiere 

cannot decide whether this omission occurs because Iamblichus had 

sufficiently dealt with the other opinions earlier or whether "this 

is, rather, a new proof of the superficial methods" of Iamblichus.
A closer examination will reveal a better reason.

In both passages (375, 5-11 and 378, 21-25), Iamblichus 

is following Plotinus. If one looks at Plotinus' words concerning 

the opinions of Heraclitus and of Empedocles, one will see that 

Plotinus places the two philosophers in different camps. In 

Enn. IV.8.1, Plotinus is considering the reason for the soul's 

descent into the body. He gives the views of Heraclitus and 

Empedocles (lines 11-15, 17-20):



For Heraclitus, who orders us to seek for this Ci.e., 
the reason souls descend], posits that change is 
necessarily from opposites, mentions the road up and 
down, that "change rests" and "it is toil for the same 
things to labor and to be ruled" . . . And Empedocles 
says that it is a law for souls that err (άμαρτανούσαι.ς) 
to fall here and that he himself was "a fugitive from god" 
and came here "having trusted in raving strife."

Here, just as in De An. I, p. 378, 21, Heraclitus is seen as

explaining the soul's descent as necessary (αναγκαίας, Enn. IV .8.

1.12). Empedocles, on the other hand, sees the cause for the soul's
descent as sin. The same point is made at Enn. IV.8.5.5-8. Here,
Empedocles' "flight or wandering from god" is equated with "the

error (άμαρτία) for which there is punishment" and contrasted with
Heraclitus' "rest in the flight." Again the notion of voluntary

fault contrasts with that of necessity.

For Plotinus, then, Heraclitus and Empedocles represent

two contrasting positions concerning the soul's descent. Empedocles'

doctrine emphasizes the soul's τόλμα Heraclitus' the necessity of

the descent. If Plotinus makes this distinction, it is natural
that Iamblichus, who is following him, would do so as well. Moreover,

it is clear from De An. I, p. 378, 21-25 that Iamblichus considers

Heraclitus' doctrine to involve necessity (άναγκαίας, line 22), and
Iamblichus certainly considers the doctrines of the other philosophers

mentioned at 375, 5-11 to involve a willful sin, as his words there
► 61 suggest.

Iamblichus mentions only Heraclitus at 378, 21-25, therefore, 
because he does not wish to discuss τόλμα as the reason for the 

soul's descent. As will be argued below, Iamblichus rejects τόλμα 
as a cause for the descent.

For Iamblichus, then, Heraclitus posits the belief that



all change comes about necessarily through opposites. This law 

includes the ascents and descents of the soul (δδόυ τε &νω χαί 
κάτω, 378, 23). The cause of the descent is some cosmic law that 

the souls must follow.
After his discussion of Heraclitus (378, 21-25), Iamblichus

turns to the philosophy of Taurus and says (378, 25-379, 6):
Those around Taurus, on the other hand, say that souls 
are sent to earth by the gods: some, who follow the 
Timaeus, teach that this occurs for the completion of 
the universe, so that there might be as many living 
things in the cosmos as there are in the noetic realm; 
others set up the goal of the descent as a demonstration 
of divine life. For, this is the will of the gods: to 
show themselves as gods through the souls. For, the 
gods come forth into the open and show themselves through 
the pure and immaculate life of souls.
The view of Taurus differs from Heraclitus' in emphasis.

The cosmic law is now attributed to the gods: πέμτίεσΟαι,

Τ&ς ψυχ&£ 6πδ θείΰν, 378, 26. Taurus gives two ways to account for
62his theory: the explanation is either philosophical or religious.

The first method, as Iamblichus says (378, 27), follows 
63Plato's Timaeus. The soul descends for the completion ( τελείωσήν, 

378, 28) of the universe. Again there is no room for τόλμα In this 
conception. The soul is sent down by the gods in order that there 

will be as many kinds of living entities in this realm as there are 

in the noetic realm.

Taurus' second method does not rest upon the word of Plato 

but upon religious beliefs. The soul is sent by the gods so that 
the gods may somehow display themselves through the souls. Neither 

Festugiere nor Dillon have been able to uncover any precedent for 

such a belief.^ It seems likely that this was Taurus' own addition.



It further appears that Iamblichus approved it. For, in explaining 

Taurus' position, Iamblichus suddenly ceases to speak in indirect 

statement (οΰ 6έ . . . άναφέροντες . . . είνα ι. . . . έκφ αίνεσθα ι,

379, 1-4) and expresses a supporting argument in the present 
indicative (379, 4-6): "For (γ<5ρ) the gods come forth (προέρχονται.) 
into the open and show themselves (έπι,δε ίκνυνταϋ) through the pure 
and immaculate life of souls."

It is not at all surprising that Iamblichus would endorse 

Taurus' view. Taurus' second view is compatible with his first, 
which was based upon Plato's doctrine in the Timaeus. It is a 

special class of souls that Taurus is considering in the second case, 
the class of pure and undefiled s o u l s . T h u s ,  his religious reason 

for the soul's descent is an addition to, not a contradiction of, 

the explanation of the Timaeus: all souls are sent to the earth by 

the gods, but the pure ones are sent not only to complete the universe 

but also to display the gods through the souls' lives here. Moreover, 
as even a casual reading of his philosophical works suggests, 

Iamblichus is eager to seize upon religion as a support for his 

views. He particularly enjoys showing that the Platonists (including 

Plotinus and Porphyry) do not take the "ancients" (i.e., theurgists, 

practitioners of the ancient religion) into account.^ Therefore, 

Iamblichus would have found Taurus' view refreshing and would have 
hastened to approve it.

As was said above, the distinction between Heraclitus' 

and Taurus' views is one of emphasis. Each gives a reason for the 
descent that is external to the soul. The two views are not 

necessarily incompatible. The Timaeus makes the descent



of the soul necessary, just as Heraclitus does (or, rather, as

the neoplatonic interpretation of Heraclitus' philosophy does).

It is more likely that Iamblichus is simply contrasting two ways

of viewing the same phenomenon.
Following the discussion of Heraclitus' and Taurus'

views, Iamblichus says (379, 7-10):

According to another division, some modes of descent are 
thought to be voluntary (the soul either choosing the 
administration of things around the earth or obeying its 
superiors) and others involuntary (the soul being forcibly 
dragged to an inferior existence).

This second passage presents an alternative way of looking 

at the soul's descent. The earlier passage (pp. 378, 21-379, 6) 

allowed only for a soul's descent by cosmic or divine law. The 

distinction there was between two ways of viewing the law that 
requires souls to descend. The distinction here in the second 

passage, however, is between the soul's own willingness or unwilling­

ness in the necessary descent. In other words, although there is 
a cosmic law that requires a soul to descend, the soul itself may 

either assent and descend voluntarily or resist and be forced to 
descend. The two types of distinction that Iamblichus makes, 

therefore, are compatible.
Thus far, Iamblichus has set forth the beliefs of other

philosophers. In the third passage (p. 380, 6-19), Iamblichus

gives his own opinion about the causes of the soul's descent.

I think that since the goals (τέλη) are different, this 
fact makes the modes of the descent of souls different 
also. The soul descending for the preservation, purifi­
cation, and perfection of the things here makes its 
descent pure (ό,χραντσν). The soul turning itself 
toward bodies for the sake of exercising and correcting 
its own character is not completely impassive nor does 
it enjoy its own independence (απόλυτος καθ' έαυτήυ).



The soul descending for punishment and judgment seems 
somehow dragged and forced. Certain more recent ones—  
especially Cronius, Numenius, and Harpocration— do not 
make these distinctions, and not taking into account the 
differences, they conflate the embodiments of all souls 
and affirm that all embodiments are evil.
Iamblichus distinguishes three "modes" of descent based

upon three "goals" or purposes for which the soul makes its descent.

As Festugiere (222 nn. 2-4) mentions, these three kinds of descent

are similar to those that Iamblichus has discussed before.

Specifically, the soul that descends έπί αωτηρίςι Mat. ΜΟ&ίρσει. nat
τελειότητι, των τήδε (380, 8-9) is similar to the soul that (in Taurus'

conception) descends both εΰς τελείωσι,ν τοϋ παντός (378, 28) and

to reveal the gods διΛ των ψυχών καδαρας καί άχράντου ζωής (379,
5-6). Such a soul descends voluntarily (379, 7-9). On the other

hand, the soul that descends έπΐ δίκη καί κρίσει. (380, 12-13)

makes an involuntary descent (379, 10). However, Iamblichus has

added a new category in between these two: the soul that descends

δυά γυμνασίαν καί έπανόρθωσιν των οικείων ηθ3ν (380, 10). The
reason for this new category, as will be seen, reflects Iamblichus'

own religious philosophy. Before considering this point, however,

it will be necessary to consider the kinds of souls and descents

that Iamblichus has in mind.

The first category of souls, Iamblichus says, makes a pure 
(δ,χραντον) descent. This concept of a "pure" descent (and, 
therefore, of a "pure" soul) first occurred in Taurus' second 

explanation of the soul's descent. Taurus, Iamblichus says, referred 
the goal (τέλος, 379, 2) of the descent to a demonstration of 

divine life. Thus, certain "pure" souls descend for this purpose.



Moreover, at 379, 22-25, in a passage concerning the relationship 

of souls to bodies, Iamblichus says of the human soul: "Pure 
(xoflapai) and perfect (τέλεΐ-οα) souls enter into bodies purely 

(χαδαρβς) without passions and without being deprived of intellect. 

Opposite souls enter oppositely." Thus, it is clear that Iamblichus 
differentiated between different kinds of souls: pure and impure.

At 380, 7-9, he extends this concept of a pure soul to its descent. 

Pure souls, which descend for the benefit of this realm, make a 

pure descent.
The concept of a pure soul is, of course, a religious/ 

theurgic one. A pure soul is one purified of all stains and sin. 
Iamblichus considered such souls special, as In Phaed. Fr. 5 shows. 

There Iamblichus claims that some souls do not descend from the 

noetic realm. He explains this unorthodox view by saying that 
they can be said not to descend "by reason of the form of their 

life which creates a descent which does not involve generation and 
which never breaks its connexion with the higher r e a l m . I n  

other words, pure souls make a special kind of descent (so special, 

it seems, that Iamblichus would deny that the term "descent" 

properly applies to it). They remain pure even in this realm by 
their special connection to the noetic. It is such souls as these

that make a "pure" descent and help in the administration of things
, t _ 68 in this realm.

The pure soul's continuous connection to the noetic realm 

is important. Because of this connection, the souls can enter the 
material realm without being contaminated by it. It is this 

connection that keeps pure souls pure and allows them to be of



benefit to less fortunate souls in this lower realm.

As was said above, such a descent is voluntary according 

to Iamblichus' definition at 379, 7-9: the soul either chooses 
to administer things in this realm or obeys the gods and descends.

A pure soul is faced with the necessity of its descent but, being 

pure, has the wisdom to discern that the descent is for it good 
and pure. Hence, it descends willingly in accordance with the 

cosmic laws.

At first glance, Iamblichus' conception of a descent that 

is both necessary and voluntary may seem identical to Plotinus'

(δχει τδ έκοόσιον τ*ι άνάγκη, Enn. IV.8.5.3-4) There is, however, 
a difference. For Plotinus, the soul's free will involves sin 

(άμαρχία, Enn. IV.8.5.16-17). For Iamblichus, on the other hand, 
the descent for these pure souls is good and is in accordance with 

divine law.^ There is no τόλμα.
With regard to this category of pure souls, it is worth 

noting Iamblichus' dismissal of the opinions of Cronius, Numenius, 

and Harpocration (380, 14-19). These three philosophers were 
mentioned above in the first passage from the De Anima concerning 

the soul's descent (375, 14-16). There Numenius and Cronius are 
said to claim that matter is the source of evil to the soul, and 

Harpocration that bodies themselves are the source. Iamblichus would 

agree with their assessment in general but (at 380, 14-19) takes 
exception to their view that all embodiments are evil. What these 
three philosophers fail to discern is that there are different kinds 
of human soul and that for some of these souls (viz., the pure ones) 

embodiment is a good. Thus, by his conception of pure souls and



their pure descents and embodiments, Iamblichus solves two problems 
in the history of Platonic philosophy. First, he removes τόλιχι 

as the reason for a soul's descent; pure souls descend voluntarily 

but without sin. Second, he circumvents the movement toward 
dualism (inherent in Gnosticism) by showing that embodiments are 

not necessarily evil and that pure souls can live in this realm 

yet remain pure.
Iamblichus' third category (380, 12-14) concerns those 

souls that descend for punishment and judgment. As Festugiere 
(78-80) notes, the notion of the soul undergoing punishment and 
judgment for sins committed in a previous life derives from the myth 

of the Phaedrus (246d6-249d3). According to the myth (249a5-bl), 

the souls

whenever they have completed their first CearthlyD life 
undergo judgment (κρ(σις) and having been judged some 
come into places of punishment (δΐΜαιωτήρια) and are 
punished (δίκην έκτίνουσιν) and others are lifted up 
by Justice to some heavenly place and live worthily 
according to the form of human life they had lived.

Souls are judged according to their lives on earth. Souls that
have sinned undergo judgment and punishment. Afterwards, according
to Plato (Phdr. 249bl-3), the souls choose their second life.

Iamblichus believes— along with Plotinus, Enn. IV.8.5.

16-20— that part of the punishment for the souls' past sins is to

descend again and to be reincarnated. These impure souls, like pure

souls, follow necessity,^ but unlike them, descend against their
7 9will (συρσμόνη πως έοι,κε καί οχΛ^ελαυνομένη, 380, 13-14).

Between.these two categories there is another: souls that 

descend to train and correct their characters (380, 9-12). These 
sonls are characterized as neither completely impassive nor as



completely independent. Thus, they are neither completely pure

nor completely impure but somewhere in between. As Festugiere

(222 n. 3) points out, this is a new category, not corresponding

to any of those previously mentioned by Iamblichus. However, it
is a category completely consistent with Heraclitus' and Taurus'
view of the necessity of the descent, with the view of the descent

as voluntary, and with Plato's Phaedrus myth.
First, in the passage from the Phaedrus myth quoted above,

Plato distinguishes between souls that are punished and those that
live in heaven as worthily as their previous existence on earth

would allow. These latter souls are not completely impure and, hence,
73are not sent to Hades for punishment. Thus, Iamblichus seems to

conclude, these souls descend again and are given the opportunity to 
74better themselves. Iamblichus probably had in mind initiates to

the sacred mysteries who were preparing for absolute purification
75but needed more time and practice to become fully pure.

Second, it must have been obvious to Iamblichus that if 

there was a cosmic law that every soul must descend, then these 
quasi-purified souls must descend as well. And if they descend in 

order to perfect themselves, the descent must be voluntary in the 
sense that they are obeying the gods who sent them. Again, the 

descent is good and there is no τόλμα.
Iamblichus' solution to the problem of the soul's descent 

answers the problems raised by Plotinus. For Iamblichus, the descent 

occurs by necessity but the free will of the better souls is main­
tained. However, there is one problem that Iamblichus has not yet 

addressed: if there is no τόλμα, why do souls first descend? In



other words, Iamblichus' solution makes sense as far as a soul 

that has already lived on earth is concerned. After such a 

life, the soul is either pure or in need of punishment or further 
purification. But what of all these souls before their first 

descent?
Iamblichus sets out to answer this question in the fourth

and final passage concerning the soul's descent (380, 19-29):
It is necessary to know also the lives of souls before 
they enter into the body, since these lives hold great 
differences in themselves. From different kinds of life, 
the souls make for themselves their first encounter with 
bodies differently. For those newly initiated and who 
have seen much of true being (νεοτελείς καί, πολυθεάμονες 
των δντων), those accompanying and akin to the gods 
(συυσπαδοί m l  συγγενείς των θεών), and those perfect 
ones embracing the whole forms of the soul are without 
passions or defilement first implanted into bodies.
But for those completely filled with desires and full 
of passions, it is with passions that they first 
encounter bodies.

Festugiere (223 η. 1) has already indicated the parallels 

between Iamblichus' vocabulary here and that of Plato in the Phaedrus 
myth. FestugiSre (223 n. 2) has also noted that this passage concerns 

the soul's existence before its first descent. It follows, therefore, 

that Iamblichus thinks that the reason for the first descent and for 
the subsequent division of souls into pure and impure souls is to 

be found in Plato's Phaedrus myth.

According to the Phaedrus myth, the human souls with their 

vehicles (called οχήματα at 247b2) and two horses follows their god 

as best they can. The soul that handles itself best is carried around 

the heavens with its god, raises its charioteer's head into heaven, 
and attempts to contemplate the true beings there. A soul that is 

successful is called θεψ συνσπαδός (248c2) and is free from pain



for a complete thousand-year cycle (μόχρι τε τής έτέρας περιόδου 

εϋναι άπήμονα.» 248c4). An unsuccessful soul sheds its wings and falls 
to earth.

Festugiere (78) believes that in the Phaedrus, "Plato admits
to the notion of an original sin committed in heaven before the

descent and from which the descent results." Thus, if Iamblichus
were to accept the notion of τόλμα one would expect to find him

embracing it here. He clearly does not. The soul's fault lies not

in some willful act of disobedience but in the soul's inability to

control its recalcitrant horse (or passions). Festugiere (78 n. 2)
thinks that the doctrine of the Phaedrus

contrasts with that of the Timaeus, according to which, 
in the state in which they leave from the hands of God, 
the souls are all equally good, "and the first birth is 
established identical for all (human) beings in order 
that none might be treated less well by God" (Tim.
41e3-5). The inequalities only come afterwards, in the 
course of reincarnation.

There is, however, no such contrast in Iamblichus' mind. The 
Timaeus passage cited by Festugiere was discussed in section IIIA, 

above. There is was seen that Iamblichus interpreted this "first 
birth" (γένεσις πρώτη) as the demiurgic sowing of the human soul and 

its vehicle into the circulation of its leader-god. Thus, the 

equality that all souls share is a first celestial life under the 

protection of some deity. The conception of the Phaedrus is, for 

Iamblichus, no different. Here too the human soul and its vehicle 

are placed into the circulation (περιφορά, Phdr. 248a4) of its 

leader-god (θεός άρχων, Phdr. 247a3). Although each soul is 
granted this celestial position, not every soul can keep to it.

The problems inherent in the irrational soul (the uncontrollable



horse) can prevent the soul from partaking fully of true being and,

thus, from being fully purified from passions.

Two fragments from Iamblichus' Phaedrus commentary help
to show how Iamblichus interpreted the Phaedrus myth consistently
with the creation myth of the Timaeus. In In Phdr. Fr. 3,

Iamblichus equates Zeus in the Phaedrus myth (246e4) with the
Demiurge of the Timaeus, and the heaven (to which the Demiurge-Zeus

leads the other gods and demons) with the noetic realm. Thus, the

Demiurge is the great leader of all the celestial gods and demons

(by which latter term Iamblichus would have understood all the

greater kinds). The entourage of gods and greater kinds, therefore,

are led upward together to the noetic realm in which true being 
76resides. It is clear from In Tim. Fr. 34 that the Demiurge is 

a noetic entity. He is said to collect into one and hold in himself 

(έν ένί συλλαβών txp' εαυτόν εχει) the entire noetic realm.77 
Thus, it is only proper for Iamblichus to think that in the Phaedrus 

the Demiurge leads the entourage of gods and greater kinds to his 
own realm.

In Phdr. Fr. 5 further confirms Iamblichus' belief in
78

the similarity between the two dialogs:

The great Iamblichus, having declared the great heaven 
to be an order of intelligible (νοητών) gods, which he 
has in some places identified with the Demiurge, takes 
the "inner vault of heaven" (Οπουράνισν άφϊδα) as 
the order of creation situated immediately beneath it 
and as it were the membrane (ύπεζωκυϊαν) covering 
heaven.

The phrase ΰπουράνιον όφϊδα occurs at Phdr. 247bl. There 
Plato states that when the gods and their divine followers go to 

feast (Phdr. 247a8-b2):



they travel up to the high heavenly vault, where the 
gods' vehicles, being obedient to the rein, travel 
easily and well-balanced but the others with difficulty.
For, the horse having a share of evil weighs it down.

Plato had already explained (246d6-e4) that the soul's wings are
nourished by the χολών, cxxp&v, αγαθών, καί παν δτι, τοιοΟτον

found in the noetic realm. Thus, the gods and their followers
nourish their wings by following the Demiurge-Zeus to the heavenly

vault, which Iamblichus equates with the upper boundary of the noeric

realm. It follows that the celestial gods, greater kinds, and human

souls (each in its vehicle) ascend no further than the highest point
in the noeric realm. More will be said about this in section IV,
below. For now all that need be noted is the harmony between

Iamblichus' conception of the metaphysical hierarchies of the 
79Phaedrus and Timaeus.

For Iamblichus, then, the soul's first encounter with a 

b<?dy is made purely and without passions if the soul is able to follow 

its leader-god and glimpse the true beings of the noetic realm 

before its embodiment. The encounter is made impurely if the soul 

fails in its endeavor to follow. The soul that fails does so because, 

try as it might, it cannot control its irrational nature. In 
accordance with a cosmic law, both types of soul must fall and be 

born. For Iamblichus, there is no contradiction between the fall 
described in the Phaedrus and the cosmic law of the Timaeus.

It has been argued that Iamblichus squarely confronts 
Plotinus' statement of the seeming contradiction between the reasons 
for the descent given in Plato's Phaedrus and Timaeus. Iamblichus
believes that different classes of human souls descend for different



reasons but none descends because of willful audacity on the soul's 

part. There are several reasons for Iamblichus' rejection of the 

doctrine of the soul's τόλμα. First, of course, is the question of 

Plato's consistency. For any neoplatonist, the arguments of Plato 
in one dialog must be in harmony with those of another. Thus, 
Iamblichus harmonizes the theory of the soul's descent by arguing 

that all descents occur by necessity, whether or not the individual 
soul is willing to descend.

Second, all souls before the first descent are equal in 

purity. (The "first birth" or sowing assures this equality, 

according to Iamblichus' interpretation of Tim. 41e3-4.) All human 

souls are given an equal chance to follow their leader-gods and to 

remain pure. Those who succeed willingly make a pure descent in 

accordance with the divine law. Those who fail to follow their 
leader-god descend unwillingly but necessarily according to the 

same law. In neither case is the cause ascribed to a willful or 

audacious desire.
Furthermore, for Iamblichus especially, there is another

reason to reject τόλμα as the cause of the first descent. He
believes that not only human souls but also those of the greater

kinds descend. It will be recalled that Iamblichus placed the greater
kinds in the third hypothesis of Plato's Parmenides and that this

80placement was most unusual (In Parm. Fr. 2). The reason for placing 

the greater kinds in their own Platonic hypothesis is, as has been 

seen, Iamblichus' insistence on the difference between the different 

classes of soul. In In Parm. Fr. 12, it can be seen that Iamblichus

also relied upon the intermediary role of demons in Plato's



Symposium. Clearly, Iamblichus accepted these demons and other 
greater kinds as intermediaries between gods and humans. As such, 

in accordance with the Symposium, they were neither divine nor human 

themselves, but something in between. Therefore, in Iamblichus' 

opinion, they deserved their own hypothesis.

The problem with placing the greater kinds in the third

hypothesis concerns the neoplatonic interpretation of Parm. 155el0:
"For at one time it Ei.e., the subject of the third hypothesis 3

participates and at another it does not." For other neoplatonists,
this sentence referred to the human soul, which sometimes participates

in the entities above (i.e., it ascends and is in contact with the

noetic realm) and sometimes does not (i.e., it descends and associates
with matter). Iamblichus, however, taking his metaphysical hierarchy
seriously, believes that the greater kinds undergo such ascents

and descents (In Parm. Fr. 13). The notion of any of the greater
kinds descending because they commit a willful sin against the gods

would be anathema to Iamblichus. Their souls, being mixed in the
mixing bowl second after the gods, are nearly divine and much purer

than any human soul. The reason for their descent, therefore, would

be similar to that for pure human souls: to help administer the

universe, in particular to act as intermediaries between gods and
82humans. Their descents are pure; no τόλμα is involved.

The above three reasons— the consistency of Plato's writings, 

the purity of the soul in its pre-embodied state, and the need for 

greater kinds to descend— do not fully explain Iamblichus' rejection 

of τόλμα. He could have argued that there is some class of human 
souls that does sin. A comparison of Iamblichus' philosophy with



Plotinus' shows another reason for Iamblichus' stance. For Plotinus,

the human soul contains within itself the ability to gain salvation.

Contemplation (θεωρία.) is sufficient to withstand magic and popular 
83religion. Just as the soul is free to save itself by its own

will, so too it is free to enslave itself by choosing to descend

into association with the body. For Iamblichus, on the other hand,
it is theurgy and not contemplation that brings human salvation

(De Myst. II 11, pp. 96, 13-97, 11):
For it is not thinking (£woux) that unites theurgists 
to the gods. Or what hinders those philosophizing by 
contemplation (θεωρητιχώς) from having theurgic union 
with the gods? But such is not the case. Rather, the 
efficacy of ineffable acts accomplished divinely 
(θεοττρεπώς) beyond all intellection and the power of 
unspeakable symbols understood only by the gods impart 
theurgic union.

Theoretic philosophy is secondary to theurgic ritual. The human soul 
cannot save itself but requires the help of the gods. So too, the 

human soul in its pre-embodied state, under the protection of its 

leader-god, does not itself choose to reject the gods and descend. 
Throughout the entire cycle of a soul’s existence, the human soul 

is in the hands of the gods. It is sent to the earth by the gods 

and requires the help of the gods to reascend.
Iamblichus' insistence on the paramount importance of the 

gods and greater kinds in the life cycle of the human soul was fully 
supported by his metaphysical interpretations of Plato's Phaedrus 

and Timaeus. He reinterpreted the entourage of the Phaedrus and 

the Demiurge's creation in the Timaeus so as to insure human reliance 

on the gods. It was argued in section IIIA, above, that Iamblichus' 
conception was the basis for that of Syrianus and Proclus. It can 

now be seen that it was also a reaction to Plotinus' philosophy. As



such, Iamblichus' reinterpretation is a new and important turn in 
neoplatonic religious philosophy. The need for divine intervention 
and theurgy was tied to the metaphysics of Plato. From the time of 

Iamblichus onward, philosphy and theurgy are inextricably linked.
Under this new interpretation, τόλμα is an inconsistent and 

unnecessary doctrine. For Iamblichus the human soul is sent to earth
by the Demiurge himself in accordance with the necessary universal law

84of the Timaeus, and every soul must descend. But the Phaedrus shows 

that each soul differs by its ability to control its passions and 
glimpse true being. Thus, although every soul must descend, all souls 
are not equal in the descent. A soul's inability to control its ir­
rational nature is neither τόλμα nor the fault of the gods. For, ac­

cording to Iamblichus, the Demiurge assured the equality of all souls 
and their chances for eternal happiness by the sowing. It is up to
the souls to make their own way, but they do so through the help of

85the gods and their intermediaries.

Iamblichus' plan for the soul's descent includes a place for 
the soul's vehicle. From the Timaeus, Iamblichus argued that the 

vehicle was created by the Demiurge and placed by him into the cir­
culation of the celestial gods. As the human soul was joined to the

86divine soul, so the human vehicle was joined to the divine vehicle.

From the Phaedrus, Iamblichus argued that vehicle of the human soul fol­

lowed that of its leader-god. The difficulty that the human soul ex­
periences in attempting to follow its leader-god is caused not by the 

soul's vehicle but by its irrational soul. The vehicle, being ethereal, 

is like the god's vehicle. It follows that the human vehicle remains 
akin to that of the god and can be used in the soul's reascent to him.



Notes to Section III

1Cf. Festugiere (216-223).

^See Dillon (39 and 335-336). Cp. In Tim. Fr. 56 and 
Dillon (336-337).

3Both passages have been discussed in section I, above.
Note that in both De An. I, p. 365, 15-16 and p. 372, 10-12, 
Iamblichus is hesitant about attributing this opinion to Plotinus; 
in the first passage, Iamblichus states that Plotinus does not 
completely (ού ττάντη) agree that the soul is equivalent to 
intellect and in the second that "sometines" (ένίοτε) Plotinus 
identifies the two. At De An. I, p. 377, 13-15, the hesitation is 
gone. The reason that Iamblichus can place Plotinus in a group of 
philosophers who do not distinguish between soul and intellect is 
probably not due to carelessness (since he has already stated that 
Plotinus does not definitely belong to this group) but to Iamblichus' 
tendency to oversimplify for the sake of the argument. On the 
correct view of Plotinus, who does distinguish between soul and 
intellect, see Smith (41-47).

^Festugiere (258-260) translates In Tim. Ill, pp. 275, 26-
278, 32.

•*The distribution of souls around the stars will be discussed 
below in this section. See Proclus, In Tim. Ill, pp. 263, 22- 
265, 12.

^See especially De Myst. VIII 6, p. 269, 1-3 where Iamblichus 
claims that humans have two souls (rational and irrational) and 
that the rational soul is "from the first noetic." Cf. X 5, p. 290, 
10-14. Both of these passages will be discussed in section IV 
below. For the bodiless human soul as υπερφυής, De Myst.
I 10, p. 34, 10.

^The parentheses are Dillon's.
oReading περί τάς θείας δημιουργίας with the manuscripts 

FP. Usener suggested παρά for περί, and this reading is accepted 
by both Wachsmuth and Festugiere. However, there is no need for 
the emendation. Plato had said that the Demiurge sowed the souls 
into the "organs of time" (Tim. 41e5), i.e., into the planets. 
Iamblichus is paraphrasing Plato. The phrase θείας δημιουργίας 
is a periphrasis for "the divine demiurges," i.e., the visible 
gods themselves (both above and below the moon) whom Plato calls 
νέοι θεοί (see In Tim. Ill, p. 310, 8-9).

9Cp. Proclus, In Tim. Ill, p. 276, 28-30: The soul "with 
its vehicle having been sown, becomes a citizen of the lunar or 
solar or some other circulation."

^  Compare Proclus, In Tim. Ill, p. 275, 26-31 (partially



quoted above in this section).
"^Proclus' playful use of the terra φιλοθεάμονα here is 

reminiscent of In Tim. Fr. 54, where he says that Iamblichus 
μετεαρσπσλεϊ καί. τόφανη μέριμνα. See Dillon's note (335). 
Festugiire, in his edition of Proclus' Timaeus commentary, also 
suspects that Proclus is referring to Iamblichus here (IV, p. 141 
n. 2). The word φιλοθεόμων itself is Iambiichean. See 
Protrepticus p. 94, 13-14: "For only philosophers are ριλοθεόμανες 
of truth;" De Myst. V 21, p. 228, 13-14: "all the ριλοθεάμσνας 
of theurgic truth;" and In Tim. Fr. 4: the missing fourth guest 
is "a φιλοθεάμρνα of the noetic." Proclus is turning Iamblichus' 
own term back onto Iamblichus himself.

12Hence Proclus' comment at In Tim. Ill, p. 280, 23 that 
Plato refers not only to living creatures on the earth but also to 
those t\> θλλοις στοιχείοις.

13Dillon (297 and 373-374). Cf. In Tim. Fr. 20.
■*̂ As Dodds (303-304) argues is the case for Proclus. 

Iamblichus certainly accepted astrology into his own system.
See De Myst. IX 4. His very acceptance of cosmocrators (i.e., the 
pi anets in their capacity of ruling over human lives) is further 
proof. See De Myst. II 3, p. 71, 4 and Dillon (51), as well as 
In Tim. Fr. 11 and Dillon (275-276).

^Iamblichus suggests that each planet has a different 
influence in De Myst. I 18, p. 55, 6-7, where he states that the 
emanation (απόρροια) from Saturn is συνεκτική hut that from Mars 
is κινητική.

16See especially De An. I, p. 380, 6-29, discussed below in 
this section. See also Festugiere (223 n. 2) and Dillon (255-256).

3^In Festugiere's edition of Proclus' Timaeus commentary,
V, p. 155 n. 4.

18On the verb προβάλλειν see footnote It9 in section II,
above.

19On the Greek word τελεστικόν, see Lewy (495-496), who 
gives three aspects of its definition: the word refers to (1) 
the purification of the soul, (2) the consecration of cult statues, 
and (3) the bringing of these statues to life. Each of these aspects 
is performed by a priest. In the present case, the first definition 
is meant. For Proclus (In Tim. Ill, p. 300, 13-20), the telestic 
life is superior to the philosophic life because the former "causes 
to disappear all stains from generation— as the Chaldaean oracles 
teach— and every opposing substance that the pneuma and irrational 
nature of the soul drag along." (Cf. Psellus, Exposition 1129c- 
1132c, where "the telestic science is the one purifying the soul from 
the power of matter.") The telestic life, therefore, is the life of



initiates who have succeeded in purifying their vehicle and have 
been united to the gods through theurgic ritual. (See section IV, 
below.) See also des Places, in his edition of the Chaldaean 
Oracles, pp. 168-169, and Festugiere, in his edition of Proclus' 
Timaeus commentary, V, p. 177 n. A.

20According to Dillon (287), Iamblichus considers Athena 
"the Soul of the Universe. She plays a demiurgic role, presiding 
over ή νέα δημιουργία. Apollo Iamblichus would posit as presiding 
over the Sun, rather than proceeding from it as Intellect, which 
for him is the role of Asclepius." See also Dillon (290-291).

21See, e.g., In Tim. Fr. 87, where Iamblichus states that 
προαιρεσις Αμαρτάνει.. It is interesting to note that in the 
passage from Proclus, the "living well or badly" exists along with 
the chosen life: "For each of the lives receives in addition the 
well and the badly" (p. 279, 23-24). This is in keeping with the 
myth of Er, in which the souls choose a life that is predetermined, 
i.e., the life they choose is good or bad when it is chosen. See 
expecially Rep. X.618b2-4.

22Iamblichus seems to believe in a similar connection 
between humans and gods (and indeed all the greater kinds) in 
De Myst. I 8, pp. 25, 16-26, 15. For Proclus, see In Tim. Ill, 
p. 276, 18-22.

^The translation is Dillon's (191).
24Compare In Tim. Fr. 76: the sublunary god, Ocean, "of 

whom the δραστήριοι φύσεις and the pneumatic elements, such as air 
and fire, partake." The "active natures" are probably the demons 
(cp. De An. I, p. 372, 18, where the acts of demons are called 
δραστήρια), although the word δραστήρια is used of other divine 
beings, such as angels and archangels, as Dillon (232) notes in 
another context. Thus, the god Ocean is seen as ruling over the 
boundaries of certain classes of the greater kinds. This doctrine 
reinforces the argument (given above in this section) that Iamblichus 
allotted Plato'e "winged class that traverses the air" (Tim. 39el0- 
40al) to the higher greater kinds, such as the archangels, angels, 
and heroes. (Cf. Proclus, In Tim. Ill, pp. 107, 30-108, 1.) Also, 
in In Tim. Fr. 76, Iamblichus declares the sublunary goddess,
Tethys, to be participated by earth and water.

25At p. 263, 7, Proclus does mention a philosopher named 
Akylus. The name occurs only here. See Festugiere's edition of 
Proclus' commentary, V, p. 137 n. 2.

26See below in this section.
27The passage is discussed in section II, above.

^®That neoplatonists took τδ Tiflv as referring to the souls 
and not to the Universe is clear from Proclus, In Tim. Ill, pp. 260,



26-261, 11 and especially p. 261, 4-5: "having organized all the 
multitude of these souls" (συστήαας οδν τδ πλήθος παν των ψυχών 
τούτον).

2®The subsequent passage in Proclus' commentary (pp. 261, 
12-263, 22) is probably also Iamblichean. There Proclus argues that 
when Plato says that the Demiurge "divided the souls equal in number 
to the stars," Plato did not mean that there was only one soul for 
each star. This argument eounds like a standard neoplatonic one.
For a neoplatonist, there are naturally more human souls than 
divine ones.

^®The same point is made in In Tim. Ill, p. 307, 12-26.
The "body" is, of course, the soul's vehicle, not the corporeal 
body.

^For the doctrine of άποκατόστασι,ς or "restoration," 
see Dodds (301-303), where he cites Iamblichus' Protrepticus 
16.5. Iamblichus certainly accepted the doctrine of άποκατύστασι,ς 
both for the celestial bodies and for humans, but whether he made 
an argument similar to that made here by Proclus is impossible 
to know.

32Tim. 38e4-5: συναπεργάζεσθαι, χρόνον. Cp. In Tim.
Ill, p. 72, 10-16.

33The Politicus myth is, for a neoplatonist, similar to 
the Timaeus' creation myth in several ways: (1) the regions of the 
cosmos were apportioned to different deities (Pol. 271d4-5 and 
272e6-273al); (2) demons acted as leaders of herds (άγέλαι) of 
living creatures (271d6-e2); (3) a fixed number of births were 
allotted to each soul (272e2-3); (4) a reference to God as "Demiurge 
and Father" (273bl-2); and (5) the eternity of the cosmos under 
the auspices of the Demiurge (273d4-e4).

^Dillon (374), in a different context, calls such 
combinations "'portamanteau' solutions."

35In his edition of Proclus' commentary, V, p. 94 n. 4.
JDAs noted by Festugiere in his edition of Proclus' 

commentary, V, p. 112 n. 2.
37For δμοούσυος in Iamblichus' writings, see De Myst.

Ill 21, p. 150, 7-9: "For if one thing comes about through two, 
it is totally δμοει,δές, δμοφυές, and δμοούσι,ον." For 
CaSgtos, see p. 151, 5: ίσ κ ιο ς  γ ίγνετα ι. τ ο ΐς  θεο ΐς^_ Festugiere, 
in his edition of Proclus' commentary, cites De An. I, p. 372,
23ff. See also Festugiere (203 n. 3), where he states that Proclus' 
In Tim. Ill, pp. 245, 27-246, 10 "semble inspirS de Jamblique."

90For this te^t, see Festugiere (246 n. 2).

Iamblichus can justify his use of the feminine here by



pointing to Tim. 41e4-5: "having sown them (αύτάς) into their 
appropriate organs of time."

40That Proclus would follow Syrianus' commentary and not 
check Iamblichus' himself is not unusual. Dillon (380) believes 
that Proclus follows Syrianus at In Tim. Ill, pp. 277, 31-279, 2 
(on the "first genesis"). See also Dillon (364-365). For the 
"typical amplification by Syrianus of an Iamblichean formulation," 
see Dillon (257 and 262).

41See also Dillon (374).

^ I n  his edition of Proclus' commentary, V, p. 101 nn. 1-3. 
Festugiere compares this passage to Iamblichus' theory given by 
Proclus at pp. 234, 32-235, 9.

43Note that Proclus says: "But now (άλλό, νΰν) Plato wishes 
to refer the cause of the essence of souls to the Demiurge"
(In Tim. Ill, p. 233, 10-12).

44Thus, Iamblichus accepts some version of the σειρά, or series 
of gods who rule over their greater kinds. See Dillon (291 and 416).

^The translation is Dillon's (195-197).

^As Festugiere (216-217 n. 5) notes.
*7Cf. Tim. 42a3-b2.
48However, it is by no means clear that there is such a 

contradiction between these two Platonic works. "Necessity" in 
the Timaeus has a peculiar sense. What is called "necessary" 
should not be confused with what is logically necessary. Rather, 
the word refers to those aspects of the universe over which the 
Demiurge does not have complete control. See J. Burnet, Greek 
Philosophy: Thales to Plato (1914; rpt. London 1932) 341-343;
F. M. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology (London 1937) 162-177; W.K.C. Guthrie, 
A History of Greek Philosophy. V (Cambridge 1978) 272-274;
G. R. Morrow, "Necessity and Persuasion in Plato's Timaeus,"
Phil. Rev. 59 (1950) 147-163; rpt. in Studies in Plato's Metaphysics, 
ed. R.E. Allen (New York 1965) 421-437; and A.E. Taylor, A Commentary 
on Plato's Timaeus (Oxford 1928) 299-303, and Plato: The Man and 
His Work. 6th ed. (1949; rpt. New York 1963) 454-456. Under this 
interpretation of "necessary," it is possible that the natural law 
of the Timaeus (that it is necessary for all souls to descend) is 
compatible with the reason for the descent given in the Phaedrus 
(that a failure in the soul causes the soul to fall). In other 
words, given that the descent is required for the completion of 
the universe, the best possible way for the Demiurge to bring about 
this descent may make use of a failure in the soul itself.

49For Plotinus changing attitude, see E.R. Dodds, Pagan 
and Christian in an Age of Anxiety (Cambridge 1965), pp. 24-26.
See also Wallis (77-79).



^This passage Is discussed by Festugiere (70); J.M. Rist, 
Plotinus: The Road to Reality (Cambridge 1967), pp. 120-121; 
and Smith (33 and 36 η. 24). Cf. A.H. Armstrong, "Plotinus," 
in The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy 
(Cambridge 1967), p. 255.

•^Discussed by Dodds (note 49, above) 26; Festugiere (93- 
94); Rist (note 50, above) 121-122; and Wallis (77-78).

■*̂ As Dodds (note 49, above) 26 says. Cf. Wallis (78).
-^As Festugiere (92) states: "Dans cette conception, le 

peche originel est une sorte de peche de narcissisme: le prototype 
celeste de l'Sme s'eprend de sa propre image refl^tee dans la 
matiere" (emphasis in the original). Cp. Wallis (78).

•^This passage is discussed by Dodds (note 49, above) 26;
Rist (note 50, above) 120; and Wallis (78-79).

■*̂ 0n the "tension" in Plotinus' philosophy of the soul's 
descent, see A. Tripolitis, The Doctrine of the Soul in the Thought 
of Plotinus and Origen (Libra Press 1978) 54-58 and A.N.M. Rich,
"Body and Soul in the Philosophy of Plotinus," Journal of the History 
of Philosophy 1 (1963) 2-3.

^See especially Wallis (78-79).

-^For Porphyry's attempt, see Smith (35-39). Porphyry 
seems to accept that the soul's first descent is necessary (not 
voluntary) and that the soul is sent by god.

C O See Festugilre (202 n. 2 and 211 n. 2).
^See the notes to the translation of Festugiere (209-210).
^Later (De An. I, p. 378, 21-25), Iamblichus again uses 

phraseology very similar to Plotinus' (IV.8.1.11-15) . Cf ., Festugiere 
(71), where the Greek texts are compared.

^Especially Plotinus' πρώτη £τερότης and Albinus' 
αυτεξούσιος διημαρτημένη χρ£σ ις (375, 10-11). The case fo r  the 
G n o stic s ' παράνοια ή παρέκβασις i s  not as clear. As F e stu g ie re  
(210 n. 2) points out, the words are not in Plotinus' treatise 
"Against the Gnostics" (II.9). However, τόλμα is mentioned at 
II.9.11.21. Cf. Armstrong (note 50, above) 244. There is ample 
evidence that Plotinus and Iamblichus after him believed that the 
Gnostics accepted τόλμα as the reason for the soul's descent.

62For the view that "Iamblichus is simply recording two 
different views of Taurus himself . . . and making somewhat 
eccentric use of the common periphrasis 'those about X,'" see 
J. Dillon, The Middle Platonists (Ithaca 1977), p. 245. As Dillon 
also notes, the two views given as Taurus' are not contradictory. 
Indeed, they are two mutually compatible ways of looking at the same



problem.
Tim. 39e3-40a2; 41b7-c2; 92c5-9, all of which are cited 

and translated by Festugiere (73-74). Cf. Dillon (note 62, 
above) 245, who cites the first passage. See also Plotinus IV.8.1. 
40-50 and FestugiSre (74 η. 1).

^Festugiere (77); Dillon (note 62, above) 246.

^Note that Iamblichus himself accepts such a class of 
souls and distinguishes them from impure souls at De An. I, p. 379,
22- 25 (at καθαραί ψυχαύ m l  τέλειαι and αί έναντίαι) and p. 380,
23- 29 (Απαθείς καί άκτΥχιτοι and άιΐό των επιθυμιών <5δην άναπεπλησμένοι 
καί Αλλων παθών μεστοί). The former passage was discussed in section 
II, above; both passages will be discussed below in this section.

^See especially De An. I, pp. 454, 10-458, 21 (discussed 
in section IV, below). For the "ancients" as "les fondateurs 
(presumes) de la thfurgie," see Festugiere (263).

k^The translation is Dillon's (89).
£ Q°°Dillon (243-244) is certainly correct when he says that 

the neoplatonic epithet θείος as applied to such philosophers as 
Plato and (later) Iamblichus himself refers to these pure souls 
who have passed the muster, as it were, in this life and gone on 
to their rightful reward.

69cf. IV.8.5.7-8: δλως το εκούσιον τής καθόδου καί τδ 
άκούσισν αδ. The descent is simultaneously voluntary and involuntary.

^See Festugiere (76): "puisque . . . le monde est regard^ 
comme bon, il est ligitime de croire que les Smes descendent 
έκούσιοι."

71See Plato Phdr. 248c2: θεσμός τε άδραστείας δδε.
72Iamblichus believes that pure souls are neither judged 

nor punished (De An. I, p. 456, 12-28). See section IV, below.

^See also Phdr. 248al-b5, where Plato divides the human 
souls into three groups: the first controls its horses and views 
true being, the second is not as successful at handling its horses 
but does glimpse true being somewhat, and the third is unable to 
control its horses and fails to see true being.

^As Dillon (256) suggests, they can "earn a higher perch on 
the celestial ladder."

^Compare the stages of initiation in Mithraism. See Lewy 
(414-415 n. 51).

^The Forms exist in νοΟς, the third element of the noetic 
triad. See In Phil. Fr. 4 and Dillon (37). Since νοΟς is also



the first element of the noerlc realm, the Forms are said to be 
produced in the noerlc realm by the νοΟς: 6 τρίτος (i.e., the 
third element in the noetic triad) είδσποι,ίας έν νοεροΰς εέστι,ν 
αίτίοςί (In Phil. Fr. 4).

77See also Dillon (37-38).
78The translation is Dillon's (97).
79Dillon (253) notes that "the reference to 'some places' 

in which Iamblichus has identified 'the great heaven' with the 
Demiurge is probably to In Tim. Fr. 34." Proclus is misinterpreting 
Iamblichus, however, as Dillon (38) points out. Iamblichus does 
not identify the Demiurge with the whole noetic realm. He merely 
says that the Demiurge embraces the whole noetic realm and uses it 
in his creation of the cosmos. For the term ύιτεζωχώς, see 
Dillon (252-253). As he notes, the Chaldaeans believed that this 
entity was the Soul of the World. See Lewy (92 and n. 101).
As Lewy (92 n. 102) points out, Proclus considered the ύτιεζωχώς 
"as the lowest god of the 'intellective (νοερά) hebdomad.'" Iamblichus 
probably believed so as well: see Dillon (418-419). It is most 
likely, therefore, that Iamblichus is not using the term ύπΕζωκυΙοίν 
in its technical sense in In Phdr. Fr. 5 (hence, his phrase oEov 
ΰπεζωκυΠαν) but simply to refer to a boundary between two realms.

80Iamblichus was alone in his opinion. See Dillon (389 
and 400). The more common view was that the third hypothesis 
concerned soul.

81Symp. 202dl3-203a8. Cf. Dillon (400-401).
82Dillon (401) professes uncertainty about the nature of 

the greater kinds' ascents and descents. He concludes that "since 
such a descent did not involve contamination with matter, it 
therefore involved no real separation from the intelligible 
realm." Although Dillon does not say so, his view of the pure 
descent of the greater kinds is in harmony with Iamblichus' claim 
that pure human souls undergo a descent in which they are never 
truly separated from the noetic realm (In Phaed. Fr. 5). However, 
there is still a problem for Iamblichus. As was seen in section II, 
above, certain demons do become contaminated by matter when they 
descend. Moreover, in De Myst. II 7, pp. 83, 16-84, 3, Iamblichus 
distinguishes three kinds of demon: good demons, punishing 
(ttvimpoi) demons, and evil (πονηροί) demons. Since this chapter of 
the De Mysteriis concerns the supernatural manifestations (οίύτοψία,ι,, 
p. 83, 10) of the greater kinds, it is evident that all three types 
of demon descend. It seems likely that good demons (and probably 
punishing demons as well) make a pure descent, as pure souls do.
Evil demons, like impure souls, do not. The evil demons have no 
ruling allotment (ήγεμονικήν . . . λήξι,ν, De Myst. IX 7, p. 282,
3-4) and wreak havoc upon human attempts to perform theurgic rites 
(De Myst. Ill 31, pp. 176, 3-177, 6; cf. Lewy C273-2753). There 
was a traditional belief in their existence, of course, and



Iamblichus must have felt compelled to include them in his meta­
physical system. (The Chaldaeans believed in evil demons: see 
Lewy C259-279; 235-2383.) Evil demons, however, remain a 
stumbling block to Iamblichus' assertion of the purity of the 
greater kinds. Iamblichus would argue that it is the contamination 
caused by matter that makes demons evil, but why should the elevated 
soul of a greater kind be susceptible to such contamination?
Belief in the existence of evil demons probably became such an 
embarrassment that Sallustius and Proclus denied their existence. 
(See notes 28 and 29 in section II, above.)

83See Enn. IV.4.44 and Wallis (71-72).

®^As Dillon (243) notes, the Iamblichean belief that every 
soul must descend is in conflict with the Phaedrus myth. For 
Plato, those souls who successfully follow god and see true being 
are freed from pain (άττήμονα, Phdr. 248c4) for a thousand-year 
cycle; they do not descend. Iamblichus and the neoplatonists 
after him interpreted the Phaedrus differently. Iamblichus 
probably based his interpretation upon that of the Chaldaean 
Oracles. See section IV, below.

83Proclus follows Iamblichus' view both in the necessity 
of the descent of the soul and in the rejection of τόλμα. See 
Wallis (158).

86Cp. Proclus, In Tim. Ill p. 276, 19-22: "Whenever a 
particular soul attaches itself to (συντόττ^) a whole soul, its 
vehicle also follows the vehicle of the divine soul, and, as the 
soul imitates the intellection of the divine soul, so also its 
body imitates the movement of the divine body."





IV. The Theurgic Role of the Vehicle In 
Iamblichus' Religious Philosophy

In section I, it was argued that Iamblichus' conception of 

the vehicle was directed against Porphyry’s theories. Iamblichus 
disagreed with Porphyry about the vehicle's composition, generation, 

and ultimate fate. Whereas Porphyry held that the vehicle was made 

up of mixtures from the celestial gods and, therefore, capable of 
being dissolved back into those component parts, Iamblichus claimed 

that the vehicle was made up from ether as a whole and was 

indestructible. Porphyry argued that the vehicles of philosophers 
were dispersed and that their rational souls existed on eternally as 

separate entities. Iamblichus responded that all souls, even those 

of philosophers and theurgists, must descend again into this realm.

In sections II and III, two preliminary studies were 
undertaken. It was shown that Iamblichus devised a strict meta­

physical hierarchy in which the noetic gods and the Good beyond 
them were accessible to humans only through the intervention of the 

greater kinds and the visible gods. From the purified human souls 
to the visible gods (and beyond), there is one continuity, one chain 

of being connecting embodied human souls to their ultimate reward.

It was argued that this metaphysical system was based upon Plato's 
Phaedrus myth. Each human soul was allotted a leader-god to which it 

was connected by a series of greater kinds. The soul's salvation 
depended upon these intermediary entities, and they could be reached 

only through theurgy.

In this section, two questions which arose earlier in this 
study will be answered: first, what becomes of the vehicle of the 

soul when the rational soul separates from it, and, second, why does



Iamblichus hold his unique theory of the vehicle? These questions
will be answered by considering the role of the vehicle in the

religious philosophy of Iamblichus and by citing evidence from the

Chaldaean Oracles and from the works of Julian.

In Book X of his De Mysteriis, Iamblichus sets out to answer
Porphyry's question: "Could there be another unknown road to

happiness (ευδαιμονία) ?" (X 1. p. 286, 1). From the context, it is
clear that Porphyry means a road other than theurgy.^ Iamblichus

responds (p. 286, 2-3): "And what other reasonable ascent (εΟλογος
. . . άνοδος) to happiness could there be separate from the gods?"

For Iamblichus, happiness is assured only through theurgy, which unites
the theurgic practitioner to the gods (286, 3-11).

Iamblichus continues along the same lines in X 5. For
Iamblichus, liberation from fate occurs only through knowledge of

the gods (των θεών γνώσις, Ρ· 290, 16-17). At 291, 10-12, this
γν3σις is equated with union with the gods (θεία ενωσις) and is

called "the first road to happiness" (πρώτη Tfls ευδαιμονίας δδός).
Iamblichus continues (pp. 291, 12-292, 3):

And this hieratic and theurgic gift of happiness is called 
the door to the demiurgic god or the place or courtyard 
of the Good. It causes first a purity of the soul far 
more perfect than the purity of the body, next a training 
of the rational faculty (διανοία) for participation in 
and vision of the Good and for a release of all things 
opposite, and after these things union with the gods, the 
givers of good things.

Thus, this γνωσις or union, the greatest happiness for humans,
is caused by theurgy.^ The theurgic rite— bringing with it the

purification of the soul, its liberation from fate, and its union 
3with the gods — is the soul's road to salvation. Each of these 

three phases occurs in the Chaldaean sacrament of elevation (Αναγωγή),



a theurgic rite to which Iamblichus attached great importance.^

Thus, the theurgic rite with which Iamblichus is concerned in 

De Myst. X 5 and which leads to εΰδοΜ,μονία is the Chaldaean eleva­
tion. ̂ An examination of this theurgic rite and of the Iambiichean 

allusions to it will help to explain Iamblichus' theory concerning 
the ultimate fate of the vehicle.

Lewy (177-226) has gathered and explained the various 

fragments of the Chaldaean Oracles concerned with the elevation.

All of these oracles would have been known to Iamblichus, who is 

said to have written a voluminous work interpreting the Chaldaean 
Oracles.^ The Chaldaean Oracles describe a theurgic ritual by which 

the soul of a living human is separated from his body and is carried 

aloft to the gods.^

The first phase of the elevation is the purification of the
Qsoul. What is purified is the soul's vehicle, which the Chaldaean 

Oracles say is made up of portions of ether, the sun, the moon, and
9the air. The vehicle of the initiate has become contaminated by

matter during the initiate’s sojourn on earth and is thus weighed

down and unable to ascend. Ritual purification will remove the
10material pollution and allow the soul to rise.

It is clear that although Iamblichus disagreed with the 

Chaldaean interpretation of the vehicle's composition, he nonethe­

less agreed that purification performed a necessary prelude to

theurgy. In De Myst. Ill 31, Iamblichus sets out the teachings of
11 12the "Chaldaean prophets." According to them, the true gods

associate with those purified through theurgy and eradicate every 

evil and every passion in them (p. 176, 5-7). These gods shine



their light (έπιλάμ,πονται, p. 176, 7) upon the initiates and thereby 
free them from passions and every disorderly motion (p. 176, 11-12). 

However, initiates who are impure (άλιτήρίοι, p. 176, 13-14) are 

isolated from the gods and become associated with evil demons (pp.

176, 13-177, 6). Thus, purification is a necessary precondition for

theurgy; those who are not purified cannot take part in the 
rites.

The illumination of the gods and its role in purification
13are taken up again in De Myst. Ill 11. Here Iamblichus is considering 

the oracle of Apollo at Clarus, at which there is a fountain from
14which the priestess drinks before she delivers the god's oracles. 

Iamblichus argues against the Stoics,^ who think that a mantic 

pneuma extends through the water (p. 124, 16-17). The true reason 

for the water's mantic power, according to Iamblichus, is that the 

god Apollo illuminates the spring (έπιλάμπον τήν πηγήν, Ρ· 125, 1-2) 
and fills it with a mantic power. When the priestess drinks from 

this spring, the water that has been illuminated produces a fitness 

and purification of her luminous vehicle (έπιτηδει,ότητα. μύνον καί.

ά.πακά8αρσι.ν τοϋ έν ημΰν αυγοειδούς πνεύματος, ρ. 125, 4-6) and 
thereby renders her capable of receiving^ the god. Thus, Iamblichus 

upholds the importance of the purification of the vehicle as a 
prelude to the actual contact with the god and the delivery of his 

oracle. Of course, Iamblichus is here discussing not a Chaldaean 

ritual but the operation of an oracle. Nevertheless, the order in 
which the oracular rite unfolds and the importance of the illumination 

of the god in the purification of the priestess's vehicle show that 

even in such cases as this Chaldaean influence is present. For



Iamblichus, it seems, no contact with the gods is possible unless

the vehicle of the soul has been purified

The Chaldaean Oracles themselves combine the gods'

illumination and the vehicle's purification. Lewy (198-199)

summarizes the view of the Oracles in this way:

The reception of the sun-ray effects the final purification 
of the soul. The divine fire does away with all the 
"stains" which had defiled her during her sojourn on 
earth. She recovers the state which was hers before her 
descent from her noetic place of origin.

For the Chaldaeans, this same ray lifts the soul upward to union
with the Sun god.

Again, similar concepts are found in the De Mysteriis. In 

De Myst. I 12, Iamblichus argues against Porphyry's opinion that 
the gods are subject to passions and are dragged down to earth by 

theurgists. As in the passage on the oracle at Clarus, Iamblichus 
states that the gods do not descend here but voluntarily illuminate 

the theurgist (αύτοδελής . . . έλλαμιΚς, Ρ· A0> 17-18). By this 
illumination, the gods call the theurgist's soul up to them, unite 

his soul to them, and lead him around to the noetic principle; in 
so doing, they separate his soul from his body (p. 41, 6-9). As

1 ftLewy (188) notes, Iamblichus is speaking of the Chaldaean elevation.

Thus, once the initiate's vehicle has been purified by the 

illumination of the god, it can begin its elevation to that god. 

Returning to De Myst. Ill 11 (the Clarus passage), one can see 
clearly that these are two separate moments in the ritual. For, 

the priestess is first purified by drinking the water that has been 

illuminated and then she is illuminated by Apollo and united to 

him (p. 125, 8-10).19



The Chaldaean Oracles specify the rays of the sun as the
20source of the uplifting power allotted to souls. The rays of 

the sun surround the soul's vehicle and lift it toward and unite 

it with the god. For the Chaldaeans, the sun was the ruler of 
the ethereal realm and the center and connective of the planets.^ 

Iamblichus, on the other hand, grants this power to elevate souls 

not merely to the sun but to all the visible gods and greater kinds. 
The reason for this difference can be traced to Iamblichus' desire 

to combine the teachings of the Chaldaean Oracles with those of 
Plato.

In De Myst. II 6, Iamblichus states that the gods and greater 

kinds differ in the gifts each allots to the soul of the initiate.

The gods grant "health of body, virtue of soul, purity of intellect, 
and, in sum, an elevation (Αναγωγήν) to our proper principles"

(p. 81, 12-14). Again the gods are said to illuminate the soul with 

light (τδ φως έλλάμπευ, line 18). The gifts of archangels are 

inferior to these and their illumination is weaker (p. 82, 2-5).

Those of angels are even more inferior (p. 82, 5-8), and so on.
The higher the divinity to which the soul is attached, the greater 

22the rewards of theurgy.

In De An. I, pp. 454, 23-455, 5, Iamblichus considers which
23entities bring about the purification of the soul. ' The ancients 

(i.e., the theurgists), he says, teach that purification is brought 

about "by the visible gods, most of all by the sun, and by the 

invisible demiurgic causes, and by all the greater kinds" (p. 455, 
1-4). Here Iamblichus admits that of the visible gods the sun is 

the most responsible for the soul's purification and, therefore, for



its ascent. This notion is clearly influenced by Chaldaean 
beliefs.

There are two questions to be answered here. First, why
does Iamblichus claim that all the visible gods and greater kinds

elevate the soul when the Chaldaean Oracles limit this uplifting

power to the sun itself? Second, how does Iamblichus combine his
doctrine with that of the Chaldaeans?

As was suggested above, the answer to the first question

is to be found in Iamblichus' interpretation of Plato's philosophy.

In De An. I, pp. 457, 22-458, 2, Iamblichus says:^
According to the Timaeus of Plato, just as souls are sown 
differently by the Demiurge— some into the sun, others 
into the earth— in the same way they are led up 
the road up (θ,νοδσν) , each soul not going beyond its 
boundary with respect to the demiurgic sowing.

In section III A, above, it was argued that the demiurgic sowing
consisted of the placement of the soul and its vehicle into the
circulation of its leader-god. It was in this circulation that,

according to Iamblichus' interpretation of Plato's Phaedrus,

the human soul followed its god and viewed the Forms. And, it

was from this circulation that the soul descended into generation.

In the passage from the De Anima, it is clear that Iamblichus

believes that the human soul's reascent from generation follows

the reverse course. It ascends to its leader-god. Thus, if a

soul is mercurial, it will ascend to the god Hermes; if Apollonian,
26to the sun; and so forth. Moreover, since each god has a series 

of greater kinds attached to it, the human soul can be united to 
any of the greater kinds in the series. Thus, the human soul of a 

theurgist can ascend proportionately according to the divine being



to which it attaches itself. Once reunited with its leader-god, 

the human soul can once again follow in the god’s entourage.

Along with this reascent to its leader-god, the human soul 

undergoes a liberation from fate, the second phase of elevation 

mentioned by Iamblichus. This phase is illustrated by a passage 

from Plato's Timaeus and by Proclus' commentary on this passage.

In Tim. 41el-3, Plato says: "having set Cthe souls3 as on a 

vehicle, the Demiurge showed them the nature of the universe and 

told them the laws of fate." For a neoplatonist, Plato has described 
two separate acts: first the attachment of the vehicle to the 
rational soul, second the placement of soul and vehicle into the 

realm of fate. Proclus, in a passage that was shown to be Iamblichean 

in section III A, above, gives this interpretation (In Tim. Ill, p. 
276, 5-8):

Therefore, in order that souls with their vehicles may 
come under the realm of fate, it is necessary for them to 
descend and become associated with generation, which 
Cdescent] is second after the sowing.

Thus, the soul does not become subject to fate until after its

descent into this realm. First the soul is attached to its vehicle,

then the soul and its vehicle are "sown" into the celestial gods,
and finally (after these first two occurrences) the soul descends

and becomes subject to fate. In another passage, also based upon
27Iamblichus lost commentary (In Tim. Ill, p. 266, 11-16),

Proclus says:

For first they Ci.e., the human souls] come into existence, 
then they are distributed around the divine rule, and 
third they are mounted on vehicles, view nature, and hear 
the fated laws. From which it is easy to see that for 
Plato souls are superior to fate in accordance with their 
highest life.



In the soul's reascent to its leader-god, the soul is 

released from the laws of fate. Since, as Proclus says, souls 

are above fate κατά τήν άκροτάτην έαυτων ζωήν (ρ. 266, 16), 
it is only when souls are reattached to their leader-god and when 
their vehicles follow along with the god's vehicle that the human 
souls, released completely from generation, "escape the implacable 

wing of fate" (p. 266, 19 ■ Ch. Or. Fr. 130). Thus, for Iamblichus,

the soul is still united to its vehicle when the theurgic rites 
28release it from fate.

The "highest life" of the soul is, of course, its separated 

life. And it is the purpose of the theurgic rite to free the soul 

from its irrational nature so that it can live this separated life 

(ή ψυχή άλλην ζωήν άλλάττεται, De Myst. I 12, p. 41, 12), as will 
be seen shortly.

But first, now that it has been established that Iamblichus' 
attribution of the soul's ascent to all the celestial gods is due 

to his interpretation of Plato's writings, it must next be shown how 

Iamblichus reconciled the views of Plato with those of the Chaldaean 
Oracles. Evidence for Iamblichus' reconciliation is found in two 

orations of Julian (Oration IV, Hymn to King Helios and Oration V,
29Hymn to the Mother of the Gods) and in Macrobius' Saturnalia 1.17-23.

Julian's two orations display a metaphysical system similar
30to that of the Chaldaean Oracles. The Chaldaean system included 

three realms: the Empyrean, the Ethereal, and the Hylic. Each of 

these realms has its own ruler: Aion, the Sun, and the Moon, 

respectively. Each of these entities plays a role in the theurgical 
elevation. The sun, of course, is responsible for the soul's ascent.



Alon is the source of the sun's light; the moon presides over the 

realm of generation, to which the soul passes in its descent and 

from which it returns in its elevation to the sun. The Chaldaeans 

viewed Aion as an invisible sun existing in the highest (Empyrean) 

realm. Aion was the Chaldaean's second god, ranked immediately 
after the Father (the supreme deity). Thus, Aion sends to the sun 
the noetic light of the Father, the Father himself being even 

further removed from mortals. The light of the sun by which souls 

are elevated is, therefore, empyrean. The link between the human 
soul and the Father is guaranteed by the intermediaries of the three 

rulers. Thus, in the Chaldaean elevation, the soul is united not 

merely to the visible sun but also to the invisible sun, Aion, and, 
thereby, to the Father. The three rulers play a part: the Aion 

sends the light from the Father, the sun transmits that noetic light 
to the ethereal realm, and the moon, as ruler of the hylic realm, aids 
in the transmitting of this light to the earth.

Julian, in his Hymn to King Helios, discusses a similar, 

though not identical, metaphysical system. The discrepancies between 
the two systems will help to show the changes that Iamblichus made 

in his reconciliation of the Platonic and Chaldaean systems.

Iamblichus transformed the three Chaldaean realms into three neo­
platonic realms: noetic, noeric, and visible. For Julian divides

31the universe into these three realms at IV.132CD. In each of these 

realms there is a "sun:" in the visible realm, the visible sun; in 

the noeric, Helios; and in the noetic, the One (IV.132C-133C) . The 
One, described by a long, typically Iamblichean set of synonyms 

(132D), is said to be the source of beauty, essence, perfection,



and union for the noetic gods (133B). Helios, in his turn, is 
the source of the same goods for the noeric gods (133C), and the 

visible sun for the visible gods (133CD). The One is, in short, 

the ruler of the noetic realm, just as Helios is of the noeric 
and the visible sun of the visible realm.

32In the Chaldaean system, this first "sun" is Aion.
Julian, therefore, equates Aion with the neoplatonic One. There is 
a Iamblichean basis for this identification. In In Tim. Fr. 61, 

Iamblichus interprets Plato's phrase "eternity remains in the One" 

(μένσντος αίώνθ£ έν ενί, Tim. 37d6) as meaning that Aion resides in 
the Good (τάγαδίρ). In other words, Aion (or eternity), of which 
time is a moving image (είκώ . . . κινητόν τυνα αίώνος, Tim. 37d5), 

is a horizontal extension of the One; i.e., it exists on the same 
level as the One.·^ This One, as Dillon (343) points out, is τδ 

άεΐ δν, the One mediating between the noetic realm below and the 
realm of the One a b o v e . T h u s ,  Iamblichus has merged the Chaldaean 

conception of the noetic god, Aion, with the Platonic conception 

of eternity in such a way as to guarantee this god's mediatory 

position between the ineffable One and the noetic realm (and, of 
course, in such a way as to mirror Aion's role in the Chaldaean 

system as an intermediary between the Father and the lower realms). 

Aion, as the first member of the noetic triad, is the ruler of the 

noetic realm.

Helios is, of course, Julian's main concern in his hymn.
In the Chaldaean system, the second ruler was the visible sun. 

Iamblichus obviously interpreted the oracles differently. The 

visible sun, in Iamblichus' conception, becomes the third ruler.



This interpretation may seem strained, but Iamblichus had his own
, , . 3 5Platonic reasons for this interpretation.

Where does Helios, the second ruler, fit into Iamblichus' 

metaphysical scheme? Julian concentrates on four main attributes 

of this god, attributes that help to clarify Helios' position.

First, Helios is said to proceed from the One (Or. IV.132D, 

141D-142A, 144D, 156CD). That is to say, Helios is a vertical 

emanation of Aion. That this is a vertical and not a horizontal 

emanation is clear from the second of Helios' attributed, viz., 
that he is a noeric god and rules over the other noeric gods (Or. 

IV.133B, 133C, 138C, 156D). Helios is thereby placed in the realm 

beneath the noetic realm (the noetic realm being that over which 

Aion is said to rule). Third, Helios is called the mean or middle 
(μέ<Χ)ς) of the middle noeric gods (Or. IV.132D, 138C, 142A, 156D).
By this, Julian means that Helios is the mean between the noetic and 

the visible gods (138D, 148AB). Julian explains the term μεχχ5της 

(138D) as "that which unites and leads together things that are 

separate" (τήν ένωτικήν χαί συνάγουααν τα δυεστωτα). Thus, Helios' 

role as the middlemost entity of the middlemost realm is to link 

the gods of the noetic realm with the visible gods. He is, there­

fore, to be placed at the summit of the noeric realm just as Aion 

was placed at the summit of the noetic. From this position, Helios 
is not only the third member of the noetic triad (and therefore

has immediate access to the noetic gods) but also is the first
36member of the noeric realm, over which he rules.

This third attribute leads directly to Julian's fourth: 

Helios is demiurgic (Or. IV.132D, 141C). It is clear from Helios'



position as the third moment of the noetic triad that Iamblichus

considered him to be the Demiurge. For, the third member of the

noetic triad is νους, and it is νους that, as Demiurge, "gathers

into one and holds within himself" the whole noetic realm.^

Although Julian does not explicitly state that Helios is the
Demiurge, his equating of Helios with Zeus makes this conclusion

inescapable. At IV.143D, Julian says that the demiurgic power of

Zeus (ή τοϋ Διδς δημιουργική δύναμις) coincides with Helios.
Furthermore, at both IV.136A and 149B, Julian explicitly equates
Zeus and Helios. It is clear from Macrobius Sat. 1.23 that Iamblichus

also equated Helios and Zeus.®® At Sat. 1.23.5, after a quotation
from Plato's Phaedrus 246e4-247a2 (which describes Zeus as the

leader-god that all the other gods follow), it is said that Plato

wished this Zeus to be identified with Helios. It was shown in

section III B, above that Iamblichus thought that Zeus in this

passage was the Demiurge of the Timaeus (In Phaedrum Fr. 3). Thus,

for Iamblichus, Helios was the Demiurge.

As the Demiurge, Helios is the creator of all the visible
gods (Or. IV.141C, 146BC, 156D-157A). Thus, he is creator, too,

of the visible sun, the ruler of the visible realm. Indeed, the

visible sun has a special connection to Helios. For, it is
through the sun that Helios sends his own noetic rays into the

visible world (Or. 134AB):^

Light itself is incorporeal. The solar rays (Ακτίνες) 
are the acme and flower of light. It is the opinion 
of the Phoenicians, who are wise and knowing in divine 
matters, that the sunlight which proceeds everywhere is 
the pure energy of pure νους itself . . . and the pure 
energy of νους shines forth into its own domain. (It 
is allotted the middle of the entire heaven.) Whence



shining, it fills the heavenly spheres with all its 
vigor (ευτονία) and illuminates everything with divine 
and pure light.

The light of the sun is filled with the energy οίνοΟς, i.e., 

with that of Helios. Thus, the sun's rays are not merely ethereal 
but the summit of ether (τοΟ πέπτου σώματος . . . τό κεφάλαιόν 

έστι,ν άκτίς άελίου, 132C). This is because the sun's rays are 
endowed with those of Helios (140A, 151B, 156D). Moreover, 
the voO ένέργευα άχραντος, is allotted a position in the middle 
of the visible realm. Thus, since the visible sun is allotted just 

that position (135AB), it follows that the sun is a manifestation 

of Helios in the visible realm. Just as Helios can be called the 

offspring of the Good (i.e., of Aion, IV.144D), so the visible sun

is the offspring of Helios. He is Helios' active principle in this
1 AO realm.

As such, the sun is the leader of the visible gods. He

is said to perfect and harmonize the powers that the other gods

give to the earth (Or. IV.138BC). He is situated in the middle
of the other planets "in order to assign goods to the other visible
gods who proceeded from him and with him" and to rule the planets,

stars, and the realm of generation (146C).^ Thus, the other
visible gods are horizontal emanations of the sun, created by 

42Helios from the sun.

The symmetry of Iamblichus' scheme, completely in harmony 
with that discussed in section II, above, can now be seen. In 

each realm (noetic, noeric, and visible) there is one ruler. Each 

of these rulers is the primary god among others: Aion among the 
noetic gods, Helios among the noeric gods, and the visible sun



among the visible gods. Furthermore, each ruler is the vertical 

emanation of the ruler before it: Helios from Aion, the sun from 

Helios. Each ruler acts as a mean between two realms: Aion between 
the ineffable One and the Noetic realm, Helios between the noetic 

and noeric realms, the sun between the noeric and visible realms. 

Helios is, thus, the middle of the middle, connecting all the

realms below him with those above him. Finally, each ruler is in

charge of gods at its own level, gods that are horizontal emana­
tions from itself: Aion over the noetic gods, Helios over the

43noeric, the sun over the visible.
The sun's power does not end with the visible gods. Helios, 

through the sun, not only illuminates the entire encosmic and sub­

lunar realms but also brings into existence the angels of the sun 
(Or. IV.142A and 141B). As Lewy (183 n. 27) points out, these

angels guide the solar rays and, thus, the ascending and descending
human souls. Helios creates not only angels but also all the 

greater kinds (145C). Together with the moon, he is ruler over 

the realm of generation (154D, 157A).

This, then, is Iamblichus' reconciliation of the doctrines 

of Plato and of the Chaldaean Oracles. Human souls belong to one 

celestial god, but each of the celestial gods are ruled by the 
sun, around whom they revolve (146CD). Moreover, since each of 

the celestial gods is a horizontal emanation of the sun,^ the 

powers of each god to elevate the human souls belonging to it are 
derived from the rays of the sun and, therefore, from Helios.

Indeed, Helios perfects the gifts that these visible gods provide 
(151B, 157A). Thus, although all the visible gods can elevate



souls, their power to do so comes through the sun from Helios.

In this way, the power can be said to belong particularly to the 

sun but to be shared by all the visible gods.
The sun and the visible gods, then, can elevate the human 

soul from the realm of generation and unite the soul to themselves. 

This union is the theurgic ritual's third and final phase (after the 
soul's purification and liberation from fate). It has already been 

seen that the three rulers in the Chaldaean system play an important 
role in the soul's elevation. The same is true of the three rulers 
in Iamblichus' hierarchy. Julian says that Helios frees souls from 

their bodies and leads them to the noetic realm (Or. IV.136B).
Helios purifies the soul by his light and leads them to their goal 

(151CD). It now remains to show the method by which the human soul 

is elevated and united to the gods.

The evidence of Julian's fifth oration can be used to 

supplement that of his fourth. Here Julian introduces two further 

deities— Cybele and Attis— and places them into the Iamblichean 
hierarchy of the fourth oration. Cybele, the mother of the gods, 

is the source of the noeric gods; she is the mother and wife of 

Zeus (i.e., of Helios) (Or. V.166AB, 179D-180A). She is therefore, 
a noetic goddess, originally prior to Helios but emanating to his 

level. At his level (Διδς σύνθωκος, Or. V.166B, cf. 170D, 179D), 

since she holds the causes of the noetic gods, Cybele is the source 
of the noeric gods; that is, she transfers the noetic cause to the 

noeric gods. As Wright (I, p. 463 n. 3) points out, she is the 

noetic equivalent of the noeric Athene: Cybele is providence 

(πρόνοια) for the noetic g o d s T h u s ,  since Athene is an emanation



from Helios (Or. IV.149CD), Cybele is an emanation from Aion, the 

ruler of the noetic gods. She is his active principle and descends 
into Helios' realm.

Attis, on the other hand, is a noeric god (Or. V.165D).

As such, he is under the rule of Helios. And indeed, Julian sets 
out to describe the relationship existing between these two deities. 

Helios^ is "the father and master" of the immaterial cause of the 
enhylic forms (165A), just as Attis is the god who joins together 

the sublunar enhylic forms and unites them to the cause set above 
matter. The distinction being drawn here is one between the Forms 
themselves and the Forms-in-matter existing below the moon. Iamblichus 

(In Phil. Fr. 4) places Forms in the third moment of the noetic realm, 

i.e., in νους (and at the disposal of the Demiurge). According to 
In Parm. Fr. 2, Iamblichus considered the enhylic forms to be the 

subject of Plato's sixth hypothesis (after irrational souls in the 
fifth and just before matter in the seventh). It is clear, then, 
that Julian's distinction is based firmly upon Iamblichean principles. 

Helios, the Demiurge, controls the Forms (which exist at his level) 

and Attis the enhylic forms (which exist in the encosmic realm).
Attis is, therefore, the creative activity of Helios capable 

of descending into the encosmic realm (a descent that Helios, as 

transcendent Demiurge, cannot make). As Julian says, Attis is 

"the essence of the creative and demiurgic νοΟς, which CessenceJ 

creates everything as far as lowest matter" (Or. V.161C). Attis, 
then, is like Cybele in that both are emanations from their realm's 

ruler and proceed into the next lower realm.
Julian associates both Cybele and Attis, along with Helios,



with the soul's descent to and ascent from generation. At the

Hilaria, a feast dedicated to Attis and held at the time of the

vernal equinox, human souls can hasten toward the life-producing
goddess (ξωογόνον . . · θεόν. Or. V.169BC), that is, to Cybele

47(cf. 168A). At this time, Attis halts his own descent and human 

souls "are elevated to the gods themselves" (έτχί δέ τούς θεούς 
αύτούς άναχθείσης, 169D).

How can human souls follow Attis? Attis is said to be 

similar to Helios' rays (ταϊς ήλιακαϊς άκτϊσιν έμφερεϊ, 165C).47 
Attis represents Helios' demiurgic power immanent in the encosmic 

realm. Thus, since Helios' light (given to the realm of generation 

through the visible sun) is the "pure energy of pure νούς itself"

(Or. IV.134AB) and since Attis is "the essence (ουσία) of the creative 

and demiurgic νοϋς" (Or. V.161C), it follows that Attis and Helios' 

rays are similar in that each informs a particular demiurgic and 
noeric quality of Helios immanent in this realm. Furthermore, 

the sun's rays are the summit of ether (Or. 1V.132C). Thus, the 
solar rays partake of two realms: visible and noeric. Attis, who 

follows Helios’ rays down to the realm of matter, is the active 
noeric element.

Helios' uplifting (άναγωγοί) rays are related to (gyeiv 
οίκείως) human souls who desire to be freed from the realm of 
generation (Or. V.172AB, 172C). Helios elevates (άνάζει) them "by 

the invisible, completely incorporeal, divine, and pure essence 

situated in his rays" (δι.ά της αφανούς καί. άσωμώτου ττίντη χαΐ 
θείας καί καθαρός έν ταίς άκτϊσιν ιδρυμένης ούσιας, Or. V.172B).
This essence is, as has been seen, Attis. Helios' light is, then,



a conduit through which Attis can descend and lift pure souls

upward to Helios. At Or. V.172D-173A, Julian makes the relationship

between Helios and Attis clear. Speaking from Chaldaean doctrine,
he says that Helios elevates (άνάγωυ) human souls through the 

49intermediary of Attis. Nevertheless, it is not only through Attis 
that souls are elevated. Helios' rays themselves also have this 
uplifting power (172C). This power comes from Helios' "visible 

and invisible energies," that is, through the visible powers of 
the visible sun and from the invisible powers prior to the sun, 
powers that are both noeric and noetic.

There is, therefore, a complete chain of gods from the One 
to this realm, a chain that includes active intermediaries capable 

of assisting purified souls in their ascent.-’® These souls are, in 

accordance with the Iamblichean doctrine, purified by the light of 
Helios (Or. IV.151C).^ This purification, as has been shown, 
involves the soul's vehicle, which, like the sun's rays, is ethereal. 

The ethereal rays of the sun (originating from Helios) and the 
active essence in those rays (i.e., Attis) aid in the ascent of the 

human soul, which is itself attached to its ethereal vehicle. Thus 
the rays of Helios are "related to" (ο(κείαι) the purified soul on 

two levels. First, both the rays and the soul's vehicle are ethereal. 

Second, Attis as pure νους and that part of the sun's light that

derives from Helios (who is νοΟς) are similar to the rational soul,
52which has a noeric component.

Julian gives the following account of the soul's elevation 
(Or. IV.152AB):

The more divine gifts Cof Helios3 — as many as he gives



to souls, freeing them from the body, then elevating 
(έππνάγων) them to the kindred substances (συγγενείς 
ούσίαε) of the god, and providing the subtlety and vigor 
of his divine rays as a sort of vehicle for the soul's 
safe descent into generation—  Cthese giftsj let others 
hymn worthily but let them be believed rather than proven 
by us.

There are three points to be noted here. First, the doctrine

here is a religious dogma to be accepted on faith. The dogma is,
53of course, Chaldaean, as the word έπανάγων proves. Second,

Helios' rays are like (otov) the soul's vehicle and provide a 
conduit for the Soul's descent and, therefore, for its subsequent 

r e a s c e n t . T h e  ethereal ray and the ethereal vehicle unite, and 
the uplifting powers from Helios and Attis cause the soul— now 
freed from the corporeal body— to ascend. Third, the kindred 

substances to which the rays lead the soul are the ethereal bodies 
of the visible gods.^ This, too, is in accordance with the 

Iamblichean doctrine of the soul's return to its leader-god. From 
there the soul ascends to the noetic.

The two orations of Julian show how Iamblichus conceived 

of the human soul's union with its leader-god, a union brought about 

by the theurgic ritual. The soul ascends, with the help of the 

greater kinds and Attis, to its god via Helios' rays. In this 

conception, the ethereal vehicle is the receptor of the divine 
light. The light is the conduit for the vehicle and is the source 

of the uplifting noeric energy. The light purifies the vehicle and 

makes the rational soul fit for union with the gods. In this way, 
Iamblichus combined metaphysics and theurgy and changed the direction 
of neoplatonic philosophy.

It is now time to return to the first of the two questions



raised at the beginning of this section: what happens to the

vehicle in the soul's ascent? Certain passages from Iamblichus'

De Mysteriis and Platonic commentaries provide the evidence necessary
for answering this question.

It was shown in section I, above, that the fate of the
immortal vehicle is tied up with that of the irrational soul, which
is also immortal (In Tim. Fr. 81). There it was also argued that the
rational soul is capable of an existence separated from both the

vehicle and the irrational soul. The rational soul can ascend higher,

while the vehicle and irrational soul remained preserved in the
encosmic realm (De An. I, p. 384, 26-27). Finally, it was shown that

the separated rational soul contained a rational faculty (διάνοια)

and a noeric faculty (κατά νοϋν διάδεσιν, De An. I, p. 457, 13-14).
The vehicle and irrational soul are the organs for the soul’s

lower functions. The vehicle controls the functions of sense-

perception and imagination;^ the irrational soul such functions as
appetite, desire, e t c .58 These lower, irrational faculties are

useless in the upper realms and, indeed, could be detrimental to

its pure existence there. Thus, the soul that wishes to ascend
must divest itself of these faculties.

It has already been shown that the vehicle, which houses

both the rational and irrational souls, is purified and elevated
by the divine light. The vehicle also has a second function in

the soul's elevation. In the theurgic act, Iamblichus says

(De Myst■ III 14, p. 132, 11-17), the gods illuminate
the ethereal and luminous vehicle that surrounds the 
soul. From this ^illumination} divine images take hold 
of the imaginative power (φανταστικήν δύναμίν) in us>



images moved by the will of the gods. For the whole life 
of the soul and all the powers in it are moved subject 
to the gods, as the soul's leaders will.

When the vehicle is illuminated by the light from the soul's
leader-god, all external and internal stimuli to the vehicle

cease; only images from the god are impressed upon it. The

suppression of the lower faculties is complete. In De Myst.
Ill 6, pp. 113, 7-114, 2, Iamblichus claims that when a person is

illuminated by the gods, no sense-perception (αίσθησις), no

consciousness (τταρακολούθησι,ς), no intuition (έπι,βολή) takes place
in the vehicle. Indeed, such a person cannot partake of emotion,

ecstasy, or any errors from imagination. That is to say, all the
lower mental functions that do not belong essentially to the rational 

59soul are useless.
The vehicle's second theurgic purpose, therefore, is to be 

filled with divine images.^® These images prevent any material 
images or sense-impressions from occurring within the vehicle and 

thus effectively block out any irrational activities. The rational 
soul, freed from all irrational impulses, can now operate at its 

proper noeric level.
At De Myst. Ill 14, p. 133, 3-4, Iamblichus states that 

the higher faculties are indeed alert: "the soul's attentive 

faculty (προσοχή) and discursive thought (fiuAvoua) are conscious 

of what o c c u r s . T h u s ,  for the soul's actual union with its 
leader-god, only the psychic faculties necessary for such union 

are active.
Iamblichus has more to say about the higher faculties 

involved in the soul's union with the gods in two fragments from



Phaedrus and Timaeus commentaries. These fragments, taken together 

with Iamblichus' blending of the Phaedrus, and Timaeus myths, provide 

the evidence necessary for showing how Iamblichus conceived the 

immortality of the vehicle and irrational soul.

In In Phaedrum Fr. 6, Iamblichus interprets Plato's

description of the true beings in the supercelestial place (Phdr.
247c3-dl) . Plato says that these Forms are seen only by the soul's

governor (ψυχής κυβερνήτη μόνψ θεατή, 247c7), by which Plato 
62means the soul's voOq . Iamblichus, however, takes the term 

κυβερνήτη in a different sense. For Iamblichus, the governor differs 
from the charioteer (ήνίοχος, see, e.g., Phdr. 247e5). Iamblichus 
calls the governor the soul's One (τό εν της ψυχής) and the 

charioteer the soul's νους. Thus, it is not the soul's noeric 
faculty that is the contemplator (θεατής) of the Forms, but the 

soul's One, the governor. For Iamblichus, the governor is more 

perfect (τελειότερος) than the charioteer and the horses (i.e., 
than the lower rational and the irrational faculties). "For the 

soul's One is naturally united to the gods" (τό γάρ £v τής ψυχής 

ένοϋσθαι, τοϊς θεοϊς πέφυκεν)."
In Phaedrum Fr. 6, therefore, presents a level of the soul 

higher than its noeric capacity. This higher level is the psychic 

equivalent of the One. As Dillon (253) puts it: "A special faculty 
of the soul was required, to be the receptacle of mystical inspiration 

from the gods, and to answer in the microcosm of the individual to 
the realm of the One in the macrocosm." The soul's One was the 
soul's means of being united with the higher noetic entities, even 
with the One itself. Given Iamblichus' passion for detail in his



metaphysical system, it is by no means surprising that he would 

postulate the need for a higher faculty in the human soul capable 

of contemplation at the higher levels. It is equally to be 
expected that he would find a way to foist the origin of the 
doctrine of this higher faculty onto Plato himself. He found his 
opportunity in Plato's casual use of κυβερνήτη in the Phaedrus.

The soul's One alone is the organ for the contemplation of the 
Forms.

That the soul's One is not a separate faculty but an integral—  

though higher— part of the rational soul is clear from In Tim. Fr. 87. 
Here, after arguing against Plotinus that no part of the soul remains 

above generation and impassible, Iamblichus draws upon Plato's 

Phaedrus myth as further proof of his position. The soul's charioteer 

(ήνίοχος) is its highest part (κεφαλαι,ωδέστατον). It is the
governor (δυακυβερνων) of an individual's entire being and contemplates

63with its own head the "supercelestial place" (τη έπ,υτοϋ κεφαλή 

τών ίχτερουράνΐ-σν τόπον όρων). Thus, it seems that if Iamblichus 
is being consistent between the two Platonic commentaries, Iamblichus 
considers the soul's One as the charioteer's "head," i.e., as the 

rational soul's highest part. As such it is equivalent to the 
Chaldaean <5ν3ος του νοϋ.6^

Iamblichus' explanation of the role of the charioteer in 
the soul’s union with the gods depends upon his interpretation of 

the Phaedrus. The charioteer, who "with his own head" views the 

Forms in the noetic realm, is said to be made similar to the "great 
leader" of the gods. The phrase ΐιέγας ήγεμών derives from Phdr.

246e4, where it refers to Zeus. It will be recalled that Iamblichus
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equates this deity with the Demiurge. It is he that all the other

gods (together with their entourage of greater kinds and human

souls) follow in order to contemplate the Forms. Thus, the charioteer,

by means of the soul's One, can be united to the Demiurge and view

the Forms. For Iamblichus concludes

And If the charioteer is the highest element in us, and 
he, as is said in the Phaedrus, sometimes is carried aloft 
and raises "his head into the region outside" Γ Phdr.
248a2-3 J , while at other times he descends and (fills his 
pair) with lameness and moulting, it plainly follows that 
the highest element in us experiences different states 
at different times.

It follows that the soul's charioteer (i.e., the rational 
soul) ascends and descends as an entirety. Its highest part (here 

called its head) is the soul's One, and it glimpses the Forms in 

"the region outside," i.e., in the noetic realm. It does so by 
having its vehicle and irrational soul follow the Demiurge in the 

entourage of the soul's leader-god. Note that Iamblichus says that 

the rational soul alone— not the vehicle or the irrational soul—  

enters the noetic realm. As Iamblichus says in In Phaedrum Fr. 6, 

the soul's One is a contemplator of the Forms "not because it grasps 

the noetic realm as if it were different from it but because it is 

united to that realm." The soul's One is that part of the rational 

soul that undergoes union with noetic entities.

In Iamblichus' interpretation of the Phaedrus myth, the 

soul's vehicle (together with the irrational soul that is attached 
to it) remains in the divine entourage while the rational soul 

(conceived of here as the charioteer) can, as it were, poke its head 
into the noetic realm. The vehicle and irrational soul, therefore, 

remain below. They do not ascend to the noetic.



A passage from Proclus (In Tim. Ill p. 276, 19-22) helps
to explain the vehicle's situation:

Whenever the partial Ci.e., humanj soul attaches itself 
to the whole Ci.e., to the divine soulj, its vehicle also 
follows the vehicle of the divine soul, and just as the 
soul imitates the intellection of the divine soul, so 
also its body imitates the movement of the divine body.

The vehicle's ultimate fate is to be reunited with the ethereal
vehicle of the visible god, the soul's leader-god. There the
vehicle and irrational soul remain, purified and free from all

irrational activity, while the rational soul mounts even higher.
As the vehicle waits below, the rational soul by means of

its highest part is united to the Demiurge.^ But, as the term

τδ £v τής ψυχής suggests, the rational soul is capable of even
a higher existence, as three passages from the De Mysteriis show.

In De Myst. V 20, p. 228, 2-12, Iamblichus states that it

is possible, although most rare, for a theurgist to be united with

hypercosroic gods. Such a union, however, occurs only to theurgists
who have perfected their art over a great amount of time. In De Myst.

V 22, pp. 230, 14-231, 2, the summit of the hieratic (i.e., theurgic)

art is the ascent to the One, but such an ascent occurs to an
exceedingly small number of priests and then only late in their lives.

Finally, in De Myst. X 7, p. 293, 1-4, Iamblichus claims that the

Egyptians believed the highest good for mortals is union with the One.
The rational soul of a theurgist can in some rare cases

separate itself from the vehicle and ascend to the One itself. On

the basis of Julian’s orations, it would seem most likely that the
rational soul ascends to the One (or Aion) both through the rays

of Aion which are showered on the Demiurge (Helios) and through



Cybele, who like Attis descends from her own realm to assist 

ascending souls. While the rational soul soars ever higher, its 
vehicle remains under the protection of the leader-god's vehicle.
When the soul descends again, it re-enters its purified vehicle and 
makes its pure descent back into the realm of generation 
(In Phaedonem Fr. 5).

This, then, is the manner in which Iamblichus conceived the 

immortal existence of the vehicle separated from the rational soul.

It is not that the vehicle exists "in the purity of the noetic realm" 

or that it exists "eternally in the atmosphere as a daemon of some 

g r a d e . T h e  vehicle simply remains united to the vehicle of the 
soul's leader-god.

It now remains to answer the second question raised at the 

beginning of this inquiry: why did Iamblichus hold this unique view 

of the vehicle's immortality. Again, the answer depends upon his 
religious philosophy and upon his concern with the Chaldaean Oracles.

It was argued in section I, above, that Iamblichus' belief 
in an immortal vehicle was opposed to Porphyry's doctrine that the 
vehicle of the philosopher was dispersed back into the elements from 

which it was constituted. Porphyry, according to Proclus, In Tim. 

Ill, p. 234, 26-30, used as a basis for his doctrine the teachings 
of the Chaldaean Oracles (Fr. 61e). Iamblichus, therefore, must

have combatted Porphyry's theories by referring to the Chaldaean
68Oracles and showing the correct interpretation of them.

Several passages from Iamblichus' De Anima help to shed 

light on what was at issue. In De An. I, pp. 456, 12-457, 6,
Iamblichus discusses the judgment, punishment, and purification of



human souls at the time of their death. As Festugiere (243 η. 1)

points out, this passage contrasts the views of the ancients (i.e.,
the theurgic priests) with those of the "Platonists and Pythagoreans"

69(p. 456, 20-21), among whom Iamblichus includes Plotinus. The

ancients, Iamblichus says, claim that some souls do not undergo

judgment, punishment, and purification, whereas the Platonists and
Pythagoreans claim that all souls do. The souls that the ancients—

and Iamblichus— would free from judgment, punishment, and purification

comprise the class of pure souls, which were discussed in section III
B, above. They are άπύλυτοι wal αμιγείς και αδέσποτοι παντελώς
χαί αϋτα.1 έαυτδιν οδαα,ι χαΐ πεπληρωμέναι των θεών (ρ. 456, 17-18),

τάς άχράντους ψυχάς καί τάς δμσνοητιχως συναφθείαας τοϊς θεοϊς

(ρ. 456, 23-24), and θεοϊς συνέπσνται (ρ· 457, 2).^ These
descriptions mark such souls as pure souls of the theurgists who for

a time were able to escape from the cycle of births and retain their
purity even in the realm of generation.

This doctrine, which makes a certain class of souls free

from the need of punishment for sins committed in an earlier corporeal
71life is a Chaldaean one. It is a doctrine that, as has been shown, 

both Iamblichus and Porphyry accept. However, as was noted in 
section I, above, there is another doctrine which Iamblichus accepts 

and Porphyry rejects and which leads Iamblichus to adopt his theory 

of the immortal vehicle. It can now be seen that Iamblichus found 

corroboration for this doctrine in both Plato's Phaedrus and the 
Chaldaean Oracles.

In De An. I, p. 457, 15-16, Iamblichus says that the ancients 

"correctly give to it Ci.e., the human soul] a superintendence



over things here, but Porphyry removes this ^superintendence^ 

from it." The doctrine of the προστασία των τηδε is an important 

one for Iamblichus. Human souls, once they became purified, did 

not escape the cycle of births forever but returned to this lower 
realm and returned for an honorable purpose. In De An. I, p.458, 

17-21, Iamblichus compares the beliefs of the ancients with those 
of the Platonists:

According to the ancients, when souls have been freed from 
generation, they together with the gods govern (συνδιοικοΟσι) 
the universe, but according to the Platonists they contemplate 
the god's realm. Similarly, according to the former they 
together with the angels administer the universe, but 
according to the latter they revolve with them 
(συμπεριπολοϋσιν).

The distinction that Iamblichus is drawing is based (as the

words συνδιοικοΟσι and συμπεριπολσΟσιν show)^ on Phdr. 245bc.

According to Plato, human souls sometimes "mount higher and govern

all the cosmos" (μετεωροπορεΐ τε m l  πάντα τόν κόσμον διοικεί,
246cl-2) . For Iamblichus, these souls are the purified souls who

73are able to view the Forms in the noetic realm. Where the 
Platonists go astray, according to Iamblichus, is in failing to 

grasp the significance of the role of purified souls once they 
return to the lower realm. These souls do not merely attain a passive 

union with the gods, but having been purified by and united to the 

gods, they return to this lower realm to help those less fortunate 

souls still in it. As Iamblichus said of these purified souls at 
De An. I, p. 380, 7-9: they descend "for the preservation, purifi­

cation, and perfection" of this realm.

Thus for Iamblichus, both Plato's Phaedrus and the Chaldaean 

Oracles provide the basis for the belief that all souls must descend



again.^ Iamblichus' mention of angels at De An. 1, p. 458, 20, 

helps to clarify the position of such purified souls and to under­
score the Chaldaean influence on Iamblichus' doctrine.

Lewy (220 nn. 173 and 175) discusses two Chaldaean Oracles 
(Frr. 137 and 138) that deal with the celestial rank accorded 

to theurgists after their deaths. In the first oracle (from Proclus, 

In Rep■ II, p. 154, 17ff), theurgic priests (τελεστικοί) are allotted 
the τάξις of angels: "'living as an angel in power,' (άγγελος έν 

δυνάμει ζων) as the oracle says." In the second oracle (from 
Olympiodorus, In Phaed. 10.14.8-10), it is said:

But Plato does not wish the souls of the theurgists to 
remain forever in the noetic realm but to descend into 
generation, concerning which souls, the oracle says:
"in the angelic space" (άγγελικψ ένί χάρψ).
Iamblichus has these two oracles in mind in De Myst■ II 2,

p. 69, 8-17:

Because of the good will of the gods and the illumination 
of their light, the soul often progresses even higher and 
is elevated (ά,ναγσμ,ένη) to the greater, angelic order 
(τάζιν τήυ αγγελικήν). At that time, it no longer remains 
in the boundaries of soul, but is completely perfected 
into angelic soul and pure life . . . But if it is 
necessary to speak the truth, the soul is always defined 
according to one nature but, by associating itself with 
causes preceding it, the soul is united to some entities 
at one time and to others at others.

The purified soul can range from generation to the gods themselves

(pp. 6 8 , 8-69, 6). As a reward for its pure life, it is granted

to the purified soul to dwell with the angels after its death
(i.e., at the end of its corporeal existence on earth). At such

time, the soul is above the normal τάξις of human souls. However,
since Iamblichus must insist on preserving the differences between



different classes of soul (see section II, above), he carefully 

points out that this union with the angels does not mean that the 

human soul even of the theurgist is equal to an angelic soul. The 
human soul belongs to its own τχ5£ι.ς (ώρισται. μέν del καθ' έν τι, 

p. 69, 16) but can be elevated higher by the gods.^ Thus, for 
Iamblichus, the soul of the theurgist exists with the angels and 
together with them aids other human souls wishing to be elevated.

It has already been seen that the rational component of 
purified human souls is capable of a separate existence in the 

noetic realm and even in the realm of the One itself.^ In the 

encosmic realm, however, these souls— like the visible gods and 

greater kinds— require a vehicle. For Iamblichus, this was the 

soul's original vehicle, which, linked to its irrational soul and 

already purified by the divine rays, remained attached to the 
vehicle of the soul's leader-god. Thus, Iamblichus' conception of 
the immortality of the vehicle is based upon his interpretation of 

two Chaldaean doctrines: the doctrine of the soul's purification 

and elevation to the gods and the doctrine of the purified soul's 
return to and governance over the realm of generation.



^As Scott (86-87) notes.

^Scott (91-92) fails to see this point, and this failure
leads him to alter Iamblichus' text at p. 290, 16-17. Scott 
thinks that Iamblichus' statement that "release from the bonds 
of fate" (290, 15-16) can occur only through θεών γνβσις *-s 
contradicted by what Iamblichus says at 291, 10-15, viz., that 
this knowledge of the gods is the "first road" to happiness.
For Scott, "the hieratic and theurgic gift of happiness" (291, 
12-13) represents a second, completely separate road to happiness. 
He therefore takes the θεών γνδίσις , not as theurgy, but as 
philosophical contemplation like that of Plotinus and Porphyry. 
Such a view, however, runs counter to the accepted belief that 
Iamblichus opposed Plotinus and Porphyry in this matter. See 
De Myst. II 11, pp. 96, 13-97, 11, quoted in section III B, 
above; Dillon (28-29); and Dodds (xx). Scott, however does not 
believe that Iamblichus was the author of the De Mysteriis. Note 
that Julian, Or. IV.180B, calls ή xQv θεών γ\ώσις the chief 
happiness for humaa beings.

χαϊ. απαλλαγήν γενέσεως ένωσίν τε πρδς τήν θείαν Αρχήν ή διά 
τών κλήσεων άνοδος παρέχει τοΐς ΙερεΟσι; and X 7 , ρ. 293, 7-8 : 
Ψυχής κΑθαρσις καί άπώλυσις καί σωτηρία are the concerns of 
the theurgist.

Iamblichus' interest in it, see Lewy (487-489). Iamblichus combined 
the Chaldaean Αναγωγή with Platonic and Hermetic doctrines. See 
De Myst. I 1 and 2. Cf. Lewy (463-464). On the necessity of theurgy,

X 6 , p. 292, 17. This usage is cited by Lewy (487) as Chaldaean.

book of Iamblichus' Chaldaean Theology. Damascius also refers to 
this work at I, p. 154, 13-14. For allusions by other authors, 
see Dillon (24). For the importance of the Chaldaean Oracles to 
Iamblichean philosophy, see des Places' edition of the Chaldaean 
Oracles, pp. 24-29.

the priest, the κλήταρ (who invokes the gods), and the δοχεύς 
or initiate whose soul was caused to ascend through the agency 
of the gods summoned by the priest and κλήτωρ. See Lewy (39-40, 
467-471).

^On the sacrament of Αναγωγή, see Lewy (177-226) . For

see De Myst. Ill 21.

^Note that the theurgic rite is called Αναγωγή at De Myst.

6 ,Damascius, Dub, et Sol. I, p. 8 6 , 5-6, refers to the 28th

^The sacred ritual consisted of at least three officiants:

8Lewy (178-184).



See Lewy (178 n. 4 and 182-183).
10See Lewy (183-184).

^Χχλδαίων . . . πραρητών, p. 176, 2, i.e., Julian the 
Chaldaean and Julian the Theurgist, the authors of the Chaldaean 
Oracles. See Lewy (273 and n. 53) and des Places (144 η. 1).

12Iamblichus calls these gods "the givers of the only 
goods" (τών Αγαθών . . . μώνως δοτήες, p. 176, 3-4). This 
phraseology is similar to X 5, p. 292, 3 (τούς των Αγαθών δοτήρες 
θεούς, quoted above) describing the gods to which the theurgist 
will be united. The similarity of expression adds further weight 
to the argument that De Myst. X 5 and 6 describes Chaldaean rites.
The phrase Ζεύς γΑρ tol δωτήρ πώντων Αγαθών τε κακών τε occurs 
in Ch. Or. Fr. 215, 4.

l^This illumination is discussed by Verbeke (379-380),
Lewy (198-199), and Nock (xcviii-c, esp. n. 6).

^The oracle at Clarus near Colophon is mentioned by 
Tacitus, Annals 2.54. For bibliography on and further information 
about this oracle, see M.P. Nilsson, Geschichte der Griechischen 
Religion, 3rd edition (Munich 1967) I, 545-546, 545 n. 15, and II,
475 and n. 6 .

*^As Verbeke (380) notes.

^For the verb xwpeCv as a "technical term," see des 
Places (114), Nock (xcix n. 8 ), Lewy (40 n. 20), and des Places 
in his edition of the Chaldaean Oracles, p. 152. The verb appears 
in Ch. Or. Fr. 225 and describes the action of a δοχεύς. (See 
note 7, above.)

^Iamblichus describes purification as one of the greatest 
benefits from sacrifices (θυσίαι.) in De Mvst. V 6 , p. 206, 16-17.
See also II 9, p. 87, 14-15, where Iamblichus says that "callers”
(οι. καλοΟντες = κλήταρες) receive from the gods a release from 
and transcendence over passions (παθών έξηλλαγμένην καί ίπτερ- 
έχουααν); i.e., they are purified of them. For Iamblichus' doctrine 
of the "caller" and its relation to Chaldaean elevation, see Lewy 
(467-471).

18This fact is further confirmed by Iamblichus' use of 
the word Ανοδος (p. 41, 17) for the ritual— see Lewy (486 n. 6)—  
and by the mention of συνθήματα <Αναγωγά (Ρ· 42, 16). For 
Chaldaean use of these "symbols" in the elevation, see Lewy (190- 
192, esp. 192 n. 56). For the Iamblichean doctrine that the gods 
do not descend into generation, see Julian, Or. IV.171B.

^®0n the word for "union," συναφή, see des Places (218), 
who cites Nock (xcviii n. 5). Note that a similar distinction 
between purification and divine union caused by illumination is



found in Iamblichus' accounts of the priestesses of Delphi and 
Branchides (pp. 126, 4-127, 9).

20See Levy (192-200).
21 See Levy (411 n. 37) for citations.
22A similar hierarchy is expressed in De Myst. II 5, p.

79, 6-13: "The power to purify souls is perfect (τέλεον) among 
the gods and uplifting (Αναγωγών) among the archangels. Angels 
free souls from the bonds of matter, and demons drag them down 
into matter. Heroes lead them down to a concern for visible works, 
etc." For the difference in the subtlety of light (λετττότης τοΟ 
φωτός) in gods and greater kinds, see II 8 .

2^In this part of the De Anima (pp. 454, 11-457, 6), 
Iamblichus is discussing the judgment, punishment, and purification 
of souls after death. However, since the purpose of the Chaldaean 
elevation is the "soul;s immortalization" (Levy C184 n. 32J), the 
purification occurring as a part of the sacrament is the same as 
that occurring after death. The initiate's soul becomes immortal 
through elevation so that after death it can gain its reward.

24 Note that at De An. I, pp. 455, 27-456, 1, the τέλος of 
purification includes άνοδος έπΐ τήν γεννηααμένην αιτίαν.

2^For the text, see Festugiere (246 n. 2).
26Proclus, e.g., considered himself Mercurial; see Marinus, 

Vit. P r o d . 28, cited by Levy (225 n. 197).
27A large part of this section of Proclus' commentary 

(III, pp. 265, 22-266, 31), including the present passage, is 
Iamblichean. This assertion is proved first by the citation of 
Iamblichus' opinion concerning the vehicle at p. 266, 24-31 
(*= Iamblichus, In Tim. Fr. 84) and second by Proclus' two references 
to the Chaldaean Oracles (p. 266, 18-23), which certainly derive 
from Iamblichus' commentary on the Oracles. For evidence that the 
view expressed in the present passage is itself Iamblichean, see 
section III A, above. FestugiSre, in his edition of Proclus'
Timaeus commentary, V, p. 140 n. 4, compares In Tim. Ill, p. 268, 
19ff. and 277, 8ff.

2 ftAnd, for Iamblichus, this is a Chaldaean doctrine. For 
the Chaldaean doctrine, see Levy (211-213) and Ch. Or. Fr. 15 3  
"Theurgists do not belong to the fated herd (είμαρτήν αγέλην)." 
Iamblichus has this oracle in mind in De Myst■ V 18, p. 223,
9-15, where he states that "the great herd of humanity" (ή πολλή 
μέν άγέλη των ανθρώπων) is involved with fate. See des Places 
(172 n. 1). Iamblichus contrasts this great herd with the 
theurgists, who escape fate (pp. 223, 15-224, 1).



For Iamblichus as the source of Julian’s writings, see 
Witt (35-63, esp. 36-39), Nock (lii), Levy (69), and Wright (I, 
pp. 348-351, 441). Note Julian praises Iamblichus frequently:
Or. IV.146A, 150D, 157D-158A; Or. VI.188B; Or. VII.217B, 222B,
235A; Ej>. II and LVIII.401B. On the applicability of Macrobius 
to Iamblichus, see Witt (51): "Macrobius Saturnalia 1.17-23 . . . 
Care3 attributable to Iamblichus." Cf. Witt (38-39, 53) and Nock 
(lii n. 61; lv and n. 75; lviii and n. 8 8). For Julian and his 
relation to Iamblichean neoplatonism, see (in addition to Witt’s 
article) R. Browning, The Emperor Julian (Berkeley 1976) p. 55;
G.W. Bowersock, Julian the Apostate (London 1978) pp. 28-30, 8 6 ; 
and P. Athanassiadi-Fowden (Oxford 1981) pp. 143 and 153.

30The following summary of Chaldaean beliefs is from Lewy 
(137-157, 201-204). Cf. Athanassiadi-Fowden (note 29, above)
143 and n. 83.

^Cf. Wright (I, p. 357 n. 4) and Lewy (153 n. 317).
32On the Chaldaean conception of Aion as a fiery planet 

or sun, see Lewy (151-152).
33Cp. Dillon (343). Proclus follows Syrianus in placing 

the One above Aion, but even for Proclus Aion is a noetic entity.
See Dodds (228), who cites Proclus, In Tim. Ill, p. 13, 22.

^See Dillon (29-33) for Iamblichus' elaborate ordering 
of the realm of the One. The realm consists of a completely 
transcendent One, a second more active One, a dyad of the limited 
and the unlimited, and finally the third One that Iamblichus equates 
with Aion.

35It should be noted that the Chaldaean Oracles themselves 
may not have been very clear about the identity of the third ruler. 
See the fragments cited by Lewy (142-144) and his reasons for 
identifying the third ruler with the moon. 'Since the moon was 
probably not specifically mentioned as the third ruler, it was 
easier for Iamblichus to interpret the Oracles as he did.

36DIn Iamblichean metaphysics, each hypostasis or realm 
consists of three moments: the unparticipated (άμέθεκτος) , the 
participated (μετεχόμενος) , an<* the relational (κατά μέθεΕιν or 
fcv σχέσει) . The lowest moment of any realm is also the highest, 
unparticipated moment of the realm below it. Thus, for example, 
the Aion (or τό £v όν) is at once the lowest moment of the realm 
of the One and the highest moment of the noetic realm. On this 
aspect of Iamblichus' metaphysics, see Dillon (33-36, 52, 342).

3^In Tim. Fr. 34. The translation is Dillon's (137).
Dillon (418-419) also believes that Julian's Helios is the Demiurge.

3®See also Sat. 1.18.18: εις Ζεύς, είς ‘Αίδης, εις 
"Ηλιος, εϊς Διόνυσος and compare Julian Or. IV.136A: εις Ζεύς,



εις Άίδης, εις "Ηλιος έστι. &5ρατας. On the relation between 
these two oracular verses, see Festugifere (159-160). Zeus is 
another manifestation of Helios, as are Hades, Dionysus, and 
Sarapis. As Festugiere points out, Macrobius attributes his verse 
to Orpheus and goes on to compare it to a verse from Apollo's 
oracle at Clarus (Sat. 1.18.20); Julian attributes his oracle 
to Apollo (135D). The common source of both authors is Iamblichus.

39Cp. Macrobius, Sat. 1.19.9: sol mundi mens est, where 
sol * "Ηλιος and mens = νους. The passage itself is cited by 
Wright (I, p. 363 n. 3) as proof that Helios is νοΟς, and by 
Lacombrade (202). The phrase is repeated in Macrobius, Sat. 
1.18.17, where it is called Orphic. Cp. Sat. 1.18.15.

40Cp. Proclus, In Tim. Ill, p. 82, 16-19, where the 
Demiurge is said to create the sun from his own essence. The 
sun is thus both hypercosmic and one of the seven planets (i.e., 
is encosmic). Proclus says this is a Chaldean belief. This 
Proclean passage occurs in a longer one about the sun (pp. 81, 
31-83, 17), which echoes much of what Julian says in his fourth 
oration and can, therefore, be considered Iamblichean.

^The seven planets are (from highest to lowest in the 
neavens) Saturn, Jupiter, Mars, the sun, Venus, Mercury, and 
the moon. The visible sun is the spatial center as well as the 
ruler. See Wright (I, p. 399 n. 3) and Lacombrade (111 η. 1).

^See Or. IV.156D-157A: "And now he Ci.e., Heliosi, 
shines into the visible realm, the center of all heaven, a seat 
that is his from eternity, and grants a share of noetic beauty 
to all the visible realm, and fills all heaven with as many gods 
as he holds noerically in himself." Thus, Helios as the visible 
sun occupies the center of the visible universe and creates from 
himself the other planetary gods.

^It should also be noted here that Iamblichus believed 
in the existence of gods above the noetic gods. These gods are 
the so-called henads. See Dillon (412-416), who proves that 
Iamblichus was the first to postulate the existence of henads.
Cf. Dodds (257-260) and the additional sources cited there. These 
henads were horizontal emanations of the One and acted as the 
first in a vertical series (σειραί) of gods. There is a manifes­
tation of each henad at each metaphysical level. These henads 
guarantee a connection from the realm of the One to that of 
the visible gods— and below; for, the emanations proceed even into 
the realm of generation. Julian notes that the emanations into 
this realm are multiplied (Or. IV.142B, 143B). In this he 
appears to be echoing Iamblichus (In Tim. Fr. 79), where Iamblichus 
states that there is a doubling of the gods in their emanation 
beneath the moon. For example, the 36 hypercosmic decadarchs 
proceed as 72 sublunar gods. As Iamblichus notes, there is a 
diminishing power along with the doubling in number. The series 
of gods from the One to the sublunar realm guarantees a single



continuity throughout the universe, a continuity especially 
helpful for the workings of theurgy.

^Cf. Or. IV.146D: the visible realm "is full of gods 
from Helios" (θεών έστιν feg ‘Ηλίου πλήρης) .

^For Athene Pronoia, see Or. IV.149BC. Julian explicitly 
compares Cybele and Athene with regard to their προνοητική at 
Or. V.179B. Note that just as Cybele is "a virgin without a 
mother" (παρθένος άμήτωρ, Or. V.166B), so too is Athene (Or. 
VII.230A: τήν άμήτορα, την παρθένον; Against the Galilaeans,
235C: παρθένος άμήτωρ). cf. Rochefort (112 n. 2).

^Julian refers to Helios as "the third demiurge" (165A, 
161D). See Wright (I, p. 451 n. 3) and Rochefort (107 n. 2), 
both of whom cite Or. IV.140A.

^This halt is symbolized by his castration (Or. V.167D,
169C).

^®Thus Wright (I, pp. 451 n. 3 and 481 n. 2), Rochefort 
(107 n. 2), Witt (51 n. 2), and Athanassiadi-Fowden (note 29, 
above) 145 are wrong when they say that Julian "identifies"
Attis with the rays. There is a similarity, not an identity.
At Or. V.161D-162A, the critical passage, Julian says that Attis 
is "the final nature of the third creator Ci.e., Heliosi, which 
descends by an excess of creative power through the stars above 
down to earth." This statement does not imply that Attis is 
Helios' rays but simply that Attis is the immanent creative power 
of Helios carried in his rays.

ή90η the identity of τάν έπτάκτινα θεόν with Helios, see 
Wright (I, p. 483 n. 1) and Rochefort (183 n. 3).

"^Strictly speaking, Attis descends only as far as the 
Milky Way (Or. V.171A), i.e., as far as the moon (167D-168A). 
However, Attis is the leader of the greater kinds (168AB: έπαρχον 
δέ των θείων γενών, and cf. 168Β, where Attis is flanked by 
Corybants, at τρεις άρχικαΐ των μετά, θεούς κρεισαόνων γενών 
ύποστόσεις). Thus, through them, he is connected to the sublunar 
realm. Cp. Or. 1V.145C, 151C.

"^The purification is both physical and spiritual (Or.
V.178BC). For physical purification in Iamblichus, see De Myst.
V 16.

52See De An. I, p. 457, 13-14: The ancients assigned to 
the soul παραπλησίαν τοΐς θεοΕς κατά νουν διάθεσιν άγαθοειδή.
See section I, above.

53See Lewy (183 n. 27), who, in addition, claims Iamblichus 
as Julian's source.



Julian does not say that Helios' ray is identical to 
the vehicle. This point is blurred by Rochefort (130), Witt 
(42-43, 46), and Lewy (183 n. 27). The ray and vehicle are 
similar because both are ethereal. Note that Iamblichus calls 
the vehicle αβγοειδές ττνεΟμα at De Myst. Ill 11, p. 125,
5-6 and V 26, p. 239, 9 and αβγοειδές δχημα at III 14, p. 132,
12. See des Places (113 n. 1, 117 n. 3, and 182 n. 1).

55See Or. V.172BC: "This light Ci.e., of Helios 3 has 
been shown to be related (οίκεΐσν) to the gods and to those Csouls3 
eager to be elevated (άναχθήναι)."

5^See Or. IV.136B: άνατείνων τάς ψυχάς έπί. τδν νοητών
κόσμον.

■^See Kissling (320-321) and Dodds (316). See also the 
Introduction, above.

58 ·See, for example, De An. I, p. 369, 12-15 and Festugiere
(194).

59See also De Myst. X 2, p. 287, 1-2: "No image is aroused 
when the noeric life is operating perfectly."

60It is by this means that divination occurs. See De Myst. 
Ill 11, pp. 125, 9-126, 3 and III 14, pp. 132, 18-133, 8 .

61Cp. De Myst. Ill 7, p. 114, 7-8: in enthusiasm the 
human διάνοια is not moved."

62Modern editors read the following: ψυχής κυβερνήτη 
μόνψ θεατή νφ. Iamblichus reads θεατή and omits νψ altogether.
See Dillon (253).

JA quotation from Phdr. 247c3. For Iamblichus, it is 
the noetic realm.

64See In Parm. Fr. 2A and Dillon (389-391). For the 
"flower of the intellect" as a Chaldaean term, see Ch■ Or.
Frr. 1 and 130, cf. 34, 37, 42, and 49. The άνθος του νοϋ
"is the faculty which permits us to attain union (ένωσις)
with the One," as des Places notes in his edition of the Chaldaean
Oracles, p. 6 6 . See also Lewy (165-169).

^^The translation is Dillon's (201).
^The Demiurge is the most common goal given in the De 

Mysteriis. See, e.g., V 18, p. 223, 15-17: "A few who use a 
certain supernatural power of νους separate from nature and are 
led around (τιεριάγονται) to a separate and unmixed νοΟς;" χ 6 , 
p. 292, 15-17: the goal of elevation (Αναγωγή) for the Egyptians 
is the placement of the soul in the Demiurge; and X 7, p. 293, 
12-13: επί. δέ τήν νοητήν καί θείαν άναχθέντες.



**7See Dillon (376), quoted in full in section II, above.
fi Q“Porphyry had argued that during the soul's descent, the 

soul gathered (in the words of Ch■ Or. Fr. 61e) "a portion of 
ether, of the sun, of the moon, and as many things as float in 
the air." Although little evidence remains of Iamblichus' 
interpretation of this fragment, there is reason to believe that 
he thought that the ether, sun, moon, and air were not components 
of the vehicle but, rather, sources of ethereal light useful in 
theurgy. In De Myst. Ill 14, p. 134, 9-19, Iamblichus discusses 
divine illumination via heavenly rays (τής αυγής ελλαμψις, 
line 11). This illumination holds as its greatest property a 
sacred radiating light (φως . . . Ιερόν χαταυγάζαν, lines 14-15) 
"that shines down from above from the ether, or air, or moon, or 
sun, or any other heavenly sphere" (lines 15-17). Iamblichus, 
it seems, used this and other Chaldaean Oracles to show that all of 
the visible gods provided the divine light necessary for theurgic 
ritual.

Plotinus is mentioned at 457, 6 .
7 0Cp. Ιχπαντον (380, 9), άπόλυτος (380, 12), and— with 

Festugiere (244 n. 2)— .συνσπαδοί . . . των Οεων (380, 24).
71See Lewy (213-226).
72According to Phdr. 246b6-7: "Every soul has a concern 

for everything without soul, and it revolves around all the heaven" 
(ψυχή ππαα παντός έπι,μελεϊται τοΟ άψύχου, πάντα δέ ούρανόν 
περιπολεΰ). Cp. De An. I, p. 458, 16-17: "According to the 
Platonists, souls have a concern for things without soul" 
(έταμελοΰνται τ£3ν άψύχων).

73Cp. Sallustius XXI: souls "separated from their irrational 
nature and purified of all body are united to the gods and with 
them govern (συνδιοικοΰσιν) the whole cosmos." See also Nock 
(xciv n. 223).

74According to Phdr. 248e3-249bl, all souls except those 
thrice choosing a philosophic life return to this realm every 
thousand years. After ten thousand years, the whole cycle begins 
anew.

7 Cp. De An. I, p. 458, 3-8, where Iamblichus contrasts 
the views of Numenius and the ancients concerning the souls union 
with the gods. Numenius conceives of such a union as "undifferen­
tiated identity" (ταύτότης Αδιάκριτος); the ancients as a 
"conjunction with a different substance" (σύμφυσις καθ' 
έτέραν ουσίαν). For Iamblichus, the soul, when it unites 
with higher entities, always remains a separate, inferior entity.

7^ln De Myst. X 5, p. 290, 10-14, Iamblichus makes clear 
that, at least in an earlier existence, the rational soul existed



alone, united to 
combination with 
and the notes of

the gods, and only at a later time entered into 
the irrational soul. Cp. VIII 6 , p. 269, 1-12 
des Places (199, 222).



In the course of this study, it has been seen that Iamblichus 
continually works on two levels: metaphysical and religious. With 

regard to metaphysical philosophy, Iamblichus tries to reconcile the 

works of Plato and to develop a consistent metaphysical hierarchy 

based on the Platonic writings. With regard to religious and theurgic 
beliefs, Iamblichus systematized the Chaldaean Oracles and reconciled 

those divine pronouncements with the words of the divine Plato. Indeed, 
Iamblichus' syncretism goes beyond this, as Iamblichus embraces and 

reinterprets the Chaldaean, Hermetic, and Orphic writings and even 
considers the Hermetic texts as the source for the philosophies of 

Pythagoras and Plato.''"

In trying to determine the origins of and the motivations 
behind Iamblichus’ religious/philosophical system, there is nothing 
to be gained by claiming the superiority of either religion or 
philosophy over the other. Both were necessary props for Iamblichus’ 

metaphysical system, and each reinforced the other. Theurgy was, of 

course, superior to philosophy, but there was no choosing between 

Plato and the Chaldaeans. Indeed, there is no conflict between them. 

Iamblichus enfolds them both into a complete mutually compatible 
system.

The metaphysical system that has been expounded in the 

previous chapters shows Iamblichus working through the supposed 
inconsistencies in the works of Plato himself: why does the human 

soul fall, how does the Phaedrus myth with its chariot imagery 
coincide with the Timaeus myth and its distributions and sowings of 
the soul, can there be a final escape from generation? For Iamblichus,



there had to be one consistent answer.

But Iamblichus supplemented the Platonic texts with his 

own belief in theurgy. In order for theurgy to work, the meta­
physical hierarchy of Plato must bear the additional burden of allowing 

the possibility of the soul's elevation. To his trained mind, all 
of Plato's works (which were themselves internally consistent) blended 

in perfect harmony with the ancient teachings of the theurgic priests.
In the end, Iamblichean philosophy can be said to consist in 

the harmonizing of the philosophies of past great thinkers. His 
philosophy can be summed up in his own words at De An. I, p. 366,

5-10. Although he is here discussing the human soul's inferiority

to all the entities above it, the sentiment Iamblichus expresses is
2quintessentially his own:

These opinions are perfectly shared by Plate himself, 
Pythagoras, Aristotle, and all the ancients, whose great 
names are celebrated for wisdom, as one sees if one 
investigates their opinions with understanding
(μετ' έτμ,στήμοε).

The investigation μετ' έηχστήμης is the cornerstone of Iamblichean 
philosophy. Iamblichus is, certainly, a scholastic, but his own 

investigations allowed him not only to seek the answers in established 
texts but also to interpose his own ideas onto those texts (although, 
of course, Iamblichus would not see it this way).

This attitude of correct interpretation μετ' έταστήμης is 
seen throughout Iamblichus' works but especially in the De Anima, 

which can be seen as a prolonged argument for the proper fusion of 

Platonic ideas with those of the theurgic priests. It can also be 
seen in the De Mysteriis, a blow by blow attack on Porphyry's 

Letter to Anebo, in which Porphyry assailed theurgy. Iamblichus



patiently rebuts Porphyry's every point and illustrates the truth: 

theurgy is the human soul's link to the gods and the effectiveness 
of theurgy is guaranteed by the metaphysical order in the universe.

Iamblichus' theory of the vehicle is also an investigation 

μετ' έηΐ-ατήμηςan<̂  an interpretation based upon the importance and 
function of theurgic ritual and on the metaphysical hierarchy that 

Iamblichus considered Platonic. According to Platonic and Chaldaean 
doctrines (as interpreted by Iamblichus), the vehicle has three 

functions. First, it houses the rational and irrational souls during 

the descent to, sojourn in, and ascent from the realm of generation. 
Iamblichus, drawing upon Plato's Timaeus, argues that the vehicle is 
made from ether by the Demiurge himself. As such, the vehicle is 

immortal. In its descent, the vehicle accumulates various powers, 
lives, and bodies from the universe (i.e., from the gods, greater 
kinds, and matter itself). In the soul's life on earth, the vehicle 

can become associated with generation and weighed down by matter.
This material pollution keeps the soul from its appropriate rational 
life. Thus begins the human's life of sin, the necessary judgment, 

punishment, and purification after death, and the continual rebirth 
in another human body.

The vehicle's second function is its capacity to transfer 

sense impressions and other images to the soul. In this way, a mortal 

can function in the world of the senses, perceiving this world, 
remembering the past, and imagining whatever he likes. However, the 
need for such images can help to hold the soul captive in this lower 
realm.

The vehicle's third function is involved with theurgic



elevation. If a mortal can rise above the material realm while he 

is still living in it and can cast his eyes toward the gods, he can 

escape from the body and be united to the gods. The soul's ascent 
from this realm is brought about by the theurgic sacrament of 

elevation. In this theurgic act, the vehicle is purified from all 
material stains, its imaginative function is taken over by the gods, 

and it ascends via the divine ethereal rays to the circulation of its 
leader-god.

The concept of a soul's leader-god is, for Iamblichus, a 

Platonic one, drawn from his reconciliation of the Phaedrus and 

Timaeus myths. Each of the visible gods together with a complete 
retinue of greater kinds follows the Demiurge around the heavens and 

remains in contact with the Forms and gods in the noetic realm and 

with the One itself. The elevated human soul, its vehicle attached 
to its god's vehicle and its soul attached to the god's soul, can 

follow in this retinue and can also be united to the higher entities.
In this divine union, the rational soul is once again capable 

of the separate existence appropriate to it. The separated rational 

soul can climb upward to the One itself. After such a person's death 
his soul ascends immediately without judgment or punishment to the 
heavenly circulation and remains there until it is time for its 

next necessary descent, which it will accomplish purely.
In this way, Iamblichus conceives the role of the soul's 

ethereal vehicle. It remains forever the purified means of descent 

and ascent of the soul and plays a most important role in the 

theurgic ritual.
It has long been noted that the neoplatonic followers of



Iamblichus did little more than carry his philosophy to its logical 
3conclusion. As has been seen, Syrianus and Proclus accepted 

Iamblichus' metaphysical hierarchy and his emphasis on theurgy 
almost without question. The same can be said for Iamblichus' theory 

of the vehicle. Syrianus and Proclus accept the Iamblichean tenets 

that the vehicle is ethereal, is created by the Demiurge, and is 
immortal (Proclus, In Tim. Ill, pp. 235, 11-236, 6; El. Th. prop.

207 and 208). However, since they refuse to accept an immortal 

irrational soul, they posit a second, mortal vehicle to house the 
mortal, irrational soul (In Tim. Ill, pp. 236, 31-238, 26). Never­

theless, this second, mortal vehicle is composed of the four elements, 
which are attached to the first vehicle in the soul's descent and 

removed in its reascent.^ This second vehicle is, therefore, akin 
to Iamblichus' material envelopes that (he says) the vehicle gathers 
in its descent.^ Finally, Syrianus and Proclus accept both Iamblichus' 
reconciliation of the Phaedrus and Timaeus myths and his conception 
of the soul's leader-god.^ Thus, although some changes were made 

by later neoplatonists such as Syrianus and Proclus, these changes 

were minor and concerned only small issues in Iamblichus' larger 

conception. Iamblichus' theory of the role of the vehicle of the 
soul continued almost unaltered in the philosophies of the later 

neoplatonists.̂



See De Myst. 1 1, p. 2, 2-3, where Iamblichus calls the 
Egyptian writings Hermetic. At p. 4, 11-13, Iamblichus says he will 
draw upon Chaldaean and Hermetic writings. At I 2, pp. 5, 14-6,
4, Iamblichus states that Plato and Pythagoras followed Hermetic 
texts in their philosophies. See des Places' notes (38-41, 217) 
and Scott (44-49) . For Iamblichus as "an authority" on Orphism, 
see Dillon (363).

2See also Julian. Or. IV.162CD, where the emperor, echoing 
the teachings of Iamblichus, argues that the works of Aristotle 
must be supplemented by those of Plato and that both of these must 
be harmonized with the oracles of the gods.

^See, e.g., Wallis (142) and A.C. Lloyd, "The Later 
Neoplatonists," in The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Medieval 
Philosophy (Cambridge 1967) 302.

^See Festugiere's notes in his edition of Proclus' Timaeus 
commentary, pp. 102-103. There he refers to Dodds (320 and 302).

^See section I, above. For the difference between Iamblichus' 
and Proclus' teachings about the irrational soul, see section III A, 
above.

In addition to the passages cited in section III A, above, 
see El. Th. prop. 204 and 205.

The later neoplatonists take Iamblichus' theory via Proclus, 
and thus deny immortality to the irrational soul. Damascius accepts 
Proclus' theory of two vehicles (the luminous vehicle is immortal, 
the pneumatic vehicle that houses the irrational soul is capable of 
a longer existence than the human body but is ultimately dispersed): 
In Phaedonem 1.168, 239, and 543; 11.146. (Note that at 1.168, 
Damascius accepts the Iamblichean doctrine of theurgy's superiority 
to philosophy.) See also Damascius' theory that the earth itself 
has a luminous (αυγοειδές), a pneumatic, and a visible body: 11.141, 
cf. 1.508 and 11.115. For the vehicle's imaginative faculty, see 
11.38. Most significantly, Damascius seems to have rejected Proclus' 
claim that the rational soul cannot exist separately from its vehicle 
and to have accepted instead Iamblichus' theory that it can exist 
separated in the hypercosmic realm: at δέ HaSap8eCo8ai, τελέως εις 
τδν ΰπερκόσμι,σν τόπον άποκαθι,στάναι άνευ σωμάτων, 1.551, and cp. 
Iamblichus, De Myst. Ill 3, p. 106, 4. Cf. Westerink's note in his 
edition of Damascius' commentary, ad loc. The neoplatonic school 
at Alexandria also seems to have followed Proclus' revision of 
Iamblichus' theory of the vehicle: for Ammonius, see John Philoponus’ 
commentary on Aristotle's De Anima 12.17-21, cited in Westerink's 
edition of Olympiodorus' Phaedo commentary, p. 71. For Olympiodorus, 
see In Phaedonem 3.4.8 and 13.3.10-12, along with Westerink's notes, 
ad loc. For John Philoponus, see Kissling (322 and 324).
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