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PREFACE

This is the amplification and revision of a doctoral dissertation,
‘The Fragments of lamblichus’ Commentary on the Timaeus’,
presented at the University of California at Berkeley in 1969, and
no doubt it will be seen to bear many traces of its origins. Being
now three years older and proportionately, I hope, wiser in the
history of Platonism, I think that it was a formidable task for a
beginner to undertake. However, ignorance then lent strength to
my purpose, and the thing was done. The present work has benefited,
1 think, from my increased knowledge, but would still, no doubt,
have profited from further delay and reflection.

On the other hand, there is no question, at least among the
growing body of students of Neoplatonism, that the fragments
of lamblichus’ lost works urgently require collection and publica-
tion, and his reputation merits the modest rehabilitation that will
result from this. I hope that this first instalment will do something
to raise him from the status of a third-rate magician to that of,
perhaps, a philosopher of the second rank.

There is still much to be done. I hope to follow this with another
volume or volumes, comprising the fragments of his commentaries
on Aristotle, of his De Anima and Letters, and of his other works.
I trust that this intention will not go the way of many similar
intentions expressed throughout the history of scholarship. Already,
for instance, at least two men before myself declared their intention
of collecting the fragments of [amblichus—G. Mau, in his RE
article on Iamblichus, and one Kintrup, as reported by Kroll in
his appendix to Mau’s article: “Uber die Bedeutung des Iamblichos
wird sich besser urteilen lassen, sobald eine kritische Fragment-
sammlung vorliegt, die von Kintrup vorbereitet wird”. I can trace
no record of this collection, but unless Herr Kintrup was antici-
pating somewhat, some part of it may still be in existence some-
where, possibly in Miinster, where Kroll seems to have been at the
time. The First World War may have dealt a fatal blow to the
plans of both these scholars.

Even as this work goes to press, a most valuable survey of
Neoplatonism has appeared by Professor R. T. Wallis which, in
Ch. 4, gives a better account of Porphyry and Iamblichus than has
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hitherto appeared. Soon we will have the new Budé edition of
Damascius’ Dubitationes ef Solutiones from Mlle. Galperine, to
supersede Ruelle. Soon, also, a useful collection of, and commentary
on, the fragments of the baffling Theodorus of Asine may be
expected from Dr. W. Deuse. We can look forward in the next years
to the completion of the Saffrey-Westerink edition of Proclus’
Platonte Theology, to free us from Aemilius Portus, and to the
completion of Henry and Schwyzer’s Plotinus. As for the Chaldacan
Oracles, they have at last received a proper format and useful
commentary from E. Des Places.!

This survey of work in progress is intended simply to show the
relatively primitive stage at which Neoplatonic studies still remain.
There are a number of gaps yet to be filled. There is still, for in-
stance, no collection of the fragments of Porphyry. Proclus’
Commentary on the Parmenides could do with a modern critical
edition. Some kind of lexicon of Neoplatonic Greek might follow
the establishment of the basic texts. I only hope that the present
work may serve as a small contribution to the clarification of
Neoplatonic studies.

My thanks go to Professor Gerson Rabinowitz of Berkeley, who
first suggested to me the need for such a collection of fragments,
and who subsequently made many useful suggestions; to Professor
Thomas G. Rosenmicyer, of the same university, who provided
much helpful criticism and encouragement at every stage of the
work; to Professor L. G. Westerink of SUNY at Buffalo, and to
Father H. D. Saffrey, for being so kind as to look over portions
of the work, and make invaluable comments and corrections.
None of these bencfactors, of course, can be held responsible for
the remaining inadequacies. I am also most grateful to my friend
Peter Garnsey of Berkeley for reading over the section of the
introduction on Iamblichus’ life from a historian’s point of view,
and giving much helpful advice. Last but not least, I gratefully
acknowledge my debt to my wife for typing the whole of this
work at least twice, patiently deciphering my afterthoughts and
insertions, and sternly correcting stylistic lapses.

1 Des Places’ edition, with its useful appendices containing the relevant
works of P’sellus, was only available to me in the latter stages of my work,
which will explain certain rather awkward additions.
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CHAPTER ONE
LIFE AND WORKS

I. L1iFE

Auny biography of Iamblichus must begin with the complaint that
we know virtually nothing about the subject.! We chiefly rely on
a biography by Eunapius, in his Lives of the Sophists,? from which
solid information can be extracted only with difficulty and in small
amounts. Nevertheless by examining each passage of this meagre
source with care, certain data of value can be amassed. Let us begin
at the beginning:

motpls 88 v odTdh Xodls wata v <Buptav > Koldny mposayo-
peuoEEYNY EoTiv 7 TTOALG.

Syria in the time of Iamblichus’ birth (c. 245 A.D.) had behind
it almost 300 years of peaceful prosperity under Roman rule.?
The Romans, following on Pompey’s conquest in 64 B.C., imposed
initially a loose control over the collection of statelets which sprang
from the collapse of the Seleucid Empire. The Roman governor
in Antioch preserved peace and collected tribute, but there was
a large measure of self-government for Greek cities, and numerous
local potentates were allowed to maintain an autonomous existence.
The client kings were absorbed into the imperial structure around
the beginning of the 2nd Century A.D., when the period of Syria’s
greatest prosperity begins.

For our purpose it will be enough to consider the North of Syria
and the valley of the Orontes. The Orontes valley, when properly
drained and irrigated, is an extremely rich and fertile area, and
during the Roman age it secems to have been intelligently culti-
vated. The cities of the Orontes valley, Emesa, Apamea, and
Antioch, enjoyed a prosperous and intellectually lively existence
during this period, culminating in the latter half of the 2ud Cent.

1 e.g. Mau in RE ‘lamblichos’; Zeller, PAil. d. Gv. 1112 p. 613, note z.

t pp. 457-61, Boissonade. Most recent edd. W. C. Wright, L.C.L. (with
Philostratus); G. Giangrande, Rome 1956.

3 For detailed studies see E. S. Bouchier, Syria as a Roman Province, 1916
F. M. Heichelheim, ‘Syria’, in A#n Economic Survey of Amncient Rome, ed.
Tenney Frank, 1938; IFranz Cumont, in CAH XI, ch. 15.
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The accession to the Imperial throne of a native of Emesa, Varius
Avitus Bassianus (‘Elagabalus’) in 218 A.D. was a curious accident,
perhaps, but not really disproportionate to the distinction of this
part of the Roman world. Antioch was one of the most brilliant
cities in the empire, and Apamea had in the century before Iam-
blichus produced, among other men of letters, the distinguished
philosopher Numenius.

Tamblichus was born, as Eunapius tells us, in Chalcis ‘in Coele
Syria’. This is a potentially ambiguous statement, as the name
Coele Syria referred to different arcas at different times, in each
of which there is a town Chalcis. Originally it took in southern
Syria, but when Septimius Severus divided up the Syrian command
in 194 A.D., he termed the northern province Cocle, the southern
Phoenice. Eunapius, then, writing towards the end of the 4th
Century, could mean by ‘Coele’ only one thing. Iamblichus’ home
town is thereforc Chalcis ad Belum, modern Qinnesrin, a strate-
gically important town to the east of the Orontes valley, on the
road from Beroea (Aleppo) to Apamea, and from Antioch to the
east. The Limes of Chalcis played an important part in Roman
defensive strategy.! In 256 A.D., in Iamblichus’ childhood, the
Persian king Sapor broke through the Roman defenses here, o
Mutrov Xedxidog, and pillaged the whole north of Syria, including
Antioch (Malalas, Chron. 295-6). We do not know how [amblichus’
family weathered this onslaught. They may well, if they were
pro-Roman, have retreated before it temporarily. The 3rd Century
was a disturbed period in which to grow up, particularly in northern
Syria.

Tamblichus was an honourable name in this region, first borne
(to our knowledge) by our lamblichus’ remote ancestor (see below),
the phylarch of Arethusa and Emesa (Cic. ad fam. 15, 1, 2), slain
at the battle of Actium in Antony’s fleet. His son of the same name
was restored by Augustus to Emesa in 20 B.C. In the second half
of the second century (c. 165 A.D.) flourished the novelist Iam-
blichus, also of Syrian extraction, author of ‘Babyloniaca’.

Our philosopher #v kol xatd yévog pév émopavig xal Tédv &Ppbv
nol 0daLovwy.

1 See R. Mouterde and A. Poidebard, Le Limes de Chalcis, Delegation
Generale de la France au Levant, Archaeologique et Historique, Tome
XXXVIII 1945.
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It is remarkable that this Semitic name,! should be clung to by
a distinguished family when so many of the rest of the well-to-do
known to us had long since taken Greek names.? There wcere in
fact ancestors of which the family could be proud. We learn from
Photius (B7bl. cod. 181) that Iamblichus traced his ancestry to
Sampsigeramos and Monimos, ‘@vdpag t& mpmTa thg eldwiohatpovong
aoefeiae ameveyxapévous’. These are both distinguished names in
the Syrian region. Sampsigeramos was the founder of the line of
priest-kings of Emesa, (Str. XVI, 2, 10) active in the 60’s of the
1st Century B.C. and later. He is the father of the {irst Iamblichus
mentioned above. Sampsigeramos was not necessarily the first of
his line, merely the first to assert independence from the collapsing
Scleucids. His descendants continued to rule Emesa until the
reign of Domitian, and even thereafter were dominant in the area
(v.inscrr. in Inscriptions Grecques et Latines de la Syrie V 2212-2217;
Malalas, Chron. 296).

Monimos is more difficult to identify, although it was a common
Syrian name (= Arabic Mon'cim, e.g. IGLS V 2079, 2382, 2383).
No suitable Monimoi come to view, however, in the royal line of
Emesa. There was a god Monimos worshipped in Emesa, as we
learn from Julian, (Or. IV 150 D), who declares that he has all his
information from Iamblichus, but the truth lies, perhaps, in another
direction. Stephanus of Byzantium records, under the rubric
Xdahnig, ‘tetapty), wHALG &v Bupla, wtisleion d1d Movoeold tob "Apafos’.
Monikos is not a name which I find recorded elsewhere, and I am
much tempted to emend this to Movigon. The alteration is small,
and would provide Iamblichus with a very suitable ancestor, none
other than the founder of his native city.

It has proved difficult to decide when Tamblichus was born,
but the tendency has been, in the most recent discussions of the
subject, to push his birth back much earlier than the traditional

1 The original form of his name is Syriac or Aramaic, ‘ya-mliku’. The
second element is plainly the root meaning ‘king’, or ‘rule’. The first element
is probably simply the third person singular prelix of the Indicative. The
whole would then mecan ‘(I3l) is king’.

2 Porphyry, admittedly, had a Phocnician name, Malkhos, which Amelius
‘translated” into Greek for him, probably playfully, when Porphyry came to
Rome (VP 17). ITe must then have taken on the name ‘Porphyrios’, on the
basis of its connexion with kingship. Among prominent Syrians, only the
Palmyrenes seem Lo have clung to their Semitic names (cf. Barbieri, L'A/Lo
Senatorio da Seltimo Severo a Carino, p. 451.
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date of c. 265-280. Suidas fixes his florust in the reign of Constantine
(306-337 A.D.) which, assuming a conventional floruit-age of 4o,
puts his birth at 265 A.D. at the earliest. Schmid-Stahlin (Gesch.
d. Griech. Lit. 11: 2% (1924), p. 1052) place his birth at 280 ‘at the
latest’, while S. Impellizzeri, (La Letteratura bizaniina (1965)
p- 107) suggests a life of ‘circa 275-320". (I owe these references
to Alan Cameron’s article, cited below.).

Important in this connexion are Bidez’ article “Le Philosophe
Iamblique et son Ecole’,* and a note by Alan Camcron ‘The Date
of Iamblichus’ Birth’.2 Bidez shows, first (p. 32), that Iamblichus
must have died before 326, not 330 as was previously assumed.
His pupil Sopater left for Constantinople only after Iamblichus’
death, as we know from Eunapius, and was already in the confi-
dence of Constantius shortly after the assassination of Crispus
and Fausta (326/7).% Bidez then points out that Iamblichus’ ano-
nymous correspondent, author of the letters of Pseudo-Juliun
(which Bidez rescued from the reproach of spuriousness and put
to work as evidence), writing about 320 A.D., implies that the
Master is an old man. At least, at the end of Ep. 187 (Bidez-Cumont),
he prays that Tamblichus may be conveyed &¢ =0 éxpbratov Tob
vhewe, which seems to imply that he has proceeded fairly far in
that direction already. From this Bidez argues that Iamblichus
can hardly have been born later than zso0.

Cameron carries the argument further, by drawing on a piece
of evidence that had long been looking people in the face unnoticed.
Porphyry, in his Life of Plotinus (ch. g), mentions a number of
lady disciples of Plotinus, one of whom is Amphicleia, thv ’ApteTwvog
toU 'TapBriyov veyowtav yuvaixe. Now, Cameron argues, Amphi-
cleia must have been at least in her ‘teens to have been a pupil
ol Plotinus, and he died in z70. Probably, he adds, 268 is to be
taken as a terminal date, since in that year Porphyry left Plotinus’
circle for Sicily, not to return for many years. He therefore fixes
Amphicleia’s birth at c. 250. 1 would qualify this slightly by
suggesting that Amphicleia may have been a ward of Plotinus’,
such as he is known to have had entrusted to him (loc. ¢il.), and

1 REG 27 (1919), pp. 29-40.

2 Hermes 96 (1968), pp- 374-6.

3 Sozomen, Hist. 1 5, 1. Lydus (De Mens. 65, 21 Wiinsch) describes
Sopater as taking part with the Emperor in the inaugural ceremonies ol the
foundation of Constantinople in 330, so he was well established by that time.
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thus may have been no more than fourteen or so in 268 or 270.1
Admittedly, she is not spoken of as a ward, but as a female admirer.
On the other hand, the subject of wards is mentioned immediately
after her, so that an association of idcas is possible. Amphicleia
may have becen a ward who took to philosophy. The reason for
this haggling over single years will become apparent directly.
Cameron points, correctly in my view, to a special force for
veyowliav., Porphyry might have said simply *Apistwvos T3 "Taw-
BAiyouv vilob yuvaixx. As it stands, the mcaning surely is ‘who
(subsequently) became the wife of Ariston, the son of lamblichus’,
that is, at some time betwecen the death of Plotinus and the writing
of the Life (c. 300 A.D.).

The obvious doubt that springs to mind, which Cameron does
not raise, 1s that this may be a quite different Iamblichus from our
philosopher. [ feel that he is justified in rejecting the doubt, though
not, perhaps, in ignoring it. Tamblichus is a distinctively Syrian
name, and the chances of a second person of this name being asso-
ciated with Plotinus’ circle (even if only through his son) are far
outweighed by those of its being the same man as our philosopher.
Therefore, the chronology must be adjusted until it fits in some
minimal way.

Cameron proposes a date for [amblichus’ birth of c. 245 A.D.,
about the latest date which would provide him with a son whom
Amphiclea could credibly marry. I suggest that if we postulate
a date of, say, 242, for lamblichus’ birth, and grant him a son by
the age of twenty, while supposing Amphiclea to be no more than
fourteen, say, in 270, we can bring down the age betwcen Ariston
and Amphiclea to about six years. If we are to use this evidence,
it scems to me that we are torn between making Ariston too young
and Iamblichus too old, and the date which I propose seems a
reasonable compromise.

Eunapius continues:

obtoc “Avatorle T peta [lopplprov ta Sedtepa gzpupever ouyye-
vouevog, ok ye Enédwre xal elg dxpov Quhocoplag HAaoev: elro per
*Avatéiov  [Topgupley mposbelg Eautdy, odx Zotwv 8 v llopguplou
Stveyxey, TARY Soov xatd cuvlirmy kol ddvapy Tol Adyou.

! This theory is vitiated, of course, if Amphicleia be taken as a daughter of
the lady Gemina, just previously mentioned, but I find this unlikely. IPor-
phyry would surely have said tig tabtng Ouyatépas in 9, 1-2, had he intended
us to understand this.
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Zeller (loc. cit.) assumes that he came to Rome, began studies
under Anatolius, ‘perhaps during Porphyry's stay in Sicily’, and
then continued under Porphyry on his return. This account, which
has been challenged,! would be made more certain if we were to
take ta dedrepw pepopéve as meaning ‘standing in for’, rather than
merely ‘who ranks next after’, as Wright, the editor of the Loeb
edition, takes it. In the former case Anatolius would have been the
acting head of Porphyry’s school when Iamblichus arrived in Rome.
However, I cannot find this phrase used in this manner elsewhere,
and so assume that Eunapius merely means that he was second
only to Porphyry in distinction.

Eunapius is, on his own confession, very ill-informed on the
details of Porphyry’s life, and it seems clear enough that this
lack of information extends to events concerning Iamblichus.

It seems to me to be worth reopening the question, apparently
closed for subsequent scholars by the authority of Zeller (who
himself was following Gustav Wolff), as to the possible identity
of Anatolius, the teacher of Iamblichus, Anatolius the recipient
of the dedication of Porphyry’s ‘Ouvpeixa Zvrfpere, and Anatolius
the Aristotelian scholar and Bishop of Laodicea.

The arguments of Wolff # and Zeller 3 appear to be based chiefly
on faulty chronology, but also betray an unwillingness to believe
that a man who became a Christian Bishop could have entered
into the relationships presupposed by these identifications.

Wolff merely says (op. cit. p. 18): ‘Anatolius Alexandrinus est,
Laodicenorum ab a. 270 usque ad a. 287 episcopus, etc.’, giving
no further argument. Zeller gives somewhat more explanation
(loc. cit.): “Dagegen verbietet eben dieses Verhiltnis (with Por-
phyry, and Iamblichus in the Theol. Ar.) schon aus chronologischen
Griinden, ihn fur Eine Person mit dem Peripatetiker Anatolius
zu halten, der seit 270 Bischof von Laodicea war, denn dieser muss
in der Zeit, in welcher Tamblich den Anatolius zum Lehrer hatte,
langst im bischoflichen Amt gestanden haben, wenn er damals
iiberhaupt noch am Leben war”.

It seems to me that in spite of the authority of Zeller there is

1 e.g. by Mau in his RE article, and H. I. Marrou, in The Conflict between
Paganism and Christianity in the Fourth Century, ed. A. Momigliano, 1963,
Pp. 133 n. I.

2 Porphyrii, Phil. ex Or. p. 171.

3 Phil. d. Gy. 111, 2 p. 612 n.L.
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no chronological reason why the Bishop of Laodicea could not
have been the teacher of Iamblichus. Tamblichus’ birth-date
has now, I feel, been satisfactorily pushed back to before z4s,
while it is plain from Eusebius’ chronicle ! that Anatolius cannot
have succeeded Eusebius (not the author) as Bishop of Laodicea
until at least 274 and probably later. Zeller’s date of 270 for his
assumption of the bishopric is the result of placing too much faith
in Eusebius’ garbled account in HE VII 32, 21.

Since Anatolius was ordained Bishop by Theotecnus of Caesarea
in order to succeed him (Theotecnus) in the diocese (Eus. loc. cit.)
1t seems to me necessary that he must have lived some time in the
city, in order to earn the confidence of Theotecnus. I suggest
that Anatolius did in fact attend the Council at Antioch in 270
to condemn Paul of Samosata, as Eusebius tells us, but that it
was at Caesarea, rather than at Laodicea, that he tarried. The
devastation of Alexandria, and of the Broucheion in particular,
in 270 would constitute a powerful motive for his settling down
in the centre of learning which flourished in Caesarea, very much as
the great Origen had done some fifty years before.

Caesarea in the 270s, then, seems to me a very possible place
for a student of good family from Chalcis to come to study under
an established Aristotelian philosopher, be he Christian or no.
The fact of a teacher’s Christianity, except in times of active
persecution, was not a matter of vital interest to potential students.
It did not deter non-Christians from frequenting Origen, and
Origen was a much more aggressive Christian than Anatolius
seems to have been.

I suggest, then, that we should not multiply Anatolii unneces-
sarily. Anatolius’ ordination would constitute a good reason for
Tamblichus to move on, perhaps with wife and child, to Rome, in
search of Porphyry, whom Anatolius will have known at Athens
in the '50’s, if indeed he is the same Anatolius to whom Porphyry
dedicated the Homeric Investigations, a work of his Athenian period.

Once again, the identification should not be dismissed without
good causc. It is perfectly rcasonable that Anatolius should have
gravitated to Athens in his youth to study under Longinus, the
greatest scholar of his day, even as Porphyry did.

We do not know when Porphyry returned from Sicily to Rome.

1 Eusebius {lor. 4th Year of Aurelian; Anatolius flor. 2nd Year of Probus.
(Jerome’s trams.)
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TFusebius, writing some time after his death (c. 305 A.D.), describes
him?! as 6 x«® fuéc év Zwkerla rartactdg, which must denote at
least a considerable stay. Bidez 2 takes this as referring only to the
time of the publication of Porphyry’s work Against the Christians.
He refers to himself as having returned to Rome in Vit. Plot. 2,
but precisely when we cannot tell.3

That he should have already returned by the early 280’s, how-
cver, is a proposition with which few would disagree, although
nothing that Eunapius says forces us to assume that [amblichus
studied with Porphyry at Rome, and not at Lilybaeum. Which-
ever is the case, the only direct cvidence we have of their association
is the dedication to Iamblichus of Porphyry’s work Ilepi Tod
I'véO sautév.t

What the relationship between the two may have been we cannot
judge with certainty. In later life Jamblichus was repeatedly, and
often sharply, critical, of his master’s philosophical positions.
We can see this in the Twmaens commentary, where, of 3z recorded
fragments in which Porphyry is mentioned, 25 are critical, only
7 signifying agreement. The De Mysteriis 1s a point-by-point
answer to and refutation of Porphyry’s Letter fo Anebo, and Iam-
blichus’ references to Porphyry in the De Anima are often less
than reverent.® No doubt Iamblichus’ ‘Tlepl ayedpdroy’ (now
lost) had a good deal to say in confutation of the work of Porphyry
of the same name.® However, we must not conclude from this
that Iamblichus learned nothing from Porphyry, or that they
parted on bad terms. This refutation of one’s predecessors was a
necessary part of staying afloat in the scholastic world, then as
now, and Iamblichus was enough of an original mind to have many
modifications and elaborations to introduce into Porphyry’s

1 HE VI 19, 2.

? Vie de Povphyve, p. 103 0, I,

8 See on this matter Alan Cameron, ‘The Date of Porphyry’s KATA
XPIZTIANQN’' CQ XVII, 1967, pp. 382-4.

% Unless we take Iamblichus’ statement in the De Awima, p. 375, 24
Wachs: 6¢ 8" &vd tivwv axfxoa ITAatwtxdyv, ofov TTogpupton xal &Awv 7oMAGY,
as evidence of personal acquaintance. Unfortunately, however, dxodw -
Gen. came to be used in peculiar ways in the later period, e.g. Julian, Or. 5
162C, speaks of ‘hearing’ Xenarchus, a philosopher of the time of Augustus,
and Proclus, /= Tim. 111 25, 2 Diehl, tells us toiabra y&p Hxovoa 1ol Pcodcdpou
grhocopoivtog, which he cannot possibly have done in the normal sense.

5 e.g. Stob. T 365 Wachs.

8 Of which Bidez has assembled the fragments, Vie d. Porph. App. p. 1.
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relatively simple metaphysical scheme. Also, contact with Plotinus
was a personal cxperience for Porphyry, which he could not pass
on, and Iamblichus’ tendency to theurgy, a tendency of Porphyry
himself in his youth, was not something which contact with Por-
phyry was sufficient to suppress. When Porphyry finally wrote
his Letter to Ancho, very much of a recantation of his own carly
beliefs, as cvidenced in the Phulosophy from Oracles, Tamblichus
was ready to spring to the defence with well-forged arguments.
As we do not know when (or even where) Tamblichus studied
under Porphyvry, so we do not know when he left him, to return
to Syria and found his own school. I'rom the very fact that he
returned to Syria, as opposed to staying on in Rome as successor
to Porphyry (he was, after all, so far as we know, his most distin-
guished pupil), I conclude that lamblichus left Porphyry sometime
before the master’s death (circa 305 A.D.) perhaps owing to an
increasing divergence of their views about the role of philosophy,
or Bemple, vis-a-vis feoupylo. Such hypotheses, however, can hardly
be insisted upon.

For Tamblichus’ activity upon his rcturn to Syria we are depen-
dent upon Eunapius’ account, which, with all its fantastic anec-
dotes, is claimed by its author to rest on an oral tradition des-
cending to him from Yamblichus’ senior pupil Acdesius, via his
own revered master Chrysanthius. Certain stories, Funapius
tells us, he forcbore to repeat, so as not to introduce clements
of fantasy into a factual narrative—an admirable senliment indeed 11

This account is amplificd and supplemented by Bidez in his
article ‘Le Philosophe Iamblique et Son Ecole’.2 Though Eunapius
is not specific, it seems from other sources that it was to Apamea,
or to Daphne, the suburb of Antioch, rather than to his native
Chalcis, that Tamblichus returned to found his School.® If one
accepts into evidence (as 1 feel one must) the TLetters of Pseudo-
Julian, one might gather that Iamblichus had, by the 320’s been
long established in Apamea, not far from Antioch, when this
correspondent was writing to him. TFor instance, Lctter 40 Hertlein
(184 Bidez-Cumont), probably to be dated 326 A.D. (sce Wright,

1 VS 460: opareoby Tt xol Osoptsic npaypa fyndievos sl ouyypoepny 6TahoLLoV
%ol remnyuio dreadyety dxoty Stizpbapudvny stal péoucoy.

2 Quoted above, p. 6, n. 1.

# Pracchter, ‘Richtungen u. Schulen’, p. 108, assumes Chaleis and Mau,
in RE, is, as about so much else, uncertain.
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TLoeb ed. p. 254 note), is given in charge to a royal hypaspist
named Julian, son of Bacchylus, *Amapeic & yévog, § 3id tobro
paAieTo Th EmeTolny dveyelploy, 8T xal mpdg dude Alzuy xal oe
axptBég eldévar xabumioyvetto.

Now Apamea is some distance from Chalcis, so that it would be
unlikely that this soldier would know Iamblichus if Chalcis was his
place of residence. Further, why send an Apamean at all, and
stress the "Amoapedc, if Apamea were not the destination of the
letter? Again, Libanius, in a letter,’ describes Apamea as Ty
TapPriyov te Zpwpévyy nal Zomdrpou untéea, while in a speech 2
he speaks of “‘the choir of philosophers of Apamea, of whom the
chorus-leader (Iamblichus) resembled the gods.”

Apamea, after all, was the native place, and presumably place
of work, of the great Numenius in the znd Century, and recently ®
Plotinus’ senior pupil Amelius had settled there, no doubt because
of his own admiration for Numenius. Amelius was dead by the
time Porphyry wrote his Commentary on the Timaeus * (perhaps
by 290), but he had left his library and possessions to his adopted
son, Hostilianus Hesychius (Porph. Vif. Plot. 3), who presumably
continued to live in Apamea.

On the other hand, the evidence of Malalas, Chronographia X11,
312, 11-12 would indicate that in fact Tamblichus was established,
with a school, at Daphne, near Antioch, in the reigns of Maxentius
and Galerius (305-312).5 "Exntl 82 1¥¢ adrod Bacurelog "TapuBiuyog 6
pLAb60pog E3l8aaxey oindy &v Adovy Ewc THe TeAeuthig adrol.’

Malalas conflates Maxentius and Galerius (‘pete o dmoBisOat
v Boastreloy Maluuavov EBagtrevse Makévrioc &6 xai Taréprog
€ ).

Are we then to take this as referring to the reigns of both rulers?
This hardly matters, perhaps, but to whom does adrtol refer?
I take it to refer most naturally to Iamblichus, who will thus
have continued teaching in Daphne until his death. We cannot

1 Ep. 1389 Forster.

2 Or. 52,21 (ed. Forster). A passage in Or. 18 (The Funeral Oration for
Julian), sect. 187, is even clearer. The Apameans are taking pride in Iambli-
chus and Sopater: tév 82 év pecoyela (sc. the Apameans) Eévou e xal woritou,
7ob pdv (Iamblichus) tadtnv mpoxpivavtog Zugpiiacopeiy, Tob 8t &xeivév e ol
Tobg dxorouBobvrag exetvep Tavtayddev douéveg defauévon (Sopater).

3 In 269, Porph. Vit Plot. 3

4 Procl. In Tim. IT 300, 241f.

5 See on this A. Schenk von Stauffenberg, Die rdmische Kaisergeschichte
bei Malalas, Stuttgart 1931, p. 407.
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credit this notice with any greater accuracy than the rest of Malalas’
work, but it is at least evidence of some sort, which must be given
a certain weight.

It is not, perhaps, a great issue whether Iamblichus fixed
his school at Daphne or at Apamea. The two places are not far
apart, and we are quite free to suppose that he at least visited
Apamea frequently, and perhaps had originally established himself
there on his return from Rome. His prize pupil, Sopater, was
after all an Apamean, and a prominent one, who would have
accorded him lavish hospitality (cf. p. 12, n. 2 above).

If we find lamblichus in 320 as an enormously revered figure,
it is reasonable to suppose that he had been by then active for
some time. I have suggested that he did not necessarily stay with
Porphyry until the latter’s death. He was already, if my postulates
are correct, a man of mature years and views when he came into
contact with Porphyry, and not a young and reverent disciple.
It seems probable to me, indeed, that the De Mysteriis is a rela-
tively early work, written as it is in answer to Porphyry’s Letter
to Anebo, which is considered to date from his period with Plotinus
(263-8),! on the basis of its place in his development from The
Philosophy of Oracles to, say the De Abstinentia. An answer, it
seems to me, would be in order as soon as lamblichus read the work.
The device of replying under the guise of the pompous figure of
Abammon, Ancbo’s superior in the priestly college, seems a sign
of youthful intellectual exuberance, as does the tone and structure
of the work itself. It is well argued, certainly, but it is not well
arranged, and displays a much simpler theology and metaphysics
than do the Commentaries, and, presumably, than the vast work
on the Chaldaean Oracles. Although Chaldaean references can be
discerned,? the main influcnce seems to me to be Gnostic-Hermetic.
I suggest that Iamblichus wrote it not long after 280, and that it
was the first public indication of his position in defence of theurgy.
1 do not see that this controversy would make contact with Por-
phyry impossible. It is a normal enough School controversy,

1 Cf. Sodano, Porfivio: Lettera ad Anebo, Naples, 1958, Intro. p. XXXIV-
XXXVI.

2 Cf. Des Places, Tamblique, Les Mystéves d’Lgypte, Budé ed. Intro. pp.
14ff.; F. W. Cremer, Die Chalddischen Ovakel und Iamblich ‘De Mysteriis’,
Beitr. zu Klass. 1’hil. Heft 26, 1969, gives a most useful and comprehensive
survey of the Chaldaean elements in the De Mysteriis.
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with much heat expended and many debating points scored, but
no mortal enemies made.

On the other hand, it scems to me probable that Iamblichus
rcturned to Syria in the 290’s, anxious to start up on his own.
What the content of instruction was, we can only conjecture. From
Eunapius we learn only marvellous tales. Nevertheless, in spite of
himself, he may be able to tell us something.

“He had a multitude of disciples, and those who desired learning
flocked to him from all parts. And it is hard to decide who among
them was the most distinguished, for Sopater the Syrian was of
their number, a man who was most eloquent both in his speeches
and in his writings; and Aedesius and Eustathius from Cappadocia;
while from Greece came Theodorus and Euphrasius, men of super-
lative virtue, and a crowd of other men not inferior in their powers
of oratory, so that it seemed marvellous that he should satisfy
them all.” t

Sopater met a violent death by getting mixed up in Imperial
politics, and it was left to Aedesius to carry on the School after
the master’s death, in a period of repression, during which the
School had to go underground. He moved the School to Pergamon,
(VS 465), and was succecded on his death by Eustathius. If Theo-
dorus may be assumed to be the well-known Theodorus of Asine,
he later founded a school of his own, and his followers, if not himself,
are found in the 350’s casting aspersions on Jamblichus’ character.?
Euphrasius cannot be traced further.

In addition to these, we may reckon as pupils Dexippus, the
author of an extant Commentary on the Categorics,® on the basis
of the evidence of Simplicius.? (Indeed Dexippus’ Commentary
counstitutes good cvidence for the content of lamblichus’ own);
and Hicrius, master of Maximus of Ephesus (Ammon. In Awnal.
Py. 31, 16).

What was the content of instruction at the School? I suggest,
on the evidence of the elementary and pedagogic form of what
we may term the Pythagorean Sequence (Zvveywyy tédv [Tuboyo-
petwv doyudtwy), ten volumes of introduction to Pythagoras and

1 VS 458, Wright’s trans.

# Julian Ep. 12 Bidez. (To Priscus.)
3 CAG. Vol. IV Pars II, ed. Busse.

¢ InCateg. p. 2, 25 CAG. ‘Aélinnog 82 & "Tapufriyetog...’
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his philosophy, of which we still have four! (and probably the
content of a fifth in the Theologumena Arithmeticae), that Iam-
blichus led his pupils to the higher reaches of philosophy through
Pythagoreanism. He may in this be following the method of his
teacher Anatolius, and certainly the inspiration of Nicomachus
of Gerasa, from whom, indeed, much of the material in these
volumes seems to be taken.

Following upon this, it is plain that there was study and exegesis
of the works of Plato and Aristotle, Aristotle serving as an intro-
duction to Plato, particularly in Logic and Physics. We have
evidence of Commentaries by Iamblichus on the Categories, on the
De Interpretatione, on the Prior Analytics, and on the De Anima.?
As for Plato, Tamblichus seems to have been the first to lay down
a definite number and order of dialogues to be studied. We find
in the Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy,® ch. 26, a
course of ten dialogues (Alcibiades I, Gorgias, Phaedo, Cratylus,
Theaetetus, (Sophist, Statesman),* Phaedrus, Symposium, and
Philebus), which led to the two crowning heights of Platonic
philosophy, the Parmenides and the Timaeus, the former ‘theo-
logical’, the latter ‘physical’.? Of these, we have fragments or
evidence of commentaries by Tamblichus on the Alcibiades, Phaedo,
Sophist, Phaedrus, Philebus, Parmenides and Tuimaeus, the most
extensive being those on the Timacus.

We may suppose, then, that formal exegesis played a significant
part in the curriculum of the School. One must also take into
account the reputation which ITamblichus acquired in later times,
(mainly, T feel, because of the excesses of epigoni such as Maximus
of Ephesus in 350’s), for magical practices. He must have used
the Chaldaean Oracles in lectures, if we may conclude this reason-
ably from his cnormous Commentary on the Oracles,® and his
interpretation of them in accordance with Plato is no doubt the
source of Proclus’ interpretation. There is only one story relayed
by Eunapius in which Iamblichus is alleged to have performed a
magical act.? During a visit (of the whole school?) to the hot

1 See section on Works, infra.
For evidence of these see infra, Woras.
ed. L. G. Westerink,
These supplied by Westerink, but with virtual certainty.
See on all this the Comm. to I»n Tim. Fr. 1.
At least 28 Books, Damascius, Dub. et Sol. ch. 43, Vol. I p. 86, 5f. Ruelle.
VS 4509.

a & v Bk ow o
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springs at Gadara, Iamblichus, in response to insistent requests,
conjured up two spirits in the forms of boys, Eros and Anteros,
from two adjacent springs. On another occasion,! however, he is
recorded as dismissing with a laugh rumours that during prayer
he was wont to rise ten cubits into the air, and that his body and
clothing took on a golden hue. His attempts to suppress hagio-
graphical tendencies, however, were, given the climate of the
times, doomed to scant success.

Two other stories seem to contain helpful insights. One concerns
the visit to the school of a rival philosopher, Alypius.

“Now Iamblichus was waiting to have questions put to him
rather than to ask them, but Alypius, contrary to all expectation,
postponed all questioning about philosophy and, giving himself
up to making an effect with his audience, said to Iamblichus:
‘Tell me, philosopher, is a rich man either unjust or the heir of the
unjust, yes or no? For there is no middle course.””

Tamblichus disliked the catch of the question and replied: ‘“Nay,
most admired of men, this is not our method, to discuss anyone
who more than other men possesses external things, but rather
only one who excels in the virtue that is peculiar and appropriate
to a philosopher.” 2

In other words, ‘No sophistical logic-chopping here’, and also,
it seems, no ‘political’ discussion. We have a glimpse of Iamblichus
here, seated in the midst of his disciples, awaiting questions.
Presumably in more formal discourses he propounded the questions,
perhaps picking on an interlocutor, but probably answering them
himself.

We may note that Iamblichus came to have a high opinion of
Alypius, and after his death even wrote his biography. Readers
of his Life of Pythagoras will be interested in Eunapius’ evaluation
of this work (460):

T& yeypopptva 88 Omd thHe ouvlfune Euelaiveto, xal vépog aldtolg
h ! ! b4 3 3 ! o~ J4 3 AY A
grétpeye Bofd ol <u 8¢ dodpelav TéV yevopdvawy, dAAG Sidaoradixdv
glye tov "Adutiov Adyov paxpdy Tver, ol SredéEcwv o mposiy pvhuy
Adyov Exouadiv.

“The narrative was obscured by its style and it was hidden by a
1 Ibid. 458.

¢ Ibid. 460, Wright's trans. It is possible that Alypius was making a crafty
allusion to Iamblichus’ own position as scion of a wealthy family.
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thick cloud, though not because of any lack of clearness in the
subject matter, for his authority was a long discourse of Alypius’;
moreover, there was no mention of discourses that maintained
an argument.” (Wright's trans.).

Eunapius expands on this at some length. It is useful testimony
to Iamblichus’ style and literary practices, which is borne out by
his surviving works.!

There is one other incident reported that throws interesting
light on the activity of the school (again, relayed by Aedesius,
via Chrysanthius):?

“The Sun was travelling towards the limits of the Lion at the
time when it rises along with the constellation called the Dog.
It was the hour for sacrifice (Buslag xatpde %v), and this had been
made ready in one of the suburban villas (mpodotewr) belonging to
lamblichus.”

The story concerns a marvellous premonition which came to
Jamblichus as he and his companions were walking back to the
city after the rites had been duly performed, that a corpse had
recently passed by that road. He then, with his most faithful
disciples, turned aside to another road, while the more sceptical
went on, including Aedesius. And, lo and behold, not long after-
wards they met mourners coming back from a funeral.

The story itself must fall under suspicion, if only because it
resembles a similar tale told of Socrates by Plutarch in the De
Gen. Socr. 580. The circumstances, however, are interesting. We
find Tamblichus celebrating the heliacal rising of Sirius, (when the
Sun is entering Leo) an important feast in Syrian sun worship.

It was a moveable feast, occurring about July 231d,® and the
sacrifices probably took place at dawn. It is interesting to note
Iamblichus’ possession of not one, but several, npodsteix, and the

t And ye; Tamblichus did not ignore the question of style. Syrianus (In
Hermog. 1 g, 11ff.} quotes him as follows, from his work ITegl xplocws dplatou
Ayou (see Works): ‘8el yap puhre 0 odvrouov elval doaps wite 10 oogpis uwtindy
xok To pév oepvdy p) elvon dyoy EEnMhayuévoy o 82 xowdy pi) elvon ednatagpdvytoy,
Eyey 8¢ T alpetov Umepoyfyt TO yop mavtehig TobTo xal GuumERANPLpEEVOV
tolg érowg xdAheor tév Mywy woap’ ‘Oufpe te xel IIMdtove xal Anpocshéver
yvopiuby Eotiy (etv.

2 VP 458-9.

3 It is mentioned by Aratus, Phaen. 149-54 cf. Hipparchus, In Arat. et
Eudox. 11, 1, 18,



18 INTRODUCTION

Pythagorean abhorrence of death which is part of the point of
the story.

From the remains of lamblichus’ correspondence preserved
by Stobaeus, we can observe a further circle of acquaintances,
or admirers, to whom discourses, mostly ethical, in epistolary
form, might be addressed.

As we have seen, by Libanius’ time Apamea had acquired fame
as a haunt (at least) of Iamblichus, and even in the master’s lifetime
he is addressed by his unknown correspondent (the Pseudo-Julian),
in terms of extravagant reverence. How much ‘magic’ actually
went on under Iamblichus’ own presidency is not known, but he
does seem to have started a trend which had most mischievous
results in later years, until the Athenian School recalled Platonisim
to some sort of sanity towards the end of the Fourth Century.

II. WoRrks

Any attempt to arrange the works of Iamblichus in definite
chronological order at the present stage of rescarch is rash in the
extreme, and the same may be saic of any attempt to trace his
philosophical development. Nevertheless, I propose to present a
provisional schema for both, which may at least serve as a basis
for argument. T shall distinguish three possible stages, in each of
which I shall try to place the works which T consider proper to them.

A. Pythagovean-Ilermetic Period

This will comprise the period of his philosophical development
prior to his contact with Porphyry, c. 280 A.D. Iamblichus’ chief
influences here will have been Anatolius, Nicomachus of Gerasa,
Neopythagorean and Hermetic tracts, and perhaps the Chaldacan
Oracles, which last, however, he will not have systematically
Platonised.

I would assign the De M ysterids to the end of this period, about
280, perhaps while lamblichus was already in contact with Por-

phyry.

B. Porphyrian-Platonic Period

This period might be dated c. 280-305 A.D., including within
it perhaps the first decade of the school at Apamcea (or Daphne).
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Works:

I. De Anima.' 1T would place this earlier than the Commentaries,
and probably than the ‘Pythagorean Sequence’, though after
Porphyry’s De Anima, which it supplements. Besides doxographical
material it contains much interesting criticism of his immediate
predecessors, Numenius, Plotinas, Amelius and Porphyry, together
with statements of his own views.

2. IMept »aB6dcu uyhe. Lydus (De Mens. IV p. 167, 23
Wiinsch) quotes from Book [ of this work, which scems to make
it separate from the De Anima. 1 place it next to it, but without
much confidence. It may be from a quite different period.

3. The ‘Pythagorean Sequence’. 1 suggest that this ten-volume
collection, which I term for convenience ‘The Pythagorcan Sequen-
ce’, was for use in the School as an introduction to philosophy.
I have listed the editions of surviving individual works in the
Bibliography, but I will comment on their content briefly here.2

Volume 1: Blog HuBayopinde, or The Life of Pythagoras (Vita
Pythagorica), which might also be translated ‘Life according to
Pythagorean Principles’. The composition of this has been well
analysed by E. Rohde in two issues of Rheinisches Museum.3
He believes it to be a compilation based on two sources, (1) Nico-
machus of Gerasa’s Life of Pythagoras (used, with acknowledge-
ment, by Porphyry in Ais Life of Pythagoras), and (2) a Life of
Pythagoras by Apollonius of Tyana. This lutter seems more pro-
blematical, as we have no independent evidence to go on, but
Apollonius is quoted in VP 254 in such a way as to give the im-
pression that he is the other source. Certainly there are two strands
being combined, and this splicing, together with numerous repe-
titions of whole paragraphs at various places in the work, make it
a most curious production. However, it serves its pedagogical and
edifying purpose well enough.

Volume 20 Adyog TpotpenTindg elg gLhocogiay, or Exhor-
tation to Philosophy (normally termed the Protreplicus). A series
of cxtracts from previous philosophers, first Pythagorean, then

App. 1.

2 On the Pythagorean Sequence see: Syr. In Mef. p. 160, 15 Kroll CA(s, and
H. Oppermann, in Gunomon 5, 1929, pp. 545-558.

3 Vol. 26 1871 pp. 55¢i1.; 27, 1872, pp. 231[. Reprinted in his Kleine
Schyiften, Vol. 2, 102(f.
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Plato and Aristotle, then a perhaps 5th cent. B.C. sophist known
as the Anonymus Iamblichi, and finally an interesting section
on the Pythagorean symbols and prohibitions, which from the
style seems original to Tamblichus, but is perhaps from Nicomachus
of Gerasa. All these passages are linked by bridge-passages by
TIamblichus himself, who also writes the introduction.

Volume 3: Ilepl tig wowde¢ pabnpartix¥c émiotapyg, or
‘On the General Theory of Mathematics' (De Communi Mathe-
matica Scientia). This again is very much an anthology of extracts,
from Plato, Aristotle and neo-Pythagorean writings, on the
philosophy of mathematics, all taken without acknowledgement
of their sources, and strung together with bridge-passages by the
author himself.!

Volume 4: Hepl t9¢ Nixowdyouv *Apibuntixic Elcaywyie
or ‘On Nicomachus’ Introduction to Arithmetic’. (/% Nicomachi
Arithmeticam Introductionem). This is a commentary on, and
paraphrase of, Nicomachus of Gerasa’s (surviving) Infroduction
to Arithmetic. In spite of its nature, it is in fact the most original,
of the series.

None of these works is of much interest for Tamblichus’ philo-
sophy, although all are useful linguistically. It seems incredible
that Iamblichus should have intended to pass off all the unacknow-
ledged quotations, particularly from Plato, as his own, so that
his habitual condemnation by scholars as a plagiarist is surely beside
the point. I suggest that he was simply performing a service to his
pupils, and to any other interested parties, and that the suppression
of attributions was simply in the interest of literary neatness.

Besides these four surviving volumes of the original ten (which
included surveys of Physics (Book V), Ethics (VI), Music, Geometry
and Astronomy) we also have handed down to us an anonymous
work entitled Gcoroyodpeva ’Apbuntinfic. We know from Iamblichus
himself 2 that he intended to write such a work, as the seventh
volume of his Pythagorean collection. The work as we have it
seems to be a compilation by some later hand of material from
three sources. (r) The Theologumena Arithmeticae of Nicomachus
of Gerasa (summarised in a hostile manner by Photius, Bibl.

1 See on this work, and its sources, Ph. Merlan, From Platonism to Neo-
platonism, p. 25.
2 In Nic. p. 125, 15ff. Pistelli.
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by it by Anatolius (presumably Iamblichus’ teacher), which has
survived,! and (3) an anonymous core of material. This is linguis-
tically similar to what we have otherwise of Iamblichus, and may
with probability be ascribed to him. It is often difficult however,
to separate it with certainty from Nicomachus’ contributions.
It is also probable that [amblichus quoted both Nicomachus and
Anatolius himself, which would have given the compilator the
stimulus to interpolate extracts from them.

4. Aristotelian and Platonic Commentaries. These will have been
in all probability the fruits of lamblichus’ lecturing in his own
School, and no doubt extended over a considerable period. I place
them in our second period, however, as they do not seem to be so
influenced by the Chaldaean Oracles as are works of the latest
period. This is, however, a provisional judgement.

We have evidence for, and in many cases considerable fragments
of, the following commentaries:

I. Aristotle

(Iamblichus was not the first to adopt Aristotle as in essential
harmony with Plato and useful as an introduction to him, but he
obviously followed this practice.)

1. On the Categories. Numerous fragments in Simplicius’ Com-
mentary, p. 2, off., etc. Kalbfleisch CAG VIII. Iamblichus, he tells
us, was the first to employ ‘Archytas’ in the exegesis of the Cate-
govies.

2. On the De Interpretatione. References in Stephanus, In De
Interpr., p. 21, 28ff. Hayduck CAG XVIII: 3.

3. On the Prior Analytics. References in Philoponus, In An.
Pr. I, p. 26,5 Wallies CAG XIIT; Ammonius, In Anal. Pr. pp.
31, 15ff.; 40, 16.

4. On the De Caelo. Reference in Simplicius, In De Caelo, p. 1, 24.

5. On the De Anima. References in Philoponus, In De An. p. 533,
26 Hayduck CAG XV, and Simplicius, In De An. p. 6, 16; 89 33ff.
There may be some doubt whether these references are in fact to
Tamblichus’ own De Anima, which Simplicius in fact quotes, p.

! Published by Heiberg, Annales Internationales d'Histoire Congres de
Paris 1900. se Section: Histoire des Sciences, pp. 27{f. On the Theol. Ar. see
Oppermann’s useful review of De Falco’s edition (above, p. 19, n. 2}, which
discussed the composition of the work.
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240, 33tf. Hayd. The Philoponus reference, however, scems to point
to a Commentary. I leave the question open.

6. On the Melaphysics. References in Syrianus, In Melaph.
p. 46, 2.4 cte. Kroll. CAG VI1: 1.

I1. Plato

(I take Tamblichus’ own order of the dialogues as set out in
Amnon. Proleg. ch. 25, (sce Comm. ad In Tim. Fr. 1).

1. Alcibiades I. liragnients in Proclus, In Ale. and Olympio-
dorus, I# Ale.

2. (Gorgias: No evidence in Olympiodorus, Comm. in Gorg.
Perhaps no commentary on the Gorgias before Olympiodorus’
own teacher, Ammonius, pupil of Proclus.) The assumption of
Mettauer, De Plalonis Scholiorum ITonlibus, pp. 22-24, that those
clements in the scholia on the Gorgias which do not stem from
Olympiodorus” Commentary must derive from a commentary
by Proclus, seems to me unfounded.

3. Phaedo. References in Olympiodorus, In Dhaed. p. 57, 4;
60, 20, etc. Norvin.

4. (Cratylus. Possible reference in Proclus, 1 Cratyl. p. 56, 15.
Pasquali. Not necessarily proof of a Commentary, however.)

5. (Theaeletus. No evidence.)

6. Sophist. Summary of Introduction to lamblichus’ Commen-
tary preserved in scholia to the dialogue.

7. (Statesman: No evidence.)

8. Phaedrus. References in Hermeias, In Phaedr. p. o, 10;
68, 26 etc. Couvreur. Also Proclus, Theol. Plat. IV 23, p. 215
Portus.

9. (Sympostum: No evidence.)

10. Philebus. References in Damascius, In Philebum.

11. Timareus. Numerous rceferences in Proclus In Timaeum, and
useful quotations in Simplicius I'n Phys.

12, Parmenides. Secure evidence in Syrianus, In Metaph. p.
38, 38. Damascius, in his Dub. et Sol., is certainly using lamblichus’
Commentary in the latter part of the work, but probably not in
the carlier portion. In a number of places it is unfortunately
doubtful whether or not he is referring to the Commentary. Proclus,
in his Parmenides-Commcntary, normally covers his traces too
well to allow of certainty of attribution, but reference to Iambli-
chus’ Comn, is clear in In Parm. V1 col. 1054, 37-1055, 25 Cousin 2,
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from the marginal glosses preserved in Paris. gr. 1810 fol. 178v
and Laur. Plut. 83, & fol. tqor., cf. Proclus, Theol. Plat. Intro.
p- LXXXII f. Saffrey-Westerink.

C. Latest Period

This might be dated tentatively c. 305-325 A.D., although we
must envisage the Commentarics as perhaps extending through
most of this period. T would postulate this as the period of greatest
Chaldaean influence.

Works:

1. llept Gedv. This seems to have formed the basis {for the
theories relayed by Julian, particularly in Orations IV and V' (To
King Helios, and To the Mother of the Gods), and by Sallustius,
in the De Diis et Mundo, perhaps written at the request of Julian,
Sallustius being a close riend of the emperor’'s. Some of the specu-
lations in Book I and the identifications of the Olympian Gods
in Book 1V, of the Timaens commentary will probably reflect
accurately the positions taken in this work. There may well have
been criticism of Porphyrv's llepl Oclowv dvopdrev, which must
have dealt with the same subjects.

We have one fragment of the wept Bzédv in Proclus, Theol. Plat.
I 11, p. 52, 2-13 Saffrey-Westerink, and see note p. 52 n. 1. Also
a relerence in Damascius, Db, et Sol. ch. 61, T p. 132, 13 Ruelle,
where Tumblichus is reported as making a distinction in this work,
as well as elsewhere, between zivew and oy,

2. Tlepl dyadpdrwv. Photius describes (£200. Cod. 215) a refuta-
tion of this work by John Philoponus. The work scems to have
comprised the correct construction of statues, and the pravers
to be addressed to them. No doubl it was wrilten wilh reference
to the work of Porphyry of the same title (of which we have extracts
preserved by Eusebins),! correcting Porphyry’s identifications and
instructions. Many of the quotations of Iamblichus in Lydus,
De Mensibus, may be traced to this work, or to the lept fedv.?

3. Mepl t9¢ év Tripatie 700 Atbg dqunyoptac I have given
recasons (sce Comm. ad Im Tim. Fr. 34) for regarding this as a
separate work from the Timaeus-Comnientary. The passage which

1 'Printe(i in Bidez, 17ie de Porplivee, App. pp. 1-23.
z CI. J. Geffcken in Avchiv f. Religionswissenschaft, X1X, 1919 p. 309if.
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Proclus gives us?! reveals a far more elaborate, Chaldaean-influ-
enced, metaphysical scheme than that used by Tamblichus in the
Commentary, and indeed Proclus uses this to refute Iamblichus’
treatment of the Demiurge in the Commentary. It seems to show
a considerable growth of Chaldacan influence, and I am thus
inclined to place it late in Iamblichus’ philosophical development.?

4. ‘H Xardaxh @eoroyia. This work is quoted by Damas-
cius, Dub et Sol. 1 86, 5, where he refers to a 28t Book, and 154, 13
Ruelle. There may well have been even more. It must have been the
magnum opus of this last period, if my view of Iamblichus’ develop-
ment has any validity. It was doubtless this work which laid the
foundation for the official Platonising of the Chaldaean Oracles,
which we see in full flower in Proclus and Damascius. A full un-
ravelling of the influence of Iamblichus on all these later develop-
ments must, however, await a separate investigation.

There are in all five allusions to this treatise: Damascius, loc. cit.;
Marinus, V. Procls 26; Lydus, De Mens. IV 159, p. 175, 8; Psellus,
ap. B.C.H. 1 1877, p. 319.

The Emperor Julian (Ep. 12 Bidez) was looking for a copy of it.

5. ®goroyia [Mratwvixy, mentioned by Proclus in his Pla-
tonic Theology Book III xi (p. 140, 20 Portus) and probably I=
Parm. 1067, 23-34. This must have been a considerable work, but
this is the only explicit mention of it.

6. Ilepi aperdv, quoted by ‘Olympiodorus’ B. (p. 113, 21
Norvin) as the source for Iamblichus’ doctrine of the seven grades
of virtue.

7. De Providentia et Fato, quoted by Proclus, De Prov. ch. 5, 2-3
Boese.

8. Ilepi ovuPérwv (of the Pythagoreans), quoted in the
Protrepticus p. 112, 2. This can hardly have differed much from
the extant treatise on that subject which ends the Profrepticus.

9. A pov6piBrov is mentioned by Nemesius of Emesa (De Nat.
Hom. 51) with the title: “O1. odx an’ dvBpdrwy el LHa &Aroya,
oddt amd Lpwv drbywy elg dvlpdimoug ol petevowpmtdosg yivovtar,

t In Tim. I 308, 18ff.
? Cf. also Olympiod. In Alc., p. 2, 4-5, Westerink.
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@& amo Lowy el LoHx, xal dmo avlpodmwv ele dvlpwna, surely a
self-explanatory title if ever there was one. I am moved to wonder
if this may not be the same work as that mentioned by Damascius,
Dub. et Sol. ch. 40z, 11 259, 13 Ruelle, with the title Iept Juyije
petovastacews, in which various grades of soul are being distin-
guished. This could of course also be a subdivision of Iamblichus’
De Anima. The title quoted by Nemesius does sound more like
a sub-title.

10. [Tepl »pioswe &piatou Abéyou, possibly a purely rheto-
rical treatise, quoted by Syrianus, In Hermogenem 1 p. g, 11 Rabe.

11. The Panegyric of Alypius quoted by Eunapius V.5. 460
(see above, p. 23).

12. Letters. Many fragments in Stobaeus. Also referred to by
Olympiodorus, In Phaed. p. 204, 2, and In Gorg. p. 221, 27.

In all, we have fragments of sixteen letters, addressed to various
recipients: Sopater, Dexippus, Macedonius, Anatolius, Poemenius,
Agrippa, Dyscolius, Arete and Asphalius, as well as the uncertain
references in Olympiodorus. The Letter to Macedonius on Fate,
of which there are a number of fragments, is perhaps of most
philosophical importance.

This survey of Tamblichus’ work may serve to give some impres-
sion of his output, even if the sketch of his philosophical develop-
ment is disputed. All of the lost works still await the collection
of their fragments, a collection first promised by G. Mau in his
RE article in 1914, but never, it seems, undertaken. This collec-
tion of the fragments of the Platonic Commentaries constitutes
a first step.



CHAPTER TWO
PHILOSOPHY

Tor the purpose of the present work, T shall confine myself
mainly to such of Tamblichus’ philosophical views as are illustrated
by the fragments of his Platonic Commentaries, A proper account
of his philosophy as o whole must await a close analysis of Proclus’
Platonic Theology, Damascius’ Dubitationes et Solutiones, and
Proclus’ Commentary on the Parmenides, from which last that
element which is lamblichean will have to be carefully isolated
on the basis of whatever can be learned from all other sources.?

Tamblichus” system of philosophy is cssentially an elaboration
of Plotinns’s Platonism, though strongly influenced by Neo-
pythagorean writings and the Chaldacan Oracles. Besides his
teacher Anatolius, the writings of his fellow-countryman Nico-
machus of Gerasa (c. 120-1962 A.1).) influenced him greatly. We
find him making much use of the writings of ‘Archytas’, for ia-
stance, in his Comimentary on the Categorics and in the Protrepticus,
and of other Neopythagorean apocrypha. He believed, with
Moderatus of Gades, that Plato was cssentially a Pythagorean,
and he pays great respect to Speusippus for the same reason.

IFollowing on the new direction given to philosophy by Plotinus
a sequence of scholastic elaborations of doctrine arose by a sort
of mnatural process. Plotinus” successors, Amelius, Porphyry,
Tamblichus and Theodorus, are normally dismissed as second-rate
and unoriginal. In comparison with Plotinus, certainly they were,
but to condemn them absolutely for this is to condemn in the
same Dbreath the vast majority of philosophers of all eras and
schools who have carricd on and claborated the thought of one

1 In the Parmenides-Commentary Proclus has gone much further than in
the Timaeus-Commentary towards the complete masking of his sources,
which sophistic stylistics seemed to favour. Jamblichus' name is not once
mentioned, and vet his influence seems paramount. Fortunately, in the
Timacus Commentary, sources are given adequate acknowledgement (though
the sophistic taboo against verbatim quoting is observed}, which makes that
commentary the best preserved of all

# See my note ‘A Date for the Death of Nicomachus of Gerasa’. CR n.s.
XVI 19069.
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great mastcr or another, ironing out inconsistencies in his thought
and bringing out in a salutary way various tendeneies latent therein,
All the four philosophers mentioned above were great and noble
men; 1 am ouly required to defend one of them. [lowever, it will
be necessary in the course of my notes on the Commentarics to
touch repeatedly on the opinions of the other three, and in par-
ticular on those of Porphyry, so that something may usefully be
said now of their habits and beliefs.

The remarkable method of philosophising favoured by Plotinus
was not, so far as we can see, followed Dy his pupils, at least in
their written works. They returned to the business of cuegesis,
commentaries on Plato and Aristotle, and cssays o such ancient
subjects as The Soul, Freawill and Necessily and The Gods, although
fortified 1 their work by the insights gained {rom contact with
the Master. As compared with Middle Platonism, the chief deve-
lopments were the doctrine of the Transcendent One, distinet
from and superior to Nois, the doctrine of the Hypostases, and the
doctrine of Emanation. We sav this on the basis of our knowledge,
which 1s incomplcte, but pending evidenee to the contrary, we
mayv accept it.! As regards the interpretation of Phito, o far greater
freedom of symbolic interpretation is  immediately  apparent,
together with 2 ovvee » to make Plato agree, not just with Aristotle
or Pythogoras, but with Homer, Hesiod, Orphens and the Chal-
dacan Oracles. It becomes absolntely necessary that Plato be
consistent both with all these inspived authorities, and also with
himself. This last had alwavs been o necessity for Platonists;
but it becomes a much more strenuous problem now, when the
whole of cach dialogue becomes infused with higher significance,
and especially when, on the authority of lamblichus, a single,
consistent oxomdg is cstablished for cach dialogue, to which even
the introdnctory and apparently casual portions must conform.

! The concept of the Supreme God in Albinus, Didashalikos ch. X, and
certain doctrines of hilo, Plutarch (e.g. the Myth of the De Genio Socr.) and
Celsus (ap. Origen, Contra Celsine V1L 45), as well as @ doctrine of emanation
which I discern in Nicomachus of Gerasa, must make us aware of the limita-
tions of our knowledge. There are large gaps in our knowledge of the dnctrine
of Numenius; and the Chaldaenn Oracles and the Hermetic Corpus were,
after all, based on contemporary Phionism of some variety, as Lewy,
Chald. Or. Ch. VI, and Festugitere Iido. . 1T Liave argued. On these matters
sec also Dodds, “The Parmenides of Mlato and the Origin of the Neopluonic
One.” C() 22, 1928, pp. 129-142.
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We see the Neoplatonist philosophers, then, working on the
basis of a number of sacred, ‘inspired’ books. The Dialogues of
Plato, the Theogony of Hesiod, the lliad and Odyssey, the Orphic
Poems, (probably) the ‘lepdc Aéyoc of Pythagoras, and the Chal-
daean Oracles. Within the framework of the consensus of this
corpus, one might manoeuvre at will, interpreting, reinterpreting,
refining concepts, and refuting one’s predecessors. The most damning
accusation was that of being unPlatonic. I[amblichus accuses
Porphyry of this intellectual crime on a number of occasions.!
One might also fail to make correct symbolic interpretations,?
and one might confuse concepts, or fail to discriminate them with
sufficient finesse. JTamblichus himself is frequently refined further,
though rarely contradicted flatly, by Syrianus and the Athenian
School.?

In this process of dialectical in-fighting, Iamblichus is found
in a curious position. On the one hand he frequently appears as a
conservative, repudiating the ‘barbarous’ innovations of Porphyry 4
or the triadic or numerological fantasies of Amelius® (who was
later to be followed, as against Iamblichus, by Theodorus of Asine).
On the other hand, it is plain that Iamblichus devised in many
ways a more elaborate theology and metaphysics than Porphyry,
and in all important respects laid the foundations for the philo-
sophy of the later Athenian School. One important ideological
difference, at least vis a vis the later Porphyry, author of the
Letter to Anebo, is ITamblichus’ defence and intellectualisation of
the practice of ‘theurgy’ (Beovpyte) to supplement ‘theology’
(Deohoyia). We find a defence of his views in his reply to the Letter
to Anebo, the book On the Mysteries of the Egyptians (usually
termed the De M ysterizs), a much-maligned work. Though it does
not directly concern us in our study of the present commentary, I
should point out the remarkable general similarity between Tam-
blichus’ defence of theurgy in this work, and philosophical theories

L e.g. In Tim. Fr. 16, “obte Ilhavowndg obre dM0as" ; 1bid. Fr. 70 adhotpluwg
705 IMdrawves sloayopévag; also In Tim. I 307, 4 the criticism of Porphyry is
probably Iamblichean.

2 Not preserving the dvaroyla, In Tim. Fr. 21, cf. ibid. Fr. 19.

2 e.g. Pr. In Tim. L1153, 28; 218, 13; 441, 15; for contradiction, T 153, 28,
following Fr. 16, I 218, 11, following Fr. 27, 1 230, 17, following Fr. 29 etc.

b e.g. In Tim. Tr. 16 ‘BoapPoapuxy; dralovela’.

5 e.g. In Tim. Fr. 39 (Amelius’ triad of Demiurges); ¢bid. fr. 54 (numerolo-
gical calculations); ¢bid. Fr. 71 (exegesis of Tim. 39 E).
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of Karma, or the Way of Sacrifice, in Indian Philosophy.! The
doctrine that acts, as well as philosophical theorising, are necessary
for the freeing of the soul from the bonds of the cosmos, is an
obviously magical conception, and as such normally not considered
worthy of a philosopher. It is on the basis of lamblichus’ defence
of, and practice of, a theology of Action, that he has so often been
condemned. What is more worthy of attention, however, is the
philosophical justification which he employs in defence of theurgy,
and the importance which this has for the sacramental theology
of the later Greek Christian Fathers.

That, however, is matter for another treatise. Our concern here
is with Tamblichus’ metaphysics as illustrated by the Platonic
Commentaries, and in that connexion something must first be said
about his theory of the One.

The One

Tamblichus, alone, so far as we know, of the Neoplatonist philo-
sophers, postulated two Ones, or first principles. We find in Damas-
cius, Dub. et Sol. 43 (I p. 86 Ruelle), the following notice:

Mera 8¢ talra éxeivo mpofarrwpela ele émioxefiy, mérepov 8o
glolv al mpdrtar dpyal mpd e votiis Te@TG TeWSoc, N TE TWavTY
&ppnToc xol 4 aolvrantog TPOG TV Tptdde, wabdmep HEiwoey 6 péyag
Tapfhiyos &v 1 xn® Bifhio thHe Xardaunie Tererotdtrc Oeohoylag,
7 O¢ ol mwAsloTor TGV per adtov ESoxipacay, pstd TRV dpenTov aitiay
nal phoy sivae v e TN TpLkda THY vonTav: 5 ral Tadmng dmofnaducha
¢ Umobécews, xata 8¢ tov [lopplplov Epobpev iy plav Tév mavrwy
dpyTv slvat Tov TTaTépa THS VonTTG TPLdag;

““After this let us bring up the following point for consideration,
whether the first principles before the first noetic triad are two in
number, the completely ineffable, and that which is unconnected
to the triad, as is the view of the great Iamblichus in Book 28 of
his excellent Chaldaean Theology, or, as the great majority of those
after him preferred to belicve, that the first triad of the noetic
beings follows directly on the ineffable first principle; or shall we

1 See on this the most interesting study by J. F. Staal, Advaiia and Neo-
platonism, Univ. of Madras, 1961, esp. pp. 61-70.
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descend from this hypothesis and say with Porphyry that the first
principle of all things is the IFather of the noctic triad?”” !

The evidence presented here for Tamblichus’ theory is not easy
to interpret. Damascius tends to support Iamblichus’ view himse'f,
as against Porphyry. What is at issue is the necessity of a second
first principle which will preside actively over the generation of
everything clse. The majority of later philosophers considered that
only one principle was necessary. Porphyry indulged in greater
cconomy, and considered the first element (waz#p) in the noctic
triad to be sufficient as a first principle.? Damascius thinks that
such a principle of generation must be cither the &v mdvre, or
xowvirepoy , and that it is better to adopt Tamblichus™ view.

He does not explicitly state that lamblichus was the only one
to postulate two first principles, but he fails to mention any other,
as he well might have had there been such. What then, did Tam-
blichus envisage? The problem, I think, stems from the contra-
diction between an absolutely transcendent One, arrived at by
negative contemplation, which can have o direct effect on any-
thing, and a creative first principle, these to be identified respec-
tively with the subjects of the First and Second Hypotheses of the
Parmenides. In Plotinus these two aspects of the One are merged,
with inevitable tensions; in Porphyry the active first principle,
as we sce, is made the head of the noclic triad; Tamblichus stmply
distinguishes two Ones, preserving the first as navry &ppnrog, and
postulating a sccond, presiding over, but not correlated to (deiv-
Toxtog), the noctic trind. This would in elfect be the &v mavre, the
subject (for some Neoplatonists) of the Second Hypostasis of
the Parmenides.?

This secms relatively clear, but i cc. 50 and 51 (I, p. 101, TIff,,
and p. 103, 6ff. Ruelle), Damascius reveals that Iamblichus

b Or “the Father of the noctic trind is the first principle of all things’?

2 This is importantevidence [or a triad — wathp (8v) — Zan (Sdvaurg) — volg
within the noetic realin already in TPorphyry. See also Pr. I'n Tim. 111 64, 84,
where Porphyry’s claborate scheme of interpretation is dependent on this
triad.

3 See the first chapter of Dook V1 of Proclus’ Comm. ITn Paym. and Proclus,
Theol. P’lal, Intro p. LXNXXKII, Saftfrey-iWesterink. IFor Plotinus the second
hypothesis chiefly describes Nous, but he uses some of its formulations to
describe the One inits positive aspect. See Dodds, “The Parmenides ol Plato,
etc.’
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postulated also a dyad, wépac—dameipov, between the second One
and the noetic realm.

In section 50 he is discussing the correctness of postulating
a Dyad as the second principle after the Monad, and he quotcs
various authoritics to support this—Orpheus, the Chaldaean Ora-
cles, Plato (Philebus 23C), and Philolaus. He then brings in Iam-
blichus:

3ty olv ol Tig lowg mpoumuTilévar Tag altiag wal ToU Evog Hvto
i 5
xot THG &V adth Suadudie @loeme TV GTOLElmV: elvor Totyuv TAV
Judda v dpydv Tpodunenuévyy ThHe elpnuévne duadoc altiov, domep
b AY AY o~ N ! o I 13 3 7 s AY b o~ ~
xal 0 7o THg Svadog &v, Gmep 6 lapPirgoc Tilletar mwpd appoiv Tob
Bvtog evoe altioy TpouRapyELY.
. (101, 21) Towdta yap E€heye wal 6 Ty lopBiiyou mwpesPedwy
apyty péony mlepéyny Tdv te dusly nal Tig dpp?Tou TavTeRdG.

“One may perhaps say that one must assume as preliminary
the causal principles of both the One-Existent and the dyadic struc-
ture of the elements inherent in it; the dyad of first principles has,
then, a distinct existence, prior to the dyad which had just been
mentioned, even as there exists also the One before the Dyad, which
lamblichus postulates before both, to be the cause of the One-
IExistent.”

“For such would be the argument of one who accepts the first
principle proposed by Lamblichus, which is sitnated between the
two (principles) and the totally incffable (One).”

In ch. 51, still on the same subject, but concentrating now more
on the One prior to the Dyad, Damascius writes as follows (I 103,
6if. Ruelle):

wal yop 7, plo qpyt Tpo Tav Susty, alty pév olv TH WAL £y,
6 péoov 6 “LapBieyog tileton TGV Sbo apydv xel T7¢ TovTdTRGW dTop-

’ pd ’ € hY U 4 I vy M A 3 1 f
prtou éxeivre, al 88 Svo, mépug épe wal dmewpov, §) xal el Podleral Tig,
" Ay - A 3 AY 3 M ’ LAY o~ -~ o~ 3 by \ M £y
BV %ol TOAMY, ARG T XVTLAELUEYOY EV TOLG TOAAGLG, 00 TO TRO XUQOLY
wed avovrtfetov.”’

“For indeed the one first principle is prior to the two; and this
is the ‘simply One’, which lamblichus postulates in between the
two first principles and that absolutely ineffable (first principle).
These two principles may be termed Limit and the Unlimited, or
if onc wishes, One and Many, the ‘One’ here to be taken as ‘One’



32 INTRODUCTION

as opposed to ‘Many’, not the One which is prior to both these
and has nothing opposed to it.”

It looks from this very much as if we must fit in two further
principles, derived primarily from the wépag and &mzpov of the
Philebus (17Cif.), between the Second One and the noetic realm.
On this scheme, the 8v dv or del &v at the summit of the noetic
realmm, will be the woetdv resulting from the concerted action of
these two principles, the Sccond One serving as the mixing agent,
while the First One sits in unspeakable splendour above all this.*

The Realm of the One in Famblichus’ metaphysics is now, [
think, complete. In contrast with the simplicity of Plotinus’ One,?
we seem to have the following elaborate scheme—

The First One
{mavrediag EppnTov)

The Second One
(¢ &mAddg v, wpd The Suadac,
gadvraxsog wpdg Ty (vonthv) Tpidder)
1

g, !
Limit The Unlimited
[ﬂéfm;} {td &merpov)

]

|
The One Existent
{td &v v)

On the other hand, [ find it doubtful how far Iamblichus is
responsible for the elaborate system of henads which make their
appearance in Proclus (e.g. ETh. ppr. 113-165). Proclus’ account
of Iamblichus' interpretation of the first hypothesis of the Parme-
nides (cf. In Parm. Fr. 2 of this ed. and Comm.) would indicate
that Tamblichus postulated henads in the realm of the One, with
which he equated the gods. However, henads do not appear to play
any part in his exegesis of the other dialogues, as preserved to us.®

One may see in all this a scholastic working-out of the implica-

t The second One and the Dyad of népag and &reipov appear in Fr. 7 of the
Timacus Commentary (Pr. In Tim, I 78, 6f.) ‘Tnel vip mavto nat £x tob &vég
tovtwad b tHg wetx 79 &v Suddog. .’ See Comm. ad foc. The above references
to lamblichus do not seem to be from his Parmenides Commentary, but rather
from the Chaldaean Theology or the Platonic Theology. What scheme lambli-
chos used in his exegesis of Hyp. I of the Parmenides we cannot be sure,

2 Cl. A. H. Armstrong, The Avchitectuve of the Inielligible Universe in the
Philosophy aof Plotinits, esp. chap. I & IL.

% But on this question see App. C.



PHILOSOPHY 33

tions of the Plotinian scheme—the contradiction between what
Armstrong (loc. cit.) calls the Negative and the Positive One, and
the necessity for fitting in the Pythagorean-Platonic Unlimited
Dyad at some point in the scheme of first principles in such a
way as to be inferior to the One.

The Noetic Realm *
The Noetic Monad

With the noetic realm, we come more properly within the con-
fines of the Timaeus Commentary. The first principle to be noted
is the following (Fr. 54): ‘maone tdlewe 7 auébextoc fyeitoun povig
wpd Ty petexouévay’. (‘Everyorder is presided over by the unpartici-
pated monad, prior to the participated entities’). Once again, con-
tradictions kept in solution in the more vital philosophy of Plotinus
are brought into the open by the more scholastic minds of his suc-
cessors. There is a necessity, on the one hand, for participation of the
lower orders in the higher, that the process of npéodoc—énistpogn may
take place, and on the other for the higher orders to be essentially
pure and unmixed in themselves. By employing the formula that
the higher orders can give of themselves to the lower without them-
selves being affected, as the sun gives off its heat and light, Plotinus
staved off the problem. More vigorous analysis, however, created
the necessity for three aspects or ‘moments’ of each hypostasis
which represented (a) the hypostasis in its purest form, as opposed
to (b) the hypostasis as participated in by a lower level of being,
and (c) the hypostasis as reflected ¢» the lower level of being; the
three levels were termed auéfextog (unparticipated), pereybuevog
{(participated) and xatd pélefiv or &v oyéser (in participation or
relation). In the realm of Nous, Iamblichus postulates, as his
‘ruling’, unparticipated Monad, 6 & &v. This he also terms 7o
det %v, and identifies it with Aeon and the Paradigm.

In In Tim. Fr. 29, discussing the passage ‘ti to dv del’ w.t.A
(Tom. 27D), Tamblichus gives his view of t& del &v as xpeitrov xal
TV yevidv Tob dvrog wal tév t8edv, positioned én' dxpw TG vontig
obstag, and mpdTwg petéyov Tob &vég. For this entity he draws
support from the second hypothesis of the Parmenides (142 B 1f.},
and from the Sophist (244 B ff.). It is important that there be some
aspect of each realm that partakes mpdtwe, primarily, of the prior

1 T have chosen ‘realm’ as a technical term to designate the terms xéouog,
Stdroopog or takLe.
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realm, in order to provide as smooth a transition as possible in
the procession of Being. It is, indeed, a striving for the clarification
of the steps in this invincibly mysterious mpéodog that is the chief
cause for the multiplication of entities in post-Plotinian Platonism.
Tamblichus’ view of this monad of the noetic world requires some
elaboration. In Damascius’ Dub. et Sol. we have a remarkable
reference to his doctrine on its knowability, whether from his
Parmenides Commentary or not is unclear to me. I have included
it, tentatively, as In Parm. Fr. 2B, (Dub. et Sol. Ch. 70, I 151,
181f., Ruelle):

61u pév Tolwuv olite 36k ofite Sravola ofite v T¢ Yuyd olte vonoe
HETE AGYOV TepAnmTév, AN 008% TF ToU vol mavrtehel meptwmh obte
~ bl ~ ~ et 4 R 3 ~ e o A bl 7 €
76 &vleL ol vob alpetdy, obte EmPolr]) 8hwe obre xata Emépatoty dplo-
pévy obte xata wepihnd ofte Twa Tolobrov Tpomov Exeive yvwotdy,
cuyywentéov tabta afolvrt T peydio Tapfityo.

This is disconcerting, particularly the denial that it is beyond
the grasp even of the &vbog 7ol vol, which one would have thought
to be precisely the faculty which could grasp it. That was what the
Chaldaean Oracles declared, after all:

EoTv ydp Tt vonTdy, 8 yp¥) e voeiv vbou dvber+ (Fr. 1 des Places)

Tamblichus faced this objection (bid. 154, #{f.). He claimed that
the Oracle meant that the voyrtév was before the mind as an object
of striving (¢petév), not of knowledge, and that it did not fill the
mind with knowledge, but with being and with ‘complete and intel-
ligible perfection’ (6Av xai vomTh Tehetdtng).

This determined denial of knowability to the noeton is the result
of Tamblichus’ firm distinction of the roles of the three elements of
the noetic triad. Knowing could only really begin with nous proper
(see below). A fragment of his Phaedrus Commentary throws light
on his doctrine here.

In Phaedr. Fr. 5 identifies the ‘helmsman’ of Phaedy. 247C with
the ‘One’ of the Soul. It is presumably this faculty, to & t¥c $uyTs,
that is able to achieve an intuition of the noetic monad. Iamblichus
does not actually state this, but says that it is by the one of the
soul that we achieve unity with the Gods (1o yap & t¥Hc Yuyic
gvolcbur Tolg Oeolg mépuuev). If it can grasp the Gods, however,
it should be able to deal with the noeton.

A good deal of Damascius’ doctrine in Dub. et Sol. cc. 55-69 on
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the gv 8v probably derives from Tamblichus. He has a number of
references to Tamblichus in this section, and ends (c. 69, p. 15I,
5ff.) with an assertion ‘xata tov "IauBiuyov Ta cepvbrate tév tlonué-
v avareletxapey’.

It seems as if the One Existent or monad of the noetic realm
is in fact identical with the lowest entity of the rcalm of the One,
the pxtdv, also termed &v &v, and they are to be distinguished
only for the purposes of exposition. In general, it is an Iamblichean
principle that the monad or highest element in any realm is situated
equally in the realm above that which it presides over.

The One Existent is prior to both onencss and existence, which
it dispenses to the first noetic triad, to which we will turn in a
moment. Tirst, however, we may consider the One Existent as
Acon, or Eternity.

Aeon

As Aeon (Aldv), 16 &v 8v serves as a measure (pétpov) for the
noctic realm (I» I'tm. Fr. 64) in the same way that Time (Xpévog)
is a measure for the psychic and material realms. We may suspect
that the definition of Aecon owes much to the definition of Time
in relation to the Soul, but in the system Time, is of course, the
image of Aeon (see In Tim. Frr. 63 and 64). Dodds, in discussing
prop. 53 of Proclus’ Elements of Theology, makes the suggestion
that there may have been another influence at work, besides
abstract scholastic tidiness, in the hypostatisation of Aeon:

“A deified Alov (probably in origin a Hellenised form of the
Persian God Zervan) has a prominent place not only in Gnostic
and Hermetic speculation and in the magical papyri, but in the
sacred book of later Neoplatonism, the Oraculs Chaldaica (cf.
In Tim. 111 14.3); and Proclus accordingly calls aidv ‘an intelligible
god’ (¢bid. 111 13.23).”

Dodds goes on to admit the likelihood that ‘the immediate source
of much of what Proclus has to say (at the beginning of Book IV)
about Time and Eternity is Iamblichus’, particularly in view of
Fr. 64. The honour accorded to Acon (and Time) would certainly
seem to support the suggestion that some such influence is at
work. The Egyptian concept of Maat, as the timeless condition in
which the gods live, also comes to mind as a possible influence.
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The Paradigm

Whatever about Aeon, the Paradigm is a purely Platonic entity,
although subject to wvarying interpretations throughout later
Platonism. With the Paradigm, in lamblichus’ metaphysics, is
bound up the question of the identity of the Demiurge, a problem
which was much debated in later Platonism.! In I» Tum. Fr. 35,
in the exegesis of Tim. 28CI{., he defines the Paradigm as «drtd
16 &mep §v, only 1o & being above it. The Paradigm, then, is the
highest element in the noetic world, seen in another light. This
habit of referring to the same principle in different ways to suit
different contexts (or, in a commentary, different lemmata) is a
feature of Neoplatonic exegesis which can prove bewildering.

The Noetic Triad

This entity is also the first element in the ‘noetic triad’. Even
in Plotinus ? we find mention of &v, {w#, and volic in conjunction,
but they are not formalised into three hypostases (or moments
of an hypostasis). Already in Porphyry, however, it seems that
they were so formalised.? In lamblichus, we see the three moments
clearly distinguished in In Tim. Fr. 65 (on Tim. 38A) where ypévog
is said to derive different qualities from &v, Lo and voig respecti-
vely, and also in In Ale. Fr. 8, where an interesting doctrine of
the extent of the influences of these three moments is propounded.

The prompting for this distinction, to the scholastic mind,
comes from a much-quoted passage of the Sophist, 248E, where
the Eleatic Stranger says ‘i 8t motg Audg; g danlig xbvnow xal
Lonv xal goyny xal gpévrow 7 padleg mewslnobuela 6 mavteriddg
Gvte wi) moapelvae, unds CHv adtd unde peovely, dAhe cepvov xal
&ytov, voiv odx Exov, dxlvntov E0T0G civar;

How can one have Absolute Being without Life and Mind?
And how, thercfore, can one have Mind without Absolute Being
and Life? It is not improbable, indeed, that a stimulus to the
hypostatisation of Lw# came from the Gnostic and Hermetic
systems, where it appears as a divine Principle,* but, as we see,
a source could be found in Plato.

1 Sce my article ‘Plotinus ITT 9, 1 and Later Views of the Intelligible
World’, TAPA 100, 1970.

216,7; Vg4 2fin; V. 6,6

8 Cf. Procl. I'n Tim: 111 64, 8ff., a most remarkable passage. See my Comm.

ad In Tim. Fr. 70.
4 See Dodds ET p. 253.
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In Damascius’ Commentary on the Philebus, sect. 105 p. 51
Westerink (Comm. In Phileb. ¥r. 4) we find the statement that
Iamblichus located in the xafapde voic, the first element of the
noetic triad, the monads of the Forms, by which he meant <o
éxdorov (ei8oug) aduduprtov, not the FForms themselves, which would
reside properly in the third element, Nous proper. See my Comm.
ad loc.

It also appears from In Phileb. TFr. 7 that Iamblichus held that
the three aspects of the Good, as described in Philebus 64A-65A,
Beauty, Symmetry and Truth, manifested themseclves in, or
‘adorned’, the marpinie vois.

What distinction Iamblichus made between the monad of the
noetic world, and the first clement of the noetic triad, is not always
clear, to me at any rate. He did, however, distinguish them.

This triad, in this form, is all that I will concern myself with,
as it seems to be the metaphysical scheme on which the Platonic
Commentaries are based. Other, more elaborate, Chaldaean-
influenced schemes must await for their elucidation further study
of the sources.? It does scem as though Tamblichus recognised three
triads in the intelligible (noetic) world, as well as an intellectual
hebdomad, but only in the passage mentioned above (n. 1) does
this distinction become clear.

The Demiurge

Encompassing all this triad (or these triads) is the Demiurge.
This was a distinctive theory of Iamblichus, in which he looks
back to Plotinus. Amelius postulated three demiurges, and Por-
phyry wishes to make the Demiurge the hypercosmic soul, with
Nous as the Paradigm.? In In Tim. Fr. 34, however, we find the
following statement by Iamblichus:

“THV BvTog odGlay xal TGY YrYvoREvmY Gpy v %ol TE YONTX TOU KOGOU
rmopodetyporta, v yve naholpey vonTdy wbopey, xal Goag altieg woour-
apyew Tlépeln tadv &v 7)) picer mavtwy, Tabrta wavra & viv {rrtoduevos
fcdc Snutovpybc dv &vi cuihafidv v’ fxutdv Eyel.

1 1t seems to me, for instance, thatl in the passage which Proclus quotes
from lamblichus’ essay ‘On the Specch of Zeus’ ({n Tim. I 308, 18ff.) we
do in fact have a comprehensive descriplion, replete with lamblichean
epithets, of 8v, oA and voig as a triad of ‘IFathers’ in the Intellectual Hebdo-
mad. See my Comm. ad In Tim. T'r. 34, and Appendix A.

2 For all this see my article ‘Plot. Enn. I1I, 9.1, TAPA 100.
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Proclus takes this as meaning that Iamblichus calls the whole
intelligible realm the Demiurge (movra ov vanrtbv xbopev dmoxohel
Snutavoyéy, 1 307, 171.), but the quotation before us does not seem
to warrant such a judgement. Iamblichus declares that the Demi-
urge ‘gathers into one and holds in subjection to himself’ the
intelligible realm. From Iamblichus’ point of view, it was necessary
that the creator of the material world should have under his control
all the forces of the intelligible world. Nefi¢ by itself, on this scheme,
can only create the Intelligence of intelligent beings. It must be
left to L to create Life, and 16 év to be responsible for mere Being.
This idea, that the higher on the scale of being an hypostasis or
entity is, the lower down on the scale is its extension, is first for-
mulated clearly by Proclus, in E.T. Prop. 57 1, but it can be traced
back to Syrianus, In Metaph. 59, 17 (see Dodds, E.T. p. 230-1).
In speaking of the rclation of The One to Being, he says:

™ yap &v Gmep 10 (U] &V xed odv TG vm wal Eml tdde Tol 8vrog,

wg &l Tig Uhng nal ThHe oTepioEWLG:

“For the One is both higher than Being and co-ordinate with it
and extends beyond it, as for instance to Matter and Negativity”.
(The p3 is to be deleted with Kroll, as absurd. &ri 1¢3¢, of course,
has the signification ‘on this side’, ‘in our direction.’)

In Comm.In Alc. Fr. 8 (ap. OL. In Alc. 110) we can sec ITamblichus’
version of this theory, applied within the hypostasis of Nous. He
held that the higher principles do not extend further than the lower
down the scale of Being, for all the principles extend to the ultimate
depths, but the influence of the higher principles is ‘more piercing’
(Sptuvtépa). See my comm. ad loc.?

Uiy aliov xead wpd 100 abrioetoll Evepyel wal pet’ adrd mietbvwv 2orly bmoatatindy.

2 One sees a curious prefiguring of this theory in the 3rd Cent., with
Origen. In Ilegl dpyév I, 3(esp. Fr. o Koetschau) dealing with the Holy
Spirit, he lays it down that the persons of the Trinity are arranged in such a
way that the creative power of the highest (the Father) extends furthest,
giving existence to every being, while the Son extends only to rational beings,
and the Holy Spirit only /o the Saints—this last category especially makes me
feel that Origen is here adapting to his own use a philosophical doctrine
which he picked up in Alexandria in his youth. The three persons of the
Trinity are behaving strangely like Being, Life and Mind, with the reservation
that the Holy Spirit might scem a better candidate for Zoe's position than
the Son. Not so, however, as Origen is presenting the Holy Spirit as thec most
strictly intellectual element of the Trinity, while the Son is a more general
creative principle, Logos and Sophia.
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We learn from Damascius Dub. et Sol. ch. 278 (I 149, 25f. = In
Parm. Fr. 6A) that Iamblichus situated ta& vévy Tob 8vtog in the
Demiurge.

The Psychic Realm

Before considering the Soul itself, I wish to examine two passages
(In Tim. Frr. 55 and 56) in which Tamblichus discusses the relation
of Intellect to the psychic realm.

In the exegesis of the passage Tim. 36C (ko %] watd todtd &v
TadTG TEpLxyopévy xwvioer weolf adrtde Ehafe), Tamblichus takes the
motion here described not as referring to the Soul, as had his
predecessors, but to Intellect.

Soul participates Intellect, xafécov &6l voepd, and through it
is joined to the Divine Intellect. The Intellect which Soul partici-
pates is Participated or non-separable Intellect (volc pefextéc,
gy metotog). It is a necessary intermediary between Soul and the
‘separate’ Intellect, vole ywpiotég, with which the Soul can have
no direct contact. This is made clearer in Fr. 56,1 where the volg
ywoiothe is depicted as enclosing the two Souls, while the parti-
cipated Intellect mingles with them and directs them, and is the
intermediary through which Soulis united to the Demiurge. We see
here again the three moments of any hypostasisin post-Plotinian me-
taphysics, (the third mome ntof Intellect, voig xara pébekev, is merely
the second moment, voiic pelextéde, considered as operating in Soul).

In fr. 50 (ad Tdm. 34B: duyhy 8¢ elg =6 uéoov adrob belg, w.t.h.)
we find Tamblichus interpreting the Soul described in this passage
as the duéBexcog Juyy, ‘EEnpnuévn xal Omepnboping xal dmbiutog
xol waow veBovatalovsa’, a characteristically Tamblichean string
of cpithets. This Soul is set above all the souls in the cosmos as
a monad (Smép mhoug Tag Eyrooulovg Gg povadog Ttetaymévye), this
monad being the transcendent source of both the Soul of the
Cosmos and the individual souls (cf. In Tim. Fr. 54).

Time

The internal structure of the psychic realm has also to accom-
modate Transcendent Time (6 Epenuévos ypévog), which holds

1 ad Tim. 36C, ‘xol thv pdv E o, tov 88 &vtdg Enoweito &Y xlxAwy. TV udv ody
o popay negpAuiaey elvat ThHe Tabtol ploewg, iy 88 évtdg tig Barépov’.

2 In this transitive use of ‘participate’, I follow the precedent of Dodds
(see p. 4 n. 1 of the Elements of Theology). Thus used, it is a convenient
technical term.
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the same position in the psychic realm as Aeon holds in the noetic.
Time is the subject of /n Tim. Frr. 62-68, of which 62, 63, 67 and
68 are from Simplicius. Here we see Iamblichus concerned primar-
ily with the cssence of transcendent time. Fr. 62 is simply an argu-
ment against the Aristotelian definition of Time as Motion. In Fr, 63
we find him identifying Time ‘in activity’ with the Swaxbdounsig
which is the immanent agent of the ordering of the universe. In a
phrase which caught the attention of Proclus (III, 30, 30ff.} he de-
clares thatit can be described as a ta&ig not as tatrowéyy,, but as tdr-
7ouoa, not as the ordered thing, but as the ordering force. He lays
stress on its creation simultaneonsly with the heavens ((Svaxoopév
&pa otpavoy morel. .. Tim. 37D). Time proceeds not dnb tic Yuyie
wwiseeg ) Lufc but and thg mwpotodorg dmd Tol Svuovpyol voepdic
draxoocpfoeme. It is not a subjective phenomenon, but a real hypo-
stasis. The last statement is amplified in a most interesting manner
by fr. 65, where the three separate qualities which Time derives
from the three hypostases of the noetic world, &v, Lo and voic
(all of which are encompassed by the Demiurge), are enumerated,
albeit in a somewhat strained interpretation of the lemma Tém.
38A. Fr. 64 describes in some detail how Time reflects Aeon,
whosc image (elxav) in the extended world it is. Time, indeed,
1s the first, the highest image, since Aeon itself cannot be an image
of the One, of which there can be no image. I'rr. 67 and 68 add to
this discussion of Time as an Image.!

Space

The discussion of Time raises the problem of Space, since Time
operates in spatial extension. We know ITamblichus’ views on Space
only from In Tim. I'r. go, from Book V of his Timaeus Commentary
(preserved by Simplicius). Iamblichus secems to have declined
to recognise any reference to physical space, or to the material
world, before the introduction of the SmoSoyh in Tim. 48ELL.

Space, in its essence, is cungung ol sopacty. It is therefore
reasonable that Timaeus should introduce the discussion of it along
with the first creation of bodies. Space should not be considered
apart from its aitta, apart from the Demiurgic plan. Tamblichus
thus dismisses the theories of Space of Aristotle and the Atomists.

1 On Iamblichus’ doctrine of Time, sce S. Sambursky and S. Pines,
The Concept of Time in Late Neoplatonism, The Israel Academy of Sciences and
Humanities, Jerusalem 1971, where the matter is well set out (esp. pp. 12-17).
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What definition, then, he asks, would best express its essential
character? <#> 7 Sbvapiy adrév cwpartoedy) Tlepivn thv avéyovooy
To oopato xol Otepetdovsay  xol  wimTovTo WV aveyelpovsay  Sta-
oxapmilovta 8t suvdynucay, cupmAnpoloay 3¢ adta dpa xal weptéynucay
mavteydfev. This is a description of Space as a 8vapig swpatocidfg,
(but not itself material), which maintains, separates and surrounds
couata. Téroc’ is not actually mentioned in the Témaeus until
52A (ywyvopevoy te & mivi téme) and I tentatively take fr. go as
a comment on that passage.

The Individual Soul

Before leaving the psychic, or noeric realm, we must examine
Tamblichus’ theory of the individual soul, and its relation to the
body. In this matter, the surviving evidence of the Platonic Com-
mentaries will be considerably clarified by that of the De Anima.
There we see lamblichus firmly setting himself in opposition, on
a number of questions, to a group in which are included Plotinus
and Porphyry. The first passage (ap. Stob. 1 365, 7ff. Wachs.)
concerns the nature of the Soul:

elol 8 Tweg, ol mHoav TNV oty odolay Sporopepd wal TRV
adThy xol play amopaivovtat, (g xol Ev 6Todyv altie wéper elvat
To Ghe - uel Tdyaliy xal movra o mpeofiTtepa Yévn adTic €vidploust
nol v waow Ooudtwg mavTe sivor dmogatvovrat, oixetwg pévtol xata
Ty adTiy odolay & Exdatows. xal Tadtng TH¢ d6Eve avaupieBnTiTwg
pév got Nauvpnviog, ob wavey 8¢ Sporoyovpéveg IThwrives, dortdtwg 8¢
&v adth @éperon “Apehiog. llopgplpioc 3t &vdowalel wepl adtiy, mh wiv
Sraterapbvwe adTic apoTapevos, TY 88 cuvaxohovldv adty), 66 Trpw-
dobsloy Avalev. xard 3% tabrtny vel woi Oedv xal Thv xperttéverv

vevidy 033y ) duyn Sievivoye xatd ye THV Shnv odolav.

Having thus put all his immediate predecessors in one camp,
basically asserting that the Soul is in no way different from the
classes of Being higher than it, Nous, the gods and daemons, and
even The Good, he attaches himself, though in a somewhat oblique
way, to the contrary view (365, 22ff.):

PAMG pAv 7 ve o vty dvliotauévy 30ke ywptlel pév thy
A P 7
’ 3 3 \ ~ I 14 ’ [74 14 7
Puyny, &g emd vol yevoubvny Seutépav xal’ Erepav GmboTasty,
0 8¢ peta vob adthc EEnveltar G¢ EEmetnuévov dmd Tol vob, petd Tol
W 7
xat 18lav Opsotnuévar abtoTerdds, ywetler 88 abdthv xal 4md Tév
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%pELTTOVOV Yevdv GAmv. 1Bov 3t adty Thg odoleg Ggov dmavéuel HTtol
7o LEGOY TRV PEPITTOY Kol APEQIGTMY <TGV TE GOUATIRGY Kol &> CWUATWY
vevédv, 7 16 mAnpwpe TAV xebéhov Aoywy, ) Ty peta tag idéag drnpestioy
)6 Snovoylas, 7 Loy mop’ favtie Eyxovcav to {hv Ty amd vob
npoerbolioay, 7 v ad Tév yevidv Slov Tol Bvtwg Gvrog mpbdedov elg
Hrodecatépay obatav.

“The doctrine opposed to this, however, makes the soul a sepa-
rate entity, inasmuch as it is generated second after Intellect as a
different hypostasis, and that part of it which is accompanicd by
Intellect is explained as dependent on the Intellect, along with
the power of subsisting independently on its own, and it separates
the soul also from all the classes of being superior to itself, and
assigns to it, as the particular definition of its essence, either the
mean between the divisible and indivisible, the corporeal and the
incorporeal, beings, or the totality of the universal reason-prin-
ciples, or that which, after the ideas, is at the service of the work
of creation, or that Life which has life of itself, which proceeds
from Intellect, ot again the procession of the classes of Real Being
as a whole to an inferior substance.”

This, says Iamblichus, is the doctrine of Plato himself and Py-
thagoras, and of Aristotle and dpyaior mavreg, if one interprets
their statements pet’ &miwsthune. The long, Tamblichean, list of
alternative definitions amount to a separate, subordinate rank
for the Soul in the hierarchy of Being.

The controversy with his predecessors comes to the surface
in Fr. 87 of the Timaeus Commentary, an excgesis of Tim. 43CD
(Pr. IIT 334, 3ff.). The point of dispute is as to whether any part
of our soul remains drabic xal dei voolv. The protagonist of this
view 1s named as Plotinus (cf. Enn. 111 4, 3; IV, 1, 10.). lamblichus
enters upon an eloquent argument against him to demonstratc
that no part of the Soul remains permanently in this state. One
point is particularly worth quoting:

€y

el 8¢ Srav 1o &v Nulv xpdtiaTov Téhelov ), xal 1O Shov Ay efdaupoy,
Tt wwiber xal ViV fpdc eddaipovag elvar dvBpcmoug &mavtag, el T6
axpdTatoy Nudv del voel xal del mpdg wolg Oelowg dotiv; el piv yap ©

~ -~ > \ A A / b A 14 ~ > 4 3
volig Tobro, 0088y mpog v uynve el Bt phprov Puyie, eddalpwy nal
7 houd).”

“But if when the best part of us is perfect, then the whole of
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us is happy, what would prevent us all, the whole human race,
from being happy at this moment, if the highest part of us is always
enjoying intellection, and always turncd towards the gods? If
the Intellect is the highest part, that has nothing to do with the
soul; if it is a part of the soul, then the rest of the soul also must
be happy.”

It was certainly Plotinus’ view that there was within us a hidden
divine element, which we could uncover by contemplation.! Tam-
blichus contends that if this hidden generator, so to speak, was
continually humming away, how could we not fecl the cffects?

Another point of dispute with Plotinus, Amelius and Porphyry
concerns the relation of the individual to the universal soul, and
the question of different grades of soul (De An. ap. Stob. 1 372).
Here Plotinus and Amelius are on one side, and Porphyry on the
other. Neither side, however, satisfies Tamblichus.

¢ 4 3 ~ o~ o~ N 3 N b4 J ~ - Al

[Iévegov oly mas@v téhvV uydv o wdta Epye dmotehsital, ¥ Ta
pev thv Bhewv teledrtepa, T O TGV FAAGV Gg Exactor SielAfyust
TV TPOaHROVERY EXuTHLS TaEY ]

“Do all souls”, asks lamblichus, “accomplish the same acts,
or arc those of universal souls more perfect, while those of other
souls correspond to the appropriate rank of which each partake?”

“xat wou [Mhwtivog nal *Apéhog Enl tadtne elol the 36Eng (Eviote

\ 3 ¢ b4 Al A} A \ \ o ! by k] AY
vop <oly> ¢ EAATY THv peptothy Yuxy maps v Ghny, plav 3¢ adthy
Tpog Exelvyy elvon doopilovral): @z 8 dv elmor lloppdpiog, mavey
HEYWPLOTAL TR THE bANG Yuyiic mapd TIV wepLaThy EvepyhpoTe.’

Tor Plotinus this can be documented from Enn. IV 3, 4. For
Amelius, and for Porphyry’s contrary vicw, this is useful infor-
mation, not elsewhere attested,

Iamblichus produces a third view, a kind of synthesis of those
of his predecessors, which from the method of its introduction
we know to be his own (372-3):

“vévorto 88 xdv Ak d6Ea odx amdéBAntoc, W watd vévn wal eldy
Tav Puyav dAke pdv T ThV Ay movTekd), drha 8 T Thv Delav Juydy
Gypavrto ol &GAa, Etepn 8& T TGy Salpoviov dpxotiipla, T 8E THY

1 See Armstrong, Avch. of Intell. Univ. ch. VI, for a good survey.



44 INTRODUCTION

ewixdv peydha, Ta 3¢ Thv &v Tole Lootg xal tole avlpmmors Ovyroeidy
xol Te &AW GoadTwg Epya Stapoupévy.”’

The ‘acts’, then, of divine, daemonic, heroic, human and animal
souls are suitably distinguished, each with an Iamblichean epithet,
and if the acts are different, the souls are different.

“oi wiv yap plav sal Ty adty mavtayeb uypy Sixtelvovres # Tou
véver ¥ €idet, o¢ Soxel [dwrtive. 7 xal dplpd, @g veaviederar odx
davydg Apéhtog, etvar adthy Zpolbaty dnsp Evepyeiv.

(Amelius, it seems, went even further than Plotinus, in iden-
tifying numerically the individual souls with the Universal Soul.)

“ol & dcparéstepov Tobtwy Statattédusvor xal mpobddoug mwpdTag
nol Seuvtépag el tpitag odowdv THe YuyTc duoyuplbuevor TpoympEELY
elc ™ mpbow, ofoug &v Tig Oety) Tolg wavidg utv amtaiotwg d& dvrL-
RopBavopévous TéV Adyav, Ta pev &Y Shwv Juydy ol Oetwv sl ddiowv
tvepyfinato Epolow obtor mavtwe dfmou xal ele odolav dmoreheuTiv.
Ta 3t THV peploTéhv wpatoupivey év Evi eldel xod Stowpoupévev Tepl
Toig capuaw oldapdds suyywprooucty edlig elvar Tall’ dmep dvepyolot.

“Others make a more prudent distinction, and insist that it is a
downward sequence of primary, secondary and tertiary processions,
that the different essences of souls continually proceed, such as
one would expect of those who enter upon the discussion (of these
matters) with arguments which are unfamiliar but unshakeable,
will say inevitably that the operations of universal and divine and
immaterial souls come to accomplishment in their essences also;
but they will by no means agree that individual souls, confined as
they are in onc single form and divided out among bodies, are
immediately identical with their acts.”

If one penetrates the jargon here, it will become apparent that
Tamblichus’ distinctive position is that there are various grades of
soul, about which different truths can be predicated. Divine souls,
for instance, perform acts which do not end in any accomplishment
distinct from their essence (this is the meaning of the obscure
phrase xal elg odslav amoteheutdv), whereas in the case of human
souls, their acts extend outwards and are not identical with their
essences.!

1 In Stob. 373, 131f. he speaks of the acts of (human} souls as being like the
putting forth of fruit by plants (fouévar taig T@dv xapn®dv dnoyewnsesty) i.e.
eparable from their essences.
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This has some bearing on lamblichus’ interpretation of the
Return to the Mixing-bowl in Tim. 41D (In Twm. Fr. 8z2). For
him, the mixing-bowl is Lwoydvog Tig aitia, putting forth creative
Adyor which penetrate all of life and all the orders of souls (Juyual
t¢Eeig). These “allot to each soul within its proper sphere suitable
measures of coherence (pétpa T4 cuvoyic mpémovra), to the original
souls primal measures because of their first mixture, and to those
who are mixed in the second session secondary measures; for accord-
ing as is their rank relative to each other, such is the procession
(mpdodug) from the mixing-bowl which they are allotted, receiving
thence the defining laws of life.”

The distinction here seems to be between divine and human
souls. What precisely the pérpa tic suvoyijc are is not certain, but
they are probably the proportions of each of the three elements
which go to make up souls (see Comm. ad. loc.). We see mention
of ‘primary” and ‘secondary’ measures, and of a mpéodo¢ from the
Bowl, which seem to connect us with the passage from the De Anima.

We can see from In Tvm. Fr. 83 (I11 257, 241f.) that Tamblichus
was noted for allotting a transcendent superiority (&Eppnuévn
Umepoy) to ‘those classes which make up divine souls’, so that his
opposition to the more optimistic Plotinian view was quite marked.

The same difference with his predecessors, though from another
angle, appears in a passage from Nemesius of Emesa (De Nat.
Hom. sect. 51, p. 117 Matthaei). The question here concerns inter-
change between, and therefore the essential homogeneity of, the
souls of men and of irrational animals.

“Kebwiog pdv yap &v 1o llept manyyeveslag (obtw 8¢ xohel v
A 1 ’ kg ’ o A A} 4

LETEVOWPATOGLY ), Aoyxas Taoug elvar BodAetar - Suotwg 8¢ xaul Beodwpog
6 1arovinds év te "Ote f) duyn mavre ta eidyn éoti, xal [loppiptog
buotoc: “TapPriyng 3¢ v dvavslay volrorg Spapdv, xat eldog Lowy
JuyFe €tdog elvar Aéyet, Hyouv, eldn Sugopa. yéypamtar yolv adT@
povoBiBroy Ertypapoy, "Ott odx an’ dvbpomwv el Yoo droya, obde
b A\ ’ 3 14 3 3 ! * I 14 h A
amo Loov dréyov el dvlpdmous al petevowuatdoelg yvovtal, &AM
3 3 ’ b ?, A > by 3 ! 3 3 4 1
amd Lpov elg Lo, xal ano dviparwv elg avBpdroug.

Iamblichus is here figured by Nemesius as opposing Cronius,
Theodoros (of Asine),! and Porphyry in the matter of the homo-

1 We may note that Iamblichus cannot, if we preserve the chronology,
have contradicted Theodoros, who wrote somewhat after him. What is
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geneity of the souls of men and animals. From the title of his
essay, we can see that he was opposed to the idea of metempsy-
chosis into and from animals, still preserving his grades of soul.
Man was not to be ranked with the gods and angels, but he was not
down among the pigs and wolves cither.?

The significance of this development of Iamblichus’, particularly
his separation of the soul from the class above it, is well summed
up by Dodds, in his Introduction to The Elemenis of Theology
(p- xx):

“This change is a natural corollary to the humbler cosmic
status assigned by Iamblichus and most of his successors
to the human soul. As the ancient world staggered to its
death, the sense of man’s unworthiness grew more oppressive,
and the mystical optimism of Plotinus came to scem fantastic
and almost impious: not by the cffort of his own brain and
will can so mean a creature as man attain the distant goal

[EET]

of ‘unification’.

This is very much the spirit which informs Fr. 88 of the Timacus
Commentary. Tamblichus asserts that it is not possible for us to
comprehend how the Gods create the body, or its life, and how
they link them together:

‘rabTor Yae SyveeTo Huly Omdpyel. xal 6Tt pév dmd Bedv Hoéotrxe

A b M 3 7 Y o~ 3 ’ \ A INRU NS
navre, el Ty dyeldmnra adtdy drofrémovtes wal TV Sbvopty Siatet-
vbpela, e 3¢ Exetbev mpdeiow, Nuels yryvaoxew ody olol Té€ Ecuev.
attiov 8¢, 6Tt TO TTpovoety xal TO yewdy Eaipetdy Eott The Uetag Urmdplewe
&yversToy Epoberg drepoyy.’

Pious sentiments indeed! This attitude must provide a fertile
ground for theurgy. Dodds in the same passage quotes a passage
of the D¢ Mysterizs (I1, 11:96-7), which suitably sums up Iambli-
chus’ attitude. I give Dodds’ translation:

“It is not thought that links the theurgist to the gods: else
what should hinder the theoretical philosopher from enjoying

probably the case is that lamblichus contradicted Ameliies, whom Theodoros
is following, as is often the case in the Timaeus Commentary. Who, then, is
Nemesius’ immediate source for this doxography? Syrianus? Or perhaps
nobody. Not Porphyry, at any rate.

! It is also Chaldaean doctrine that there is no metempsychosis into ani-
mals (Or. Ckald. Fr. 160 Des Places), and this doubtless influenced Tambli-
chus.
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theurgic union with them? The case is not so. Theurgic union is
attained only by the perfective operation of the unspeakable
acts correctly performed, acts which are beyond all understanding;
and by the power of the unutterable symbols which are intelligible
only to the gods.”

The Vehicle (Bymupa) of the Soul

The history of this concept has been adequately set out by
Dodds, Elements of Theology, App. I1, pp. 3131f., and I will not go
into the subject here.! The composition and fate of the &ynu«
was a point of dispute between Iamblichus and his predecessors,
particularly Porphyry. 1 have discussed the subject fully in the
Commentary to In Tim. Fr. 81, and refer the reader thither.
Briefly, what was in dispute between Iamblichus and his prede-
cessors was the precise composition of the ‘vehicle’, and its fate
after its separation from the body. On the latter point, Iamblichus
believes, strangely, that the ‘vehicle’ did not dissolve after death,
as Porphyry would maintain, but survived in somec way within
the cosmos, following in this, it would seem, Chaldaean doctrine.

Nature and Maltey

These subjects are touched on only incidentally in the surviving
fragments of the Commentaries. ITamblichus certainly rejected,
as did the general consensus of Platonists, the belief of Plutarch
and Atticus in the creation of the world in Time, and the previous
existence of an cvil World-Soul. He does, however, have a strong
sense of the power of Fate (eiuappévn), which is in fact the power
of the material world (gdeig) over the human soul. His fullest
surviving discussion of this occurs in his Letter to Macedonius on
Fate,? though the same subject also comes up in the De Mysteriis.®
Although his view of the power of the Soul is less optimistic than
that of Plotinus or Porphyry, he grants IFate power only over the
second soul (the #ynmux), and recognises that the pure soul may
free itsclf by the practice of theurgy.

To create the world, Matter is given form by the Demiurge,
whose Aéyou penetrate it unceasingly. The characteristic of Matter
is étepdtrg, which may be traced back to the Dyad in the realm

1 See also R. C. Kissling, ‘The OXHMA — IINEYMA of the Neoplatonists
and the De Insomniis of Synesius of Cyrene.” AJP 43 (1922) pp. 318ff.

? Fragments in Stobaeus, I, 8o, 11 173[f. Wachs.

* VIIT 7, and X 5. Cf. also /n Phaedr. Tr. 6A.
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of the One.! In I'n Twm. Fr. 9 we find a reference to the power of
Matter to introduce étepérmg into the Adyor:

«

A e 3 3 4 14 3 M b I3 3 A
...oxol ol adtol Abyormbany EEaddayny Emgalvousty, | . . EoYATWS
&v Uy yeyovoreg xal ab mepl Ty UAny peta t¥g 6potbtnTos Ta et b AR Y
THV EtepbTn T Sewevdvres.”

This ‘differentiating quality’ is proper to the whole cosmos,
above and below the Moon. Iamblichus takes issue with Porphyry
in In Tim. Fr. 46 for Porphyry’s suggestion that é&repbrve and
multiplicity was characteristic only of the sublunary sphere. The
most that JTamblichus will grant is that some forms in the cosmos
‘rejoice in sameness’ (ta p&v Tév eld@v TavTE TN TL yalpet xol aTdaet).
What he is combating is the setting up of any too sharp distinction
between the higher and lower parts of the material cosmos.

The Gods and Daemons

We can see from In Tim. Ir. 74 that Tamblichus was opposed
to any rationalisation of the gods of a Euhemeristic nature, as well
as to any identification of them with the ‘elements’, but he cer-
tainly did not believe in the Olympians in their traditional forms.
The curious series of identifications which he gives for the gods
mentioned Tim. 40E (in Tim. Frr. 75-8) show that he envisaged
them as immaterial forces operating at various levels above and
within the universe. Sallustius’ division ? of Gods into (1) éyxboueot
and Omepnbosuol, (2) of the dmepuboutor a threefold division into
those who make the olsix, the volg and the duyy of Gods, and
(3) of the &yxéopto, a fourfold division into of motobvreg (tov »éopov),
ol Yuyoelvreg, of appdlovree and ol ppovpaelvreg 3 and Proclus’ division
in props. 151-g of ET of the classes of gods into 7d matpwdy, 76
yewnTiedy, TO TteAectovpydy, and T @poupnTixdy, we may suspect of
being Iamblichean in origin.

Much work needs to be done before one can confidently declare
how much of Proclus’ theory of Gods can be traced back to lam-
blichus. 1 suspect that the systematic formulation of the thecory
of different manifestations of the same god at successive levels of

1 The cosmic evavriwowg goes all the way up to ) petd té &v Sudg, {n Tim Fr.

7.

2 De Diis et Mundo, ch. VI.

3 Sallustius actually uses verbal phrases (ot p2v eivar wotobat oy xdooy, etc.)
but 1 follow Dodds, (ET p. 278 n. 2) in making participial phrases, as being
more convenient.
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reality is to be attributed to Syrianus rather than to lamblichus,
but Iamblichus seems at least to have cnvisaged certain gods,
such as Asclepius, as being emanations of certain others, such as
Apollo (In Tim. I'r. 19), and the identifications in In Tim. Frr.
75-8 seem to involve a descending series of gods ending in a tetrad
Zeus-Hera-Poseidon-Hades, the number proper to physical creation.

The question of Daemons arises in connexion with Iamblichus’
exegesis of Tim. 24AB (In Tem. Fr. 16). As a background to that,
I will give an account of lamblichus’ doctrine on daemons in the
De Mysteriis.

We are introduced in De M yst. 1, 5: 15-17 to a fourfold distinction
in the physical world, modelled, perhaps, on Plato’s distinction of
the four elements in the Timaeus. The highest place is held by the
gods, thc lowest by ‘pure’ souls (duyatl dxpavrtor). Between the
&xpax are two upecdtnreg, one, the heroes, being more akin to the
gods, though still far inferior to them. The daemons serve the will
of the gods, make manifest their hidden goodness, and give form
to their superior formlessness (16, 13ff.); they also serve to pass
on the graces in which they participate to the classes of being
below them (‘mopéyovoay 8 adtiyv dglbvwg tolg pel’ Cavtiv yéveor
xal SramopOpebovoav’, with a reminiscence of the Sympo-
stum 202E).

“These median classes (daemons and heroes) {ill out the common
bond (vdv xowdv olvdecpov) between gods and souls, and render
indissoluble their connexion, and bind together one continuous
link from highest to lowest and make indivisible the community
of the universe (tév §rwv)’” and so on (17, 8ff).

We find, then, in Book I, a four-layer spiritual universe, with
the daemons, if we may so express it, taking the place corresponding
to air in the material universe, and, with the heroes, helping to
bind the whole together.

In the De Mysterits, as in the Timaeus-Commentary, heresies of
Porphyry are being combated. Porphyry, in framing his questions,
has failed to distinguish properly betwecn the oboiat, Suvapers and
évépyexe of the superior beings (I 4:11). He erroneously tries
to introduce a distinction between those which are subject to
passions (pmabféc) and those which are not (dmabéc) (I, 10:34
which ‘Abammon’ rejects. To none of the xpeitrova yévy, he main-
tains, can either of those terms be properly applied; they are above
such distinctions.
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How, then, does ‘Abammon’ distinguish daemons from gods?
In ch. 15 (45-46) he opposed a distinction which Porphyry offers
between gods and daemons. Porphyry (either giving his own
views or those of ol wérrol tiv @rhosdpwv) defines gods as véeg
xafapot, daemons as vob péroyor and Juyieol (45, 10ff.), a definition
which is condemned as confused. The true distinction between
gods and daemons is revealed in ch. 20 (63): gods, both visible
and invisible, have general and universal power in the universe;
daemons polpag Tvag peplotag TOU %4GPROV xaTaTELVAPEVOL TadTag
xateubivovewy’ — their powers are essentially partial. Further (64)
10 pév Oetov Eotv fyepovixndy xal mportoTdpevoy THg &v Tolg obal
Sratabews, Sraxovindy O 10 Sowpbviov xal woapadeybuevov dmep
&v mapoyyelhwowy of Beol mpobipwe, adtovpyla Te ypduevov mepl
6w ol Beol voobal e xal BodhovTal xal EmTdTTOUGLY.

At the beginning of Book II, daemons are distinguished from
heroes, according to odsia, ddvepis and &vépyeia (67).

“I say then that daemons are produced by reason of the gener-
ative and demiurgic powers of the gods (xatad tag yevwnriede xal
Snutovpyeas Tév Bedv Suvdpetg) in the furthest extremity of their
procession and of their ultimate divisions (t@v éoydrwv Siapepiopdiv) ;
heroes, by reason of the principles of Life in the divine beings
{(xata Tovg Ths Lowtig év Toig belotg Adyoug) and the primal and perfect
degrees of souls take them as their end and cause of division (?)
(amoTeheuTdy AT’ adTdy xal dmopspilechor)”.

The odota (67, 10) of daemons is arepyastuch xal i xx® Exaatoy
@V yryvoubvey Emiotasing, while that of heroes is Lwrueh xal Aoyd
not Puy v fryepovind.

The Suvapewg (67, 15) of daemons are vyéwipor, émiotatixal Te
776 @uoews xal Tob cuvdiopov Tév Yuydv el Ta codpata; those of
heroes are {womotol, Hyepovixal Tiv avlpdnwy, yevésews drorehupévar.

The &vépyeiar (68, 3) of daemons are p&ihov wepixboptot, Statei-
voucat €mi TAetov &v Tolg dmotehoupévols by’ fautdv, those of heroes
are én’ £havtov uév Surovcat, apd & THV TEV duydv Strab Emi-
GTPEQOLEVALL.

I have left the descriptions in the Greek, as it would serve little
purpose to turn jargon of such density into English. Generally,
daemons are revealed as active principles of the gods, while heroes
are more concerned with saving souls and leading them upwards.
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The distinctions are fairly artificial, and inevitably tend to overlap,
but Iamblichus must preserve his four-fold hierarchy.

He continues (IT 2:68, 8ff.) with an analysis of the nature of
ool &ypovror, the lowest class in the hierarchy. These are a
somewhat free-ranging class of beings, and exhibit a number of
peculiarities. They are endowed with very partial powers, but on
the other hand are able to associate themselves with, and withdraw
themselves from whom they please, joining themselves to the gods
xot Ghhag dpuovicg odatidy xal Suvdpewy § wol’ oflag Saipovéc te xal
flowsg mpog adTovg cuverhixovro. They are deficient to these latter
in eternity of uniform life (t6 &idwv ¢ duotag o), but on the
other hand can ascend dvwrépw, even to the rank of angel (émt
pelbovae vabw, v &yyehueqv), through the goodwill of the gods.
This is the first mention of angels, and the first intimation that
the four-fold division hitherto prevailing is about to be invaded
by archangels, angels and two varicties of archon.

The souls thus described seem to retain about themselves some-
thing of the universal potentialities of the human soul according
to Plotinus; they range widely about the spiritual world.

The more elaborate distinction may be partly Porphyry’s fault.
At the beginning of II, 3 (70) he is made to ask how one is to
recognise apparitions: ‘zt w6 yvopiopa Oeob mapovsiag ¥ dyyérov
dpyayyEhou ¥ Saflpovog ¥ Twog &pyovees ¥ Juyie’;’. But of course
Tamblichus could have denied separate existence to such beings,
had he been so inclined. Instead, he answers the question in detail.
The new order which emerges (7r1) is: gods, archangels, angels,
daemons (in a new four-fold grouping), heroes, sublunary archons
(or cosmocrators), hylic archons,! souls. What seems to have
taken placc is a further unveiling of pesétrreg, between gods and
daemons on the one hand, and between heroes and souls on the
other.

At the beginning of 11, 5 (79, 7 ff.), we get a useful summary of
the activities proper to each class of being:

1 In case any reader should be unfamiliar with the distinction between
sublunary and hylic archons, I give Iamblichus’ description ol the work of
each (71, 4ff.): the sublunary (whom he also called #yspovixol) ta 66 sernvyy
ototyela (Stowkolot); the hylic (Evurot) t¥¢ OAng (mposotrxact). A dualistic
element threatens here, as the #wuiot dgyovreg would normally be villains, evil
and destructive forces, if Chaldaean influence were paramount. However, we
only gather that they preside immediately over the realm of Matter.
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%ol pay 16 ye dmonaBouptindy TGV Quydv Téheov pév Eotv &v Tolc
fBeolg, év 3¢ Tolc dpyayyérowg avaywydv: &yyehot 3¢ Abouot pwévov THV
Seopdv 1Hc Uhng, dalpovee ¥ elg THv @low xabéixovow: fpwes 8
rovdyovswy elg Thv Empéheiav TiV alolintdv fpywve &pyovres 8 HroL
v mpostastay Thv mepocpioy §) THY Tav Evhiwy EmisTactav &yyet-
pilovat, Yuyat & Empatvbpevar xaratetvoust mwg Enl TV yéveotv.

This survey of Iamblichus’ demonology, which does not in fact
help greatly in the elucidation of Fr. 16, is included partly to show
the complexity of the problem of presenting an account of lam-
blichus’ philosophy which is both coherent and comprehensive.
It is these classes of being which lamblichus made the subject
of Hyp. IIL of the Parmenides (cf. In Parm. Frr. 2, 12, and 13),
in contrast to all other interpreters of the dialogue, who allot
no separate hypothesis to these beings.

The vexed question of the influence of the Chaldaean Oracles
on Iamblichus must await a full collection of the fragments, and
I will not comment on it further here.

Certain Philosophical Concepts

To conclude, I will list a number of concepts used by Proclus
in The Elements of Theology, which Dodds (Intro. p. xxi) traces to
Iamblichus, and which can be documented from the fragments.

(1) The doctrine of wunparticipated (Guéfexra, EEnpnuéva)
terms. Cf. In Tim. fr. 60: Setv yap w3 &0podv yiveaOar i)y petdfaciy
amo TV eEypnuévay Eml Ta peTExovTa, GAN& uéows elval TOG GUVTE-
Torypévas Tolg petéyousty odotes. To this we may add the whole
doctrine of moments within an hypostasis.

{(2) The doctrine of adfurdorara, or ‘self-constituted’ principles.
This word, used to describe an entity which is capable of hyposta-
tising itself, seems to have been first used by Iamblichus, in the
Letter to Macedonius (ap. Stob. Il p. 174 Wachs.), with reference
to the power of the higher soul to free itself from Fate.

(3) Much of Proclus’ teaching about Time and Etermity, that is
to say, their relation to each other, and to the noetic and psychic
worlds respectively, Cf. In Tim. Frr. 61-68.

(4) The Classification of Gods. This has been mentioned above.
Dodds traces Proclus’ doctrine back through Sallustius to Iam-
blichus, but I am not at present able to document it with confi-
dence. See however Comm. ad In Tim. Fr. 74.
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(5} The Classification of Souls. This can bc best documented
from the De Anima; sce above, on The Individual Soul.

(6) The Denial that the Soul ever attains release from the cycle of
birth. Again, Dodds traces this to Tamblichus through Sallustius,
ch. xx. In Phaed. Fr. 5 secms to reveal Tamblichus’ doctrine on
this matter.

(7} The Denial That any part of the Soul remains ‘“Above”. This
is the issuc in In Twm. Fr. 87, discussed above, under The Indi-
vidual Soul.

Conclusion

This must be regarded as a preliminary, interim survey of a
somewhat neglected area in the history of Philosophy. Zeller !
does cover it at some length, though with certain hostile prejudices.
Mau, in PW, deals with it rather sketchily. Praechter 2 deals well
with Tamblichus’ relation to Porphyry, but his concern is primarily
with Tamblichus’ proper place in the devclopment of Neoplatonism,
and not with his philosophical position as such. A. C. Lloyd, in
The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Mediaeval Philos-
ophy, Ch. 18, gives an adequate survey, but does not, inevitably,
probe the depths of the subject.?

Zeller’s refcrences are characteristically comprehensive, but
detailed quotation is really necessary in order to view clearly
{amblichus’ differences with his predecessors, as well as his own
distinctive formulations.

1 Phil. d. Gr. 1112 pp. 613-646.

? ‘Richtungen und Schulen’, esp. pp. 134ff.

3 See now also the excellent account in R. T. Wallis, Neoplatonism, Ch. 4.
Duckworth, 1972.



CHAPTER THREE
THE TAMBLICHEAN COMMENTARY

The Procline Format

In coming to a decision on the general form and scope of Iam-
blichus’ commentaries, [ find myself in agreement with A. R.
Sodano, in the introduction to his collection of the fragments of
Porphyry’s Commentary on the Timaeus.! He traces back to Por-
phyry, in the case of the Timaeus (and, presumably, of the other
Platonic dialogues on which he commented), the kind of detailed
exegesis which we find practised in the existing commentaries
of Proclus. This involved commenting on the continuous text of
the dialogue in question from beginning to end, prefacing one’s
comments with the relevant sections of the text, or lemmata.

The evidence of Proclus’s commentaries show that his arrange-
ment was not original (indeed he makes no such claim}); on most
passages he gives proper attention to the opinions of others either
when they differ from his own, or, in some cascs, when they seem
to put something particularly well. In the case of his references
to Porphyry, Iamblichus, and Syrianus ? it is frequently obvious
that they are commenting on the same lemma as he is himself;
occasionally we can sec that he has divided up further the lemma
on which they were commenting. Where Proclus is original, apart
from his distinctive doctrines and formulations, is merely in the
vast comprehensiveness of his exegesis. Where he himself has
created a lemma (by subdivision), this is clear from the relative
brevity of the xepdraiov and its lack of doxography.®

In the case of what I believe to be his innovation in dividing
a traditional Book IIT (dealing with Tim. 31B cwparosidis 3¢
3 ... to 40E . . . xal Aeyéoliw) into two (his Books IIl and IV),

v Porphyyie In Platonis Timaeum Commentariorum Fragmenta, collegit et
disposuit A. R. Sodano, Napoli, A.D. MCMLXIV.

2 T omit Amelius and Theodore of Asine from the reckoning, as quotation
from them is less regular, but in fact the same holds true of them when they
are quoted.

3 eg. 132, 20if. (on 17C); I 328, 12ff. {(on 29fi.) These are random examples
from a multitude. In general, this phenomenon occurs after a long section, in
which preceding opinions are reviewed.
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this is shown by Book IV’s lack of a mpootpiov. We can see ! that
Porphyry and Iamblichus (and doubtless Syrianus) prefaced each
book of their commentary with a preface, and that Proclus is
merely following tradition in doing the same. The lack of a preface
to Book 1V, therefore, is most significant. The importance of this
for Tamblichus’ commentary will be discussed below.

Porphyry observed, as far as we can see, the form of the com-
mentary as we see it in Proclus, and Iamblichus is essentially a
follower (if a continuously dissident one)? of Porphyry. The form
of the pre-Porphyrian commentary on Plato (I leave Amelius
out of the reckoning, the evidence being too unclear), can be
judged from two surviving examples, the anonymous In Theae-
tetum 3 and Calcidius In Timaeum.* 1 believe Calcidius’s surviving
commentary to be a good example of one type of Middle P’latonic
commentary. He chooses fopics from the dialogue or work to be
commented on, consecutive, but not continuous, and discusses
those. He feels no need, for example, to comment on, or sec higher
meaning in, introductory passages, where Socrates is apparently
chatting or settling down. Calcidius begins to comment at 31C,
dismissing the resumé of the Republic and the Atlantis Myth in
an introductory passage. We learn from Pr. In Tim. 1 204, 17
(v. Fr. 25) that Severus too began his commentary at least after
27C; we find Calvisius Tawrus (ap. Philop. De Aet. Mundi, p. 520
4ff. Rabe) commenting on swpatoedts 3% ».t.h 31B, in the ‘first
Book of his Commentaries on the 7maens which suggests to me
that he too did not pay much attention to the introductory parts.
Longinus and Origen certainly paid attention to the Atlantis Myth
and the introductory part generally (Longinus especially seeming
to criticise it rather more as literature than as philosophy), but
they fade out of the picture after 27C.% It was also possible, like
Plutarch, to write essays on specific topics, such as ‘The Creation

1 From refs. in Proclus’ own prefaces, e.g. {(for [amblichus), I# Tim. frr. 1,
26, 74.

2 Of 85 frr. from Proclus, I have counted 32 in which lamblichus is noted
as referring to Porphyry; in 235 cases he is attacking him, while in only 7 is he
in agreement with him.

3 Ed. Diels-Schubart, Berliner Klassikertexte, Heft 11, 19o5.

4 Ed. J. H. Waszink, Plato Latinus Vol. IV. The Warburg Institute. 1gb2.

5 It is probable that in the case of Origen at least, we are dealing with, not a
Commentary on the Timaeus, but his book lepl védv Sowpéveov (Cf. Porphyry,
V.Plot. 3, and Lewy, Chald. Or. Exc. XI}, or simply with oral expositions
reported by Longinus or Porphyry.
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of the Soul in the Timaeus.” A#ticus, too, seems chiefly interested
in the creation of the world in Time. As for Adrastus, it may be
suspected that his interests were chiefly mathematical and astro-
nomical, and that in fact it is probably his example that Calcidius
is following in beginning at 31C.

The Theaetetus-Commentary, on the other hand, is much more
akin to the Neoplatonic commentaries. After a preface, the com-
mentator begins to discuss consecutive, though not always contin-
uous, lemmata. The content is ethical and explanatory, rather
than theological. Diels and Schubart have shown convincingly
that the author is closely connected with the School of Gaius, the
approach being noticeably similar to that of Albinus’ Epitome
and Didascalicus. On the other hand, differences of style count
against identification with Albinus himself. Gaius himself is a
possibility, but nothing of his work survives. The author is suffi-
ciently tied down, however, if one assumes him to be a znd Cent.
A.D. follower of the School of Gaius. Whoever the man was, he
mentions also his own Commentaries on the Timaeus (35, 12), the
Phaedo (48, 10), and the Symposium (70, 12).

Tedious as the work may be, it is a most valuable piece of evi-
dence that the form of the Commentary as we find it in Proclus
goes back at least this far in the history of Platonic exegesis.

If, then, the form of the Neoplatonic commentary which Iam-
blichus is following goes back to Porphyry and in large measure
to Middle Platonism, what is there, if anything, that Iamblichus
himself has contributed? His main contribution, I feel, was the
concept of the unity of the oxomédg, the subject, of each dialogue,
and the laying down of a canon of dialogues in a definite order,
to constitute a complete teaching course in Platonic philosophy.!
I give the relevant texts in the Commentary on In Tim. Fr. 1,
whither T refer the reader. The result of this innovation was that
every part of the dialogue, even the most apparently casual intro-
ductory portions, must not only be commented on, but related
to the overall aim of the dialogue, be it physical, ethical or theo-
logical.2 Iamblichus frequently criticises Porphyry for not observing

1 See K. Praechter, Richtungen und Schulen im Neuplatonismus, Genethlia-
kon fiir Karl Robert, Berlin 1910, an essay to which every student of lambli-
chus must stand indebted.

2 It is plain from the Anon. In Theael. that Middle Platonists formulated
the subject of each dialogue. Some of the Platonists, says our author, consider-
ed that the dialogue was about the xpttipiov, (2, 11), others considered it
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this canon of criticism. Porphyry comments gepuditepoy, he him-
self éaudtzpov or EronmindTepov.!

I have felt justified, then, as has Sodano, in preserving Proclus’
lemmata (except in a few cases where it is plain that Proclus has
divided a lemma which Iamblichus is following).? I have confined
myself to passages explicitly attributed to Iamblichus (except in
two cases, Frr. 5 and 61, where, however, the attribution seems
clear enough), although it is not improbable that the whole of
Proclus’ commentary is shot through with Tamblichean influence.
However, the attempt to disentangle these with any certainty
from the contributions of Syrianus and Proclus must, I think, be
postponed until, assisted by a full collection of the fragments, we
have a more accurate grasp of Tamblichus’ philosophical position
and vocabulary than is the case at present.

Nature of Proclus’ Quotations

Proclus, unlike, for example, Simplicius or Philoponus,® does
not feel obliged to give wverbatim quotations of his predecessors.
Verse he will quote, perforce, but prose authors he prefers to
incorporate into the body of his work, though without depriving
them of credit (or discredit) for their opinions. There are two
passages only, (my Timaeus Frs. 34 and 64) which Diehl feels
justified in giving as verbatim quotations, and even these may
have been interfered with to some extent by Proclus.

We have unfortunately only minimal controls from which to
determine the accuracy of his attributions. We can check his
references to Aristotle,* and Plato, and even Plotinus (of prose
authors), but none of these were writing commentaries on the
Timaeus, and so, particularly in the case of Aristotle, might be

to be about émowiun (2, 32). Our author accepts these latter, with the
qualification that it is the odesix, not the Oin, of émavAuy that is the real
subject of the dialogue. However, the symbolisation of the characters, such
as we see Iamblichus engaged in in the Sophist (Comm. ad Fr. 1), and the
scheme of dialogues given in Anon. Prol. (loc. cit.), seem to be his original
contribution,

1 Cf. In Tim. fr. 25 and Comm.

2 ¢.g. Tim. 24AB, cf. Iambl. fr. 16; Tim. (28C-29A), Tambl. {r. 35.

8 e.g. (as regards authors relevant to us) frr. 62, 63, 67, 69, 9o of the
Timaeus Comm. (from Simplicius), and frr. XXXIV, XXXV, XXXVIII,
XLVII, XLIX, LVIII, LIX, LX of Sodano’s edition of Porphyry (from
Philoponus}).

4 In the case of Aristotle, I have drawn attention to his practice in one
place, v. Comm. ad Fr. 49.
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subject to far greater looseness of quotation (often, no doubt,
from memory) than in the case of a Neoplatonic commentator
on the text. Porphyry is also quoted, this time verbatim, by John
Philoponus, but the passages do not, unfortunately, correspond
to any quotation in Proclus. For Iamblichus, we have a number
of verbatim quotations by Simplicius (Frs. 62-3, 67-8 and go of
the Timaeus Commentary) and in the case of two of them (Frs.
63 and 67) we do have corresponding passages of Proclus, which
show us, I think, his essential faithfulness (v. ad loc.). What I
feel that we can gather from these two parallels is that if Proclus
says that Iamblichus said something, he is telling the truth, if
not the whole truth. If a statement or theory is attributed expressly
by Proclus to Iamblichus, i.e. either directly or introduced by
vyxp, with Indirect Speech, I maintain that the substance and
phraseology of the passage is Iamblichean, and that the philosophy
and philosophical terminology therein contained can be reclaimed
for Iamblichus.

A more difficult question arises in the case of continuative
passages following the initial attribution, introduced habitually
by vyde but normally themselves in Direct Speech. To settle the
status of these as quotations seems to me to be of considerable
importance for the present work.

My view of the matter is as follows. The use of Direct or Indirect
Speech in a continuative passage introduced by ya&p, in so far as
it follows any system at all, seems to be governed by the extent
to which Proclus himself approves of the opinion expressed tn the
passage, rather than by the verbal closeness of the passage to the
original. We cannot, of course, judge the closeness to the original,
but we can, I think, see a pattern emerging if we consider the total
of passages in which this phenomenon occurs. First, however, |
will take three passages to serve as paradigms.

1. Fragment 14 (Proclus In Tom. I 145, 5ff.)

After the initial passage, in which Tamblichus raises the problem
as to how the gods are said to receive the governance of certain
definite areas at certain definite times, the text continues:

el yap &pyovral mote THC whnowaoswe, xal wadowvt &v morte TO

Yap ¥pove TapapeTodUEVoY &Toy ToLBTOY E6TIV: w.TA.

The setting out of the dmopia continues in this way for some
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ten lines (to 145, 19), and is then picked up by ‘rabra 3% Sranophoag
gmndetar Aywy ... followed by Indirect Speech, thus making it
plain that the previous passage is Iamblichus’ own amplification
of his problem. Proclus has no objection to this formulation, as is
shown by his continuation (ll. 24ff.), which mercly cxpands on
Iamblichus’ solution, and that, I feel, is why we have totwlrdv
¢a Ty, rather than rowobroy elvat.

2. IFrragment 54 (I1 240, 4ff.)

In this passage lamblichus is discussing the splitting of the
soul-stuff, and the two ‘lengths’ or ‘circles’ (Tim. 36B).

6 udv yap Betog "Lapflyoc ‘dva’ wou ‘petswpomorel’ wal ‘rapovi)
peptuvi’, Ty te plav uydy wol tag an’ adric mpoehoboong dbo.

Tamblichus is thus postulating three elements in the soul, rather
than two. This must be explained. The text continues:

maong Yop Talewg v auébextog Myeitar povag med THY peteyouévey,
xal oty olxeiog &pudg toic apebénrtowg xal cuppuie, xal and Tol
&vog 1) dudg, Gomep &’ adtidv tév fedv.

This is a formulation of which Proclus thoroughly approves.
He states it in proposition 21 of the Elements of Theology: maox
1dkg dmod povadog dpyopévy mpdetawv elg TARlog TH povadt adaToryov.
Why, then, could this not be Proclus’ own contribution to the
argument here? TFirst of all, it would leave Tamblichus without
any defence of his own position; this we could tolerate, but, much
more fatally for the theory, the text continues:

“val obv xal 6 Tipatog”, @rnot (sc. Iamblichus), ... v Suvada
mapdyet ¢’ adthc-”’ making clear that it is Tamblichus’ explanation
with which we are involved. This in turn is continued by ‘7 pév
yap oyiows Ty dnuteupyeny 3mhot Swxlpesty, x.T.A.

Proclus thus has the habit of subtly merging himself with
Iamblichus (and even more with his own master Syrianus) when
they take a position, or give an explanation, of which he basically

approves. The fact that he should frequently go on to amplify
such a passage does not detract from this basic approval.

3. Fragment 16 (1 152, 28ff.)

We may now, as an example of the opposite situation, consider
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Fragment 16, where Proclus is reporting an argument in which
he does not feel directly involved. Iamblichus is refuting Porphyry’s
identifications of the component classes of the primitive Athenian
state. But both Iamblichus and Porphyry are proceeding on the
assumption of a five-fold division of classes, whereas Proclus,
following Syrianus, adopts a six-fold division. Hence the long
passage elaborating on lamblichus’ objection to Porphyry is
introduced by vydp and Indirect Speech— obre yap Tobg &pyayyErovs
neihobal mou pvhume Omd TIAdtwvog. ... The Indirect Speech
here does not mean that the passage is more accurately quoted
than was the passage in Fr. 14; rather, it signifies that Proclus
is dissociating himself from the whole argument.

This survey is, I think, sufficient to show the rationale behind
my policy of attribution. I am heartened to find Sodano at least in
tacit agreement with me in his edition of the fragments of Porphy-
ry’s Commentary. We find yadp with Direct Speech attributed
{correctly, in my view) to Porphyry in his Frs. I, III, IV, VII,
VIII, XVI, XXI et al.! Sodano nowhere explains his policy in this
matter, but his actions seem to speak for themselves.

I feel free, then, to claim such passages, which abound in the
fragments, for Iamblichus. T stop short, however, of claiming
any of Proclus’ quotations as lamblichus’ ipsissima verba. The
matter is not of primary importance, as Iamblichus was not, on
Eunapius’ admission,? much of a Greek prose stylist; what we
need to be sure of is his theories and his philosophical vocabulary,
and in these matters 1 feel that we can trust Proclus. If he says
that Tamblichus made such and such an identification, using such
and such technical terms, then we may, I feel, claim this as evidence
for what Tamblichus thought and said.

The Quotations from Simplicius

As T have mentioned above, our second source for Iamblichus’
Commentary on the Timaens is Simplicius, in his Commentary on

! Note also a continuative yobv in Fr. IT, an explanation of Longinus’ given
without approval by Porphyry with yde and Ind. Speech in Fr. IX, and
Porphyry reported without approval by Proclus in Ind. Speech introduced
by yae in Fr. XXIII.

2 Eunapius, VP 458: olte vdp elc dppoditny adTol xal ydpw td Aeydupeva
BéRamrar, obte Eyer Aevxbntd Tve xob T4 xabopd xoairoTiletat: ob pnv 00
doagd mavteAég Tuyxdvel, o0dE watd THY MEw Auaptnuéve, AN domep Eeye
wepl Eevonpartoug 6 [Indrtwy, tals fppaixals o tébutar Xdptowy.
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Avristotle’s Physics,t and, for one reference, in his Commentary on
the De Anima. Four of the quotations from Iamblichus’ Timaeus-
Commentary occur in two corollaries, or additional essays, on Space
and Time respectively, which Simplicius inserts into his Commen-
tary, (my frr. 63, 67, 68 and go). A {ifth, fr. 62, occurs in the body
of the commentary, ad Phys. IV 218a 31ff. The sixth is a festimonium
(fr. 89) from his commentary on the De Anima, p. 133, 31ff. CAG.
The quotations from the Physics Commentary are verbatim and
thus of peculiar value.

One large problem, however, arises from Simplicius’ attribution
of these passages. His introduction to fr. 62 reads (p. 702, 20):
o 3¢ "TauPhyog &v 16 8y360p Tav elg Tipatov dmopvnpdroy xal tabta
Ttpog THy 36Eav Emhyayey

Fr. 63 is introduced (793, 23): mpooxelobo 8¢ xol t& &nd téHV
] ’ < A p) ! ~ 3 ! / ’
elc Tiparov Smopvnpdrov. &v tolvuy 16 6y8dm Bl .. . tapadiduot. . .
Aéyer 3¢ nal &v 16 ¢ nepahaien Talta
Fr. 67 (just below) is introduced by:
fy pY \ f 3 o~ ’ ’ A yd 3
&po 3t mepl TodToL . . . &V T V' nepadale Tade yéypape:

We seem thus to be involved with an Eighth Book of the Com-
mentary, in which there were at least ten chapters. There are,
however, certain difficulties in the way, and I believe them to be
weighty ones. First of all, we can sce, from the passages themselves,
that they are comments on 37D (Fr. 63) and 38BC (Fr. 67), at
which stage Proclus is in the early stages of his 4th Book. This
would suggest a commentary in about 20 Books on Iamblichus’
part, but this is no bar for a man who wrote at least 28 Books
on the Chaldaean Oracles. However, from the examination of these
same fragments, 63 and 68, we scem to discern that Iamblichus’
Commentary was somewhat briefer than that of Proclus. Proclus
has four xepahoarx between 37D and 38BC, as against three of
Iamblichus’ (xep. 7-9), from which one might extrapolate the
conclusion that Iamblichus’ Commentary was about 3/4 of the
length and detail of Proclus’, a proportion which fits the evidence
in other respects. Tamblichus’ Eight Books would need, then, to
have been very slim volumes.

But there is a worse difficulty. The other fragment from Simpli-
cius (my Fr. go) concerns Space, and is from the 2nd xepdhiatov

1 Ed. Diels, CAG Vol. IX Berlin MDCCCLXXXII.
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of Tamblichus’ Fifth Book. Now, while one cannot pin down with
certainty the lemma on which he is here commenting, the evidence
of Calcidius shows that only at 52A and later was the discussion
of Space traditionally undertaken. At all events, Iamblichus
himself reminds us that he has already discussed Time (ll. 15-16)
“xal domep TOV ypdévov Emerpalinpev dpogui] mede THV dnutovp-
vlav &modovvat, obtw xal Tov wémov EEnyeishur.”

One cannot progress from an Eighth Book to a Fifth Book. There
is, admittedly, an embarrassing textual variation: for & 1 &
BiBrle tév elg Tigatov dmopvnpatay, the Ms. E has &v ©6 e’ BifMo.
This would destroy our argument. Diels, however, does not accept
this variation, and I feel that he is right. The &’ arises, I feel,
either from a wrong division of TQIEBIBAIQI or from an ‘intelli-
gent’ emendation of a reader (or scribe) who knew that one dis-
cussed Time before Space in a Timaeus Commentary, and wished
to remove the discrepancy in Simplicius’ reference. Of these two
possible explanations 1 incline to the former, as being simpler.

What, then, are we to do with &v 1o 6y36e BifSAte? It is, after
all, twice mentioned. I think we can see, from the writing of <o
g’ BiPAte, that there was a stage when the former reference was
written & td 7' BBrie. My suggestion is simply that v’ is a mis-
reading of y". When the scribe did it once, he was predisposed to
do it again. We are, then, I suggest, in the third Book of lamblichus’
Commentary, and in the latter part of it. Herein lies the point of
my previously-expressed doubt that Proclus’ Book IV is traditional
(i.e. Porphyrian}. The lack of a mpootpiov marks it out as peculiar.l
The sixth xep. of lamblichus’ Book Three is the second xep. of
Proclus’ Book Four, and Tamblichus’ 1oth xe¢. is Proclus’ 7th.
I suggest that lTamblichus’ Book III compriscd Proclus’ Books
IIT and IV, while Iamblichus’ Book V (xep. 2 of which seems most
probably to be concerned with Tim. 52A) begins at the end of
Proclus’ Book V, which we can see from a reference in Philoponus 2
continued at least up to 50C.

It seems to me that we have no way of deciding whether Tam-
blichus commented on the whole dialogue. It seems ® that Proclus

! See Festugiére, Proclus: Commentaive sur le Timée, Vol. 11T p. 7, who
discerns that Proclus’ Books 111 and IV are one continuous whole.

¥ De Aet. Mundi, 11, 11, p. 364 Rabe—quoted at the end of Diehl’s edition
of Proclus, In Tim.

3 Festugiére, op, cit. Vol. I, pp. 10-11. The discovery of an Arabic ms. in
Constantinople (Cod. arab. unic. Agia Sophia 3725) shortly before 1941
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did in fact comment on the whole dialogue, but in fact the latter
half of the dialoguc invites a different type of comment, more
medical and strictly physical in nature. It seems to me probable
that Calcidius is following some tradition in leaving off at 53C,
with a discussion of Matter. For whatever reason, Porphyry ceases
to be quoted by Proclus after 41E (III 272, 16ff. Diehl; Sodano
Fr. LXXXI}, and we have no other clear evidence that he went
further. As for lamblichus, it is plain that, with the failing of
Proclus’ evidence, we are deprived of our chief means of knowing
how far he went. Simplicius does scem to carry us to 524, and,
since we appear to be there near the beginning of a book, we must
assume that Iamblichus continued some way further. More detailed
speculation, however, would hardly be profitable.

The Other Sources

These investigations have been concerned exclusively with the
Timaens Commentary, as is inevitable in view of the preponderant
bulk and detail of its fragments. Also, I believe that the Procline
format does preserve most closely, of all our surviving sources,
the procedure followed by Iamblichus. However, something must
also be said of the other commentators with whom we are involved,
Hermeias (on the Phaedrus), Olympiodorus (on the Alcibiades and
the Phaedo), and Damascius (on the Philebus and the Parmenides).

Hermeias, the fellow-pupil, with Proclus, of Syrianus, adopts
a simpler, less formal and comprehensive, procedure than his
distinguished contemporary. Indeed, his commentary scems to
be no more than a fairly faithful record of Syrianus’ seminar. He
takes consecutive passages of the original, but more loosely than
Proclus, quoting only the initial sentence or phrasc of the passage
to be commented on, the length of which varies widely according
to the subject-matter. His commentary is more akin to a collection
of scholia, and such, indeed, is its title.

Olympiodorus, writing about a century later, is more structured
than Hermeias. He divides his commentaries into praxess, each
of which may have represented a lecture of an hour or so. The
subject-matter of each praxis covers approximately one Stephanus

revealed a translation of Proclus’ Comn. on Tim. 8gE4-90oCy, divided into
four lemmata. Festugiere has published these frr. at the end of Vol. 5 of his
translation.
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page of Plato. We have first the theoria, then the lexis, each phrase
to be discussed being quoted separately.

A.-J. Festugiére ! has made a useful analysis of the structure
of the Neoplatonic commentary, specifically the distinction of
theoria—the general survey of the doctrine contained in or arising
from the lemma—and /exis—the individual words and phrases
requiring comment. We can see from the preserved fragments of
both Porphyry and Iamblichus that they commented under both
these categories, though how rigid the distinction was for them
we cannot be certain. Even Hermeias observed it, however, and
for Proclus and all commentators following him it was a basic
method of exegesis. It is, after all, a pretty logical way to proceed.

The B, C and D Scholia on the Phaedo appended to Olympio-
dorus In Phaedonem, and the scholia on the Philebus attributed
persuasively by Westerink to Damascius, are simply lecture notes,
probably of students, and show no particular form, but are con-
sistent with praxeis in the style of Olympiodorus. It is often,
unfortunately, difficult to know whether a reference to Iamblichus
in these notes is to a passage from a commentary, but I have
included all references, noting my degree of uncertainty in each
case.

Damascius’ Problems and Solutions on the First Principles (from
c. 127 on, at least) is in fact a commentary on a commentary,
to wit, the now-lost portion of Proclus’ Commentary on the Parme-
nides, from the Second Hypothesis onwards. The commentary
form becomes more and more structured as the work proceeds,
and follows in general a division into discussions of theoria and
lexis, though Damascius obscures Proclus’ format by posing a
series of aporias on the text, or on Proclus’ interpretation thereof,
and then answering them. His references to lamblichus present
problems. IFirst, if the latter part of Proclus’ Commentary was
anything like the first part, he did not quote Iamblichus, or anyone
else, explicitly at least. Damascius will then have had direct access
to a commentary by Tamblichus, as he seems also to have had to a
commentary of Syrianus (see In Parm. Fr. 6A and comm.). It is
sometimes difficult, however, to discern precisely which passage
of the Parmenides is being commented on, or whether a reference
to Iamblichus is in fact to his Commentary at all (in the first

v Mus. Helv. XX 1963, 77-100.
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half of the work many of the references to Iamblichus are plainly
to other works), and these difficulties are reflected in my arrange-
ment of the ‘fragments’. Indced, I have made a distinction, partic-~
ularly necessary in the case of references taken from Damascius,
between certain (or even probable) fragments, and those which
are dubious. If T have had a serious doubt that a reference is in
fact to a Commentary, T have numbered it with a capital letter
after the next preceding accepted fragment. It may be asked why
such passages should be included at all. My feeling has been that
in the present state of scholarship concerning Iamblichus such
passages deserve at least a temporary home. Whien a full collection
is made of the fragments of lamblichus, then perhaps it may be
thought desirable to remove such fragments from a revised edition
of the Platonic Fragments, and place them somewhere else, in
which case this can be done without disturbing the present
order.

Survival of the Commentaries

It seems as though knowledge of Iamblichus’ Commentaries
did not long survive the closing of the Platonic School at Athens
in 529 A.D. Damascius seems to have direct knowledge of his
Commentary on the Parmenides.®! Olympiodorus quotes indepen-
dently of Proclus from his Commentary on the Alcibiades? and
Simplicius gives us many valuable quotations from a number of
his Commentaries on Plato and Aristotle.® Philoponus ignores
him, while quoting Porphyry, in the De Aet. Mundi, although
he wrote a treatise against his Ilepi *Ayodpdrowv (Photius, Bibl.
cod. 215). Lydus scems to be using Tamblichus® [Tepi Geédv, his
MMepi xaBbédov Juyiic and his Commentary on the Chaldacan Oracles,
but thereafter only his exoteric works survive, even to our own
day, along with the De Mysterizs. Sodano ® has shown that Psellus
and the Byzantine scholars after him knew neither Tamblichus’
nor Porphyry’s comnmentaries at first hand, but relied on Proclus

Damascius, Dub. et Sol. passim. See Ruelle’s Index.
Olympiodorus, {# Alc. See Westerink's Index.
See references in Intro. Sect. 1: Works.
Johannes Stobaeus is acquainted with his De Anima and with his Letfers,
for both ol which works he is our only source. These may have survived
somewhat longer than the Commentaries.

5 0p. cit. Intro. p. X. ff.

I
2
3
1
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for their references. It seems plain that within a few generations
the voluminous commentaries of Proclus had wiped out those of
his predecessors; their works ceased to be copied, and the oblivion
which Simplicius feared for them did indeed soon after his time
fall upon them.



CHAPTER FOUR

EDITIONS

I have not thought it worth while, in compiling this edition of
the fragments, to go beyond the published texts of the source
authors. Occasionally emendation has secemed necessary, but
nothing, I think, which would have benefited from a scrutiny of
the mss.

For most of the works there are modern, scientific editions,
those of Westerink, and those of the editors of the Teubner texts
and, for Simplicius, the Commentaria in Avistotelem Graeca (CAG)
edition of Diels, the latter of which, however, I found to require
emendation (see In Tim. I'r. 63). For Damascius Dub. et Sol.,
on the other hand, the edition of Ruelle is very slipshod, and
requires supplanting,! as does Victor Cousin’s edition of Proclus’
In Parmenidem. As for Proclus’ Platonic Theology, the absurd
situation of being dependent on Portus’ edition of 1618 is finally
being rectified by the excellent Budé edition of Saffrey and Wester-
ink, which has, however, to date reached only Book I. Couvreur’s
edition of Hermeias In Phaedrum, left barely finished by the author’s
death, seems adequate, needing only an index verborum.?

The texts used, then, are as follows:

In Alcibiadem:
Proclus, Commentary on the Fivst Alcibiades of Plato, ed. L. G.
Westerink, North-Holland Publishing Co., 1954.

In Phaedonem:
Olympiodorus, In Platonis Phaedonem Commnentaria, ed. W.
Norvin, Teubner, 1g13.

In Sophistam:
Scholia Platonica, ed. W. C. Greene, American Philological
Assoc. Monographs VIII, Haverford, Penn. 1938.

In Phaedrum:
Hermiae Alexandrvine In Platonis Phaedrum Scholia, ed. P.

1 A new edition in the Budé series, by Me. Galperine is now announced.
2 This has now been supplied by C. Zintzen, in a reprint of this edition by
Olms, 1971.
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Couvreur. Bibliothéque de 1'Ecole des Hautes Etudes: Sciences
Historiques ¢t Philologiques, Vol. 133, 1901. (repr. Olms, 1971),
Proclus, In Platonis Theologiam Libyi Sex, ed. Aemilius Portus.
Hamburg and Frankfurt am Main, 1618.

In Philebum
Damascius, Lectures on the Philebus, ed. .. G. Westerink. North-
Holland Publishing Co., 19509.

In Timaeum .
Proclus Diadochus, In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, ed. E.
Diehl. Teubner, 3 vols. 1903-6 (repr. Hakkert 1965).
Simplicius, In Avistotelis Physicorum Libros Commentaria, ed.
H. Diels. Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca (CAG) 1X, 1882.
Simplicius, In Aristotelis De Anima Commentaria, ed. M. Hayduck,
CAG XI, 1882.

In Parmenidem :
Sydanus, In Metaphysica Commentaria, ed. W. Kroll, CAG VI:
I, 1902.
Proclus, Opera inedita, ed. Victor Cousin, 2nd Ed. Paris 1864
pp- 617-1258.
Damascius, Dubilationes et Solutiones de Primis Principiis, ed.
C. A. Ruelle, 2 vols. Klinksieck, Paris 188q.

The following translations 1 have found helpful in varying
degrees:
In Alcibiadem :
O’ Neill, W. Proclus, Alcibiades [ A Tyanslation and Commentary.
Nijhoff, The Hague, 1065.
In Philebum:
Westerink’s ed. includes a translation.
In Timaeum:

Taylor, Thomas. The Commentaries of Proclus on the Timaeus of
Plato, 2 vols. London 1820.

TFestugiére, A.-]J. Proclus, Commentaire sur le Timée. Trad. et
notes, 5 vols. Vrin, 1966-1968.

In Parmenidem

Chaignet, A. Ed., Damascius le Diadoque, Problémes et Solutions
touchant les premiers Principes, 3 vols. Leroux, Paris, 1898.
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SIGLA
Proclus, I'n Alcibiadem

N Neapolitanus [1I E 17, saec. XI[/XIV
M Marcianus gr. 190, saec. XIV
R Laurentianus 85, 5, a. 1489

Olympiodorus, In Alcibiadem
M Marcianus gr. 196 ¢. goo A.D.

Olympiodorus, In Phaedonem

M Marcianus gr. 196, ¢. goo A.D.
Finckh C. E. Finckh, ed. 1847, Heilbronn

Scholia Platonica (In Sophistam)

B codex Clarkianus, et scholia Clarkiana uncialibus litteris ab
Aretha ut videtur adscripta, saec. IX

T codex Venetus, et scholia Veneta litteris sive minusculis sive
uncialibus parvis adscripta saec. XI1-XII

W codex Vindobonensis, et scholia Vindobonensia, saec. X (?)

Hermeias, In Phaedvum

A Parisinus gr. 1810, saec. XIII exeuntis
As manus secunda, sacc. XVI-XVII
M Monacensis 11, saec. XVI

Damascius, In Philebum

No variants.

Proclus, In Timaeum

C Coislianus 322, saec. XI/XII
M Marcianus 193, saec. XIV exeuntis
P (olim F) Parisinus 1840, saec. XVI
Neapolitanus Borbonicus III D 28, a. 1314
Riccardianus 24, saec. XIV incipientis
(olim P) Parisinus suppl. gr. 666, saec. XIV
recensio vulgata (A: Monacensis 382
(b: editio Basileensis a. 1534
Schneider, qui edidit a. 1847 Vratislaviae
Taylor, qui vertit in linguam Anglorum a. 1820 Londinii

N0 =2

W

Simplicius, In Physica

Marcianus 229, saec. XI1I exeuntis
Marcianus 227 saec. XIII
editio Aldina, 1526.

® oo

Syrianus, I'n Metaph.

C Parisinus Coislinianus 161, saec. XIV



SIGLA

Proclus, I'n Parmenidem

A Parisinus gr. 1810, saec. XIII exeuntis
B Parisinus gr. 1836
C Parisinus gr. 1835
D Parisinus gr. 1837

Damascius, Dubitationes et Solutiones

A Marcianus 246, saec. X ineuntis,

B Parisinus 1989, saec. XV-XVI

1D Hamburgensis philos. I, olim Lucae Holstenii, saec. XV1
E Monacensis 5, olim 243, saec. XVI

(B, F and E are in fact of no independent authority}
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Fr. 1
Procl., In Alc. 11, 12 Creuz.
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IMidrtwvog megéyecbon @uhocopiav, domep v oméppatt Tolte TiHg
ouumdare éxelvay distddov Tpoeknpuuévne.

Fr. 2
Procl,, In Alec. 13, 17
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IN ALCIBIADEM

Fr. 1

And indeed it seems to me that it is for this reason that the
divine Iamblichus allotted it the first place among the ten dialogues
in which he conceives the whole philosophy of Plato to be con-
tained, their entire subsequent development being anticipated as
it were in seminal form in this dialogue.

Fr. 2

That method of dividing the dialogue seems to me to be the
most perfect of all, which the philosopher Iamblichus also fixed
on. This bases itself on the actual subject-matter and gathers into
three sections the whole substance of the work, and relates to this
the division according to syllogisms and that which takes account
of the forms of discourse. For those aspects which are secondary
and in the role of instruments must be made to depend on those
which are primary and truly determinative, and must be so set
out as to make their dependence on them plain. How then do we
say that the dialogue is divided into its immediate and most basic
parts? How else but that since the object of the dialogue is to
reveal the being of Man and to turn each of us towards himself,
away from the impulse towards what is external and interest in
the affairs of others, and since this will necessarily come about
when we purify our Reason from the things which obstruct it and
interrupt its turning inward, and when we discipline our irrational
element and recall it to the perfection it attains when it acts in
accordance with the Reason, there comes first therefore one section
which removes ignorance from the Reason and does away by means
of a copious variety of syllogisms with all those obstacles to know-
ledge which exist as the result of generation; second after this is
placed a section of the dialogue which proves that we should not
rest content with advantages coming to us from Nature, and
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Fr. 3
Procl., In Alc. 25, 19ff.
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Fr. 4
Procl., In Alc. 84, 1ff.
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10 Phaedr. 246 A.
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neglect those practices which lead to the perfect level of virtue;
and third after these is that which provides a recollection of our
true essence and a way of discovering the correct practices for
attaining it and which places a fitting culmination upon the whole
sequence of the discussion?

Fr. 3

Further, we claim that this is particularly fitting to a discourse
on Love, as indeed is also pointed out by the divine Iamblichus;
for the method of address by the father’s name indicates the mainly
aspect of true love, and its quality of being awakened from Matter
and its powers of action.

(The next thing to be discussed is, what Socrates may mean
by saying that, not the daemonic force itself will be known to the
young man, but its power. For he says “the power of which you
shall learn presently,”) The first point to make, as is noted, indeed,
by the divine Iamblichus, is that the essences of daemons and in
general of the entities superior to us are extremely difficult to
comprehend for those who do not have the mind of their soul
thoroughly purified—inasmuch as even the essence of the soul is
not easily perceptible to everyone (only the Timaeus at any rate
has given a full revelation of its essence; for ‘what it is in itself’
requires ‘a thoroughly divine and lengthy exposition’, as Socrates
says in the Phaedrus)—but to perceive and make clear the powers
of daemons is easy enough. We attain to a perception of them
through their activities, of which the powers are the immediate
mothers; for a power is median between an essence and an activity,
put forth from the essence on the one hand, and itself generating
the activity on the other.
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Fr. 5
Procl., In Alc. 88, 10.
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Fr. 51

Now since all such replies are cvidently unsound and easy to
refute, we assert, following both the divine lamblichus and our own
master, that these three points especially must be maintained in
the solution of the present difficulty: (1) The appropriateness
of the guardian spirit in permitting the association, (2) the fitting-
ness of Socrates both in his previous eagerness to make provi-
sion for Alcibiades and in having now accosted him, (3) the benefit
of the young man. IFor we must show him to have profited from
this association; it will not be enough that he merely not become
worse. Ifor this result—not ending up worse—he might acquire
even from association with a villain, but surely it would befit
the good man to improve those who associate with him. (3) (Well
then, that the young man has been rendered nobler—to begin
from the less perfect—is made clear by Plato’s Symposium,® where
Alcibiades, even though drunk, is represented as marvelling at
“the arguments in philosophy” as efficacious and laying hold of
souls that excel in natural disposition “more fiercely than an adder”,
swearing that he condemns himself and his ignorance whenever
he hears Socrates conversing, and wonders greatly at “the inward
images’™ of his virtues as worthy of respect and honour, but consid-
ers himself wretched because of his state of soul. Helped by
Socrates in these respects I think he received no small addition
towards the perfection of the advantages of nature. If some things
were done by him amiss, let us blame that on the lack of perfection
and complete correction of his way of life. I'or we did not say that
the association with Socrates made him into a worthy citizen, but
we do say that hie derived benefit from it. Granted that as regards
the present life no good befell him because of the association, yet
at any rate it surely proved of some use towards the future. As it is,
probably, rcared under a bad form of government, he was unable

' T have borrowed for this lengthy passage the translation of William
O’Neill (sec Bibl.), since 1 found very little in it to quarrel with. 1 have,
however, chosen to translate smouvdatog simply as ‘good’ rather than ‘serious-
minded’, and have kept the term ‘daemon’ except in the case of ‘the guardian
spirit’.

2 Symp. 218A-222A.
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to derive complete benefit from the discussions, since many were
the forces pulling him the other way; but once he has satisfied the
capricious impulses of the soul, and reached a calm free from such
evils, when at leisure he brings up such discussions, he sees the
difference between his own life and philosophic counsel. Similarly
Socrates in the Republic ® observes of Thrasymachus that “although
for the present you are not convinced by me, yet it will prove to
be of some use for your future life.”

(1) It is no cause for wonder that the guardian spirit, having
regard for the whole cycle of souls, should permit Socrates to
converse. Just as we should not presume to refer the chastisements
which daemons apply to one lifc alone, but to the whole cycle,
in the same way we must refer the benefits held out to us by them
and their services to the whole outcome of the cycle. Our superiors
are not short-sighted, like us men, but since they observe all our
lives and our entire cycles, out of regard for them they do much
to us that appears to the many not to fit in with one particular life;
and so they wonder whether such gifts are made by the favour
of a daemon. Further in regard to this subject of enquiry we must
observe that both daemons and good men act on their own account
and on account of the good in them, and do whatever they do for
the end which both classes have set over their lives; the daemons
offer gifts of good things ungrudgingly, and the others are eager
to benefit their associates. As the sun releases its light not partially
but upon all who can enjoy it, and he who can share in it {and all
things share the sun, or at any rate what does not share it is ex-
cluded from so doing on account of its own weakness), so also since
the good daemons and the men classed with them are ever bestowing
good things, the lack of a disposition to receive them is a condition
occasioned in others by their own lack of suitability. Even if,
then, the guardian spirit foresaw that the young man would not
be persuaded, yet in view of his own goodness he activated Socrates
by not always deterring him from association with Alcibiades;
and the latter too was helped by the guardian spirit, but of his
own choice fell away from his aid. For the Pythian god who warned
Laius “not to sow a furrow of children in despite of the gods”,
also certainly foreknew that Laius would not obey, but, because
he was good, offered him the better choice of life; and Laius did
not go astray because of his own folly.

8 Rep. VI 498CD.
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Fr. 6

Procl., In Ale. 126, 22ff,

< Kai toag ve, & Loxpates, odx 0lc0” 61t opixpdv pe Epbne. &y yap tou &v vi
elyov mpbtepb cor mposeAbhv Tudta 2péobat, Tl mote Bovier xal elg tive énmido
Brémov évoyhels pe del, Emoumep &v & émiperéoTato Tapmy; Té vtt yap Oavpdln
& 7L moTé €T TG 0OV mpXyue, xal Fdiota v wuloiuny. 104CI . >

To 8¢ "dvoyreic pe’ odx Eott Towobtov olov T6 mpbabev elpnuévov
6 BV Gyhou Eyévovtd ot —drN &¢ onowy 6 Oelog lauPauyoc, ioov
Sdvatar 16 ‘elg dmoplav pe natafarrers Lnrolvra Thv altiav xol 1O
Téhog THe olwmhe xal THE GuvTévou tadtyg TapaxorovBncswe. xal
vap 6T Evtweg TO dopely deapdg Tig ThG amopolong Yuyic xal xwAveLg
THg &vepyelag xal olov Eyinotc.

Tr. 7

Olymp., In Alec. 59, 221f. Cr.

< ?Elev; ei 8¢ &% &mv pakota tabte Siavevinpat, wHe Stk ool por Eotow xal
dvev 6ol obx &v yévouto; Eyelg Aéyewv; 106A. >

‘&g o 600 wot Eotar;’ évrabba yevbpevos & gpadsopog "Taupiuyog
k] 7 o 7 et 3 ’ ! N -~ A
7mopnoev bt guivetar 6 TAluBiadre tehetbrepog dv Toh ZwnpdToug.
obtog pev yap eimey 8tu ‘B ool’, mpbopnua dpyavindg alriag, &xsivog
3¢ 81t ‘ueta ToU Beol’, mpdopmua mouyTikic altioeg, xel cuvirtaev
gavtdy T e, obrog 3¢ dic dpydvou dvrog TH 0ed Tol axpdroug

« \ ~3 3/ 3 3 1 A 4 4 2 C z \

elmev ‘S ool’. Eluoe 8¢ adtds mayrdhwg Mywv ETu év Etépols gnoly
¢ A 4 < \ 14 A ! 4 ~ ~
6 TIadtov 61 ol pév Tehetbrepon Puyal guvemitgomeloust T& e TG
0o xol guvdiowobow, ol 3t drehéotepor g Bpyavév elot xal olrtawg
yehrar adtaic 6 Oedg mpdg ta evralbo- 0d povov 8¢ Talc dreheatépas,

6105€e5 8-9 Phaedr. 246 BC.

IN ALCIBIADEM 81

(2) So Socrates also achieved the activity befitting him; for all the
actions of the good man have reference to this; if he has acted, then,
beneficently and in a divine manner, he achieves his end in his
activity, even if the accidental result of his activity in the outside
world has not been brought to a successful completion.

(Such are the views expressed by commentators to solve the
difficulty, which in my opinion accord both with Plato and the
actual facts).

Fr. 6

The phrase “you are bothering me” is not to be taken in the
same way as the phrase ““they were a nuisance to you’ uttered
a little earlier; but, as Iamblichus says, it has the same force as
“you were involving me in perplexity as I sought the reason and
the purpose for your silence and this assiduous custom of following
me about.” For indeed perplexity is in truth a kind of fetter of
the soul which experiences it and a hindrance to its activity and,
one might say, a bother.

Fr. 7

‘How by means of you will I be able...?” At this point the
philosopher Iamblichus raises the difficulty that Alcibiades appears
as superior in perfection to Socrates. IFor he has said ‘by means
of you’, this being the term proper to the instrumental cause,
whereas Socrates has said “with the aid of God”, the term proper
to the creative cause, and has associated himself with god, whereas
Alcibiades has used the phrase ‘by means of you’, as if Socrates
was merely an instrument of God. He solved this difficulty very
neatly by saying that Plato says elsewhere (Phaedr. 246BC) that
the more perfect souls assist God in the overseeing and admini-
stration of this realm, whereas the less perfect are in the position

6
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Olymp., In Alc. 110, 13ff. Cr.
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of instruments, and are used as such by God in this realm; and not
only the less perfect, but sometimes even the evil souls, as for
instance murderers, for the purpose of inflicting suitable punish-
ment on those who deserve it. Socrates, then, used the term ‘with
the help of God’ looking to the powers more perfect than himself,
whereas Alcibiades said ‘by means of you’, and added, again ‘and
without you’, the term proper to Matter, looking to the less perfect.

Fr. 8

But the divine Iamblichus does not distinguish the higher prin-
ciples from the lower by the greater extent of their influence (for
all the principles in his view, extend downwards as far as Matter;
for this is a law <Cof his>, 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),
but he distinguishes them by the fact that the influence of the
higher principles is more piercing, more keenly felt. For we strive
for Being more basically than for Life, and for Life more basically
than for Intelligence.
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Olymp., In Phaed. p. 57, 1ff. N.
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IN PHAEDONEM

Fr.1

The first thing to be said is this, that the aim of the present
argument is to demonstrate, not that the soul is immortal, but
merely that it continues to exist for a time after its separation
from the body, and not as Iamblichus thinks, that each argument
demonstrates the immortality of the soul; for he makes these
statements as inspired utterances, so to speak, from his watch-
tower, as is his wont, but they are simply not derivable from the
text.

Fr, 2

Some, deceived by this phrase, have believed that Plato made
all souls immortal. For consider what he says: ‘Do not consider
the validity of this argument only with relation to men, but also
to irrational animals and plants’, as though he intended to make
both the irrational soul and the vegetative soul immortal. And
they prove this as follows: Every soul, becing an introducer of
life, does not admit decath; for nothing admits the opposite to what
it introduces; fire, for instance, being the introducer of heat, is
not receptive of cold—seeing that, as Iamblichus says, it does not
even admit to itself what it introduces to something else; for not
even in introducing heat does it itself receive heat.
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Fr. 3

Olymp., In Phaed. p. 65, 13ff. N.
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Fr. 3

For JTamblichus considers that either argument by itself demon-
strates the immortality of the soul; for if, he says, the living and
the dead arise out of each other and do this eternally, the soul
will thus be eternal; but further, if items of knowledge are always
reminiscences, then according to this argument too the soul is
eternal.

Fr. 4

The philosopher Iamblichus wants this argument also to be a
complete proof of the immortality of the soul; for to the extent
that he has shown on the basis of similarity that it is longer-lived,
and from the premisses laid down in the text, the immortality
of the soul may be concluded. TFor he has stated that it is non-
composite and that it rules over the body, and, as Plotinus very
finely lays it down, everything destructible is so in one of these
two respects, either as being composite or as being in a containing
subject, while corporeal things perish through being composite.
If then the soul is not composite, as Iamblichus says,—as is plain
from the text; for Plato never refers to the soul as invisible, but as
incomposite, implying that to be invisible and to be incomposite
are implied by one another—and it is not on the other hand ‘in
a containing subject’, seeing that it rules over the body, giving
it life and being itself the cause of its own motion, then on neither
count, neither as composite nor as being in a containing subject,
will it be subject to destruction.
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Fr. 5
Olymp., In Phaed. p. 191, 26ff. N.(a) and 203, 26ff. N. (b)
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Fr. 5

(a) Itis not possible to remain always in the noetic realm either,
as Iamblichus maintains; for if one has descended in the past, it
is natural that one should descend again at some time.

(b} How does lamblichus say the opposite of those who have
been restored to a state of perfection? Shall we say just the con-
verse 1 about them, that they never descend, cither during a certain
period in which there is no compelling necessity for descents, or
because their essential life does not incline towards the realm of
generation, or thirdly, 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 realm, as he himself
writes also in his Letfers, explaining his own theory along the third
line of argument above-mentioned.

1 j.e. the converse of the solution proposed just before (203, 14ff.}, in
respect of the damned, that they never ascend.
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Hermann, Plat. Dial. VI pp. 249-50, and Greene, Scholia Platonica,
PP- 40 = 445-.
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IN SOPHISTAM
Fr. 1

The subject of the present dialogue, according to the great
Tamblichus, concerns the sublunar demiurge. For he is an image-
maker and purifier of souls, always separating them from contrary
arguments (o7 reason-principles?), able to produce change, and
‘a hired hunter of rich young men’, receiving souls full of reason-
principles coming down from above, and taking as payment from
them the giving of life according to rational principles to mortal
things.

He is bound up with Non-Being, engaged in the creation of
material things, and embracing the “veritable lie’, Matter. He fixes
his gaze, however, on Real Being. He is the ‘many-headed’ being,
putting forth many essences and lives, through which he brings
about the variety of generation. He is also a ‘sorcerer’, inasmuch
as he charms the souls with the principles of Nature, so that they
may be hard (o7 unwilling?) to separate from the realm of gener-
ation. For Love also is a sorcerer, and Nature is called by some a
magician by reason of the system of sympathies and antipathics
among physical things. Here, then, he wants to show us the Sophist
of manifold forms. For indeed the philosopher is a sophist inasmuch
as he imitates both the heavenly Demiurge and the Demiurge
who presided over generation.

The Art of Division, again, imitates the procession of entitics
from the One, as does the Demiurge who presides over generation
the heavenly Demiurge; for which reason he too is a sophist.
And the Sophist himself, being a man, is called a sophist through
his imitation of great things; for which reason he called the Sophist
‘many-headed’. The Stranger should be conceived in the role of
the Father of the Demiurges, being supercelestial and transcendent,
and his hearers as the demiurgic thoughts, the one in the role of
the thought of Zcus, the other in the role of a messenger (or angel),
as being Hermaic and a geometer. And since creation is from the
incomplete to the complete. for this reason the Stranger first
communes with Theodorus, then, in the process of return to him-
self, with Socrates, who is analogous to Zeus.
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Fr.1
Hermeias, In Phaedr. g, 6ff. Couvr.
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IN PHAEDRUM

Fr. 1

(a) All these, then, have lit upon certain parts of the dialogue,
and declared the subject of the whole dialogue on the basis of these;
but in fact there should be one subject equally relevant to all parts,
so that as in the case of a living organism all should be related to
this one principle. It is for this reason that Iamblichus declared
the subject to be ‘the Beautiful on every level’, as we shall expound
below.

(b) So then, one must not declare that there are many subjects
(of the dialogue)—for everything in the dialogue must relate to
some one end, that the dialogne may be so to speak one living
being—nor should one fix the subject of the whole dialogue on the
basis of a part, but one must identify one subject-matter to embrace
the dialogue as a whole. And this is, in a word, the Beautiful on
every level.

For this reason he begins from the visible beauty in the bodily
form of Phaedrus, with whom ILysias is in love, he being a wicked
lover, a deviation from the true lover. Then he passes on to beauty as
manifested in discourse, of which Phaedrus is declared to be a
lover, and Lysias, or rather the discourse of Lysias, the object of
his love. So Lysias and Phaedrus are mutually in love, and both
are lovers and beloved, but not by reason of the same type of love.
Wherefore each is in some respect both better and worse than the
other. As a lover, Phaedrus is better, Lysias worse; for Lysias
loves the body and wicked lust, while Phaedrus loves beauty in
discourse and the combination of words, which is a more imma-
terial type of love. As beloved, Lysias is the better (that is to say,
Lysias’ discourse), and Phaedrus the worse, by reason of the fact
that the object of Phaedrus’ love was the discourse of Lysias,
while the object of Lysias’ love was Phaedrus.
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Then by means of mounting stages Socrates ascends from beauty
as exhibited in discourse to the beauty of the Soul, that is, virtues
and types of knowledge; then, in the ‘palinode’ to the beauty of
the cosmic gods; then to Beauty in the Intellect and the very
fount of the beautiful, the God Eros and the Beautiful Itself. And
from this he descends again by means of Division to Beauty in
the Soul and the beauty of virtue and knowledge, and then again
to the beauty in discourse, thus linking the end to the beginning.

Fr. 2

But how will the individual life-force not be immortal, seeing
that it is self-moving? Tirst of all we may note that the divine
Iamblichus and the philosopher Porphyry do not grant even self-
motion to the individual life-force, but take it as a mere instrument
of the soul, which is moved by the soul and itself moves bodies,
and this they declare to be the ninth motion.

(a) The divine lamblichus, however, drawing on the name
‘Zeus’, refers thie subject of the present passage to the single De-
miurge of the cosmos, who is described also in the Timaeus.

(b) If one declares that the ‘heaven’ towards which Zeus
leads the way, and all the Gods follow, and along with them the
daemons, is of the intelligible order, he will be giving an inspired
interpretation of Plato in accordance with the facts, and he will
be in agreement with the most renowned of the commentators.
TFor Plotinus and Iamblichus consider this ‘heaven’ to be an intel-
ligible entity.
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Hermeias, In Phaedr. 143, 23ff.
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Proclus, Theol. Plat. 1V 215, 21ff. Portus.

<"Orav 82 37 mpde Bulra xal &mi Octvyy twow, &xpav émi Thy Smovpdvioy
adido mopebovrar mphe Avavtes, 247AB.>

‘O 3¢ 87 péyas ‘LauPhyog vomtdv twve TaEwv Oediv, fomt 3t &mou
TQ Snuovpy® TV xdty TOV péyoy olpavov TROGTNOXUEVOS, THY O
odTE mpooey s Bpupévny Sraxbdounoty xal olov drelwnuiay Tov odpavéy,
Orovpdvioy ot Tileton. wal Talrta &v vols Tol Daidpou Yéypagpev
Oropvhpast.

Fr. 6

Hermeias, In Phaedy. 150, 241f.
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Fr. 4

The expression ‘happy’ may be taken as the divine Iamblichus
takes it, in the sense of ‘providing happiness’—and it is also possible
to predicate ‘happiness’ even of the gods in reference to the fact
of their following their own leaders and always remaining in
contact with them.

Fr. 5

The great Iamblichus, having declared the great heaven to be
an order of intelligible gods, which he has in some places identified
with the Demiurge, takes the ‘inner vault of heaven’ as the order
of creation situated immediately beneath it and as it were the
membrane covering the heaven. This is what he has said in his
Commentaries on the Phaedrus.

Fr. 6

The divine Iamblichus takes the ‘helmsman’ as being the One
of the soul; its Intellect is the charioteer; the term ‘spectator’ is
used not tosignify that it directs its gaze on this object of intellection
as being other than it, but that it is united with it and appreciates
it on that level; for this shows that the ‘helmsman’ is a more perfect
entity than the charioteer and the horses; for it is the essential
nature of the One of the soul to be united with the gods.

Fr. 6A

The Fate which he is referring to is that which is concerned
with bodily life and order. Iamblichus defines Fate as the nature of
the universe.
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Fr. 7

Hermeias, In Phaedr. 215, 12ff.

< Aévertal 8 &g mot’ foav olbtol &vbpwmor tav mplv Moboag yeyovévar, 259B.>

‘H 3% &dymorg tob Oslov 'lapfrlyov snbnsetar viv- avbpddmoug
Myer tag Yuyag Tac &v TH vonrtd darprddoas: ol yap buyal, mply TOv
Ovnrdv Blov Sialijcwaty, dve oty &v 6 vontd, adt ta eldn Dewpoloat,
&ue tots Oeole Tolg Omeprooutors obgat oftwe obv ol dvlpwror foay
mplv yevésBar tag Moboug, toutéatt tag copalpas wel Tov alclntdy
xbopov. 1O 3% ‘mplv e M ypéve dxodeoyg AN Tplv elg TO Bugpavéc
bty v Tpdodov yevichar TGY ocpatpdive adty yap EoTwv 9 yéveoic
7@y Movsdv ) Expavete 7 amo tol Snpovpyoel yevopéyy ele wov alalytov
nbopov. fioav odv ol &vbpwrol &v T& vonTd xbope - dpo olv Eyévovto
of Moboat xal al spaipar xal 6 aloOntde xbopoc xal 9 8 Yoyl tol
Tovtog wbopon, ovpmpofMlov xal of pepucal duyal of TéHY dvBpdmwy-
xal &te OV veotehels ofoat xal pviuny Epovoat tév Exel, dmboTtpogol
Tioav THg Yevéoswe xal odx f0ehov o003t payeiv 003t wielv, ToutéoTl
uetodhaPelv alolntiic 36Ene odx APBobrovro- elyov yap Ty voyTiy TpogTY -
310 Umd Mol Tév Evralbe arnéavov, avrl Tob dviyOnoay.

7 mptv Plat. xpbver] yxpovov M 9 xpuvatg] Epeaaic M.

IN PHAEDRUM 99

Fr. 5

We will now turn to the interpretation of the divine Iamblichus.
He understands by the ‘men’ of the text souls who have spent
time in the intelligible realm; for souls, before they live their
mortal lives, are above in the intelligible realm, having a vision
of the Forms in their true nature, and consorting with the supra-
cosmic gods. In this sense, then, ‘men existed before the Muses
were born’, that is to say, before the heavenly spheres and the
physical world. However, one must not understand ‘before’ in a
temporal sense but as meaning ‘before this procession of the spheres
became manifest’; for this is ‘the birth of the Muses'—the mani-
festation coming forth from the Demiurge into the sensible uni-
verse. So then men existed in the intelligible universe, and the
Muses came into being along with the hcavenly spheres and the
sensible universe and the universal soul of the whole universe,
and together with these entities there proceeded the individual
human souls. And inasmuch as they were newly-initiated, and
still retained a memory of the other realm, they turned away from
the realm of generation and refused to eat or drink, that is to say,
they did not wish to have any share in sense-perception; for they
had their intellectual nourishment. For which reason they perished
from starvation of things of this realm, which means that they
were raised up again to their former level.
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Damascius, In Philebum 10, p. 7 West.
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Damascius, In Philebum 57, p. 29, West.
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Fr. 1

The subject, according to Iamblichus and to the school of Sy-
rianus and Proclus, is the Final Cause of all existing things, that is,
the Good that penetrates all things; (with this restriction, however,
that it is not of course the transcendent Good, but the Good that
is manifested in existing things themselves, towards which all things
aspire and which they attain; for the transcendent Good is un-
attainable. Socrates does admittedly profess to be inquiring only
into the Good on the human level, but he extends the enquiry
to the Good on every level, as for instance among Intellects and
among Gods, up to the First Principle, and in the lowest levels
of existence, as far as Matter.)

Fr. 2

Which takes the better view, Porphyry or Iamblichus? The
former gives first place to the life guided by Intelligence, while
Tamblichus prefers the mixed life. In fact they are not at variance,
for Porphyry takes ‘intclligence’ in its most perfect sense, and
understands by ‘pleasure’ the irrational kind, while Iamblichus
understands by pleasure that type which is cognate with the acti-
vity of the intellect, and in ‘intellect’ includes only the cognitive
quality, as does Plato also, after all.

Fr. 3

Prometheus reveals the lines by which the gods proceed down
into the physical realm, Epimetheus the routes of their returns
upward into the intellectual realm. Such is said to be the account
of Tamblichus, following Pythagoras.
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Fr. 4

Damascius, In Philebum 105, p. 49-51 West.
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Damascius, In Philebum 227, p. 107 West.
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Fr. 4

Not even in the second realm is there separation properly so
called. For the creation of distinct forms is a function of Intelli-
gence in the first place, and the first Intelligence is the Pure Intel-
ligence; for which reason lamblichus declares that on this level
one may place the monads of the Forms, meaning by ‘monads’
the undifferentiated element in each. Wherefore it is the object
of intellection for the intellective realm, and the cause of Being
for the Forms, even as the second element is the cause of Life in
the intellective realm, and the third the cause of their creation
as Forms.

Fr. 5

Are then all the clements which arc in the universe also within
us, and all that are in us also in the universe? How then is the
whole to be distinguished from the parts? Porphyry and Iamblichus
meet this problem by saying that ‘all things are everywhere, but
in different modes in different places.’

Fr. 6

Why is it upon the mixed life that the Cause bestows itself?
Because as being all things it has an affinity with that which is
all-embracing. For that which is simple is not capable of receiving
the power of the Cause, which ineffably, transcending unity,
embraces all things. For this reason the divine Tamblichus declares
that it is impossible to partake as an individual of the universal
orders, but only in communion with the divine choir of those who,
with minds united, experience a common uplift.
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Fr. 7

Tamblichus also says that the three monads, proceeding from
the Good, adorn the Intellect; it is not clear, however, to which
Intellect he is referring, that which follows on Life, or that which
resides in Essence, the so-called Paternal Intellect. For some have
taken it to be not the latter but the former. However, he declarcs
that the three monads come to light in the Egg of the mythological
system of the Orphic Poems.
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IN TIMAEUM

BOOK 1
Fr.1

For indeed the divine Iamblichus is quite right in saying that
the whole theory of Plato is contained in these two dialogues, the
Timaeus and the Parmenides; for the whole philosophic treatment
of the things in the cosmos and above the cosmos has its best cul-
mination in them, and no level (or system) of beings has been left
uninvestigated.

Fr. 2

(But the divine lamblichus has decided, because of his oppo-
sition to the other commentators who undertake the analysis of
the dialogue in too piecemeal a fashion, to understand the passage
remarkably, in precisely its surface meaning), although in his
preface he himself has given us promptings to such types of exe-
gesis.

Fr. 3

The divine lamblichus, however, taking an exalted line on
this passage, says that those practised in the contemplation of
the noetic realm are unsuited to discourse about the sensible; as
indeed Socrates himseclf said, in the Republic, that thosc brought
up in pure daylight are blinded when they go down into the cave
by the darkness there, as also those going up out of the cave,
through not being able yet to look directly at the light; and it is
for this reason, he says, that the fourth one is absent, as being
suited to another subject of contemplation, that of the noetic
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realm, and indeed that this weakness of his is a superabundance
of power, by reason of which he is superior to the present investi-
gation; for as the power of evil things is actually a powerlessness,
so inability to face things of a secondary order is a superfluity
of power.

Tr. 4

But Iamblichus, having once postulated that the nameless
(guest) is greater than those present, and a contemplator of the
noetic realm, says that Socrates shows by these words that, even
though the products of nature fall short of the really existent,
nevertheless they draw off from them some likeness to them: and
in the same way the branch of philosophy which is concerned with
Nature partakes in some way of the knowledge of the noetic world,
and this is what the ‘“fulfilling” signifies.

Ir. 5

(Some, (sc. Porphyry), taking the recapitulation of the Republic
in an cthical sense, say that it reveals to us that we must enter
upon the contemplation of the Universe in an ethically ordered
frame of mind;) others (sc. lamblichus), consider that it has been
placed before the whole physiological enquiry as an image of the
organisation of the Universe; for the Pythagoreans had the habit
of placing before their scientific instruction the revealing of the
subjects under enquiry through similitudes and images, and after
this of introducing the secret revelation of the same subjects
through symbols, and then in this way, after the reactivation of
the soul’s ability to comprehend the intelligible realm and the
purging of its vision, to bring on the complete knowledge of the
subjects laid down for investigation. And here too the relating
in summary of the Republic before the physiological enquiry
prepares us to understand the orderly creation of the Universe
through the medium of an image, while the story of the Atlantids
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acts as a symbol; for indeed myths in general tend to reveal the
principles of actuality through symbols. So the physiological theme
in fact runs through the whole dialogue, but appears in different
forms in different places according to the different methods of
revelation.

Fr. 6

Whether the phrase means this, that he has now gone through
in summary the polity which he described yesterday, or that he
ran through it yesterday in summary and today again ran through
it in summary, it is of no importance to enquire; for whether he
spoke in more detail yesterday, but now in summary, or on both
occasions in summary, is a matter of indifference to the divine
Iamblichus; and it will make no difference to me either.

rr. 4

But these commentators were corrected in a truly worthy
manner, in my opinion, by the most divine Iamblichus. It is his
view, and that of my own master (Syrianus), that this conflict
should be understood in such a sense as not to deny the historicity
of the physical events—quite on the contrary, since it is generally
agreed that they took place—but as we are accustomed to refer
those parts before the real subject in dialogues to the same aim as
is present in the dialogues themselves—it is their view, that in the
same way and according to the same general principle, we should
raise this conflict from the human level and extend its significance
throughout the whole cosmos and in particular through the gener-
ated part of it, and extend the reference of it to all levels, considering
in what respect the cosmos partakes of conflict by reason of the
variety of its powers; for since all things derive both from the
One and from the Dyad after the One and are united in a way with
each other, and have been allotted an antithetical nature, so also
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in the major categories of Being there is a certain antithesis of
the Same as against the Other, and of Motion as opposed to Rest,
and all things that are in the cosmos partake of these classes, it
would indeed be suitable to consider the conflict as extending
through all things.

Fr. 8

The true account is as above. The divine Tamblichus, however,
gives a somewhat different account of the genealogy; for he makes
Glaucon the immediate offspring of Dropides.

Fr. g

But the great lamblichus considers rather that we should
refer the diversity in Plato’s expressions to objective reality and
see how in nature opposites are overcome by the One, and how the
One is diversified, and how much variation the same principles
exhibit, existing in one form in the Mind of the All, and coming
to be differently in Soul, differently again in Nature, and ulti-
mately in Matter, and again at the level of Matter exhibiting along
with similarity a great amount of diversity; for these matters
are worthy of the intellect of Plato, and not a fiddling attention
to language.
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Fr. 10

But Iamblichus says that none of this?! is true, but that there
is signified by this ? the unfettered nature of the mind, and the
autonomous nature of the virtue, of Solon, and its authority and
superiority over all other things. And further, the same commen-
tator says that the fact that Critias smiles shows the perfect
generating activity of the causal principles, which rejoices in its
creations, and the exact memory shows the preservation of the
creative principles in the cosmos.

Now why would Solon have been eager to transmit the Atlantic
War creatively, in poetic form? Because, he says, all the works of
nature and the cosmic conflict owe their existence to the process
of imitation; for he (Solon) is analogous to its creative and primary
causes, even as Critias is analogous to the proximate and secondary
ones.

And why was he hindered by the civil disturbances? Because
the movements in matter and the turmoil of Matter are an obstacle
to the principles which create what is in the cosmos, as has been
said also previously.?

1 Origen’s explanation—See Comm.
2 The epithet &xevlepridTatoc.
3 By Proclus, 1 o1, 17ff.

Fr. 11

And the Assyrians, says Iamblichus, preserved records not
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only for 270,000 years, as Hipparchus says, but actually handed
down to memory whole periodic returns and cycles of the seven
rulers of the cosmos; it is indeed incongruous, therefore, to weigh
against this the much-vaunted ancient history of the Greeks.
By which it is plain, that the present exposition ought not to look
to anything small, but to the Whole and the All

Fr. 12

The philosopher Tamblichus, however, prefers a physical,
rather than an ethical, interpretation of this. He says, therefore,
that when a destruction by fire takes place those are destroyed
particularly who live on high mountains, as being farther removed
from exhalations from the water; for they do not rise far, by reason
of the heaviness of their wet substance. The air, then, which
surrounds the former is not moisture-laden, but dry, and becomes
combustible matter for the fire, which is naturally borne upwards.
And conversely when destructions by flood happen, those living
in hollow parts are more prone to be destroyed, since all heavy
things are by nature borne downwards.

Fr. 13

But Iamblichus says that this line of investigation is not to
be pursued; one should rather understand more straightforwardly
the rising up of the waters from below, which they are accustomed
to call ‘inundation’. And in giving a double explanation, why
the Egyptians avoid both droughts and floods, he obviously
approves the theory of increase due to rains. For he says that
the prime reason for the preservation of the Egyptians is the will
of the gods to whom they have been allotted and the original



10

10

15

118 IN TIMAEUM, BIBAION A’

Tov &L doyng Bpov Thg dnuiovpyiac, Ssutépay 3E THV T@V dépwy npdoty:
ol Te yop Hpat fvavrievror & Toig dvroixolg, 4@’ Qv fei & Nelhog mpog
Tolg THde Témone, xal T ThY ady v kol TV EmouPerddv yéveolg Emapel-
Beron &v adrole.

10 elhaybrov C.

Fr. 14
44¥-45A, T 145, 5.

< Hpotépoy piv tiy moap’ Spiv Evect yihiowg &x 76 te ol "Heototov 1o onéppo
roaparaBobooy Opudy, TAv8e 8t borépav. 23DE. >

*Amoptioag 32 6 Belog TdpPrryog, wde of Oeol xatd ypdvoue dpwpt-
opévoug hayydvery Aéyovron témoug Tuwvdg, olov "ABnvd mpbrepov pév

AY L 2 (4 1 N\ A b M bA ! o~ 7
1o ' Ab7vag, Yortepov 8¢ v Tauv- el yap &pyovral mote THE ¥AnpwGELS,
xol TIUOWVT &V TOTE TO YP YPOVE TAPAUETPOUMEVOV &TaV TOLOUTOV
goTwv ETL 3¢ 8v mote hayyovouat ToTOY, TToTEPoy ddéaToTov dvTa Aayyd-
vouaty, 9) O’ &Ahwv Oedv mpostatoduevev: el piv yop adéomotov, The
av eln Tt ToU movrds Epnpov Osol mavtehde; md¢ 8 &v Swapévor Tig
T6T0¢ BAWG GppolpnTos BTG TEIV kEETTévwy; Thg & &v, &l adTdpung
gativ el 10 aplev €autdy, Gotepov WAFpog vévorto Bedv Twée; el 3¢
O &Ahov NyEpbvae TEASE xal &Mog adTOV Aayyaver Oedg, wod obrwg
&hoyov- olite yap TopasmdTar & dedTEpog THY EmtoTaasiay Tol mwpoTépou
xal TOV uhfpov, olite qvripetapapfavouat Tovg dAMAAwY Témoug: 0ddE

A t H 3 A \ hd ~ A ~ M LA
vap of dubpoves EvedaatTtoust Tag ExuTdv Anfeic—rtalta 87 Stamopyoug
3 A 4 € ! 1 A ’ 3 7 ~ o A A
EmhdeTor Mymv goTdvar pev Ta¢ xAnpwoel dudioug tav Oedv, T 3¢
HETEXOVTA adTHY TOTE Pév dmoralely T&V Nyepdvay, Tote Bt arépeslou,
rol Tadtag elvan Tog pebéfels the ypbvew petpoupbvas, 8¢ 8N TOAAdNLG
ol iepol Oeopol yevéOia xaholon Oeéiv.

IN TIMAEUM, BOOK 1 19

ground-rules of their creation, while the mixture and composition
of the air is a secondary reason. Ifor the seasons are reversed in
the antipodal regions, from which the Nile flows to the regions
we inhabit, and the occurrence of droughts and rains is contrary
there (to what it is here).

Ir. 14

The divine Iamblichus raises the problem as to how the gods
are said to receive the allotment of certain places according to
defined times, such as for instance Athena first being allotted
Athens, and later Sais; for if they begin their presidency at a point
in time, they would also end it at a point in time; for everything
measured in time is of this nature. And again, as regards whatever
place they have been allotted, did they receive it as being pre-
viously without a ruler, or as presided over by other gods; for if
it was without a rnler, how would any part of the All be completely
devoid of God? And how would any place survive cntirely unpro-
tected by the superior ones? And how, if (a place) is of itself
sufficient for its own protection and survival, would it then become
the allotment of one of the gods? But if it is ranked under
another leader and another god has it for his lot, in this way too
absurdity results; for neither does the second wrest the domination
and thc allotment from the former, nor do they assume in turn
each other’s areas; for not even the daemons change allotments
with cach other.

Having raised these difficultics he goes on to solve them by
saying that the allotments of the gods do indeed stand eternal,
but those things that partake of them sometimes enjoy the influence
of their rulers, and at other times are deprived of it, and these are
the participations measured in time, which indeed the sacred
ordinances in many places call the birthdays of the gods.
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Fr. 14A

And further basing this narration on the sacred writings, which
shows the permanent watch of the cosmic divine forms, as Iam-
blichus might say.

br. 15

But the divine Iamblichus rejects all this exegusis, saying that
the discussion in this place is not about lives, but about different
degrees of participation in Athena—which makes the reference
to the periods of time in the Phaedrus out of place.

Fr. 16

The divine Iamblichus, on the other hand, criticises these
theories as being neither good Platonism nor true, —for archangels
never merit so much as a mention in Plato, nor is the warlike class
that of the souls that are inclined towards bodies; for these should
not be distinguished from gods or daemons; and indeed it is absurd,
if we rank these in the middle class, and gods and daemons among
the lowest demiurgic classes; nor should those be skhepherds who
have failed of human mind, but have a certain sympathetic con-
nection with living things; for it is not from the human species
that those daemons who watch over human nature derive their
essences; nor are they hunters who shut up the soul in the body
as in a cage; for this is not the way that the soul is united with
the body, nor is this a type of theory proper to philosophy,
but one full of unhellenic trumpery; nor are the farmers to be
related to Demeter; for the gods transcend the immediate causes
of Nature.
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Having made these criticisms, he establishes the priests as ana-
logous through their similarity to all the secondary essences and
powers, such as honour and serve the causes prior to themselves,
and the shepherds to all those (beings) in the cosmos that have
been allotted dominion over that life which inclines towards the
body and over the irrational powers, and which arrange these
in order, and the hunfers to the general powers, which order the
secondary powers by means of their search for Being, and the
Jarmers to those who bring about the efficacy of those seeds which
are borne down from heaven to earth, and the warriors to those
who overthrow all that is godless, and make the divine to triumph.

Fr. 14

But the divine lamblichus, in an inspired manner, puts the matter
as follows: since everything that is divine should both be able to
act and not be subject to passions, in order that by being able
to act it may not have the impotence associated with matter, and
that by not being subject to passions it may not possess the sort
of activeness associated with material things, whose action in-
volves passion, the shields must be powers through which the
divine remains impassible and undefiled, having thrown around
itself an unbreakable defence, and the spears powers by virtue
of which it passes through all things without contact and acts
upon everything, while beating off the material and warding off
the whole class of things concerned with generation.

Fr. 18

“Concerning the whole cosmos’—because there are invisible
causes of what is established in the cosmos, which the perfect
wisdom contemplates before these; for the form of this wisdom
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is not practical, as Porphyry says, or oriented towards crafts; for
this latter is the gift of Hephaestus, but not of Athena, as lam-
blichus says.

I'r. 19

(Porphyry says plausibly that medicine also comes from Athena,
because Asclepius is Lunar Mind, even as Apollo is Solar Mind.)
But the divine Iamblichus attacks these (identifications) inasmuch
as they grossly confusc the essences of the gods, and incorrectly
allot the minds and souls of the encosmic gods variously according
to the context; since Asclepius also is to be located in the Sun and
proceeds from him all about the realm of creation, in order that,
even as the Heaven, so the sphere of Becoming, may be held to-
gether by this divinity in accordance with a secondary partici-
pation, being filled from it with symmetry and good temperament.

Fr. 2o

But the divine [amblichus understands by ‘place’ no material
extension but the immaterial cause that pervades the earth, which
sustains bodies with life and encloses all extension; for it is upon
such a place that the goddess exercises her creative activity and
scttles those men who are truly good.

Fr. 21

But the divine Iamblichus condemns this interpretation as
not correctly preserving the analogy. He explains the ‘war’ as that
faculty which utterly destroys the unordered and irregular and
material nature, and the ‘wisdom’ immaterial and transcendent
intellection, and that this goddess is the cause of both. And the
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Athenians imitate her through their intelligent and warlike mode
of life, and the arca of Athens is well fitted for the reception of
such souls.”

Fr. 22

“Porphyry took this as signifying great and marvellous deeds
of souls, such as are done against Matter and the material modes,
by which ‘material modes’ he means daemons. For there are, he
says, two types of dacmon, the one souls, the other modes, and
that these latter are material powers, formative of characteristics
in the soul.

But for these opinions he has had to answer to the commentator
who followed him.”

Fr. 23

“But the divine Iamblichus has decided—surprisingly, in view
of his opposition to the other (commentators) who undertake the
analysis (of the dialogue) rather in too piecemeal a fashion—to take
the passage in precisely its surface meaning, although in his Preface
he has himself given us promptings to such types of exegesis. But
may this divine man, who has been my teacher in this, as in many
other things, be gracious to me.”



10

I0

£5

128 IN TIMAEUM, BIBAION A’
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Fr. 24

But if one, in addition to these explanations, were to cling
fast also to the gencral consideration of reality, let him listen to
Tamblichus when he says that the memory of children signifies
the ever new and flourishing permanent creation of the reason-
principles and the ‘indelibility of the drawing’ or ‘the dye’—for
both readings are extant—the overflowing and neverfailing crea-
tion, and the ‘enthusiasm’ of the teacher the ungrudging supplying
of the secondary causes by those superior to them.

Tr. 25

(This completes the introductory portion of the Timaeus,
which Severus did not even consider worth commenting on at all,
while Longinus declared that it was not al/ superfluous, but only
the digression about the war with Atlantis and the conversation
with the Egyptian priest, so that his practice was to join the appeal
to Socrates with the announcement of Critias, I mean the phrase
‘So here T am decked out to hear this and supremely ready to
receive it’ (20C) with ‘Here then, Socrates, is the plan of the enter-
tainment which we have laid out for you.’ (27A))

But Porphyry and Iamblichus declared the introduction to be
in accord with the overall theme of the dialogue, the former dealing
with it in a somewhat piecemeal way, however, the latter with
insight into higher mysteries. So that if we too bring the book
to a conclusion here, we will bring our own arrangement into
accord with Plato and these two commentators.
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Fr. 26

But the divine Iamblichus considers that a survey such as
this has no relevance to the matter at hand. For Plato is not at
the moment discussing atheists, but men of prudence, who are
capable of associating with gods; nor men who dispute the efficacy
of holiness, but those who wish to be saved by those (powers) who
save (or preserve) the Universe; and he describes the power of
prayer, a marvellous, extraordinary consummation, exceeding all
expectation.

Fr. 27

But the divine Iamblichus says that the discussion will be ‘in
some way’ about the All, and ‘in some way’ not; for Plato leaves
aside Matter as being unlimited and formless, but the Forms he
will investigate tigorously, in all the variety which they assume
within the cosmos.

Tr. 28

But Porphyry and Iamblichus give smooth breathings to both,
in order that the meaning may be ‘whether the All came to be,
or is uncreated;” for it is this that he will be enquiring into above
all else; (for indeed the correct establishing of whether the cosmos
is created or uncreated is of the greatest importance to the whole
theory of Nature.)
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Fr. 29

But the divine Iamblichus vigorously opposes the argument,
declaring the ‘Always-Existent’ to be superior to the genera of
Being and the Ideas, and situating it at the summit of the noetic
realm, enjoying primary participation in the One.

And there is evidence for this theory, in what is written both in
the Parmenides about the One-Existent, and in the Sophist;
for there he ranks the One-Existent before Universal Being and
before the sum of intelligible things, although the Universe in its
entirety is also Intelligible.

But in the present work, (one may object), Plato clearly calls
the Paradigm ‘always-existent’ and ‘universal’ and ‘a complete
summation’. For the latter epithets there is prima facie evidence,
for he calls it the consummation of the class of Animals, and the
universal of Animal as well, when he says: “‘and that of which the
other Animals are parts, both individually and generically.” So
that if the Paradigm is the universal sum of things, but Primal
Being transcends the universal sum, then the Paradigm would
not be the same as that (level of) Being.

Fr. 30

But since the one of these statements before us is more obvious,
while the other is less familiar and clear, he takes the one as a middle
term, the other as a conclusion; for the statement ‘everything that
comes to be necessarily comes to be from some cause’ is the conclu-
sion, and the sentence ‘for it is impossible for anything to experience
coming-to-be apart from a cause’ is the middle term, so that the
syllogism may be categorical in the first figure, as follows:

It is impossible that what comes to be does so without a cause:
But, everything for which it is impossible to come to be without
a cause must come to be by reason of some cause:
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therefore everything which comes to be necessarily does so by
reason of some causc.

It is better to formulate it thus, as the divine Iamblichus also
decided, than to make a hypothetical syllogism, as do some others.

I'r. 31

Since the general run of Platonists understand the expression
mepl mavthg, as meaning ‘about every matter’ as in the Phaedrus
whereas Porphyry and Iamblichus take it as meaning ‘about
the All’, inasmuch as it is necessary in dealing with the sum
of things to assert first whether its nature is that of an ungenerated
entity or, again, of a gencrated one, it must be realised that it is
rather the former interpretation that is the natural one; indeed
to take ‘about all’ as meaning ‘about the All' smacks somewhat
of solecism.

Ir. 32

Those commentators on P’lato who are of Crantor’s persuasion
say that the cosmos is called ‘created’ as being produced from a
cause outside itself and not being self-generating or self-substantial.
Plotinus, however, and the philosophers after Plotinus, Porphyry
and Tamblichus, say that 1t is its compositeness that is here called
‘created’, and to this is subsidiary the fact of being generated
from an external cause.

Fr. 33

What is more, those interpretations are not to be trusted as
valid either which, in a spirit of excessive rationalism, explain,
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for example, that generation is attributed to the cosmos only as
a device for the comprehension of its actual nature—for on this
line of interpretation we should have to conclude that the Demiurge
of the universe is a fictive device, too, and is not meant to be taken
literally, inasmuch as the notion that there is an efficient and
demiurgic cause of the cosmos is proved by derivation from the
principle that the cosmos is generated—or which explain, in turn,
that he has posited the universe as being in process of generation
only for the sake of clarity of presentation, in order that he might
thus make dramatically vivid the number of benefits allotted to
the universe from the storehouse of the demiurgic providence; for
though this interpretation is in a sense true, it fails to support
itself when measured against the doctrine which Plato was ex-
pounding here, for, as Iamblichus says, ““Clarity is to be honoured,
when it contributes to knowledge’’; since even if the universe had
been declared to be ‘eternal’, it still remained within his power
to have shown the benefits which pass into it from the gods as a
result of their continuous generosity.

Fr. 34

But after him (Porphyry) the divine Iamblichus, attacking
the theory of Porphyry at length, and condemning it as being
un-Plotinian, in giving his own theology, denominates the whole
intelligible cosmos as the demiurge, being in agreement himself,
to judge at least by what he writes, with Plotinus. At any rate,
he says in his Cominentaries: ‘Real Existence and the beginning
of created things and the intelligible paradigms of the cosmos,
which we term the intelligible cosmos, and such causes as we declare
to pre-exist all things in Nature, all these things the Demiurge-
God whom we are now seeking gathers into one and holds within
himself.’



10

10

138 IN TIMAEUM, BIBAION B’

Fr. 35
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Fr. 35

(And this is next to be considered, what is this Paradigm, and
of what order of existents; for various of the older commentators
have given various accounts.) The divine Iamblichus, for instance,
defined the paradigm of the Universe as no other than the very
Essence of Being, which is the object of intellection in combination
with rcasoning; he thus places the One beyond the Paradigm,
declaring the Essence of Being to be coincident with it (the Para-
digm), and each of them he describes as the object of intellection.

Fr. 36

So all the causes share in each other and are in each other, so
that whoever says that the Demiurge encompasses the Paradigm
in himself is correct up to a point, as is the divine Iamblichus when
he lays this down, and so is any onc who declares the Paradigm
to be the Demiurge, as does the noble Amelius; for the latter saw
the characteristics of the Demiurge pre-existing in the Paradigm—
for there is situated the first Zeus and for this reason he made
Phanes the demiurge—while the former saw the Paradigm in the
Demiurge—for it was also in the Demiurge that Metis was swal-
lowed—and that is why he identified the paradigmatic with the
demiurgic cause.

Fr. 37

Porphyry and Iamblichus and their school condemn this
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opinion 1 on the grounds that in the Universe it ranks the unordered
anterior to that which is brought to order, the incomplete before
the completed, and the mindless before what is endowed with
mind, thus expressing impiety not only about the cosmos, but
about the Demiurge himself, and utterly abolishing either his
supremely good will or else his creative power; for if both of these
are combined it necessarily follows that the cosmos is the eternal
beneficiary of his creative activity.

But their own view is that Plato, through wishing to make clear
how the Providence coming down into the universe from the
Demiurge and the ordering influence coming from Mind and the
presence of the Soul are causes of so many and such varied good
principles in the cosmos, takes under consideration the whole
corporeal structure separately by itself, in all its random disor-
ganisation, precisely in order that, when once you have seen the
order coming from Soul and the arrangement introduced by the
Demiurge, you may be able to distinguish what is the nature
allotted to the corporeal in and of itself, and what articulation
it has received from the action of the Demiurge, since in fact the
cosmos is eternally in being, but the exigencies of exposition must
distinguish between the efficient cause and his creation and bring
into being in a time-sequence things that cannot substantially
be separated, because everything that is subject to generation is
composite.

L That of Plutarch and Atticus. See Commentary.

Fr. 38

And indeed the tradition of the Egyptians has the same account
of it (Matter); at least, the divine [amblichus relates that Hermes
wishes materiality to be created out of substantiality; and indeed
it is likely that it is from this source that Plato derived such a
doctrine of Matter.”
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Fr. 39
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Fr. 39

But the divine Tamblichus condemns such an interpretation !
as being too elaborately fabricated, and defines ‘the calculating
reflection” (of the Demiurge) as that which is aetiologically prior
to the components of True Reality, is demiurgic of the essential
being itself which they possess, and is, while remaining itself
unmoved and seclf-same, the source and potency from which all
his subsequent designs follow without a break, and have their
being.

! That of Amelius. See Commentary.

Fr. 40

To take the ‘things visible by nature’ as things perceptible
by the senses is quite absurd; for these things are not yet organised,
according to the account, and for the Demiurge to turn his atten-
tion to them is an impossibility; for how does he incline towards
the worse, or what sort of impression does he receive from material
objects, towards which it is a misfortune even for the individual
soul to incline? It is better then to follow the interpretation of the
divine Iamblichus, and take these objects as the intelligibles; for
that they are ‘visible’ is clear from the fact that Plato says that the
Demiurge sees them: ‘According, therefore, as Mind beholds forms
existing in the Living-Being-that-truly-is, as many and of how
many sorts (there are)’, as he will say a little further on. And that
they are ‘visible by nature’ is clear if you reflect that some things
are visible from our point of view, and others by nature, and those
things that are visible from our point of view are by their own
nature murky and unclear, while those things that are visible by
nature are truly knowable and illuminated by divine light, and
such are the intelligibles.
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Fr. 41
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Fr. 41

lamblichus takes ‘living being’ as denoting all that has life,
and ‘ensouled’ as denoting its distinguishing feature, participation
in souls. And perhaps he, too includes the intelligible living beings
in the class of ‘that which has life’, confining the extension of the
‘ensouled’ to the sensibles alone.

Fr. 42

The divine Iamblichus, however, thinks that we should add
‘as it were’ to ‘in the category’ and to understand the whole phrase
‘belonging by nature as it were to the category of part’, as referring
to every particular being among the intelligibles; for, he says,
since ‘part’ in that realm is not such as it is in the sensible realm—
for in that realm ecach ‘particular’ is the total equivalent of the
universal in its own (‘vertical’) order—for this reason the Philos-
opher added ‘as 7t were, in the category’ in order that you might
witness the application of the term ‘part’ to the ideas in the appro-
priate sense, and should not understand it as denoting spatial
distinction or real separation, and fall short of comprehending the
unity of the unified and indivisible essences; for they are indivis-
ible and unified, by the Philosopher’s own assertion.

Fr. 43

But the divine Iamblichus in his exegesis took the opposite
road to all these.! For these take ‘individually’ as being inferior
to and more partial than ‘generically’. He, by contrast, gives it
a more exalted status, even as it is the part of the henad to have
priority over multiplicity in the intelligible realm. He says, then,

1 Atticus, Amelius, Xenarchus, (Theodorus). See Commentary.
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that all the other living beings unitarily and generically are parts
of the Essential Living Being and further that they attain fulfilment
under the Essential Living Being according to the multiplicities
and henads contained in them, and there is none of them that does
not proceed from the intelligible; for the intelligible Living Being
encompasses all those genera that come after it, not as being com-
pleted by them—for it is a Whole before its parts and not of its
parts—nor as being predicated of them—for it is a cause of their
multiplicity—but as primary principle of causation both as bringing
to completion all things from within itself and as encompassing
without loss of unity all things which are subsequent to it in spatial
separation.

Therefore it contains its ‘parts’ without being, itself, divisible
into parts, and it is the collective totality of the multiple genera and
species (of this world) while remaining, itself, an unique form and
indivisible unit, and, as their presubstantiation, it is the perfect
model of the secondary paradigms. FFor while it is the entire uni-
verse in the intelligible order and sense, the genera and species
which follow it are, variously, the sum of things in the celestial,
solar, and earthly orders, and so on down the scale, answering to
the differentiae of the encosmic causes. So that, although it contains
all the genera and species without loss of its own perfection, it can
still contain each of them as its ‘part’ in the sense that each and
every one of them is relative to it as their intelligible totality.

The Universe, therefore, is similar also to these partial living
beings, since it also resembles the Demiurge himself, but it is most
like the Essential Living Being; and indeed because it has imitated
its completeness and its brightness, it is itself visible. Or rather,
while each of the living beings here is similar to the Complete
Living Being, inasmuch as it is a living being, the most similar to
it is the Universe, inasmuch as it is the prime visible living being
even as the Essential Living Being is the primary intelligible
living being. It is ‘most similar’, therefore, in two ways, either
because it is similar also to the rest (of living beings), or because
the rest are similar to it; but in either case the Universe is similar
to the Essential Living Being.
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Fr. 44

“The divine [amblichus takes a middle position between these
two,! linking together and uniting the Paradigm to the Demiurge
through the unity of Mind with the Intelligible.

1 Atticus and Porphyry. See Commentary.

Fr. 45

There is some dispute among the commentators about the
interpretation; some consider that Plato here is making a twofold
distinction, as between the One and Multiplicity in general, and
the ‘whether’ seems to them to be evidence of this, since the
ancients used this (only) for a twofold distinction. To others,
however, it seems clear that three terms are being distinguished,
the One, Limited Multiplicity, and the Unlimited, the champions
of this interpretation being Porphyry and Iamblichus, and in this
they accord well with with the facts and with the teaching of
Plato; for a little further on he will eliminate two terms and leave
one, out of the division. And it is from three terms that one takes
away two, and leaves one, not from only two. The ‘whether’,
however, seems to them to conflict with this interpretation. They
take account of this by saying that either the ‘whether’ means the
same here as a simple interrogative—there are many examples of
this among ancient authors—or else the text requires the addition
of ‘or not’, and its complete form would read, *(whether) do we
correctly say that the Heaven is one or not? And if not this,
(whether) many or unlimited?” They assume then that Plato
omitted this in striving for conciseness.

Fr. 46

The divine Iamblichus, however, condemns this account!
1 That of Porphyry. See Commentary.
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as contributing nothing to a solution of the difficulties; for, he
says, if we postulate the whole sensible cosmos as a system con-
taining partless things under the aspect of parts and undivided
things under the aspect of division and unitary things under the
aspect of plurality, why then do some of the things in it remain
unique and some not? This after all is the original problem.

He himself produces a solution to the problem which is remark-
able, but requires some qualification; for he says that some of the
ideas incline to Sameness and Rest, and others to Motion and
Otherness, and that the former are the causes of unique and eternal
things, and the latter of things subject to motion and multiplicity.

BOOK 111

Fr. 47

But if anyone were to say that the forms-in-matter and qual-
ities in themselves are comprehensible by the senses but imma-
terial, and nevertheless arc subject to creation, let him know, says
the divine lamblichus, that these things also contribute to the
composition of bodies and are considered in conjunction with
them.

Fr, 48

The divine lamblichus,—for this man had an exceptional
grasp of this type of enquiry, seeming to leave the rest of the
commentators asleep at the post, wallowing in solely mathecmatical
speculations—seems to me to distinguish simple things from com-
posite, parts from wholes, and, in a word, the powers and forms
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in matter from the substances completed by their presence, and
to call the former ‘planes’ and the latter ‘solids’; for as the plane is
the farthest bound of mathematical body, so the form-in-matter
and the power of physical bodies is the shape and bound of their
substrata. As a consequence of these distinctions (we may con-
clude that) in the case of simple entities one mean is sufficient,
because although there is a principle of Otherness in the reason-
principles and in the forms and indeed in Life, (yet) by reason of
the common bonds of the reason-principles and the forms and
Life (only) one mean ariscs; therefore quality is linked with quality
and power with power by a single mean by reason of the actual
principles of Sameness and Otherness in the forms. In the case of
composite entities, however, there are, as one might expect, two
means; for the Dyad is the originator of all compositeness and
division. Each composite entity is composed of a multiplicity of
essences and powers, wherefore the means are multiple, and are
double at the lcast; for there is onc mean connected with the form
and another connected with the substratum.

Fr. 49

{Let us examine the teaching all on its own, and gather together
all the arguments for it of every kind, and first of all let us estab-
lish it securely with Tamblichean methods of argument):

(r) Since, then, the cosmos must be rendered similar to the uni-
versal Soul that presides over it, it must be made to resemble the
lifegiving pattern of the Soul. Therefore, according as the Demiurge
has established it in terms of two circles, so he constructed the
Universe in the form of a sphere, to be an image of the Soul’s
self-motion. For which reason also our vehicle is made spherical,
and is moved in a circle, whenever the Soul is especially assimi-
lated to Mind; for the intellection of the soul and the circular
motion of bodies imitates the activity of Mind, even as the ascents
and descents of souls motion in a straight line, for these are motions
of bodies which are not in their proper places.
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(2) Then again the unceasing movement of the Universe resem-
bles infinite power and simple circular motion the simplicity of
being, and the revolution of Wholes going about the same centre
in the same way the eternal motionlessness.

(3) Again, as the single motion of the cosmos takes in all mo-
tions and its single wholeness all bodily wholes and parts, and as its
one nature takes in all secondary and tertiary natures, so the one
shape of the cosmos must be capable of taking in all shapes. Such
a shape is the spherical, which is both itself one and capable of
containing multiplicity, which indeed makes it truly divine, in
that while not departing from its oneness it dominates all the mul-
tiple.

(4) Again, in addition to this, as the Intelligible Living Being
takes in all the intelligible living beings in one unity, so the cosmos,
in its assimilation to the Paradigm, takes in all the shapes in the
cosmos by reason of its spherical shape; for the sphere is the only
shape that can include all the elements. Therefore, as by its single-
ness it reflects its similarity to the intelligible Universe, so by
its spherical shape it imitates that Universe’s containing of the
wholes.

(5) Again, the cosmos assimilates itself to the Essential Intel-
ligible Beauty through this shapc. For how will that which is
uniform and symmetrical and alike (in all its parts) not be out-
standingly beautiful? If therefore it was necessary that it should
be the most beautiful of all sensible objects, it was necessary that
it should have such a shape as this, equal on all sides and bounded
and exact.

(6) Again the spherical shape is that most appropriate to the
idea of Limit; for the other shapes, because of their multiplicity
of surfaces and angles and bends are remote from Bound and Limit,
but the sphere, being uniform and simple and the same on all
sides, harks back to Limit as its cause.!

(7) Again, the characteristic of gathering many into one, and
the generative and procreative faculties rejoice in such a shape
as this. This is plain to see in the case of seeds and in the ruling
parts of living things; 2 for Naturc makes these as far as possible
spherical.

! Taking <03 mwépatog as descriptive genitive; otherwise ’'the cause of
Limit’ = the One, but this would be introduced strangely at this point.
2 i.e. the head.



I0

15

20

25

156 IN TIMAEUM, BIBAION I”

Fr. 50
171DE, 1T 104, 30.

<Wuynv 82 elg ©6 pégov adtol Oelg St navrdg te Eteve xal €t EEwbev 10 chpa
adth meptexdivdey, 34B.>

AN tobtowg maEaewy qvriyedpouat TToppipiés te xal *TduPiyoc,
gmppantilovreg adTovs M TOMKES Xl SECTHUATINGS TO Wécov dxnou-
ovtog xobl &v Tt poply xataxdelovtag v Shov Tol xbopou uywy,
v movtayol mapoloay dpolwe xel wEaw <Evrebovcialousay wal TavTo
&yovoay Tolg ExuTHG KW oEGW.

[wdtddv 8¢ tév Oclav Todtawv dvdpidv 6 pev [Hopplprog Yuymy elvon
Aoy Tadty THY Tolde Tol Tavtde, T péoov xatd Th odatav EEnyeiTan
T Uy péom voo EoTL TEV TE VOuTERY nal TEHY alolnTdv. xal odtwet
uev 6 Abdyog orfetc 0ddev &v S6Eetey Aéyeay O¢ mpde ye Ty wol TThdrawvog
pRowv- et 3E Exeivo AdPoipey, w0 O wEv &x vol xal Juyis xol chpatog
oupmemAnpdabo. xal slvar CTéov Epduyov Evvouv, péony sdpnioopev év
TG cusTHRATL ToVTe TNV Juyny. ToBTo obv & ITAdtwv mpoeimdv xal viv
008V Mo 86Eeiev &v Aéyety 7 8t Sud Tavtdg TéTatan %) Juyd) Tob kbopLou,
uéony &v adrd Aayoloa tdlv: pevéyst yap del Ta dsitepa ThV Tpd
abtddv, dHomep abpa Yuyic, Eoyatov dv pEang, xal Juyy vob mpd adTig
gvroc. ]

6 8¢ 8% @uadoogog “TapBlyoc &Erol uyhv dxobey Huie v EEnern-
uévnv xal Smepudopiov xal amoiutov xod wiow dvebousidlovcay: undd
yap elvor Tepl THe xoopixie T IAdrove Tov Adyov, dAA& mepl ¢
guebéxrou Juydic nal drdp mdoag Tég Eynoaptovg ¢ povados Tetaypbvns-
elva, yop ToLadTny T o Ty Yuyny xed T4 péoov nl TadTng B¢ mavTe
opotag Yuyodang xal mdvtwv toov dpeatdarng: od yap ey wiv frrov,
EMhwv 8E paAhov dpéotnev—doyeTos Yap—EAN  Suolwg dmdvrwv,
el wah ) vt TOV adTOY adThg APESTHOL TPGTOY * &V V&P TOLG PETEYOUGL
TO LAAAGY E6TL Kol TTTOV.

6 tEovotaloucay mss.: em s{ad 1.20). 7 éavtaig P 9 éEovsiay P. 12
alterum té om. Q. 13 elpopev Q. 17 adtdv Q. adpo domep ().

Juyy Q. vol <tob>> sugg. Diehl 24/25 EAhov....80hov Q. 25 duotwy
Q. 26 apeorthxnes I7,

IN TIMAEUM, BOOK III I57

(8) Again, unchangeableness and indestructibility and eternity
are most proper to the spherical shape; for owing to the fact that it
converges upon itself it is the most powerful. For the centre (of
the sphere) is responsible for unifying and holding together the
whole sphere. It is to be expected that he who fashioned the Uni-
verse made that which holds itself together in the form of a sphere.

Fr. 50

But Porphyry and Iamblichus oppose all these,! criticising
them for understanding ‘the middle’ in a spatial and dimensional
sense and shutting up the soul of the whole cosmos in some partic-
ular part of it, a being which is present everywhere equally and
exerting authority over all alike and leading all things by its own
motions.

{But of these same divine men, Porphyry takes this soul as being
that of this universe, and explains ‘the middle’ in terms of the
cssential position of the soul, that is, its middle position between
the noetic and sensible realms. But if the passage is taken in this
sense it seems to contribute nothing to the progress of Plato’s
argument; if we take it as meaning that the Universe is made
up of Mind and Soul and Body and is a Living Being possessed of
Soul and Mind, we shall find the Soul to occupy a middle position
in this arrangement. But, since Plato has already said this, he
would now seem to be merely saying again that the soul of the
cosmos is extended throughout the Universe, having been allotted
in it the middle rank; for secondary things always partake of what
is prior to them, as Body, the lowest essence, partakes of Soul,
the middle one, and Soul of Mind, which is prior to it.)

But the divine lamblichus considers that we should understand
here that Soul which is transcendent and hypercosmic and inde-
pendent and exerting authority over all; for Plato is not here
concerned with the Soul of the cosmos, but that soul which is
imparticipable and placed over all the souls in the cosmos as their
monad; for such, he says, is the nature of the first soul, and ‘the
middle’ refers to it as being equally present to all things, through

! See Commentary.
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being the soul of no body nor yet being yet relative in any way,
both ensouling everything equally and being equally separate
from everything; for it is not less distant from some things and
more from others—it is, after all, unrelated,—but equally distant
from all, even though all things might not be distant from 2 in
the same way; for it is in the things that participate that degrees
of more and less arise.

kr. 51

“But the divine Iamblichus makes the more significant remark !
that there are two circles, a psychic one and a bodily one, and the
one is moved by the other. And it is clear which is moved by which;
for this follows from what has been said before, and is in harmony
with what follows; for the Philosopher himself further on will
move the bodily circle by means of the psychic circle and will bring
the double circuits into analogical relation with the revolutions
in the soul.

1 se. than Porphyry. See Comm.

Ir. 52

(And if you wish to adopt the terminology of the excellent
Theodorus at this point, the Mind is ‘unrelated’, the Life-about-
Body is ‘in relation’, and the Sonl is median, being, as he says,
‘semirelated’.) And according to the great lamblichus, the one
(Mind) is transcendent, the other (Life-about-Body) organically
united with bodily substances, and the other (Soul) is both trans-
cendent and united with body.

... lamblichus and after him Theodorus refer this passage to
the supracosmic Soul.
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Fr. 53

The philosopher Iamblichus, on the other hand, sings the
praises of the numbers {under discussion) with all his power as
containing various remarkable propcrties, calling the Monad the
cause of Sameness and Unity, the Dyad the organiser of Procession
and Division, the Triad leader of Return for what has gone forth,
the Tetrad the true embracer of all harmony, containing in itself
all the reason-principles and showing forth in itself the second
cosmic order, the Enncad the creator of true perfection and simil-
arity, being the perfect product of perfect components and par-
taking of the nature of the same; he calls the Ogdoad the cause of
Procession to all peints and of Progression through all, and finally
the Heptakaieikosad the force stimulating Return cven of the
lowest elements (of the Universe), in order that on each side of
the Tetrad there might be a static, a progressing, and a returning
principle, on the one side on the primary level, on the other, on the
secondary level; for the Ennead has a relationship to the Monad,
being ‘a new one’, and the Ogdoad to the Dyad, being the cube
from it, and the Eikosiheptad to the Triad for the same reason.
Through the former he grants to the simpler entities stayings and
processions and returns, through the second to more composite,
and the Tetrad, being in the middle, through being a square has
the quality of remaining static, through being even times even,
the quality of proceeding, through being filled with all the reason-
principles coming from the monad, the quality of returning. And
these are symbols of divine and esoteric things.

Fr. 54

(It is worth considering what is to be said regarding this ‘split-
ting’ and the two lengths, or circles.) The divine Tamblichus, on
the one hand, traverses the heavens above, so to speak, and ‘busies

II
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217C, II 250, 21.
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himself with things invisible,” to wit, the one soul and the two
procecding from it; for at the head of every order is the unparti-
cipated monad before the participated, and it is the number which
is distinctive of and naturally related to the unparticipated, and
from the One is the Dyad, as in the case of the gods themselves,
And Timaeus indeed, he says, creating in speech through the
generation of the soul the One and supracosmic Soul, from which
(springs} the Soul of the All and the others,! produces [rom it at
this point the Dyad; for the ‘splitting’ significs the dividing action
of the Demiurge, which goes forth in sameness and completencess,
engendering the same things according to sccondary numbers,
and the ‘division lengthwise’ the procession coming down from
above, from the Demiurge. And through these are gencrated two
souls after the one, cach of which has the same system of principles
and are combined with cach other and are in each other and are
distinguished from each other and preserve unmixed purity along
with their mntual unity; for they are united by their very centres,
and this is the meaning of the phrase ‘middle to middle’. And since
these souls are intellectual and partake of divine Mind, before
even the hecaven came into existence the Demiurge ‘bent them
into a circle’ and encompassed them ‘with the motion that moves
about the same things in the same way’, making them intellectual
and giving them a share in divine Mind and placing the Dyad of
the Souls in the intellectual dyad which is superior to them in
csserce.

! The individual souls,

Fr. 55

Remarkable indeed is the line of exposition of the divine Iam-
blichus at this point, and also closely concordant with the actual
meaning of Plato; for he considers that one should consider the
“motion that is carried round uniformly in the same place” not as
the commentators before him had explained it, of the Soul (for
this motion of the Soul is @# the Soul and not around it), but of
the Intellect and the Intellectual Life.

For indeed nowhere else does Plato seem to join the Soul to the
Intcllect: but he should do so, so that, by means of this addition,
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he may be able to call the Universe ‘a living Being endowed with
Soul and Intellect.” For it is in this sense that we must understand
‘the motion that is carried round uniformly in the same place’,
that is, as the intellectual motion: for this motion encloses the
Soul, as the Soul envelops the Heaven. But Intellect is a motioniess
motion; for it subsists in its entirety simultaneously and unitarily;
Soul is a self-moved motion; the former is akin to uniformity, the
latter to duality; the former one and indivisible, the latter dividing
and multiplying itself. But the Soul partakes of the Intellect,
in so far as it is Intellectual, and through Intellect it unites itself
(also) to the divine Mind; for by participating in Intellect, the
Soul of the Universe ascends to the Intelligible.

Fr. 56

These two circles the divine Iamblichus referred respectively
to the Mind separated from souls and the unseparated Mind, as
he does the ‘motion carried round in the same place’ which encom-
passes them round about, inasmuch as the former confains the
two souls, while the latter is # them, and the former is unmixed
with the other life ! and the powers of the Soul, while the latter
is mixed with them and organises them, for which reason the
Whole Soul acts in a state of rest and is united to the Demiurge
himself.

1 sc. that of the Soul. So Festugiere.

Fr. 57

The divine Iamblichus, however, criticises all such speculation
in his ‘Refutations of Amelius and his school, and of Numenius’
—for such is the title that he gives to the chapter—whether he is
ascribing Numenius’ opinions to them or perhaps coming across
them expressing similar opinions on these subjects, I am unable
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to say. At any rate, the divine Iamblichus says, first, that one
should not make the soul the sum of number or the geometrical
number on the strength of the number of its letters; for, after
all, ‘Body’ is composed of the same number of letters, and even
Non-Being (uh 8v) itsell; so that then Non-Being (u# &v) would
be the sum of number. And you could find many other words
made up of the same number of letters, words for things base and
cven mutually contradictory, all of which it is surely not correct
to mix up and jumble together.

Sccondly, it is not safe to base any theories on the letters them-
selves; for these arc conventional, and their shapes have changed
between ancient times and the present; Zeta, for a start, on which
he * has based his argument, did not have its opposite angles
parallel at all, nor its middle stroke slanted, but straight, as becomes
plain from an examination of ancient monuments.?

Thirdly, reduction of the Soul to the basic numbers and wasting
ones time on them transfers the speculation from one set of numbers
to another; for the number scven in the units is not the same as
that in the tens or that in the hundreds. Since, therefore, this
heptad is present in the name of the Soul, what need was there
to drag in the discourse on arithmetical bases? For in this way
we could translate any thing into any number, by dividing or
adding or multiplying.

These are his general objections. But he also refutes separately
each statement as being contrived and having no sound basis.
And if anyonc is interested in learning the rottenncss of the whole
theory, it is easy for him to take the book and read the individual
refutations of each separate point.

L Necessarily Amelius, but it is Theodorus whom I’roclus has been quoting.
Sce Comm.,
2 j.e. T for the more modern 7.

Fr. 58

(This ‘logos’ Atticus took to refer to the attentive faculty
of the soul, Porphyry, to the charioteer setting in motion the two
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horses,) Iamblichus, to the Whole Soul; for this moves itself in
its entirety and through all of itself is the logos of existing things.

Fr. 59

{In this passage Plato is discussing the knowledge of sensible
things, showing how the Logos which is in the Soul of the All
engenders this knowledge, that is, by moving the circle of the
Other and the reason-principles in this circle which preside over
the orderly arrangement of the Universe, and keeping it in a straight
path.} Tor this ‘correctness’ means on the one hand ‘correctness
of opinion’, as Porphyry interpreted it,—an interpretation which
Tamblichus accepted—, but it also means the inflexible and un-
wavering quality of Providence; for the power of inexhaustibility
and rapidity of movement is proper to Intellection, the power of
inflexibility and unwaveringness to Providence and the forces of
generation, and purity of Intellection is proper to undivisible
substance, while uncontaminated activity is proper to divisible
substance. Porphyry, then, understands the upright circle as
undivided, and the circle that is not exact, but partaking in some
way of straightness, as being divided, because the knowledge of
sensible things is both borne outwards (to the external world) and
bends back again into the soul itself, so as neither to be entirely
straight, like the knowledge of Sensation, nor a circle, like the
knowledge proper to discursive thought.

Iamblichus, however, rejects this whole interpretation as suited
to the types of knowledge in humans, but not in gods. Whenever,
therefore, (he says), the charioteer stirs up the circle of the Other,
and it, remaining unmoved and turned towards him, rouses up
the principles of sensible things and announces them to the Whole
Soul, what sort of a thing each of the perceptible things is,—for
the Whole Soul has knowledge (through the medium of this,
however,) ot the whole sensible world; for indeed the circle of the
Same, while contemplating the noetic realm, also knows the sens-
ible, in a causal capacity, but the circle of the Other knows it
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directly and, as it were, by affinity—opinions and beliefs are
engendered in it; for when the more divine soul sits in judgement
on it, or rather illuminates it with an activity more intellectual
than itself, the circle of opinion maintains its own life in a pure
state, and firm knowledge is consummated within it, forming in
itself preconceptions, of things in progress, permanently, of things
fixed and contingent, trustworthily and fixedly; for opinion is
the activity and mode of knowledge of the opiniative soul, and
firm and immovable belicf is the judgement of opinion.

IFr. 60

Iamblichus, however, takes this Intelligence as being prior
to the Soul, holding it together and bringing it to fulfilment from
above, and he takes issue with those who cither connect the Soul
directly with Absolute Intelligence (for the transition from the
transcendent to the participating should not be immediate, but
there should be as media those essences which are combined with
things that participate), or who assume the intelligence here to
be a state or condition of the Soul (for what is in itsell must be
prior to what is in another).

Iir. 61

And again, in seeking out the doctrine of the philosopher
about Eternity, let us fasten on the phrase ‘of Eternity remaining
static in One’; for what we want to know is, What One? Does it
mean the Good, as was the opinion of the most theological of the
commentators?
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Fr. 62

Iamblichus, in the third book of his Commentaries on the
Timaeus, contributed the following arguments on the subject:

“If every motion is in Time, many motions arise simultaneously.
But the parts of Time are different at different times. Motion
takes place in relation to something static, but Time has no need
of Rest. To Motion there is opposed either (another) Motion or
Rest, to general Motion general Motion (or Rest), to particular
particular, but to Time there is nothing opposed.”

Fr. 63

“(And let us add further his comments in his Commentaries
on the Timaeus. In the third book, then, following Plato very
closely, he gives the doctrine concerning the connection of Time
with Eternity. Wherefore also he particularly concerns himself
with that (Time) which transcends the cosmos, containing and
ordering the measures of all motion within it, which would thus
be different from the Time which is the object of observation by
the physical philosophers. In his sixth chapter, then, he says the
following:)

“Its essence in activity we regard as the same as this setting in
order which goes forth and is united with its creations and is
unseparated from the things brought to completion by it. For the
phrase ‘simultaneously with the construction of the Heaven he
makes . . .” signifies this, that the coming into existence of Time
is conjoined with the setting in order which goes forth from the
Demiurge; and this after all precedes the revolution of the Heaven,
as indeed the setting in order which organises it is ranked imme-
diately prior to it in the same way by its orders. And it all together
comprehends it as a whole according to certain disjoined limited
periods, remaining true to the principle of the cause from which
it takes its being. We too agree that there is an order of time, not
however an order which is ordered, but one which orders, nor one
which follows upon principles which lead it, but which is a leader
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of, and senior to, the things perfected by it. Nor do we belicve it
to be that order which is allotted out partially in reason-principles
or motions or any other discontinuous powers, but that which is
kept complete in its entirety by reason of general demiurgic gener-
ations. The notion of ‘before’ and ‘after’ in this order we do not
understand in the sense of changes involving movements, nor in
any other such sense, but we define it as the sequence of causes
and the continuous combination of generations and primary
activity and power which brings motions to fulfilment and as all
things of this sort.

Further, we say that Time, and at the same the Heaven, were
not created along with the motion or life proceeding from the soul,
but from the intellectnal setting-in-order proceeding from the
Demiurge; for it is in conjunction with this that Time and the
Cosmos are established in him. And indeed the ancient account
unequivocally reveals God as ordering and producing Time at the
same time as he makes the Heaven. And onc might declare Time
to be a measure, not in the sense of measuring the progress (of
the Universe), or of being measured Dy motion, or of revealing
the revolution (of the Heavens), or of being revealed as such, but in
the sense of being the cause and one thing uniting all these.”

(This he has written concerning that Time which is transcendent
above gencration and subsistent in itself.)

Fr. 64

How, then, would such an cntity be an image of Eternity?
Let us go over the ground again, because of the difficult nature
of the subject-matter. Because, says Iamblichus, it exhibits the
singleness and infinity of Eternity, and its qualities of already exist-
ing, and of omnipresence, and of being always static in the present,
and being, itself unmeasured, the measurc of the noetic realm—all
these qualities it exhibits in the form of cyclic unfolding and
continuity and successiveness, and by distinguishing beginnings
and middles and ends, and in not to any extent being found wanting
to any of the things encompassed by it, and as it is not in motion
absolutcly speaking, but only in comparison with Eternity, so it
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is not absolutely an image, but one would be more correct to call
this whole totality the image of Eternity; for being true Being,
and having the faculty of recurring at fixed intervals, and acting
as a measure, and comprehending (all other) motions as a whole,
nevertheless it is said to be an image of Eternity, and would scem
itself to be the first among images; for perfect Mind cannot be
properly said to be an image of the First (for what could have a
resemblance to the entirely formless?), while of those things below
Mind and the indivisible nature Time would seem to be the first,
and in general, if being an image is a characteristic of things that
participate something (for the image wishes to preserve the imprint
of something else prior to it, from which it receives the charac-
teristics of the form), it follows that there is place for images neither
in the sphere of the highest Beings (for they do not participate,
inasmuch as they are highest—rather, they are participated by
others, not coming to be in the things that participate them, but
turning the participants towards them, in another way), nor solely
among sensible things, (for things of a median nature also partici-
pate the primal beings, and not only the sensible realm, since
sensibles are assimilated to the primal beings by means of reflec-
tions from the median beings); quite rightly, then, is Timc said
to be the image of Eternity, as is the whole cosmos, both in soul
and body, of the Essential Living Being.

(If, on the one hand, as was the opinion of Porphyry and certain
other Platonists, only sensible objects participated in the really
existent, then it would be in that quarter only that we would
expect to find images; if, on the other hand, as Amelius writes,
and before him Numenius, there is participation also in the noetic
realm, there would be images there too. But if in fact the divine
Plato situated images neither in the {irst rank of beings nor solely
in the sensible, it follows that lamblichus prevails in this question
also—as indeed he does in pretty nearly all questions—in bidding
us to accept the fact of participation in the median class of beings
as well as in the ultimate.)

Iz
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Fr. 65

These three qualities, he says, are conferred by Time on the
realm of Becoming, the first ‘the idea of ‘was’ and ‘will be’, the
second, ‘becoming younger and older’, the third ‘coming to be
at some time or having now come to be or destined to be on another
occasion’. The first of these the divine Iamblichus says Time
imposes on the realm of Becoming by virtue of its procession from
Being, the second, as coming forth from Life, the third, as depen-
dent on the Intellectual Order.

Fr. 66

(And the pretext for this widespread usage arose in some such
way as this; for the correction of this confusion has nothing accu-
rate or scientific about it.) For which reason, having indicated as
much as is proper to the present enquiry, which is, on the whole,
concerned with physics, he says that a more detailed treatment
of these questions would be matter for another treatise—a logical
one, as the majority of the commentators think (for it is in lec-
tures on logic that one customarily enquires whether the Non-
Existent is the object of Opinion), or a theological one, as the
divine Iamblichus declared, and as I myseclf belicve. For in the
Sophist there is much discussion of the Non-Existent in its several
senses, and also in the Parmenides, to which places indeed Timaeus
declares the investigation to be proper; now, however, even as he
has distinguished things and separated them from one another into
that which always is and that which comes to be and passes away,
into image and paradigm, into the Eternal and what is in Time,
even so, wishing to accord the proper epithets to either class, so
as neither to transfer what is properly applied to generation in
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Time to substances that are simpler and more divine, nor to con-
fuse the particular virtues of the higher orders with those which
are borne around in motion and change, he has allotted deeper
investigation of these matters to more suitable occasions; for this
was the custom not only of Plato but beforc Plato of the Pytha-
goreans, which indeed was something that Aristotle particularly
sought, to deal with the problems of philosophy in essays devoted
each to a special subject.

Fr. 67

(“And both about this kind of Time and about that which is
projected from it into the Cosmos he has this to say, in chapter 10:)

“TFor these reasons Time is also ‘most like as possible unto itself
according to the example of the eternal nature’. And it resembles
Eternity and is most like to itself as possible by reason of its uni-
form nature, and it presses forward through a single activity and
goes forth according to it and gives definition equally to all things
that come to be, even though they be different (from one another).”

Fr. 68

(And he presents another argument on the same subject, as
follows:)

““For the Paradigm exists presently throughout all Eternity,
while the copy has come to be throughout all time, so that it also
is and will be’. So what exists as Paradigm in the noetic sphere,
exists as Image in the generated world. And what is there according
to Eternity, here exists according to Time. And what is now already
present in the noctic sphere according to the category ot Being,
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comes to be in this realm throughout all time by continuity. And the
Being which is ‘in the same state in the same way’ manifests itsclf in
this realm as coming to be in the past, present and future. And what
is without extension there is beheld as extended here. And at this
point the median, double nature of Time becomes apparent, being
median as between Eternity and Heaven, and double insofar as it
comes into existence together with the Cosmos, but is ranked with
Eternity, and it leads the former, while it likens itself to the latter.”
(And such is the divine Iamblichus’ elucidation of the relevant
passages of the Timacus.)

Fr. 69

But are their ‘circuits’ to be declared to be epicycles, or coun-
teracting spheres, or the whole spheres in which each of the hea-
venly bodies is situated, or none of these, but rather their intel-
lectual souls, as the divine Iamblichus assumes? For even as he
previously constructed the whole mass of physical body inside
the Soul, so also now he places the seven bodies inside the seven
intellectual souls, at the same time setting over them souls and
intellects, And since the Circuit of the Other of the Whole Soul
has long before this mounted upon these seven divine bodies, he
reasonably brings it in here to remind us of what has been said:
‘which the Circuit of the Other of the Whole Soul leads round’.
And again, let it be observed that this is put in the singular, because
it is actually undivided, even though it is said to be ‘split’, and
thus the unity of it is not destroyed in the division into seven
circles.
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Fr. 70

The divine Iamblichus, however, accepts neither this intro-
duction of epicycles, on the grounds that they are a fabrication
and that to bring them in is foreign to the spirit of Plato, nor the
theory about ‘Life’, deeming that such a theory involves the futile
dreaming-up of such intervals and entrances and exits and combi-
nations, and is in no way consonant to Plato. For where does Plato
distinguish ascents to Being through Life, through Intellect, and
through Being? And where does he identify Saturn as Being, and
the one after him (Jupiter), as Intellect, and the third (Mars) as
Life?

Having condemned this interpretation, he gives a simpler theory,
saying that the Mocn has the first rank, in the area round the
carth, as having the relationship of generating power and mother
to the realm of Generation (for everything turns with her, growing
when she grows and declining when she declines), and the Sun above
the Moon, because it manifestly fills the Moon with its powers
and has the relationship of Father to the realm of Gceneration,
and above the Sun Venus and Mercury, being solar and assisting
the Sun in the work of creation, and contributing with him to the
completion of everything which is the reason why they keep pace
with the Sun and are around him as joining with him in his work
of creation. And they oppose him not (only) because of the motion
of the epicycles, as (we mentioned above and) the mathematicians
assert, nor insofar as the Sun is responsible for the revelation of
things hidden, while they arc responsible for concealment, as the
astronomers and astrologers maintain (—for these reasons, indeed),
but (also) by reason of the divine power which Plato himself
makes mention of, the power of the Sun being something marvellous
and unsurpassable, and for this reason essentially incommensurable,
while the powers of Venus and Mercury, projecting symmetry and
good temperature through always circling about with the Sun,
render harmonious the sun’s work of creation; for both of them
are causes of communion, both Mercury, who associates himself
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with the creation of things of both day and night, and becomes
by turns male and female, and Venus, who possesses the power of
binding togcther and harmonising things set apart or at odds.

Fr. 71

These ! the divine lamblichus also has sufficiently refuted,
adding that Plato did not make such distinctions in the divine
orders as these men claim, in the Sophist and the Philedus and the
Parmenides, but he has given there separate accounts concerning
each order and has divided the principles of exposition of each
from the other, treating separately the exposition about the One,
separately that about the Universe and outlining similarly in
succession each following order according to its proper definitions.

1 Amelius and Numenius. See notes.

r. 72

But, as we said, the ‘ensouling’ of the planects places them in
their proper souls, and also joins them to the Whole Soul of the
revolution of the Same, and causes them also to ascend to the
Cosmic Soul, and establishes them, further, in the very Intellectual
Paradigm itself, a fact which Iamblichus recognises with remark-
able clarity when he places ‘the intelligence of the supreme’ in the
Paradigm.

Fr. 73

But even if, as the divine lamblichus says, we choose to under-
stand ‘the pole that is stretched through all’ as the Heaven, we
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will not even thus stray from Plato’s thought; for as he himself
says in the Cratylus, the experts in astronomy call the Heaven
‘the pole’ from the fact that it revolves harmoniously.

BOOK IV

Fr. 74

It remains to declare what views we should hold about these
very gods of whom Plato makes mention, because among the
ancients also, some relegated discussion of them to the realm of
myth, others regarded them as local cult traditions, others as
guarding powers, others as moral tales, others as souls. All of
whom have been adequately refuted by the divine Iamblichus as
misunderstanding both the thought of Plato and the true state
of affairs.

One should put it this way, then, that Timaeus, being a Pytha-
gorean, follows Pythagorean principles. And these in turn are
Orphic principles; for what Orpheus taught in mystic rites through
secret doctrines, this Pythagoras learned on being initiated in
Lebethra in Thrace, Aglaophamus the initiator revealing to him
the wisdom which Orpheus had been taught by his mother Calliope.
For this Pythagoras himself states in the Sacred Discourse.

Fr. 75

I know, indeecd, that the divine Iamblichus understands ‘Earth’
as that which encompasses all that is permanent and steadfast in
the substance of the encosmic gods and in their activity, and in
their eternal revolution, and which encompasses the greater powers
and universal life-principles, and ‘Heaven’ as the creative activity
proceeding from the Demiurge, which is whole and perfect and full
of its own powers, and which subsists around the Demiurge, as
being a limit for itself and for the Universe.
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Fr. 46

But the divine Iamblichus defines Ocean as the median moving
cause, which 1s divine, which is participated primarily by the
middle-ranking souls and lives and intellections, and by the active
natures and those among the elements which have a predominance
of spirit, i.e. air and fire. Tethys (some declare to be the substance
of wetness itself; others, the nature that is constantly changing;
others, the good order of the Universe;) Iamblichus assumes her
to be the efficacious factor in activity, which is participated by
the permanent intellections and souls and natures and powers, and
in addition to these by those certain solid places of cither land or
water which provide a foundation for the clements.

As the divine Tamblichus has taught, she is to be defined as the
organiser of position and permanent systematisation.”

Fr. 77

The divine Iamblichus, however, relates them (Phoreys, Cronos
and Rhea) to the three spheres between Earth and Heaven; for the
deities before them divided in two the sublunar cosmos, but these
divide it in three; and Phoreys, according to him, rules over the
whole moist substance, holding it all together without division.
Rhea is the goddess who holds together the fluid and aery influ-
ences. Cronos sets in order the highest and most rarcfied arca of
the aether, ranked in the middle by Plato because the middle and
the centre among immaterial essences is more dominant than what
surrounds the middle.”

“(For it is worth noting that we should not make an issue of the
order in which these gods are given, whether Cronos is higher than
Phorcys; for they are in a state of unity and equivalence). But if
onc must make the distinction, it is better to follow the arrange-
ment of the divine [amblichus, who makes Cronos a monad, Rhea
a dyad calling forth the powers latent in him, and Phorcys bringing
to completion the procession, and finally the kings next in rank
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producing from him (Phorcys) the visible Order; for these latter
have been assigned this position.

Fr. 8

Who, then, are these, and what rank do they have? The divine
Tamblichus, for his part, declares Zeus to be he who brings to
completion the whole realm of Becoming, Hera to be the cause of
power and coherence and fulfillment and life to all things, and
their ‘brothers’ to be those who share with them in the creation of
the realm of Becoming, being themselves Minds and being completed
according to the same perfection and power as they.

Fr. 79

There exist in these powers from the supracosmic gods also,
whether descending from the twelve leaders or from certain others,
and there comes down also from the heavenly choirs a certain
order which has a doubling faculty, as the divine Iamblichus
says. For from the twenty-one leaders there arise forty-two com-
mands of creating gods according to each allotment of an element,
and from the thirty-six decan-rulers there proceed seventy-two,
and other gods on the same principle, double in number to the
heavenly gods, but inferior in power.

Fr. 8o

And this phrase ‘the lot of death’, again, reveals to us by
implication many different kinds of death; for there is one death
of those demons who are called ‘relative’, another of the individual
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souls, another of living things, another of ensouled bodies, one
being comparable to the putting off of a tunic, another, a falling
of the soul into the realm of Becoming, resulting from a sympathy
with it, another, the dissolution of body and soul from one another,
another, the withdrawal of the life that is in the subject body.

From all these kinds of death, accordingly, the encosmic gods and
the ‘essential’ demons who attend these gods, are entirely exempt;
for not even the first mode of death is attributable to these, as the
divine Iamblichus has declared, preserving the unchangeability of
the race of true demons.

Fr. 81

The third class, on the other hand, are those who remove all
destruction both from the vehicle and from the irrational element
and combine the survival of the vehicle and that of the irrational
and explain the ‘mortal’ in this case as referring to the element
which is corporeal and which is fascinated by Matter and concerned
with mortal things, as Iamblichus considers, and such as wish to
agree with him, and not simply granting it (the vchicle) an exist-
ence dependent on the divine (heavenly) bodies, in order that,
coming into existence from mobile causes, it also may be changeable
of its own nature, but deriving it from the gods themselves, who
organise the Cosmos and perform all their acts eternally.

Fr. 82

According to the divine Iamblichus, the mixing-bowl is single,
a certain life-giving cause that comprehends the whole of life and
gathers it together, sustaining itself with certain demiurgic reason-
principles, which penetrate through all life and through all the
soul-orders, and which allot to each soul within its proper sphere
suitable measures of coherence, 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 rclative to each other, such is the procession from
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the mixing bowl which they are allotted, receiving thence the
defining bounds of life.

Fr. 82A

But I urge the divine Iamblichus to have regard also to
this text of Plato and gather from it that it is the Soul of the
Universe that he has created from the mixture of the middle classes
of beings, and not the supracelestial soul; and how, indeed, would
this be the place to make mention of the latter, since Plato’s subject
here is the Universe, whereas when dealing with Time, which has
a hypercosmic rank, he nevertheless links it with the Heaven,
saying ‘Time, at any rate, came into being with the Heaven’
(38B)?

Fr. 83

(These ultimate elements are termed here ‘the residue of the
previous material’, since they are both similar to the former and
inferior in comparison to them; for the remainder in general re-
sembles the whole of which it is a part, and is inferior to it being
more perfect and having a commanding rank). We shall, then,
accept both views, both those that say that these elements are
the left-overs from the median classes, and the divine Iamblichus,
who allots a transcendent superiority to the classes which complete
the divine souls, thus preserving (on our part) both the similarity
between all the median classes, and their differences.

Fr. 84

What then would the ‘vehicle’ of the soul be, and how does
the Demiurge embark the souls on it? It must be realised, as is also
the accustomed doctrine of the great Iamblichus and his school,
that the substance of the soul-vehicles is produced from the aether
as a whole, which has a generative power, without either the divine
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(heavenly) bodies being diminished or the vehicles being produced
by a series of contributions, but the individual spirit vehicles
proceeding and being given shape in accord with the life-principles
of the {encosmic) gods.

Fr. 85

As for the ‘first birth’ which the philosopher now relates, and
which the Demiurge, in announcing the laws of T'ate, declares
to the souls, what are we to say that it is? For more than one
view is taken of it. The divine Iamblichus, for one, calls the ‘sowing’
(of souls) into vehicles the first birth, and admittedly what follows
bears him out; for Plato added directly following on this passage
the phrase ‘and how it was needful that they, when sown ...

Fr. 86

The ‘numerous pegs’ some take as being the fitting together of
the triangular elements, but Iamblichus as the union brought
about by the reason-principles of Nature, even as their ‘welding
together’ is the conjunction and unification brought about by the
processes of creation.

Fr. 87

(The Circuit of the Other is shaken up by being filled with
false notions; for its proximity to the unreasoning principle causes
it also to take in certain influences from without. Starting from
these principles, we address ourselves frankly to Plotinus and the
great Theodorus, who want to preserve in us an element that is
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impassible and always enjoying intellection. For Plato employs
only two circles to make up the substance of the soul, and of these
he ties down the one, and shakes up the other, so that it is not
possible for either that which is tied down or that which is shaken
up to enjoy intellectual activity.) The divine Iamblichus is quite
correct, therefore, in attacking those who hold this opinion; for
what element in us is it that sins, when the unreasoning principle
in us is stirred, and we chase after a lawless notion? Is it not our
free will? And how would it not be this? For it is by reason of this
that we differ from those beings that follow impressions without
reflection. If the free-will sins, then how would the soul remain
sinless? And what is it that makes happy our whole life? Is it not
when Reason is in possession of its proper virtue? We would
surely say that it is. But if when the best part of us is perfect,
then the whole of us is happy, what would prevent us all, the whole
human race, from being happy at this moment, if the highest part
of us is always enjoying intellection, and always turned towards
the gods? If the Intellect is this highest part, that has nothing
to do with the soul. If it is a part of the soul, then the rest of the
soul also must be happy.

And what is the chariotecr of the Soul? Is it not the most attrac-
tive, and, one might say, consummate part of us? And how can
we avoid this conclusion, if indeed this is what directs our whole
being and with its own head views the supracelestial sphere and is
assimilated to the ‘great leader’ of the gods, who ‘drives a winged
chariot’ and ‘journeys through the heaven as a first’ charioteer?
And if the charioteer is the highest element in us, and he, as is
said in the Phaedrus, sometimes is carried up aloft and raises ‘his
head into the region outside’, 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. (Ilowever, this subject has been discussed at
greater length elsewhere).

Fr. 88

When in general he refers the cause of created beings to the
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providence of the gods, he grants to them a first entrance into
being that is indescribable and beyond knowledge. Whence the
divine Iamblichus is quite right in saying that it is not possible to
conclude this either, how on the one hand the gods create the body,
and how the life in the body, and how then they combine each with
the other. For these things are by nature incomprehensible to us.
That everything takes its existence from the Gods, we firmly
maintain, looking to their goodness and power, but how things
proceed from them, we are not competent to comprehend. And the
reason for that is that the power of providence and generation
is the peculiar province of the divine level of existence, which
possesses a superiority that is incomprehensible to us.

Fr. 89

It is not about transparency, but about light that he ! is making
this remark, and he is alluding to the Timaeus; and for a description
of how in that work it is stated that light is a kind of fire, and that
the daylight and the outflow of the visual ray become joined to-
gether and form one body, the reader is referred to the Commen-
taries of Iamblichus on the Timaeus.

1 Aristotle. See Comm.
BOOK V

Fr. go

[And I will show the divine Iamblichus bearing witness to the
same point of view. In chapter 2 of Book V of his Commentaries
on the Timaeus, he writes as follows:]
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“Every body inasmuch as it is body subsists in Space ; Space there-
fore comes into being congenitally with bodies and in no way cut off
from their first entrance into the realm of beings and their most
essential existence. Reasonably, then, does Timaeus, along with the
origin of existence of bodies, grant Space also its first mention.
Those, therefore, who do not make Space congenital with the cause
(of bodies), perverting its essence into bounds of surfaces, or void
interstices, or intervals of any sort, are guilty both of dragging
in alien theories and of failing to understand the general doctrine
of Timaeus, which always links Nature to the activity of the
Demiurge. One must, then, seeing that he produced bodies in the
first instance congenitally with their cause, view Space also as
linked to the cause, as Timaeus expounds. And as we attempted
to make Time connatural with the creation so now we have tried
to do the same with Space.”

[So then, rejecting the other views which make Space something
external to what is in Space, he says that Space is connatural with
the things in Space. And continuing, he says:]

“What view is it, then, which gives a definition of Space which
is complete and consonant with its essence? Surely that which
defines it as a corporeal power which supports bodies and forces
them apart and gathers them up when they fall and collects them
together when they are scattered about, at once completing them
and encompassing them about from all sides.”

[He seems himself here to give a definition of Space, when he
calls it a ‘corporeal power’ connatural with what is in Space ‘sup-
porting bodies and forcing them apart and gathering them up when
they fall and collecting them together when they are scattered
about, at once completing them and encompassing them about
on all sides.” It is clear, after all, that if Space ‘completes’ bodies,
then it would not be separable from what is in Space. It is encom-
passing in the sense that it bounds and gathers together bodies.]
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Procl., In Parm. 1054, 34ff. Cousin.
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Fr. 1

Aristotle is here pursuing the same question as Parmenides
and his followers used to raise, namely of what things there are
forms and of what therc are not. The divine Iamblichus has gone
into this matter in detail in his Commentary on the Parmenides, and
Plotinus discusses it in his essay Ow the Intellect and the Ideas and
on Being. To give a brief summary in the present instance, one
may say that one should not postulate forms of artificial objects
(Aristotle is quite right hcre to dismiss the notion of an (ideal)
house apart from the multitude of individual houses), nor forms of
individuals; but we do say that therc exist in the intelligible realm
eternal paradigms of all the classes of created things and of the
things which belong to the universe as a whole ! and of the imma-
terial reason-principles in the soul, which have produced them
and keep watch over their continued existence.

! Such as the heavenly bodies and the four elements, presumably.

Fr. 2

The next set of commentators follow a different method of
interpretation. The first hypothesis they declare to be concerned
with God and the gods; for the discussion is not only about the
One, but about all the divine henads. << The second will concern
the intelligible realm and the>> intelligible <(gods;> the third
not yet about the Soul, as previous commentators had declared,
but about the classes of being superior to us, angels, daemons, and
heroes (for these classes of being are immediately inferior to the
gods and are superior even to the universal souls—this is their most
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Dam. Dub. et Sol. 1 151, 18ff.
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remarkable view, and it is for this reason that they assert that
these take a prior rank to souls in the hypotheses). The fourth
hypothesis is to concern rational souls, the fifth those secondary
souls which are bound onto the rational souls, the sixth immanent
forms and all the seminal reason-principles, the seventh, Matter
itself, the eighth, the realm of the heavens, and the ninth the realm
of physical creation below the Moon.

Fr. 2A

That neither by opinion, nor by discursive reasoning, nor by
the intellectual element of the soul, nor by intellection accompanied
by reason is the Intelligible to be comprehended, nor yet is it to
be grasped by the perfect conning-tower of the intellect, nor by
the flower of the intellect, nor is it knowable by a mental effort
at all, neither along the lines of a definite striving, nor by a grasping,
nor by any such means as this, is a proposition to which, at the
insistence of the great Iamblichus, we must accede.

Fr. 2B

(And that is why each of the things in this realm is both one and
many, and for this reason in this order there is also pure Substance
stripped, one might say, of the One, and the Many take their origin
from this same order, whereas prior to this level Multiplicity was
present only as an impression in the Unified;) and for this reason
lamblichus also maintained that the Intelligible remains in the
One, because it is more united to it, and takes its form from it,
rather than from Being. Not indeed that there is any distinction
within it, neither Substance nor Object of Intellection, nor anything
else, but its being consists in this, in its being everything in aggre-
gate; and this is its real object of intellection:

‘for it is everything, but in an intelligible mode’,

14
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says the Oracle; for it draws together into one all our cognitions
and makes of all of them gathered together one complete and
undifferentiated and truly unified cognition, such as Iamblichus
maintains is the cognition of that object of Intellection.

And if elsewhere Plato or any other divine man declares the
summit of the intellectual world to be Substance, we need not be
disturbed. For pure substance comes to manifestation in Iambli-
chus’ view also at this level of Being; and this summit of the intel-
lectual realm, would be a substance by virtue of being intellectual,
that is to say, by being separated off by itself, and being subject
to the One as one separate entity to another, by reason of the
essential and unitary Otherness that is manifested there.

Fr. 3

(The One-Being will then generate from itself two One-Beings
And so how will the one differ from the Other? Must it not be by
reason of the fact that the one is given form rather by the One,
and the other rather by Being? For this reason each of them is
named according to the dominant factor in it, the one One, the
other Being, although the former is also a being; and even though
it is separated off from the whole, yet it is separated as a whole
from a whole, and each part remains a whole subsequent to the
whole). In this way the great Iamblichus also conceived of the
One-Being as being in either of its components in turn, by virtue
of the completely unified and undivided nature of noetic generation.

Fr. 4

The ninth problem is, what is the meaning of ‘some one thing’
and what is the significance of adding the word ‘some’? Is it because
‘something’ is the opposite of ‘nothing’, as Porphyry proposed,
or is it because ‘some’ is the indicator of the participated One?
For if ‘one’ is the term for the unparticipated One, then the partici-
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pated is denominated ‘some one’; for ‘some’ and ‘participated’,
which is what ‘some’ signifies, are coincidental, according to the
philosopher Syrianus—or, as is the view of the great Iamblichus,
it is the fact that after the absolute form of each entity there is
‘a certain’ particular form, so that after the absolute One there
is the particular One. It follows reasonably then that there are
present to the parts of Being particular Ones, one to each being,
each of these being ‘some one thing’.

Fr. 5

(a) (If then the particular nature of the whole Intellect is not
in all its parts, either it will have no communication with the
Others, or it will bestow itself upon them, and will be in a state
of self-communication;or it will be in that which precedes it as
‘in another’, but it would then not be in it as a whole but as a
part; but Parmenides takes it as being present as a whole; so that it
is in what is after it as in another, either as a whole, but by parti-
cipation and by exercising providence which passes as it were
into another, but not into a part;) or rather, as the great Iamblichus
says, as parts it is turned back towards itself, recalling into itself
the division; while as forms, perfect in itself, it is participated
in without contamination to itself by the entities inferior to it.

(b) (The thirteenth problem is, why he did not derive the state-
ment ‘in itself and in another’ from the immediately previous
conclusion, but from the more remote one, and in general why
those entities immediately prior are not in all cases responsible
for the production of their immediate inferiors.)

(On the thirteenth and final question, let us say first that the
other theologians also derive this Intellect from the Order of the
Maintainers; secondly, that the Intellect of the Order of Teletarchs !
is not a cause of being but a perfecter of it, so that it may bring
completion to another order, but cannot engender another order
dissimilar to itself;) thirdly, as Iamblichus says, because the two
premisses of this conclusion are united with each other, (even as

1 ‘Masters of Ceremonies’, perhaps. Like the synocheis, an order of Chal-
daean divinities.
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the Teletarchs are involved in the Maintainers—for one may put
it this way also, by way of fortifying his argument) . . .

If we turn to the text, the introductory phrase ‘Is it not the
case, this being so, that . . " signifies that the proof proceeds, just
as lamblichus says, not only from the Whole, but also from the
immediately preceding conclusions, in which the whole was declared
to be the sum of the parts; and further, the quality of self-circum-
scribedness proceeds from the proof about shape, so that it is ‘in
itself and in another’ also because of having shape. And indeed
its perfection is from this source. This order is self-sufficient; in
this way it is ‘in itself’. But what is sufficient to itself is also capable
of bestowing a share of its self-sufficiency on another, and thus
its perfection may be said to be ‘in another’, since the perfect is
linked to its superior; and in this way it is perfect in so far as it is
in another.

And perhaps indeed the phrase ‘this being so’ should be related
to all the preceding arguments, since in all cases the next in order
proceeds from all the entities superior to itself; and the phrase
‘itself in itself and in another’ demonstrates the synthesis of the
antithesis: for ‘in itself’ and ‘in another’ are not two states, but
the two are one, and the dyad here a monad, and what is ‘in itself’
is ‘in another’; and what is ‘in another’ is ‘in itself’; for thus does
the great Iamblichus draw the whole antithesis into one unified
conception.

Fr. 6

(We must now deal with the twelfth problem, to wit, how that
which is in all is also in each, and if not in one, then not in all, a
problem which Proclus raises more clearly.)

To present the exegesis of Iamblichus, that writer says that
there is no entity in the realm of true being which is in all but not
in each, for the Parmenides of the poem also says that ‘All is full
of Being’, indicating that everything which is There permeates all
things, and exhibits itself everywhere. His use of ‘all’ is excellent.
If at any rate, there is some number There, it is an essential pro-
perty which is present both in the totality and in cach individual;



15

20

25

30

5

216 IN PARMENIDEM

3 \ 3N/ 4 ~ > ~ ) ’ 14 ~ A2 € A ks

gotlv 18totng, 6mol wév &v ©& dbpdiopart, 6pol S8 év éxdorey oloa:

Suedexaduh yop xol 7 Tév Sddexa Hyepwbvmy ANl xal adtde ExasTog

¢ elder ouvoustwtar THe Suodexddogr duolwe 3% wal &ml TEHV EAAWY

golBudv. phimore 8¢, Gg &elybn &v Eavtd ©¢ o mAvTa pépy, obtwe

&v Ao delwvutar dg odx dv o pepn N wev Yop &x pepdv 6AdTg év
:

3 ~

€ A \ ~ 3 b by \ 1 ~ 7’ t !
Eautd, N 02 wpd Wepdv Ev EANp. TO 8 Wpd Wepdv TPoUTAEYEL EXAGTOV,
&ote nal TAvTeY, xal gl piv &y 16 xpelrrowt, dg pnow adtéce el 8t &v
Tl yelpove xord TO xpeitrov, dmeplypagov Ty el Te &M moreiTal
mpbvotay xal qubprotov xal EEmenuévny, ¢ lduPiiges, watd Thy
firetépay EmBoiny, Gg piv éneotpappbvey TEY pepdy elg 16 Bhov xad
€ 7 2 14 ! e z ~ o \ 2 4 ~ 4 3 A
oloupévwy v EadTe, (¢ 3t ToU SAov wy &vévtog TOUG PEPECLY, GARG
ueplopolb uévou 8vtog, év 16 yelpovt. yelpwy Yop 6 teplopds The émLeTpo-
NG, 7 xal 8hoc oltog 6 &mistpegig &v Eautd peplopdg odx &v sln év
pépet, 008 &v pépeotv: ouvelhfmror yop xoal Te wépm xol TO Bhov &v
76 Totide. olitw ye piy Exwv odtog 6 vole, 3 &v EMhw &otly, ) 0ddapol -
3\ b e ~ A A e ~ ~ \ o 1 3 ~ ~
0 3% 008apoD o Tposxel adTH, TOARGDY piv BvTwv Tpd adTol, TORAGY
3t per’ adrév' &v kg Hpa ) TH xpeitTovt B T yelpovit xal pAmTote
(ppol yap pe vobto mapibey elreiv), dg wiv mpdtog i EEnpnuevng
&y Entd xbopwv ERJopades, &v fautd, ©¢ 8E TV cuvteTaypévny
&TOYEWRY, &y MW, %ol ExaoTog THV EmTa wwtk TOV adTOV TpbHTOV.
mpditog 8¢ oltw Sittdg 6 dmaf Enéxewva.

15 Svra mss: dv ta Chaignet.

Fr. 6A
Dam., Dub. et Sol. 11 149, 251f.
< 7 Obite 8% repuxde 10 &v &p’ odx dvdyxn xal xwelolur xal fotdvar; I45E.>
Acebrepoy 8¢, el &v 1@ dnploupyd Ta Yyévy 7ol Bvroc tdputar, ¢
Helov 6 péyoc LapPrryos, pairov 8 xal 6 Tolrov dmadde Tvpravée,
©g vOy loTopel nal adrdg, T4 nabnyepdve cuvémesbor Sporoyddy, naitol
&0l Torhayol %l &v Tolg mpd ToB Anuioupyol Talta TiOéuevos.

IN PARMENIDEM 217

for instance, the group of the twelve leading gods is itself ‘duo-
decadic’; each individual leader is substantially united with the
form of the duodecad; and the same goes for every other number.

On the other hand, though, even as it was shown to be ‘in itself’
as being all its parts, so it is shown to be ‘in another’ as not being
its parts; for the totality of the parts is ‘in itself’, the totality
prior to the parts is 'in another’. That which is prior to the parts
pre-exists each thing, and so pre-exists all things, and if it is in
what is superior to it, as Proclus says;...?! but if it is in what is
inferior to it in a superior mode, then it is exercising a providence
over the Others which is uncircumscribed and undivided and
transcendent (as is Iamblichus’ view, as [ understand it), being
‘in itself’ in so far as the parts are turned back towards the whole
and are being given wholeness by it, while it is in its inferior in
so far as the whole is not in the parts, but is merely the partition
of them. For Partition is an activity inferior to Return, or rather
all this partition which involves return upon itself cannot be taken
to be as ‘in a part’ nor ‘in the parts’ gencrally. For both the parts
and the whole are subsumed in such an activity. So then, this
Intellect being of this nature, either it is ‘in another’ or nowhere.
But it is hardly meaningful to say that it is nowhere, as there are
many entities prior to it, and many posterior to it. So it must be
‘in another’ either superior of inferior to it, and more precisely—
I almost forgot to say this—‘in itself’ as being the first element
of the hebdomad which is transcendent over the seven cosmic
spheres, and ‘in another’ as generating the hebdomad which is
inherent in them, and it is each of the seven in the same mannecr.
And in this way the Once Beyond is the first double entity.

1 There seems to be a gap here. We should hear some consequence of the
el uév clause.

Fr. 6A

The second question is whether the classes of Being are established
in the Demiurge, as was the view of the great Iamblichus, and
indeed also if his follower Syrianus, as he himself now tells us,
admitting that he is following his master, although in many other
contexts he places them also in the realms above the Demiurge.
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Fr. 4
Dam., Dub. et Sol. 11 152, 7ff.
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Fr. 4

(The third question is, how does it come about that Motion and
Rest come after ‘in itself’ and ‘in another’?)

On the third point, let us say first that ‘in itself’ and ‘in another’
are, as it were, parts of space, as is also the view of Tamblichus;
that which moves and that which is at rest is moved and rests
in. some place. The existence of Space itself must then precede
that of what is moved or is at rest in Space.

Fr. 8

(Fourthly, why does he add ‘always’ to the propositions pre-
viously demonstrated, without any separate proof, and by this
means draw the conclusion that rest and motion inhere in the
One? And what sort of rest and motion is this?)

On the fourth question, we say that the term ‘always’ contains
the notion of extension. It is within a context of extension that
‘being stationary’ involves a cessation of motion, and ‘moving’
indicates a cessation of rest; it is thus necessary that the word
‘always’ should accompany what is stationary and in motion.
And further, if (the One) is in motion and at rest by reason of one
same form and nature (for we must follow Jamblichus’ principle
of combining every antithesis into one ‘idea’, as it were, and one
notion}), being at rest must always be involved in being in motion,
and being in motion in being at rest; for their combination con-
stitutes one entity. So then Motion is permanent (stationary) in
the process of being in motion (for it will always be in motion),
while Rest will be extended in its being at rest (for it in turn will
always be at rest), inasmuch as Motion will not allow Rest to,
as it were, drop off to sleep, while Rest will not permit Motion to
Sump out of its skin’. In this way, then, the notion of ‘always’
is essentially bound up with both being at rest and being in motion.
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Fr. g
Dam., Dub. et Sol. 11 181, 13ff.
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Fr. g

(We must enquire first about the rule which he prefixes to the
proofs: ‘Everything’, he says, ‘is in this relation to everything
else: it is either the same or different, or, if neither, then it would
have to be a part of that to which it is related, or conversely a
whole, in relation to a part’.)

(Further, one does not find that sameness and difference are
simple and absolute relations, but everything in relation to every-
thing else is in a way different and in a way the same.)} And it is
for the reason that the great Iamblichus declares that this division
is complete for all cases—but nevertheless, he says, the whole-part
and part-whole relation was added to complete the argument.
That is to say, if someone does not consider something to be
either the same or different, then he will consider it as being a
whole in relation to a part, or a part in relation to a whole, and that
is in turn equivalent to being the same or different; for the whole-
part relation involves in some respect sameness and difference;
so that the real distinction which Parmenides is making here is
that everything in relation to everything else is either the same
or different.

Fr. 1o

(Stxthly, how comes it that Otherness from the Others is made
superior to its co-ordinate Sameness, in view of the fact that
Sameness is always superior to Otherness?)

Perhaps here also it is best to adopt the argument of Iamblichus;
for even as gua whole the Primal Intellect was ‘in another’, while
gua parts it was ‘In itself’, so the Tertiary Intellect in respect of
its own Otherness is that much the less a Demiurge, and by virtue
of this it is other than the Others, while by virtue of its overflowing
Sameness it extends itself towards communion with the Others,
and becomes the same as them. So its sameness with the Others is



10

222 IN PARMENIDEM

apérog, 8oov te mpdeLow elg peptopdy, T0500TE UEAAoY Exgavols Tpos-
deitan The ywplodang xal dveyolerg ETepdTNTOG.

Fr. 11
Dam., Dub. et Sol. IT 186, 22if.

<"Ap’ olv 10 &v adrd adtol pépoc Eotilv; Oddapdc. OO8’ &pa dg mpdg pépog
od7d wdTol Shov Av eln, mpdg doutd pépog dv. OV yap oléy e, "ARN’ &po ETepdv doTLy
Evoc 16 &v; OV dAta. Q08 dpa Eautod ye Etepov av eln. OO pévrol. Ei odv urhre
Etepov wTe SAov unTe pépog adtd mpdg fautd EaTw, odx dvayxy H8n tadtov elvar
adTh Eavtdd; 146BC. >

Ilég ofv odx Eatv &v adrols Shov xal pépy; 8 Tt onely 6 “Teufivyoc,
Exeiva pdv &v adTd Tk mpoarodederyméve, ViV Ot dvoupeitor BAov xal
uépm, GAN &rre; Exel pudv yap T0 Ehov Etepoy THV UepBY O KELMOELGUEVEY,
&vtaibo 3t auyxéyvron mdg T péen xal &v adTalg Eyer 16 elvau, xal Ta
péen To 8hov elvar Soxel. did Tabro Tob Evdg dTEgnoEy, BG TPOGNHOGVTR
uEMov Tolg &Morg xal alchntols.
5 8§ = Ruelle: 8t mss. 6 &v adtd) dv autd B. 9 Soxet Ruelle: ouelv
mss.

Fr. 12

Dam., Dub. et Sol. 11 247, 151f.

<"E7i 83 74 tpivov Mywpev. 155E.>

! M < \ ~ 3 N ~ € 4 3 \ t ’

Actmeron 39 [M)] wepl &y del Ocole eémopévov elvar vy dmdleouy,
xore Tov péyay LduPrigov. Eomv yop abtn mbaverdty macév TéHV
nohaiov EEnyhoswy xal TOMGg Exovca Tpdg TOTW XQopuds €x TEHV
&v Yuumogie SaLpoviey GUUTEPXGUATLY.

2 7 secl. Ruelle.

IN PARMENIDEM 223

an offspring of its sameness with itself, and its otherness from them
an offspring of its otherness from itself, even though we may also
correctly conclude the converse. For the more it rises superior to
Matter, the more freely and unrestrainedly it enters upon it,
and the further it proceeds into fragmentation, the more plainly
it requires that Otherness which would separate it off and bear it
upwards.

Fr. 11

How, then, is it that ‘whole and part’ are not among these?
As Tamblichus says, those attributes which were previously
demonstrated are still in it, but now whole and part are removed
from it. But what kind of whole and part? In that realm, the
whole is different from its parts as being separate from them,
whereas in this world it is blended with its parts and has its being
in them, and the whole indeed seems to be the parts. For this
reason he denied these of the One, as being more proper to the
Others and the world of sense.

Fr. 12

There remains the view that the Hypothesis describes those
beings which are in constant attendance upon the Gods, which is
the view of the great Iamblichus. For this is the most persuasive
of all the ancient explanations and derives a great deal of plau-
sibility from the remarkable conclusions laid down in the Sym-
posium.
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Fr. 13

The One in us is agreed to suffer alteration in these respects;
but even if there is some type of descent and ascent experienced by
the superior classes of being (for it is just some such activity that
the divine Tamblichus postulates in this very passage), nevertheless
this experience is most manifest in the case of our souls.

Fr. 14

(Sixthly, why does he not add, in the case of the Others, the
simultaneously positive and negative conclusions with respect to
themselves and to the One?)

{But as to the sixth question, why did he not draw the conclu-
sion in relation to the Others, as in relation to the One, as to what
both is and is not the case? Is it that these conclusions would have
been drawn in the case of a composite entity, the composite entity
being a combination of both elements, so that one must combine
each into one; and this act of combination reveals the nature of
the composite. For this reason Proclus does not make the combi-
nation, but says, on the contrary, ‘The Composite is not a prin-
ciple, but rather comes from a principle; the dialogue, however,
is about Principles.’) To this point of view we oppose the great
Iamblichus, who well says that the Composite 7s a principle; for
example, the four elements are the principle of living things and
the whole sublunar creation, and the heavenly spheres and the
Heaven are a principle and cause of generation.

15
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IN ALCIBIADEM

Fr. 1

For a discussion of Iamblichus’ order of the dialogues, I refer
the reader to the Comm. ad In Tim. Fr. 1. The Alcibiades takes first
place in a course of Platonic philosophy by reason of the fact that
it concerns the knowledge of the self.

Proclus’ elaboration of this probably reproduces the substance
of Tamblichus’ doctrine, so that it is perhaps worth summarising
here.

(1) The starting-point for study of the dialogues of Plato, as
for all philosophical enquiry, is a knowledge of our own being.
This will enable us properly to understand our own good. (1, 3-4, 2).

(2) Since there are many grades of being, and so of good, from
gods down to men, we must consider to what class of being man
belongs, whether to those whose being is undivided and eternal
(pure minds), or those which come to be in Time and are composite
or dissoluble (bodies), or those intermediate between these, which
are composite and existing in Time, but indissoluble (souls).
(4, 3-18).

(3) The Delphic Oracle also exhorts us to begin by seeking to
‘know ourselves’, and this is preeminently the subject of the
Alcibiades. Previous commentators are wrong in seeing any other
subject for it. (4, 14-8, 12).

(4) The dialogue proceeds by wvarious devices—exhortation,
dissuasion, refutation, elicitation, praise and blame-first to cleanse
us of false assumptions of knowledge, then to demonsirate our
true nature and our proper good, even as the Mysteries first employ
purification, before permitting the devoted to experience the
secret rites. (8, 13-9, 15).

I would give this the status of a probable conjecture as to
how Iamblichus began his commentary. We can see from the
Tumaeus-Commentary and from the summary of his views on the
Sophist the emphasis he placed on the unity of the skopos of each
dialogue and the proper allegorical interpretation of the characters,
so it is very probable that some such statements werc made in this
case, and merely elaborated by Syrianus and Proclus.
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The immediate occasion for Proclus’ introduction of Iamblichus
here ‘xal potr Soxel xal dud wodtyv v aftiav ...’ is presumably
Proclus’ own formulation, but it may yet represent Iamblichus’
views; ‘vat pot Soxei’ need not mean that Proclus had no evidence
to go on in coming to his conclusion. I give the preceding passage,
therefore (11, 3-1I):

doyly 8¢ &amv obtoc 6 Jukhoyog dmdavms puhocoplag, Gamep 3 nal
f Eavtdy yvdiotge xal Sud Tobto TOAAGY pév EoTi AoywBv Ev adTd
Bewonudtov wateomuppuévy Tapddoots, TOAAGY 88 N0uEy xal TéHV TEdg
Bany iy Ty mepl eddawpoviag Emtonedv ouvtehobvtav dvaxdlupaic,
ToAAGY 8% elg puatohoyimy 7 xal THV Tepl adT@v TéHv Delwy diibeay
i modnyodvrwy doypdtwy drothnwots, tv domep &v <Tine> TodTR
T Sthdye Tdong prhosoplag N oy xol wla xal Shooyepig SToYpae)
mepthapfavyroe 3 adtiic <fic mpdTye Auiv els fawvtods EmisTpogiig
AVRPALVOLEVY).

We may compare with this Tamblichus’ division of his chosen
set of dialogues into ethical, logical, physical and theological, given
in Anon. Proleg. 26 (see diagram in Intro. to Westerink’s ed. p.
XL). This division concerns the middle eight dialogues; The Alci-
biades, as the introduction to the sequence, will contain samples
of all these types of virtue.

T'r. 2

We have here a fairly typical situation in Proclus’ commentaries.
Nowhere does he explicitly quote his predecessors verbatim; he
prefers to absorb them into the seamless web of his prose. However,
we have here a situation in which a division of the dialogue is
attributed to Iamblichus (though Proclus does not explicitly say
so, we may assume lamblichus to be the author of this division),
and then a series of reasons are given for the correctness of the
division. These are not attributed to Iamblichus, but we must
ask ourselves: (1) Do we imagine that Iamblichus gave no reasons
for his division; (2) Do we imagine that Proclus’ reasons are entirely
different from those of Iamblichus? If the answers to both these
questions are in the negative, as they surely must be, we are driven
to the conclusion that the whole following explanation is Tambli-
chean ¢n substance. Further than that we cannot go. My views on
Proclus’ methods of quotation have been set out in the Introduction,
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Ch. 3, but I feel it no harm to mention them again in connexion
with a specific instance. This situation will recur frequently, even
in the fragments immediately following.

We have here, then, Iamblichus’ division of the dialogue, based
upon his principle that all parts must conform to the basic skopos
so as to form a coherent whole.

The divisions of the dialogue on this scheme are as follows:

I 106C-110A.
IT 119A-124A.
IIT  124A-135D.

The extant portion of Proclus’ Commentary only runs to 116AB,
still within the first division. Olympiodorus’ Commentary covers
the whole dialogue, but no references to Iamblichus are preserved
beyond 115A (Fr. 8). Olympiodorus observes this triple division,
and gives a useful introductory discussion of each part, which may
owe a certain amount to Iamblichus.

The first part (for which, we may note, Proclus uses the term
xepdharov), employs a variety of syllogistic arguments to do away
with obstacles to knowledge existing in the reason as a result of
véveois, the process of coming to birth.

The second part is that in which Socrates is persuading Alci-
biades not to be content with natural advantages, but to improve
on them by training and self-discipline.

The third part, beginning 124A 7 ‘@A, & woaxdpte, guot wetlbpevog
xal & &v Aehpolc ypappoart, yvibr cxutdv,” comes to the essence
of the dialogue’s purpose, the maieutic revelation of our true
nature and of the ways of discovering it.

Fr. 3

This is all that we can securely claim for Iamblichus from the
exegesis of this lemma. However, there is much more that may be
suspected of being Iamblichean.

Proclus begins his exegesis (18, 13) with a statement of theory
which we know from the Timaeus Commentary (Fr. 7) to have
been Tamblichean, (G &g elalapev Td 7pd T@YV Gmoxeluévwv Tolg
Sorbyorg avdysiv elg TOv abtdv Ttolg Shdyorg oxomdy, in an Jambli-
chean context). Following ‘ol fuérepot xalnyspwdves’ (probably simply
a plural circumlocution for Syrianus), Proclus states the principle:
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& mpootuia té@v IMhataviedy Swdéyov ouvider mpodc Tobg 8houg
adtéy aromols, xel olre Spapatindic &vexa Quyaywylas pepnydviro
¢ IMrdrtwve .. . obte iotoplag oroydleTar pévyg, Gomep Twveg Hmetl-
Ahpacty

These twéc will be the Middle Platonists, as we may judge from
the Timacus Commentary (see Comm. in Tim. Fr. 25, and my note
ad loc.).

The meaning wrung from the simple address ‘6 mai Khiewiov is
a good example of Iamblichus’ method of exegesis. ‘True love’,
that is, love of knowledge or wisdom, is accorded three epithets
which we may take with reasonable probability as being Iambli-
chean:

(1) dppevermdy, being used here in a curious metaphysical sense,
since Tamblichus is presumably referring to the ordering and
‘epistrophic’ force of the male principle. The term is used ifre-
quently by Proclus (e.g. In Remp. I 256, 11 Kroll, In Tim. I 220, 27),
its opposite being Onavmpenéc.

(2) &ynyeppévov is used at two other points in Proclus’ Com-
mentary on the Alcibiades (42, 6; 122, 6) to signify ‘open to influence
from above’:

i) 6 Zoxpdtne...elg dmodoyv Tic Ewutol cuvousiag Edpn
7oV gpdopevoy Eynyepuévoy.

(ii) Téy pev Terectoupydv aitlwv mpbdyepoy Exdvrwy ThHY petadosty,
Ty 3t petarnopévav Eynyeppévey Tpde Tty pébeliv.

I do not find the perfect participle in Iamblichus, but éyelpw
is used a number of times with this ‘paracletic’ force, e.g. De M yst.
I 15: 46, ©6 Octov &v Auiv . . . &yelpeton . . . &v Taig edyaic, and Profr.
ch. XXI, p. 117, 25 Pistelli, of one of the Pythagorean Symbols.

(3) dpacthprov is a term much used in describing the power
of daemons and other spiritual beings in influencing events on
earth (e.g. Procl. In Alc. 72,1; 85,5; In Tim. 213,06 and g (of
Prayer)). This epithet is used by Tamblichus in De Myst. 11 3:72

& 74 in connexion with archangels, and in V 6: 206 of sacrifices,
and in In Zuwm. Frr. 17 and 76 of Tethys, if the language can be
claimed for Tamblichus.

Fr. 4

A typically Neoplatonic distinction. It gives Iamblichus an
excuse to distinguish the odatar (dmapfers), Suvduerg and évépyeian
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of daemons, and of other spiritual forces, including the Soul. In
the case of the Soul, he follows this division very firmly in his
De Anima, discussing first the essence (ss. 1-8, my ed.), then the
powers (ss. 9-15), then the activities (ss. 16-24). This threefold
distinction can be derived, for the Soul, from Ar. De An. 1T 2-4,
but it has become here a general metaphysical principle, applicable
to all superior beings (cf. the elaborate distinctions in De Myst.
II, (ss. 671ff.) covering gods, angels, daemons and heroes, quoted
in Intro. pp. 49 f.). As a scholastic distinction, it seems to go back to
Middle Platonism. Tertullian, for instance, makes a fairly clear
distinction, in his De Anima, ch. 14, between the nature of the soul,
which he has just discussed (5-13), and its ‘vives et ¢fficaciae et
operae’ (14, 3). But the more elaborate applications of it seem
not to appear before Iamblichus.!

1.8, totlc un teréwe duxexabappévore. .. A characteristically
Tamblichean remark. It requires xaBapsig by means of special rites
to attain to the highest knowledge. The t¥¢ Yuvyic vote which
undergoes purification is no doubt a development of 6 ©%¢ duyie
Gupa of Plat. Rep. VII (533 d 2), but it is a curious phrase. It must
refer to that part of the soul which is as 4 were its mind, that is
to say, its highest part, which could also be termed its ‘eye’, by
which it perceives the highest level of truth. Iamblichus refers to
this ‘eye” also in Comm. tn Tim. Fr. 5, in connexion with the Pytha-
gorean system of education:

Enal’ olrwol pete iy avexivnow tHe YuyiuFe vofioewg wal
Ty 700 dupatog Sraxabopoy wpacpépewy THY BAMY TGV mpoxel-
PEVOY GUREUUATWY ERLGTAUNY.

The cmphasis on purification has a Chaddaean ring, as has the
term Urapfis, and the description of ‘powers’ as punrépeg of ‘activities’.

Fr. 5

Here we are faced with a typical consequence of Proclus’ method
of composition. It is plain that Iamblichus, and Syrianus using
Tamblichus, cannot have enunciated this triadic ‘solution’ to the

! Hermeias uses the distinction in his Phaedrus Commentary, using the
lemma vy wéoa d0avaros, 245C for a discussion of the soul’s odola, mepl uév
obv TR alavactag adTic, 246A, for a discussion of its Suvauerg, and the lemma
7 8% olv Ovmréy te xal aldvatov, 2468, for the discussion of its &vépyelat
(I{n Phaedr. 129, 18ff.). This plan is probably Iamblichean.
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aporia without some explanation of the three elements which they
state. The suspicion that Proclus is in fact relaying their explana-
tion is confirmed by the final sentence:

‘rabra pot Soxel xol ¢ IAdtwve odpowva xal Tolg meaypacty
Ond ey EEnymrev elpficlon mpog v THo droplag Adewy’, ol EEvymTal
being Iamblichus and Syrianus.

But the question remains, how much has Proclus himself added
by way of amplification? This is difficult enough to decide by itself,
but we must also ask, what has Syrianus added to Iamblichus?
I prefer to put everything after the initial statement in brackets,
but I believe that an Tamblichean core can reasonably be extracted
from it—approximately the following *:

(C) The young man is in fact improved.

(1) “We know from the Symposium that Alcibiades felt the
force of Socrates’ influence and arguments.” This seems a basic
point to make. Probably lamblichean, although not perhaps
put at such length.

(2) “If Alcibiades was not completely reformed, we must blame
his own inadequacy of character, not Socrates’ lack of power.”
This is an application of Iamblichus’ doctrine of grace, according
to which the bencfits to be derived from the gods are not dependent
on any variability or caprice on their part, but on the émty8eidryg
mpog Smodoy v of the recipient.

(A) “The higher beings look at things in a larger context than we
can. They can survey whole cycles of lives, and it is possible that
in the long run Alcibiades was improved.”

It is possible that the passage beginning “cai piv xal énelva gvréov
wpog THvde thv TAtnew . . .7 is Proclus’ own distinctive contribution.
Certainly it begins in a way characteristic of such contributions.

(B) “Inacting with goodintent, Socrates hasachieved his xaf%xav.2
It is not necessary that complete success should ensue.”

It seems to me that approximately this much may be taken as
being the explanation given by Iamblichus in support of his iden-
tification of ‘three points to note’.

* Proclus has given the order of explanation 3-1 -2 (fva and tév drereotépnv
GpEdbueda). T will leave this unaltered, merely noting that it may be an
innovation of Syrianus or of Proclus rather than the original arrangement
of Tamblichus.

2 xal¥xov probably means here ‘what is fitting to him’, rather than ‘duty’.
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Fr. 6

The idea that Socrates could ever be a ‘nuisance’ on the same
vulgar level as the other lovers was obviously repugnant to Iam-
blichus, and required explaining away.

Socrates provokes aporia in the soul of Alcibiades, and is thus
an anagogic force. The aporia itself is a hindrance and a bother
to the soul which suffers it, and only in this sense can Socrates be
thought of as a bother.

We seem here to see lamblichus dealing in detail with the
A in the way outlined by Festugiére ! for Proclus and Olympio-
dorus. We shall see him doing the same at numerous points in the
Timaeus Commentary, so that it seems probable that Iamblichus
already followed the Bewpla—néEig distinction in more or less the
form which we observe in Proclus.

Fr. 7

The problem here stems from the distinction between the term
proper to the instrumental cause (8. o) and that proper to the
creative cause (peB’ ob). Alcibiades in T06A speaks as if Socrates
were an instrument (of the gods), rather than an agent and co-
worker of the gods, in the work of his (Alcibiades’) improvement,
whereas Socrates has claimed to be an agent and co-worker of the
gods just above, at 105 E 5. This has the sound of an ‘eristic aporia’,
one of those objections raised by critics of Plato to embarrass
Platonists, but Iamblichus makes it an occasion for the statement
of some details of theology.

The explicit enumeration of the four causes is Aristotelian
(Metaph. A2, 1013 a 24ff., Phys. 11 3, 104 b 23ff.), so that the
aporia is guilty of mild anachronism, to add to its gencral absurdity,
but reading Aristotle into Plato was a general fault of Middle
Platonism. The expression proper to the mownrid airie is really
bg” o), but psl)’ ob is made to serve here, since there are really fwo
efficient causes working together here, God and Socrates.

It is interesting that Proclus completely ignores Ilamblichus’
problem and his mayxdin Mowg (In Ale. 168, 17-169, 8). He thinks
that Alcibiades is quite right to regard Socrates as an &dpyovov,
and to consider 4 Ozlov as & wadtwg TOLATIKGY.

U Mus. Helv, XX, 1963, pp. 77ff.
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It seems that Iamblichus wanted particularly to sircss that “the
more perfect souls’, presumably the souls of those men who are
spoken ol in Fr. 5 as ‘classed with the good daemons’, assist in the
administration of the nniverse.

Fr. 8

This {ragment, or festimonsum, poses a difficutt problem. OQlym-
piodorus brings i this description of Iamblichus’ theory by con-
trast with, and following upon, the theory of Proclus concerning
the extension of the influence of the hypostases, which Proclus
expounds in kis comumentary, pp. 319, 12-322, 17. It Teceives its
most formal statement in Ll Theol. prop. 57: wiv xitioy zal wpd
700 altierol fvepyel wal per’ alrd misibvev Eetlv dmosteminév. The
difference between the theories of Proclus and Iamblichos is
perhaps best represented diagrammatically:

‘Pmc!us: — The One Tamblichus: TheOne - — - — o o =~ ~
Nous MOUS e = - =i e = = — o
Psyche Psyche _ C o = = =
[ Living Things Living Things
Existing Things Existing Things
L Matter Matter ,

For Proclus, the higher in the scale a principle, or hypostasis, is,
the further downwards its influence extends; for Iamblichus, all
the hypostases extend their influences as far as Matter, but the
influences of the higher are dowdtepar, more piercing. They do not,
however, overwhelm the Jower, since their stremgfh is counter-
balanced by the distance which they have to travel, a curiously
physical conception in this connexion.

This we must infer to be the general docirine of Iamblichus.
What we have here is this doctrine applied within the hypostasis
of Intellect to the triad &v—Lef—vole, as is done by Proclus also
(321, 3ff.). That Tamblichus should distinguish this triad is worth
noting; it is mentioned again in his Comm. In Tim. Fr. 65, where
Time is said to derive different qualities from each of these three
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moments of the hypostasis (see comm. ad loc. and Intro. Ch. 2.
The Noetic Triad).

We must ask ourselves, however, whether this is to be attributed

to Iamblichus’ Commentary on the Alcibiades at all, or whether it is
merely a general report by Olympiodorus on Iamblichus’ doctrine.
Let us consider the context. Proclus is discussing, in connexion
with Ale. 1154, the relations between oupgépov, xohdv, and Sixaov.
He declares that o cupgépov is to be linked to tdyaBév, 16 xardy to
volg, and T dixowov to Juyd, in such a way that what is xardv is
also suppépov and what is dixewov is also xahév and cuugépoev, but
not reciprocally—to ocuvpépov is éméxswva xarhovg wol StxatocOvig.
He then goes on to say that an analogous situation obtains within
the noetic triad; Being extends further than Life, and Life extends
further than Mind. Proclus himself makes no mention of Iamblichus
here (nor of any other previous thinker), but Olympiodorus, in
reporting Proclus (109, 15-110, 13), subjoins the doctrine of
Tamblichus.
We must ask, if this is from lamblichus’ commentary, how did he
apply his doctrine to the exegesis of the text? We must presume
that he distinguished the triad ovpeépov—xahbv—3dixeorov in T15A
and discussed their mutual relations, pointing out that what is
Stxatov 1s xehdv xol ovpgépov, and what 1S xaAév is also cvpgépov,
but not wice versa. There is a difficulty in the fact that the text
declares that nof all that is just is also advantageous, and indeed
this is important to the argument. This is easily overcome by
Proclus (315, 171f.), who declares that it is only the popular con-
ception of what is advantageous that is at variance with justice, and
the road is open to our philosophical excursus. to supeépov is de-
clared to be equivalent to 6 dya0év, and to be manifest at a higher
level of being than 6 xeAév and <o 3ixorov. Iamblichus could have
followed the same line of argument as we see Proclus embarked
upon, merely propounding his own version of the extension down-
wards of each of the principles. ‘ Justice’, then, the virtue proper to
Soul, must extend downwards all the way to Matter. This seems
less reasonable a theory than that of Syrianus and Proclus, but
presumably Iamblichus envisaged ‘justice’ as representing a differ-
ent quality in, say, a stonc than it does in a man.

Such a discussion could, then have formed part of Iamblichus’
exegesis of this lemma. I must confess that I am by no means
confident that it did; it could very well have occurred to Olym-
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piodorus as a contrast to Proclus’ doctrine as he was expounding
it. On the other hand, Proclus, as we have seen, discussed his
theory in connexion with this lemma, and the intrinsic interest
of the doctrine contained in it induces me to give this ‘fragment’
the benefit of the doubt.
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Fr. 1

Olympiodorus’ depiction of Iamblichus as making frenzied
utterances, Zeus-like, from his divine watch-tower is delightful,
although we cannot be sure if in fact Olympiodorus intends to
be humorous. The impression of Iamblichus’ style given here is
quite in accord with comments of Proclus in the In Tim., e.g. 11
240, 4f. Diehl, lambl. In Tim. Fr. 54: 6 pév vap Ocioc TauBiuyoc
$ver mwov petcwpomohel wal Tapavy pepiuvd . . ., and the pronounce-
ment of the Oracle contrasting Porphyry and Iamblichus reported
by Pavid (In Porph. Isag. 92, 3 Busse), ‘&8oug 6 Xigog, mohvpabig
6 Qoivik.’

This passage is testimony to a general comment by Iamblichus
on approximately the passage 70C 4 oxedopeba 3¢—70D 5 &iov
&v Touv 3ot Aéyou. I have chosen as lemma merely the completion
of the part-sentence quoted as a lemma by Ol It was Iamblichus’
opinion that all the arguments advanced in the Phaedo for the
survival of the soul are sufficient to prove its immortality.

The first argument is the one under consideration here, the
Abyog amd tév évavtiwv, the argument from opposites, running
from 69E-72E. As we see from Fr. 3 (Ol p. 65, 13ff.), [amblichus’
view was that if the living and the dead arise out of each other,
and do this eternally, then that is sufficient to prove the immor-
tality of the soul.

We do not know the views of Porphyry or Ameclius on this matter,
but Plotinus’ remarks in Enn. IV 7, 9-12 (see Comm. ad I7r. 4)
seem to show that he at any rate regarded all the proofs in the
Phaedo as proving immortality. From a remark of Damascius (?)
at the beginning of the C commentary of the ‘Olympiodorean’
collection (p. 132, 13 Norv.), I would conclude that it was Syrianus
who declared a new view of the proofs, and that this was taken up
by the Athenian School and later Platonists generally. C speaks
of Syrianus as follows (x32, 11ff.):

6 8¢ &v mdot cvpuetpia waptowpévos Tuptavdg TéHV 1e mpotépwy TO
BtwTindy te xat Emopov guiakapevos wol Tod TapPAriyou vo péya
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/ p ! \ ~ A 4 / 3 4 A
yahdoog emzipaln xal Tals ZwxpdTous Emayyelote Eupévery  wal
Tolg Stanmppdobvrag Ty Emyelpnoly EEeréyyewy bg suxopavtolvrac.

This is a general description of his method, and we can see it at
work extensively in Proclus’ Commentary on the Timaeus, but
the statement is made here in connexion with the Argument from
Opposites.

Fr. 2

The nature of Iamblichus’ contribution to this argument is not
entirely clear. I am assuming that he is one of those who take
this passage as arguing for the immortality of all Soul, his own
contribution being to fortify the argument that nothing admits
into itself the opposite of what it introduces with it, by the curious
remark that it does not admit into itself even what it introduces.
Presumably he means that fire does not, strictly, even admit into
itself heat, although it introduces it into bodies into which it comes.
Fire would, then, not be absolutely hot, but has heat only in relation
to external physical objects.

Iamblichus did in fact hold that all Soul, even the irrational
and the vegetative soul, was immortal, as we can see e.g. from
Comm. In Tim. Fr. 81 (see my commentary ad loc.), and from B,
In Phaed. p. 124, 14ff.;

ol 3¢ péypt TV droylag (amabavartilovswy), ¢ Tév pév moralmv
Hevoxpdtne wal Ameboinrog, Tov 08 vewtépwy “TauPhuyoc wal ITrod-
vopyos (schol. Ilatéprog),—a view which separated him from Por-
phyry, and from the Athenian School, who considered the rational
soul to be immortal, but which is in agreement with Plotinus, or
at least with the Plotinus of the early tractate IV 7 (z), where we
find at the beginning of sect. 14:

megl 3¢ THe Thv dAhwv Lowy Yuric, dow piv adtdv cpahelont xal
péxpt Onplov fxov cwpdrey, dvdynn xol tadtag dBavdroug eivar. el
3¢ Eotwv Mo Tu eldog Juydic, odn dArobev F dmd tHe Ldomg losws
3t ol TodTy elvan wal Ty oloay Lwig Tole Ldotg altlav, xal 37
»al v &v volg putols: &macwr yap Qpunbncay &md tHc adrig dpyiic
Loty Eyovoal olxelay doduatol te xal adron xal dpepelc xol odola.

It is doubtful, on the other hand, what kind of immortality
Plotinus envisaged for these lower types of soul. Hardly individual
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immortality, but perhaps that of the irrational soul or 8ynua,
apparently within the universe.

As an interpretation of this passage of the Phaedo, this view of
Iamblichus’ is surely erroneous. Ammonius, as Ol. records (60,
21ff.), gives the correct interpretation, pointing out that Plato
is simply asking us to consider the instances of opposites arising
out of each other in other cases than that of human life; there is
no implication that ‘Cda mavra xal @utd xal cVAMBInY Soamep
Eyet yéveowy” all have immortal souls.

Fr. 3

There are five well-defined arguments in the Phaedo leading
to the proof of the immortality of the soul, one of which, that
about Harmony, is a negative proof:

(1) The Argument from Opposites (drnd tév vavriav) 6gE-72E

(2) The Argument from Recollection (éx <@v dvapvicswy)
72E-78B

(3) The Argument from Similarity (éx tig épolomyrog) 78B-84B

(4) The Argument about Harmony (wepi appoviag) 84C-86D

(5) The Argument from the Forms (éx t¥g odsoiag) 102A-107A.

Iamblichus, as we have seen in Fr. 1, stoutly maintains the full
validity of each of these proofsl. His argument here is that if all
instances of ‘knowledge’ are in fact recollections of a previous
state of knowledge, then, logically, the soul has always existed in
the past. It is reasonable, then, to suppose that it will always
exist in the future.

This desire of lamblichus’ that all the arguments should com-
pletely prove immortality takes no account of the dramatic deve-
lopment of the Phaedo, but it is quite consistent with his view of
the divinely inspired singlemindedness exhibited by Plato in his
dialogues.

That he went beyond the other commentators in this is indicated
by Olympiodorus, p. 78, off. N:

Tavteg pév odv of EEmynTal pévov Tov &x tHe odotug Qaol tHe Puyiic
Sevevdvor thy dDavacioay adtig: 6 pEv yap &x TOV dvauvicewy Adyog
Eefey, b1 mpoumdpysr N uyy Tol sdpatos wavtwg, ob piv 1

1 Or in the case of Argument (4), the validity of the proof of its refutation.
16
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xal ael Eatv. obrog 8¢ Seluwvowy & ThHe opotdryrog <S> pebumdpyet
A3 ~ IS . 3 A 3 4 € 14 3
©g wEMov adiadutos oo, xal EmSLaUével (g TOALYEOVLLTEPX, O
uny 81t wol @Bavatos.

Some commentators (65, 17ff.) would hold that the first two
Arguments prove the immortality of the soul complementarily,
the first showing that it is &gBupro¢, the second that it is dyévnrog.
Ammonius, however (6 phéoopoc 65, 23) ! declares that either of
these arguments only shows the soul’s survival for a period in either
direction, and that we must wait until the argument &x t¥g odslag
for a complete proof.

Fr. 4

Here again, in the case of the Argument from Similarity, Ilam-
blichus makes the highest claims. From the circumstance that
this passage is followed immediately (79, 1ff.) by a reference to
Proclus ({yzet 3t 6 [lpbuhoc, mepl molwy dpa elddv v IMidrow 6
Aéyoc, x.7.A.), although Proclus is not criticising Ilamblichus, one
might conjecture with some likelihood that it is from Proclus that
Ol. took his references. Ol. has shown his independent knowledge
of Tamblichus’ commentaries in the case of the Alctbiades, and so
perhaps here. But another passage in the Olympiodorian collection
helps us to come to a decision. The D scholia, in section 29 (p. 213,
1ff. Norvin), deal with this same passage as follows:?

‘Ot HMawtivog @107 Sevevbvar mpditog thv Juyhv dfavatov dmodeifng
oloay adthy pnte odue pite dympelotov ooparos, xale wal oic 6
Bavatog mépuxe mapaylyveslor, TG pév, §ti odvlerov: Swhderor yap
€f &v ouveteln- 76 8¢, §t1 &v bmoxeipéve, amodhuptvou yop adrtol
cuvemb ATl kol TO &V adTH ACOUATOV. . .. o) uiy dpxely yi TOV
Aoyov gnotv Hpbdwhog mpds teréav dBuvasiov -

So here we have it; Proclus did criticise the view that this argu-
ment was a complete proof of immortality. It is clear from our
passage in OL that Iamblichus quoted Plotinus to support his case,
and clear from Eun. IV 7,9-12 that Plotinus regarded all the
arguments of the Phaedo as proofs of immortality. D’s notes have
left Tamblichus out, but have included Proclus’ criticism of the
position he takes.

1 Or perhaps Ol. himself.
2 There is a less full version also in the C scholia, p. 160, 9-21I.
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It is not so clear, however, what precisely Iamblichus is quoting.
The point about destruction arising from compositeness Plotinus
makes in Eun. IV 7, 12, 11.12-13: mav 7e 16 Avbuevov oivbeow eig
16 givon elAnede TadTy Swhdeollor mEQurey, § ouvetély. Destruction
arising from being in a subject is not so clearly stated, but presum-
ably 1L.17-19 imply it: A\ &Mrowwbelsa #Zer eic @lopav. &M 7
drhotwsig oBetpovoa 76 elog agparpet, Ty 82 SAxny €8 - Tobro 3t quvBétou
nxfoc.

Fr. 5

The status of this as a fragment of the commentary is, it
must be admitted, doubtful. Nevertheless, two references are
made by the C commentator to an opinion of Iamblichus’ that
souls which have attained perfection (redéwg dmoxabiordpeva)
in the noetic realm are henceforward exempt from descent. This
opinion, says C, lamblichus also expresses in his Letters, in
defence of his own argument; he must then have expressed it
somewhere else.

If he mentions his theory here, how does he reconcile it with
the text? Olympiodorus seems to refer to this at p. 64, 2ff.:

oM pav o038 Tag tév Deovpydiv uyag Podretar (sc. & IMigrwv)
pévewy del &v TR vonTo, dAAa xal xatiéval elg yéveoly, mepl GOV roty
TO A6ytov  ‘dyyehid Evi yopw’.
Even the soul of the adept must descend again, it seems, presu-
mably as a boddhisatva, to lead his less fortunate fellow men to
the truth. lamblichus seems to hold that such an enlightened
soul never loses its contact with ta éxet during its period of descent,
but descend it must. This is in conflict with the Phaedrus Myth,
but in accord with Plato’s plan for the philosopher in the Republic.
Here, however, the duty of returning to help mankind is exten-
ded to beyond the grave. It was certainly felt by philosophers
in Famblichus’ time that such figures as Pythagoras, Socrates
and Plato were of this order. The more broad-minded among
them might have included Moses and Jesus in the company.
Some time later, the Emperor Julian and the Athenian School
would certainly have added Plotinus and Iamblichus himself.
That, really, is part of the significance of the epithet Ocioc among
the Neoplatonists. We may note that such figures as Aristotle
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and Porphyry are never 6ziog, although Aristotle at least is often
darpdyiac.

One may consult also the discussion of the different modes of
descent of souls which Iamblichus enters upon in his De Anima
(ap. Stob. Anth. 1380 Wachs.) Cf. Comm. ad In Phaedr. Fr. 7.
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Fr.1

This is all we have by way of comment from Iamblichus on the
Sophist. Nor is there any certain evidence of any later commentary
on the Sophist,! although it figured in Iamblichus’ Canon of Dia-
logues. The present report would come most naturally from a
discussion, in the Introduction to a Commentary, concerning the
anomés, but Tamblichus may never have written a full commentary
on the whole dialogue.

At any rate, for lamblichus the subject of the Sophist was ‘the
Sublunary Demiurge’. This figure is clearly distinguished from
6 obpdwviog duovpyde, presumably the Demiurge of the Timaeus.
We might see this sublunar or ‘genesiurgic’ demiurge as corres-
ponding to the véou fcot of the Timaeus, but then the Heavenly
Demiurge alluded to here becomes a problem. We have in this
passage a succession of three entities,? (1) 6 mathp Tév dnpiovpyow,
who is Omepoupdviog xal EEnemuéveg, a situation corresponding to
what we know of the Demiurge of the Timacus; (2) the Heavenly
Demiurge; (3} the Sublunary, genesiurgic Demiurge. Plainly
there is here one creator for the heavenly bodies, and another for
the sublunar world of yévesic and ¢fopsk, who models his activity
on that of the former. This introduces us, it seems to me, to a
more complicated world than that envisaged in the Timaeus. It
does, however, seem vaguely reminiscent of the three-tiered world
described in the De Fato of Pseudo-Plutarch, a Platonist of the
School of Gaius, of the latter half of the 2nd Cent. A.D. (De Faio,
572F-574D), though that division stays much closer to the entities
presented in the Temaeus, the Demiurge being the administrator
of Primary Providence, the ‘new gods’ of Secondary Providence
and Tate, and a class of daemons borrowed from the Phaedrus
Myth the administrators of Tertiary Providence.

1 Proclus (In Parm. 774, 25-6 Cousin) says of the question of the combining
of Ideas (Soph. 256B) that it would be better discussed év taig ol Zogpratod
¢&nyhoeary, which could imply a commentary, or simply lectures. Similarly
Olymptodorus, In Ale. 110, 8, "og &v & Toguot] év tolg megl ol vrog Adyorg
oxptBéotepoy pabyoduebo.

? Subjects of the Timaeus, Statesman, and Sophist respectively.
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A series of three demiurges do, however, appear in Proclus’
Commentary on the Timaeus. A wpdrog Tdv dnpeovpydv is distin-
guished from ¢ péoog SnpLovpyde in I 156, 5-7, and 6 teitog SruLovpyde
is described as co-operating with the creative activity of 6 3edrepog
in I %4, 15-16. This third demiurge is apparently to be equated
with Pluto in this passage since we have the statement (74, 16£f.}:
deitor yap N 8An Yéveows wal Tév &x Tob UVmoyloviouv xéopov
rdvtws qvadbéoewyv. This is not quite what we want, but we must
remember that the whole realm below the Moon was often thought
of as the realm of Pluto.!

The second demiurge seems to be simply ol véoi Beol taken as one.
At any rate they are referred to repeatedly later in the Commentary
as ot dsirepot dnpovpyol (111 zoo, 22; 313, 6; 354, 4).

If we turn from this to Proclus’ Commentary on the Cratylus (esp.
pp. 84-7 Pasquali), we find an extended account of a Father of
the Demiurges, who is identified with Cronos, and a triad of
demiurges, identified with Zeus, Poscidon and Pluto respectively.
The difficulty is that in this arrangement it is Poseidon who is
allotted the administration of ta& Omd oehfvry (as he is at In Tim.
II 56, 21ff.), while Pluto is allotted ta Omé %5 It is Poseidon
who seems more akin to the sublunar demiurge of the Sophist.?

We need not, however, it secms to me, refer back to Iamblichus
all the details and elaborations which we find in Proclus, nor his
identifications of the demiurges with the three sons of Cronos.
What we have in this passage is, first, a transcendent Demiurge
who sends forth the original creative thoughts; then a heavenly
Demiurge, whom onc may equate with the véot Ocob of the Timaeus;
and finally our third Demiurge, who presides over generation in the
rcalm below the Moon. He entraps souls in Matter, but he is not,

L As, for instance, in Plutarch’s De Facie in Ovbe Lunae 942C-TI°, and the
Myth of the De Genio Socratis 591A-C. The idea may well go back to Xeno-
crates (cf. Heinze, Xenokraics, pp. 134-7.)

? The beginning of the scholion, which I have not included in the ‘frag-
ment’, does declare that ‘Plato gives the name of sophist to Eros and to
Hades and to Zeus’, which may indicate that the Sublunar Demiurge is to
be taken as Hades here. This may be confirmed by the fact that Lydus, De
Mens. 83, 13ff. reports Iamblichus as stating that the three tribes of sublu-
nary daemons are presided over by one péyiotog Safpwv- ‘olitog §'av eln pir-
hov 6 IThodtwy, &g prowy § adrdc TapPryos’. Lydus also reports (p. 167, z21f.),
however, that in Book I of his work TIepl xa0680u duyc Tamblichus gives to
Hades the sphere between the Sun and the Moon, making Persephone the
Moon, and declares that here is where the purified souls are situated.
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it seems to me, an actively evil entity. He looks to the heavenly
Demiurge for guidance, and souls may escape from him if they
employ well the environment which he weaves for them. He is an
inevitable consequence of the descent into Matter, which is itself
inevitable for the individual soul.

L. 4. "Afperg Aéyov.

Two of the mss. read drdywv, as against T's Adywv, and Greene
accepts their reading. I do not see what he thinks is then the
meaning. And surely droylag would be more likely, if something
of this sort was meant? I take it as meaning that the souls come
down full of Aéyor from above, and are then in danger of being
swindled out of them by this Demiurge.

1. 9-10 &¢ Bérywv tag Yuyac. This has a Chaldaean ring, cf.
Or. Ch. Fr. 135, 3 Des Places:

ol Juyae Oéiyovrec del tederdv dmdyovsw—said here of evil,
chthonic dacmons.

1. 18-19 6 3¢ E£évog el tdmov 10U watTpde THY dnuLovpydy
voelobo.

This is a record of the identification of the characters, which
seems to have been an essential part of an Iamblichean introduction
to a Commentary. The Stranger is the I'ather of the Demiurges,
while Socrates and Theodorus are identified respectively with
Zeus and Hermes, Hermes being here seen as the dyyeiw vénoig
of the Father. This vénouwc is ‘geometric’, presumably, as creating
the basis of the three-dimensional material world. ‘Hermes’ may
thus be seen as the Jogos of the Father descending even to the
Sublunar realm, and Theodorus, as a geometrician, belongs to the
sphere of Logos.

As to the rest of the Sophist no views of Iamblichus are recorded.
It is even possible that all of this passage after the initial sentence
is elaboration by Proclus, but there still remains the fact that the
Sublunar Demiurge must be explained, and I feel, therefore, that
at least the substance of all this can be claimed for Iamblichus.
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Fr. 1

The second, larger passage seems in fact to expound in detail
Tamblichus’ view of the subject of the dialogue, ‘t6¢ mavrodamiv
xorév’. Hermeias promises at the end of the first passage to expound
it more fully later, and that is what he does. We cannot know how
far it is given in Iamblichus’ own words, but that is not essential
for our purpose. We do at any rate have Iamblichus’ scheme for
the Phaedrus. It is as follows:

(1} Visible Beauty, as exemplified by Lysias’ love for Phaedrus.
This may be taken to cover that portion of the dialogue from the
beginning to 230E.

(2) Beauty in Discourse, which covers the whole passage 230E-
244K, concerning Lysias’ Speech and Socrates’ comments on it.

(3) Beauty of the Soul.

(4) Beauty of the Cosmic Gods.

(5) Beauty of the Intellect.

(6) The Beautiful Itself.

These latter four stages will be contained in the section 244E-
257C, comprising the account of the nature of the Soul, and the
Myth, in which the soul ascends, in company with the cosmic gods,
to view the Forms, and the Beautiful Itself. The discussion of Style
and the Dialectic from 257C onwards will be the downward pro-
gress, this time employing the art of diaeresis.

Such a scheme sees in the Phaedrus a graded ascent such as
described by Diotima in the Sympostum, and further a corresponding
descent.

ll o L3 3 ? ! o~ 4 A A
c3-4. tva ©¢ &v Lhw mavTa TG EVL GUVTATTYTAL

This comparison of the Aéyog with a {&ov (repeated in 1.7) is
a reference to the statement of Socrates at Phaedr. 264C that
a speech should be put together like a living being (cf. n. 1 to
Comm. in Tim. Fr. 23), and may well be the text that stimulated
Iamblichus to insist on the overall consistency of each of Plato’s
dialogue, a doctrine which led to such strange results for Neo-
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platonic exegesis. Cf. on this A. Bielmeler, Die neuplatonische
Phaidrosinterpretation, pp. 22-3.

Fr. z

The question here discussed arises from an aporia, mentioned
at 113, 15—t obv, elwor tig &v, pévy %) Juyn dbavareg; and I am
taking it that Tamblichus chose a lemma of about the same extent
for his general remarks on the subject. Whether this is a real
problem, or merely an excuse for further elaboration, is uncertain;
I suspect the latter.

Plato, of course, was contrasting soul only with body, but the
later commentators had the problem that nous was now a separate
hypostasis, and this situation was projected back into Plato’s
own thought. Further, the irrational soul, the dhoyie, (which is
what % uepwnd pdowg here refers to), was considered a separate
entity. Both these had to be discussed in this connexion. Hermeias
explains away the omission of nous by declaring that it is omgp
©6 dBdvatov elvar (113, 16-17). It exists on a plane where the predi-
cation of immortality is no longer meaningful. Well and good; but
what of M pepuey) pbowg? Hermeias himself considers that if it can
be called ‘self-moved’ at all, it can be so-called only =iSwiwde,
(13, 28), and so not properly. Even as wnous is superior to this
term, so the irrational soul is below it.

Before saying this, however, he mentions the view of Porphyry
and Iamblichus that the irrational soul cannot be said to be self-
moved at all. Probably, here, we may envisage ITamblichus quoting,
and agreeing with, Porphyry. Their point is the reasonable one
that the irrational soul is merely an &pyavov of the rational soul,
and so cannot be regarded as being the source of its own movement.

The reference to ¥ &vdty xivnowg is of interest, and may be a clue
to further Tamblichean elements in this section of the commentary.
At p. 107, 6ff. Hermeias sets out to explain how the movements
of the soul may be said to be ‘paradigmatic’ of the movements of
the body, which are eight in number. He then enumerates the
‘psychic’ equivalents of each of the bodily motions. Finally (L
23ff.) he makes mention of a ninth motion in the body, which
also has its counterpart in the soul:

~ e
% 8 dvarty nlwnog #tig Eotl Ty dowpdtev Tepl Tolg chpaoty,
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ofar Beppbmmree W) Yokere # udoylor, Exer v mapaderypatuayy altiov
& %) duyd, a0 9 Juyy Toig chpaoy Evdidwaot Lwhv.

The action, then, of the immaterial qualities upon bodies has
its paradigmatic counterpart in the action of the soul in giving
life in bodies. This kind of laborious listing of qualities, epithets
and equivalences is certainly a characteristic of Iamblichus, as
one may observe from the De M ysteriis, and from some fragments
of the Timaeus Commentary.! Even though this passage on the
motions may well have been worked over by Syrianus and/or
Hermeias, [ feel that one might be justified in claiming it, in
essence, for Iamblichus. However, I will leave its formal annexation
to some bolder spirit.

While we are on the subject of the immortality of the soul, it
may not be out of place to mention what evidence we have for
Tamblichus’ position on the subject, sincc he probably mentioned
it here. In the B Commentary on the Phaedo (In Phaed. p. 124,
13ff.) there is a comprehensive doxography of views on the question
of what types of soul should be allowed immortality. Tamblichus’
position, as stated, is in apparent conflict with the evidence pre-
sented here:

ol 8¢ péypt Tic droyiag (dmabavarilovow), G¢ v wdv moheév
Sevoxpdtne xal Lmeboimmos, T6v 08 vewtépwv ‘TduBiryog xal ITrod-
TapY0G.

However, all that Iamblichus is denying to % uepwy @louwg is
self-motion, not immortality. We know from Comm. In Tim., Fr,
81 that he granted immortality to the 3ynue, though his further
plans for it remain uncertain. It cannot have accompanied the
purc soul out of the cosmos. He may have discussed all this in
connexion with the precise meaning of duyh waoa in the lemma,
but we have no trace of such a discussion. It is plain to Hermeias
that uyn wixox means wise hoyixed duyy (p. 102, 19), and he quotes
only Posidonius and Harpocration as representing two extreme
alternative views, the one restricting the meaning to the All-Soul,
or Soul of the World, the other extending it to include all souls
of whatever grade, ‘even those of ants and flies’.

! e.g. Fr. 49, a listing of eight virtues of sphericity.
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Fr. 3

There was much debate among the commentators, it seems, as
to the identity of Zeus and the other eleven gods, as mentioned
in this passage. Hermeias begins (135, 27) with an anonymous
doxography of (presumably) Middle Platonic opinions:

(1) ‘Some’ take them to be the twelve spheres of the cosmos,
the sphere of the fixed stars, the seven planetary spheres, and the
spheres of the four elements (below the Moon). Zeus would then
be the sphere of the fixed stars, and Hestia would be the earth.

(2) Others take them as the souls of all these spheres. (135, 30).

(3) Others again, as the intellects presiding over the souls (135,
30-136, 1).

The fatal flaw with all these is that these gods are said to preside
over the whole cosmos, whereas each of these spheres, or their
souls or intellects, can onlv be concerned with its own area. Further,
as regards the latter two explanations, how can the soul or intellect
of the earth be said to be motionless?

(4) There are others yet, who take Zeus to be the Sun, command-
ing the whole universe. Hestia is the Zodiacal sign in which the
sun resides, while the other eleven gods are the other eleven signs,
who are assisting him in his work of creation. The ‘host” will then
be the gods ruling over the decans (Sgyadapyot Ocot) and the daemons
who preside over fate (powpmyéran Saipoves).

This still sounds like a Middle Platonist interpretation, perhaps
Numenian. Hermeias considers this to be getting warmer, but still
erroneously confining itself to the universe.

Tamblichus seems to be the first to raise the exegesis to a supra-
cosmic level, equating Zeus with the Demiurge of the Timacus,
6 EEnpruévog Snpiovpyds, as Hermeias refers to him just below
(136, 21). Hermeias accepts this in essence, but with an elaboration
or two, no doubt derived fron: Syrianus.

The second passage, from Proclus, makes a point not made by
Hermeias, namely that the ouranos of the lemma must be of the
intelligible order, that being the proper realm for the Demiurge
to operate in.

Fr. 4

The problem here consists in the question whether ‘happiness’
or ‘good fortune’ (eddarpovie) can properly be predicated of the
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gods. Iamblichus obviously thinks that it cannot, except in a
‘causal’ sense. Here his theory of the virtues may be brought into
play, allowing a virtue to be present in different forms at different
levels of existence. ‘Happiness’ is not really a virtue, but the theory
may be applied to it. Syrianus also subscribes to the theory of
different levels—indeed he tends to elaborate it further—but his
explanation (which I assume Hermeias to be relaying) is somewhat
different. The ed3wapovia of the gods consists properly in their
close and constant attendance on their own leaders.

Fr. 5

The question here is what we are to understand by the dmovpavieg
adic. lamblichus declares it to be the Jwaxésprnow situated imme-
diately below the Demiurge (or the Heaven—the reference of adté
is not clear to me), and thus presumably the ‘primary order of
creation’, or sphere of the cosmic gods, the véor Beol, who will
themselves, in the 74maeus, supervise the creation of everything
below them.

Hermeias (144, 17ff.) declares it to refer to tag mposeyéds EEnp-
wévag Odpavod tdsig tév Oediv, ) Tveg Mg perald Odpavol xel
Kpdvou, a view (presumably) of Syrianus’ which seems to confuse
the situation unnecessarily.

lamblichus’ apparent reference to the Chaldaean Smelwxdg in
this connexion is interesting. The Smefwnddg is in Chaldaean theology
(as interpreted by the Neoplatonists) the lowest member of the
order of intellectual gods. According to Damascius (Dub. ef Sol.
I1 131, 27ff.}, who seems here to be reporting Proclus,! the Omewnde
is that which holds the lowest order of supercelestial gods, the
gpetiuetor, apart from each other and from what is above them;
the ameiliktoi, themselves, it seems, seal off all the higher orders
from Matter (132, 2-3). The Oracle is quoted as follows (Fr. 6
Des Places):

&g vap Omelwnne Tic HuNy voepds Swaxptvet.
For the Chaldaeans, the matter was probably simpler (cf. Lewy,
Ch. Or. p. 92). The Smelorwe seems to have been for them the

Soul of the World, acting as an immaterial membrane enclosing
matter and separating it from the noetic world.

1 Proclus mentions this entity also 7u Remp. II 225, 1ff. as ‘the single
cause of otherness and division’, and equates it with Platonic étepdtnc.
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Tamblichus is taking the Omelwxam¢ as the primary creation of
the Demiurge, which could indeed be identified with the soul of
the world, though he makes no such identification.

Proclus is probably quoting here primarily Iamblichus’ Platonic
Theology, as he is elsewhere in Th. Plat. (p. 140, 15ff.}, but he makes
a subsidiary reference to the Phaedrus Commentary, which, indeed,
brings us welcome evidence that there was a Phaedrus Commen-
tary. The reference to ‘some places’ in which Iamblichus has
identified ‘the great heaven’ with the Demiurge is probably to
In Tim. Fr. 34 where Tamblichus’ broad view of the extent of the
Demiurge is quoted.

Fr. 6

First, the textual problem. Modern editors are unanimous, I
think, in reading duyfc xuPepwty péve Beaty vé at 247C 7-8. The
dative Beat} requires something to govern it, such as the yp¥ro
supplied by B and W. This is not satisfactory, however, as it
clashes grammatically with &yei in the same sentence. A participle
ypwpévry would be grammatical, but there is no ms. support for it.
It certainly seems as if not only Hermeias but also Iamblichus
read Beardj. It also seems as if neither of them read vg. Further
on in his commentary, (152, 2 and 8) Hermeias twice quotes the
phrase fuyfic—0ext and in neither case does he add vé&, though
it would have been suitable to do so had it been there. Further,
Tamblichus’ argument, which Hermeias adopts, that the xufep-
vitne is the One, nof the Intellect, of the soul, would surely have
been impossible to propound had vé been part of their text. At the
very least they would have had to explain it away.

It is possible, indeed, that v& is an explanatory gloss, even as
BW’s ypWrar seems to be. There is no suggestion in Hermeias’
commentary as to how the string of datives was construed, but it
does not seem to worry him. As regards Plato’s meaning, not much
is at issue; he surely s referring to the mind, for him the highest
part of the soul.

For Tamblichus, however, this was not so. 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. In postulating a ‘One’
of the soul he was only schematising in a scholastic manner, the
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mystical faculty of the soul which was recognised by Plotinus (e.g.
Enn, 111 8, ¢) and many of his predecessors.

Even the summit of the noetic world Iamblichus in his Parmen-
ides Commentary at least (fr. 2A), did not consider to be attain-
able by the faculties of the mind proper. This éxpbi7g or xopugd,
which in its various aspects was &v, 8v and veytév was beyond normal
knowledge, and could only be striven towards in a supra-rational
way. See further Comm. ad In Parm. Fr. 2A.

Cf. also In Tim. Fr. 87, where there may indeed be a reference
to the Phaedrus Commentary. There the point is that the ‘charjoteer’
of the Soul does not always remain ‘above’; here the ‘helmsman’ is
postulated as a higher aspect of the Soul than the ‘charioteer’.
It is not quite clear here whether the One of the Soul constantly
remains Above, or simply that, when it is operating, it is in com-
munion with the One. For the sake of Iamblichus’ consistency, I
hope the latter.

The notion of a mystical faculty of the soul seems also to be
implied in De Myst. 111 20:148-9, where the faculty wherein 7
Oeovpyvg évépyeta resides is the subject of discussion.

Fr. 6A

This may perhaps find a place as a dubious fragment. It is
conceivable that Iamblichus made this lemma the occasion for
a disquisition on IFate, of which this would be the initial statement.
It is possible, however, that, lamblichus’ definition of Fate being
well known, Hermeias simply put it in here for good measure.
On the other hand, why the apparently random reference to
Tamblichus?

Iamblichus defines Fate in his Lefter fo Sopater on Fate (ap.
Stob. I 81 Wachs.) as follows:

The 8 elpappévre 7 odola odumacd dotv &v 1§ glcei glow 8¢ Aéyw
Ty dyopeTov aitiov Tob wbopov wal dywploTwg mepéyovsay Tg
Srag airiag ThHe vevéoewe, Box ywpiotde ol wpeittoves odoton wal
Sanoouncelg suvethfgacty &v EouTtaic.

He expands on this further in the same passage. His main sur-
viving discussion of Fate, Providence and Freewill is contained
in the fragments of his Letter to Macedonius on Fate, also preserved
in Stobaeus (I 8o, II 173-6 Wachs.), a statement of Platonic
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doctrine consonant with Plotinus’ exposition in Enn. III 1 and
2-3. lamblichus’ reported formulation here seems to be taken
directly from 7imaeus 41 e 2: xal ¢uPrifacas &g elc Syqua THv Tob
mavtoe ghowv Bafev. It is worth noting that Proclus, In Tim.
II1 272, 16, in his discussion of Fate (ad. Tim. 41 E), condemns
Porphyry for defining Fate as wnv ¢daw drxréde instead of giocw . . .
Evhzov xal memhnpoubvy ENdudewy Bziov, voepdy, Juyindy (1. 26-8).
Since Iamblichus is not mentioned, and since this latter formulation
agrees well with what we find in the Letter to Macedonius, we
may suspect Proclus of developing lamblichus’ views in this passage.

I't. 7

Here we have Iamblichus’ exegesis of the Fable of the Men who
Became Cicadas. He sees in it an allegory of the individual soul,
first in its pure state before the development of the cosmos, then
in its state when first experiencing genesss. The soul that still
retains a memory of its life in the intelligible realm will recoil
from the works of Matter, and continuous abstention from them
will lead to its ‘death’, in reality to its trinmphant re-ascent into the
Intelligible.

1. g 7 Exgoaverlg N o tol dnurovpyold yevoudvy. ..

Expavarg seems to be a distinctively Neoplatonic noun, first used
by Plotinus in Enn. 111 5, g, where Poros of the Symposium Myth
is referred to as follows: 6uol 8¢ ol Adyor 6 Tlépog, ¥ edmopla xat 6
Tholtoc T xaAdY, 2v Expaveet Hdy.

The word is common in Proclus. It means the manifestation of
an entity or hypostasis which has also a hidden aspect—one cannot
say ‘which was formerly hidden’, since there is not temporal
sequence involved. That is the point of Iamblichus’ contrast pj
ooV . .. dANG wplv elg t6 Eugaves TadTy THY Tpdodov yevéslor Tév
CPULPEY.

I. 13 »al &7e 3¥ veovehels oloat.

Tamblichus refers again to this class of soul in the De Anima (ap.
Stob. T 380, 23ff. Wachs.) in his discussion of the Descent of
Souls: of 1 yap veorehelc nal moruledpoves tédv Svtwy, of e cuvomadol
xal ouyyeveig thv Oedv, of te mavrehels xal GAGxAnpo T €ldn ¥
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Juyfic mepEyovree, mdvteg dmabelc xol dxfparor Eupdovral TpDTELG
elg T8 COUATA.

The passage is replete with reminiscences of the Phaedrus Myth.
Tamblichus is most concerned to maintain, in this part of the De
Anima, the distinction between the fypes of soul which descend
into bodies, and the reasons for which they do this. He certainly
felt, in distinction to most of his predecessors, that there are differ-
ent classes of person going about on the earth, some having come
down voluntarily for the salvation of the race, others (also volun-
tarily) to exercise their moral virtue (Six yupvaslav xal Eravépfoay
T@v olxelwv HéGv)—perhaps to earn a higher perch on the celestial
ladder; and others, perhaps the majority, involuntarily, by way
of punishment and judgement.
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Ir. 1

I give the whole passage here, but tentatively. To me, the passage
beginning with the qualification ody amié¢ 8¢ oltwes: has the mark
of a typical amplification by Syrianus of an Iamblichean formu-
lation, such as may be observed at various points in Proclus’
Commentary on the Timaeus (e.g. In Tim. I 441, 15ff., I1I 174, 13ff.).2

All I would confidently claim for Iamblichus is the basic formu-
lation wepl ©of terwol aitiov wdor toic odawv, described further as
16 die mavrov Sixov ayabév. However, I give the rest, in cautionary
brackets, for the perusal of the reader.

The basic Middle Platonic verdict on the subject-matter of the
Philebus was the obvious one, that it was on Pleasure. Thrasyllus
in his edition labelled it #0wéc, mept #3oviic. Damascius gives this
as the first suggestion for the oxomée, though without mentioning
names (sect. I).

Of Neoplatonists, one Peisitheus, a pupil of Theodorus of Asine
(and probably, before him, Porphyry (cf. sect. 10)) concluded
that it concerned Intelligence. This is an oversimplification, as
was the Middle Platonic view, and it is transcended by the proposal
of Iamblichus, who is followed by Syrianus and the Athenian
School.

Damascius (6 fuérepog xolnyspdy, sect. 6, 1) wishes to qualify
this by suggesting that the subject is oby &mhée 76 ik mavrwy
Fxov &yxbdy, dAAa 16 Sk Tavtev o ov Belov te xal péypt téHv EoydTwy,
since it must concern at least beings which can partake in pleasure
or intelligence.

It looks as if an original proposal of Iamblichus experienced
successive modifications or clarifications, first by Syrianus and
Proclus, then by Damascius. The Good Itself, t6 éEnpnpévov ayoaboy,
is to be excluded. It does seem from the report of the Anon. Proleg.
quoted in n. 1 above that Jamblichus made no limitations, which
is strange, since the Parmenides might seem on his own arrangement

1 Westerink inclines also to this view (see his note ad loc.), quoting the
Anon. Proleg. c. 26, where Tamblichus’ view of the oxordg is given as follows:

Eoyatov 8¢ el (sc. mpdtrew) vov DPidnPoy, neldh &v adrdh mwepl 1ol dyabol
Srréyerar, 8 mavrtwv éméxelvd £0TLV.

17
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a better place for a discussion of the Good Itself. But in Jamblichus’
arrangement, after all, the Timacus and the Parmenides are really
summaries of all previous Platonic doctrine, not continuations of
it, so that the Philebus, being at the summit of the basic course
of ten dialogues, quite properly concerns the ultimate ground of
all Being.

Six phases of the Good are actually enumerated in Phileb. 66A-C,
which supports Tamblichus’ analysis. The fact that the Supreme
Good is not enumerated is simply, as is explained in sect. 252,
because it is &ppnrov. It can only be defined by means of the things
in which it appears. This explanation is not attributed to Iambli-
chus, but it would suit his position well, and may be a reflection
of the one he gave.

Fr. 2

This seems to be a record of a correction of Porphyry by Tam-
blichus, probably polemical, which would form part of Iamblichus’
discussion of the owxoméc. Damascius takes a dispassionate view
of their respective interpretations, and reconciles their differences.
Iamblichus took Pleasure as essentially involving intellect, while
he restricted Intellect to the simple activity of cognition, whereas
Porphyry had taken the opposite line, understanding Intellect
as the summit of human activity, and limiting Pleasure to its
purely irrational aspect. As Damascius points out, Iamblichus’
view is in accord with that of Plato himself.

Fr. 3

This could of course come from some other discussion by Tam-
blichus of the symbolic significance of Prometheus and Epimetheus,
but, assuming that he commented on the Philebus, it is quite
reasonable to suppose that he made these remarks specifically
on this passage.

As Westerink points out (Comm. ad loc.), this interpretation is
based upon the etymology Prometheus == mgévoix, Epimetheus =
émiotpopd) el o vomtév. Julian, in his Lecture to the Uneducated
Cynics (Or. VI 182CD), makes this connexion explicit, probably
here giving an lamblichean doctrine:

€ A 1 < ! 3 A AY A} A
6 yap 7ou IlpourBelds, # mavra Emrponelousa ta Ovnre mpdvora,
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o~ b4 LA bid L4 ’ ~ 1 ¢ !
mvebpe EvBeppov Gomep dpyavoy dmofdirovsa TY @loet, dmaot peté-
dWKEY ACLUATOL AOYOU.

Julian has just referred to the Philebus passage of our lemma,
which might contribute to our feeling that he was familiar with
an exegesis of the passage in which Prometheus was allegorically
explained, and such an exegesis one might, knowing Julian’s
loyalties and enthusiasms, assume to be that of Iamblichus.

Prometheus thus allegorised clearly comes into some relationship
with the sublunar demijurge discerned by Tamblichus as the subject
of Plato’s Sophist (see Comun. In Soph. Fr. 1). They do not seem to
be identical, as the ‘Sophist’ is engaged in ensnaring the souls
which come down to his realm, ‘Oéhywv tac Yuyds tolc puatxoig
Abyois, o¢ SucamoomdoTrg Eey Amo THG Yevécews', and is thus cast
rather in the role of a villain, while Prometheus, especially as
described by Julian, is certainly beneficent. They may, however,
be aspects of the same being, whom lamblichus regarded in various
lights according to the context. Proclus, in the Commentary on the
Republic (In Remp. 11 19, 281f., and 53, zff. Kroll), names Prome-
theus as the supervisor of human existence, while in the Commentary
on the Timaeus (I11 346, 121f. Diehl), he identifies Prometheus with
the Circle of the Same within us, which a man may free from being
bound by Epimetheus, here, as in the Republic Commentary (loc.
cit.), regarded as the force of irrational nature, not as the stimulator
of epistrophe.

Fr. 4

In the case of this passage, as in that of all the rest of those which
I shall include as fragments of the Phslebus Commentary, 1 must
admit to grave misgivings. They are not closely connected with
any passage of the Philebus, although they could all arise out of a
passage in the normal course of a gencral discussion on the theoria,
such as we see in the commentaries of Proclus or Olympiodorus. I
admit that Damascius may well be quoting from some other work
of Iamblichus’, or simply referring to lamblichus’ doctrine in gener-
al. However, if we accept that Tamblichus wrote a commentary
on the dialogue at all, then it seems to me probable that he brought
these doctrines of his into the discussion. The form of the notes
on the Philebus does not make the connexions of thought clear.
I am in favour of giving thesc passages the benefit of the doubt,
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particularly as, if they are not included in this collection, it will
not be casy to find a home for them, and they arc important
principles of Tamblichus’ philosophy.

The present passage reveals an interesting scholastic dogma.
For Iamblichus the Forms proper come into being only in the
Intellective (noeric) Realm, not in the Intelligible or Noetic.
There they can only exist ‘paradigmatically’. To put it more
accurately, each of the three elements of the Noetic Triad makes
its own contribution to the FForms. The Father (or paternal mind,
or Being) may be credited with the monads of the Forms, that is
to say, this hypostasis is the cause of their being, and holds within
itself what one might call ‘the forms of the Forms’, their unitary
prefigurations on a higher level. Zoé, the principle of Life, endows
them with life, and Nous proper bestows upon them a formal
definiteness, making them Forms (sidomotte must be distinct from
odata etdnriey). If these distinctions seem to the reader somewhat
redundant, then the reader is not yet a true scholastic Neopla-
tonist.

I have been unwilling to translate begistacbar by any term,
though Westerink’s ‘are constituted’ is good enough. Any phrase
such as ‘come into being’ or ‘come into existence’ seems best
avoided.

For Tamblichus’ views on the Noetic Triad, see Intro. pp. 36-7.

Tr. 5

This is admittedly a very general principle of both Porphyry’s
and Iamblichus’ philosophy, and I have chosen the lemma exempli
gratia. For Porphyry we can quote Seni. 10:

ody, tpotwg piv voobuevy &v wiow, dAN olxelwg 1§ éxdotov odolg.
&V V& Uiy yop veepds: &v Yuyd] 3¢ Aoy &v 8¢ Tolg gurols omEpua-
TGS v 3T copaowy ldwhider &v 3 TH éméxeva, dvevvorTwg TE
xol OTTEPOUGLLS.

This is an application of the principle, rather than the basic
principle as we have it here, since it refers to the modes of intel-
lection proper to various states of being, whereas the principle
refers to modes of existence.

Iamblichus, in the De Anima (ap. Stob. 1 365, 71f.), attributes
this principle originally to Numenius, whom he regards as being
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followed more or less faithfully by Plotinus, Amelius and Porphyry.
The subject there being discussed is the nature of the soul, and
the principle is being employed to assert the soul’s essential homo-
geneity with the hypostases superior to it, a position which Tam-
blichus opposes (363, 22ff.). He sounds here as if he did not think
very highly of the principle either:

elal 31 Tvee, of mloav Thv Toadtry odatay duotopeph xal Ty adtiy
xal play dmogalvovtar, G¢ xal &v dtwolv adtiic wéper elvan 7 BAa-
ofriveg nal v 1f] peptoty] Yuyd Tov vontdy xdopov xal Beols xod Salypovag
xal Tayaldy el mdvra To mpesPltepa vévn adtic dvidplovot xal Zv
nxay GoadTog wavta eivar amopaivovrat, oixelwg pwévror
xatd THY adTBY odaiay &v ExdaToLs.

It is not in fact inconsistent with Iamblichus’ own doctrine of
the soul that the soul should contain the hypostases superior to it
Juyinésc, while preserving its own separate, inferior, existence.
We may, however, be able to catch Iamblichus in an inconsistency
here, caused by the exigencies of Neoplatonic ideological in-
fighting.

As for the present passage, it arises naturally out of a general
discussion of the passage 29A 6-30A 8, or of any subdivision thereof,
such as the one which I have selected. Damascius seems here to
be following Proclus, whom he quotes just after Porphyry and
Tamblichus (130, 4), and from whom he perhaps borrowed the
reference to the latter two. Probably following Proclus, Damascius
discerns four arguments (émiyegfuata) produced by Socrates in
the passage 28D 5-30C 11, to prove that the universe is governed by
Intelligence, the second of which is the argument xatd avaroylay,
namely that the bodily elements in us come from the universe, so
that so also a fortior: should the soul, it being superior to the body.
To this the aporia is raised as to how in that case the parts are
to be distinguished from the whole, a question particularly directed
at the independence of the individual soul. It is to this aporia that
Porphyry and Tamblichus are producing their solution.

As we see from the De Anima, their views on the relation of the
individual soul to the higher beings in the universe differed, but
they could agree at least on the wording of this formula.
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Fr. 6

Once again, we cannot be certain that this reflection was con-
tained in Iamblichus’ Commentary, but its relevance to the text
makes it seem probable. It plainly arises from the passage 61A1-B,
where Socrates is reminding Protarchus that the Good (which is
to be equated with the Cause) will be found in the mixed life rather
than in either of the unmixed ones. I have chosen what seemed
to me the most uscful section of this passage as a tentative lemma.

Tamblichus makes this the occasion for the remark that the
individual on his own, being analogous to the unmixed life, cannot
attain to participation in the divine save through communal
religious activity, to wit, theurgy. He thus makes this passage
into an advertisement for organised religion.!

We may note a remark in a similar spirit in Proclus, {n Parm.
(664, 30-2) ‘W pepueh) Poldnois obdtv &vev TéV Bhwv megaivery ddvaTar’,
in a context (symbolic exegesis of the characters} which I suspect
to be much influenced by l[amblichus.

Fr. 7

As Westerink points out in his note ad Joc., Damascius’ last
sentence solves the problem. The Egg is the equivalent of the
matpuds volg, the first element of the noetic triad, and it is therefore
in that hypostasis, and not in Intcllect proper, the third element
of this triad, that Iamblichus declared that the three monads
stand revealed.

Typically, Syrianus (sect. 244) has a more elaborate plan,
assigning Truth to Being (the Paternal Intellect), Beauty to Life,
and Proportion to Intellect, thus developing Tamblichus in a way
we often observe him doing in the T7maenus Commentary (see refs.
in Comm. ad Fr. 1 above).

These three monads, as the Neoplatonists termed them, were
the subject of much attention in later Neoplatonism. They are
discussed in detail, for instance, by Proclus in the Platonic Theo-

1 Westerink ad loc. refers suitably to Damascius, Dub. ef Sol. ch. 38, (I 19,
11-14 Ruelle}: 7 88 vabva xal TaufBriye Sdvatar ocuvddew, exeivo moobput
Texphptoy 81t Thy medc Exelvo dvaywyhy éxdstw odx dpuetyy clvad enow, b ph
ouvtadetey Eautd Tolg mROW, %ol MeTd TAVTOY Gvadpdapot TEHC THV KOWTY TAVTGY
deynv. Damascius is speaking of the return to the Supreme Principle. He may
be referring to the same passage of lamblichus as that referred to here.
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logy, Book II ch. xi-xiii,! pp. 139-143, in the course of which
discussion lTamblichus is quoted twice, though from his Platonic
Theology, it scems, rather than from a Commentary on the Philebus.
Nevertheless, they seem worth recording here.

(1) p. 140, 15ff.:

Tolita 84 pot Soxel Tds Tpelg Tob 8vrog aitiag xal 6 Oclog *lauwBiuyoc
xamdhv &v tpol Todrotg deopilety 6 vonTéy, cuppetply wed dhnbele

\ / \ A ! A} 1 A} bl ' 3 ~ ~
wol e, xad id TodTev Tols vortade Deole Exgalvey &v TF MAatwved
Qcohoyia.

(2) p- 143, 451t.:
A ’ k4 b4 2 € A ~ Y ) o~ ’
Teowtdog 8 oly oliong &v &xdore wxtd, T piv mpdrov suppeTtpio
pdAtgTo ouvéyet, TO 8¢ debrepov divflzi, TH 3E Tpitov xdMhag- & B
b 1 ~ ’ A F4 b 14 e biA A \ o~ hd
xol oy Oetov "LauPruyov Myew avémeiosy dg dpa 0 vonTdy TEv &
Total toutorg 6 [Ihdrwy deopilet.

These references make it clear to us that Iamblichus regarded
these three monads as key agents in the ordering of the noetic
world and its gods. They primarily shed their influence upon the
matpiedg volg, but through it upon the whole vontdv mhdrog. For
further detaiJs on this matter we must turn to Proclus’ exposition,
which doubtless owes much to Iamblichus. Since it is not clear
how much, however, it is not proper to go into it further here.

1 Proclus mentions, in In Remp. I 295, 241f., that he wrote a special essay
on these three monads, but it has not survived.
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BOOK 1

Fr.1

To Iamblichus must go the credit for proposing a definite order
of study for the Platonic dialogues, and for establishing the prin-
ciple that all elements of the dialogue, including the introductory
portions, must be referred to the general oxoméc of the dialogue,
which must then be defined.?

For instance, Proclus says, in the introduction to his commentary
on the Alcibiades (11, 11):

xal pot Soxel xal & Tadtyy v adrioy 6 Oelog "Tapfriyoc Ty TpdTyy
ot (sc. the Alcibiades) 8u3évor wafwv &v Tolc 3éxa Swxhdyors év olg
otetal iy Gany 1ol hdrwvos wepéyechal puiocopiav, SHomep év
orépuatt 00T THE ouumacys Exstvey Siekddou Tpostinppévis.

The ten were, as we learn from the Prolegomena to Platonic
Philosophy (Ch. 26): Alcibiades I, Gorgias, Phaedo, Cratylus,
Theaetetus 2. .. Phaedrus, Symposium, and Philebus, arranged
according to their oxomot, to form a complete course in all branches
of philosophy, from a knowledge of oneself to a knowledge of
Teyafbv,

These ten formed the first cycle of dialogues in Iamblichus’
(and his successors’) scheme of instruction. They were then summed
up in the two dialogues comprising the second cycle, the Timaecus
and the Parmenides.

Aeyouev 3t & 6 Oetoc "lauBhiyos &molvoev: adrtde Tolvuy mhvtag elg
! / 14 \ ! \J A 3\ 3 \l 1
B’ Super Swdbyous, xal tobtwv Tole Wy guowovg FAeyev, Tovg S
Ocohoyixoig: méAy 3¢ Tobdg 3wdexa cuvhpet elg dlo, elg e Tov Tiuowov

1 The definition of a basic subject for each dialogue was already the
custom in the School of Gaius, as we may gather from the Anonymous
Theaetetus-Commentary. (See Intro. p. 56 n.2). The seeing of images and
symbols in the introductory portions, however, does seem to be an innovation
of Tamblichus.

? Here we must add . . . . Sophist, Statesman ... .with Westerink. See
Westerink’s cd. of Prolegomena, pp. XXXVII-XXXVIII. We can gather
from Fr. 66 that the Sophist was ‘theological.’
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\ \ ’ 7 \ 3 ’ [YERY ~ ~ ~ \ \
xal tov Tlappevidny, v tov wev Tipowov énl mdau Tolg puooic Tov 3¢
Moppevidyy totg Beoroywrotc.

The account in the Prolegomena does not make the true situation
absolutely clear, but this is how it must have been.

We have a good account of Iamblichus’ version of the sxomésg
of the Sophist in the scholia to that dialogue (See In Soph. Fr. 1,
with my Comm.).

Fr. 2

The whole passage concerns the interpretation of the invasion
of the Atlantids (Tim. 24E), and will be discussed again as Fr. 23.
Here, however, we must note that it was Iamblichus’ stated aim
in the preface to interpret the dialogue symbolically,! and as
embodying wésav thv TGV Eyxooptwv xal Omeprosptov meaypateiay,
to quote Fr. 1.

Tt seems also to have been Tamblichus’ view that the dialogue
was guowdg and that in all ones individual exegeses one should bear
that in mind, this being a point of dispute with Porphyry. (sce Fr. 3).

There is some difficulty, it seems to me, as to the precise reference
of & mpoorpiotg. I have taken it as referring to the Preface to Book I,
but one must recogunise that, even taking into account sophistical
habits of vagueness, it may mean that Tamblichus was generally
accustomed, in his prefaces, either to other commentaries, or to
other books of this commentary, to give dgopuai for such inter-
pretations. The lack of a deflinite article might make the latter
interpretation more likely; ‘@v tolc mpoowstows’ would more clearly
give the meaning ‘in the Preface’ (cf. Procl. In Tim. I 26, g: ‘&
Tots mpoowutog’, referring to the first part of the Timaens). On the
other hand, Proclus repeatedly refers to this same first part (up
to 27C) as mpootpea, without the article (e.g. I 68, 30 ‘& mpootpiwy’
I 223,6 ‘&% mpootpiwy’), so that T feel justified in assuming that
Proclus is here referring to Iamblichus’ Preface.

Ir. 3
Proclus sums up thus (19, 22):

’ \ 3 '3 ’ \ ) ' [ Yy 7 ~ ~
AéyeL 37 0OV G AOY0G TOV ATOASITIOUEVOY G AGUILILETPOV TOLG QUGLXOLSG

1 At any rate, &Mwc ) ®ETE TO QELYOUEVOY.
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Aovorg dmeivar, Povheofor & dv mopeiven todrolg, €l mepl Ta vonTa
Suxrpidety Enerrov.

I feel that this is Proclus’ summary rather than Iamblichus’
own, although it expresses Tamblichus’ interpretation. There is
no reason, on the other hand, not to attribute all the preceding
passage to Tamblichus.? The infinitives drohetresfar . . . elvar make
this clear.

Tamblichus’ exegesis here is put forward as a contradiction or
‘heightening’ of that of Porphyry, who is just previously reported
as considering that the absence of the fourth member through
illness (&oBévsia 7ol odpatos) is mentioned to show that only
illness could keep one away from such an important gathering,
and also showing how friends will make apologies for fri:nds,
Sty Tt Sonddor mapa T xowd 86Eav <odw> bpbdc mowelv. (accepting
Radermacher’s addition of <odx>).

This is an ‘ethical’ comment rather than a ‘physical’ one, which
explains Proclus’s epithet S¢vhoroyodpevoe in regard to Tamblichus,
and his following comparison (p. 19, z4ff. D): xai oyedov dravra
Ta mpd THe guatohoylag 6 pev EEvysiton moAimikdTegov, & llopelsiog,
elg oG GpeTdg Avapéowy xal T Aeydueve nabhxovre, 6 3¢ (sc. Iam-
blichus) puodTegov: Seiv yop 1) TEOKEWEVE GLOTY TAVTA GOUP VA
elvan s Quatxdg BE 6 Sudroyos, &R 0dx Hlwbs. TabTr ey oby ol pLadsopol
Srtdrrovren TEpl ToVTWY

1 must confess that 38e¢iv disturbs me. Why the infinitive,
instead of 8et? Admittedly P reads 3et, but it is in the minority.
Also the whole statement is odd. Even with 8¢t, it is more appro-
priate to someone defending his own views, than to a commen-
tator on those views. For a commentator, a phrase is left out, e.g.
‘(And this is the better way of taking this section) for ...

We may take it, T think, that this is in fact a quotation from
Tamblichus’ own defence of his exegesis of the dialogue. It seems
a good, indeed an extreme, example of y&p meaning ‘for, (he says),’
—here transposed into ‘for (he says that)....

1 This interpretation of ‘weakness’ turns up again remarkably in Hermeias’
Comm. In Phaedr. ad 234E “Ord tig dufic oddevelag’ (p. 41, 22f. Couvr.): b “tig
obdevetag’ 0dx &obévertav dAR Suvapewg GmepPorny onuaiver. T yap divagy
Eyov mepl Tx vonta dvepyelv &duvapiay Exct 700 wmpooéyew Tolc alslnvole. This is
very probably Tamblichean, but I refrain from including it as a fragment.
That would belong to a later stage of investigation.
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Fr. 4

Here again we find [amblichus interpreting on a different plane
to Porphyry, who continues to give an ethical interpretation, to
the effect that friends should help each other both in word and
deed. Iamblichus uses the passage to introduce a theory of éuotémg
between physical and noetic things. Both as a Platonist and as a
theurgist, Iamblichus maintained the doctrine that all things are
in all things, but in the appropriate form (oixeiwc),! and that
noetic and divine things leave soufoia here, which it is the business
of the theurgist to recognise.

drra mapasmiToal . . . Wpb¢ adrd. Iamblichus uses moago-
orgouxt ona number of occasions to express this notion of a lower
level of being ‘drawing off’ some power or influence from a higher
(In Tim. fr. 14, De Myst. 111 27: 164, VP 1, 12). The three members
present are in this case to be seen as drawing off from the Absent
Guest, whom lamblichus has postulated as ‘higher’ than they,
(cf. Fr. 3), and a monad, some principle of unification, even
as physical science draws off certain principles of order from
metaphysics. ’Avamifowotg 15 thus a description of the attempt
of the lower orders to imitate completely the higher (cf. the way
in which Time is described as imitating Eternity, fr. 64).

Fr. 5

Of course of pév and of 3¢ in Proclus may refer to anyone from
the very earliest philosophers or commentators to his own con-
temporaries. In this case, however, it seems easy enough to identify
the parties under discussion, though less easy to decide why he
has used this allusive method of referring to Porphyry and Iam-
blichus at this point.

We have first heard (p. 19, 24ff. D, v. fr. 3) how Porphyry treats
this part of the dialogue wohitiditepov, while Iamblichus takes it
ouawdtepov. On fr. 4 also, (p. 24, 12ff. D) Porphyry 70wév &v
tobrotg dvaypaget . . . while Tamblichus gives the more ‘physical’
explanation. Note also Iamblichus’ view (p. 19, z7ff.) that the

1 The principle is most clearly stated in Procl. E. T. prop. 103. See Dodds’
note, p. 254 of his edition. lamblichus himself, in the De Anima (ap. Stob. I
365 Wachs.), attributes it first to Numenius. As a principle of theurgy, it
pervades the De M ysteriis. Sce also In Phileb. Fr. 5 and Comm.
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dialogue is guowde, and that all parts of it should be in harmony
with the overall theme. The comparison with Pythagorean practice
is also significant. Iamblichus dealt with these matters in VP 66,
and 103-5, though not in just such words.

I venture to translate v Tob dppartoc Siaxdbapstv as ‘the purging
of (the mind’s) vision’, by comparing the phrases in VP 31: ‘opue-
Tomots THE Yuydc . . - wel xeBapTing THe ... 1ol vol Tu@rdosweg.’
The phrase is, no doubt, a reminiscence of Plato, Rep. VII, 533 D 2,
‘wal TH vt év PopRipw BopBaptnd T TO THe Yuyic Supa xatopwm-
puypévoy Hpéua el nal dvdyel &vw, ®.T.A

Fr. 6

Proclus in fact inclines, as he goes on to say (55, 16ff.) towards
the latter alternative, that a summary is being summarised.

It was the general belief of ancient commentators that the
summary at the beginning of the Timaens was a summary of the
actual Republic as we have it, but a second telling of the Republic
was postulated, with the present audience plus the Absent Guest.
The question is as to the form that this second telling took. Was it
a complete telling, or itself a summary? Rather surprisingly, for
men who often take a great interest in details, neither Proclus nor
Tamblichus feel the point worth arguing, although as Proclus
subsequently points out, an ascending summariness of description
would accord well with the principles on which reality is construct-
ed, and thus a summarised version on the previous day also is to
be favoured.

Fr. 7

This comes at the end of a fairly comprehensive doxography,
which I will begin by summarising (75, 3off.).

(1) ‘Some’ (Crantor—é mpidtog Tab Ihdrwvoe &Enyntne) consider
the Atlantis Story to be istopia $uaf), and Crantor tells a story of
its confirmation at Plato’s request by the priests of Egypt.

(2) ‘Others’ say it is by no means just myth and invention, but
contains a representation (8vdeifig) of v del &vra xatd THV nbouov
) yeyvopeva.

(3) ‘Others’ do not deny that these things happened in this way,
but consider that they are to be taken as eixéveg tiv &v 76 mavrti
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wpoouahv vaviidcewy and they quote Heraclitus: ‘méhepoc marnp
vy,
Of these:

(a) ‘some’ refer the reference si¢ tobe dmhavels xal ThdvrTas.

(b) ‘others’ make the Atlantids the planets, and refer the fight
to the ‘contrary revolution’. (dvtimepipopa), the other side (the
Athenians) prevailing 8i& thv ulav 709 xbouou orpoghyv.

(Amelius is given as a strong supporter of this latter interpreta-
tion, (which is only a refinement of 3(a)}, pointing to the fact of
the seven-fold division of the island of Atlantis in the Critias.)

(4) ‘Others’ (Origen) refer it elg Sowpdvav Tvév evavrtiway, one
group good, the other evil, one superior winfle:, the other Juvauer,
one group winning, the other being beaten.

(5) ‘Others’ (Numenius) refer it to a conflict of ‘nobler souls’,
who are nurselings of Athena, (t%s *AOnvag Tpopipwv) with certain
producers of Generation (yeveagiovpyév), who also belong to the
God who oversees Generation (mpaesvwoust 16 Thg yevéaews E@bpp
eéy), that is, Poseidon, cf. Porph. De Antro 32-35, where Numenius
is referred to.

(6) ‘Others’ (Porphyry), combining Numenius and Origen (‘¢
ofovtar’) make the battle one between souls and daemons, tév pév
Satppbvewv xataywyéy Svtwy, Tiv & Puydy dvayopévev. ‘These divide
daemons into three typcs, Oeiol, ‘relative’ (xata oygow), and cvil.
It is these last with whom the war is waged, as the souls are in the
process of entering bodies.

Against all these, then, Iamblichus and Syrianus take their
stand, making the conflict much more general than any of those
criticised. As to whether ITamblichus or Syrianus is here being
directly quoted, I would declare, on the whole, for Syrianus.
However, various elements must be distinguished. First, the doxo-
graphy may very well originally be Porphyry’s, though in its
present form (with the addition of Amelius and Porphyry himself),
it may be adjudged to lamblichus. The passage A" obtol ye. ..
Tév Suvdpewv we may regard as a summary by Proclus; but the
passage from énel yap wavra . . . I allot to Syrianus, who will how-
ever be using lamblichus’ terminology, and we may therefore take
the language as Iamblichean. (cf. frr. 63 and 68 notes.) If two
authorities are quoted by Proclus as agreeing, we must imagine,
I think, some such original phrase (based on Proclus’ own usage)
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as &g 6 IMopodprde oot #éyd wetbopar (for Iamblichus), or é¢¢ 6
Oclog "TauBhuyds enot néyd metbopar (for Syrianus). In each case the
words of the person agreed with will be substantially those used,
though I stop short of regarding them as a direct quotation.

As far as philosophy is concerned, Iamblichus here takes the
line of generalising the conflict of which previous commentators
have given partial versions. He sees the &vavriwawg as going all
through the cosmos and beyond it, as far as to & and the Dyad
after it. If this is to accord with what we learn of Iamblichus’
metaphysics elsewhere, this must refer to the second One and the
Dyad of Limit and the Unlimited immediately after it. Since
Tamblichus is alone in postulating two Ones, Syrianus would make
this One the primal one.!

For Tamblichus, again, v& yévy 7ol #vtoc will have a special
meaning. They should be the vyévn of the noetic world, dependent
on t6 &v, itself the product of the Second One and the Dyad, which
sits at the summit of the noetic world. All classes of things depending
on it partake of the Platonic categories of tadtév, Odrepov, xivraig
and etdoig, and all things in the cosmos partake of these classes.

We see here, as often elsewhere, lamblichus trumping Porphyry
by moving the reference of the Platonic text to a more exalted
level. Porphyry is concerned with intra-cosmic struggles; Iam-
blichus ascends to the threshold of the Unspeakable One, to analyse
the roots of &vavtiwon.

Fr. 8

It seems as if Tamblichus has simply been caught in inaccuracy.
It would be interesting to know who, if anyone, he was following
in this. It is also reported that others, among them Theon ¢ IIi«-
Twvixde (of Smyrna), make Critias and Glaucon the sons of Callae-
schrus.

However, Proclus was wrong, and caused himself difficulty,

1 But cf. Syr. In Metaph. 112, 14: "Edeyov ptv ol évdpeg petd v play tdy
VTGOV dpyTy, fv thyalov xul 16 drepoubooy Ev RElouy xakely, 3Yo elvar Tév Shwy
alriag, povedu xal thv dnepodivapov Suddu, xal Tadtag Tae dpyke b Exdotny
TV dvtwv TaE otxetng dretibevto  x.T A\ "ol &vdpes’ are those who believe in the
ideas, in Ar. Metaph. M 1079 a 15ff,, but the philosophy is that of Syrianus.
We have here a One and then a Monad coupled with a Dyad. The monad and
dyad would be Iamblichus’ pair népag - drzipov, which follows on the Second
One. (See Intro., p. 29 1.)
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when the identified Critias here with the member of the Thirty,

of whom in fact this must be the grandfather {see Burnet, G&.

Phil. T 338 and Taylor, Comm. on Tim. p. 23). Proclus leaves out

two gencrations, a Critias (this man's grandfather), and a Dropides.
The genealogy, as given by Proclus, is as follows:

Execestides
[ 1
Solon {c. 638-558) Dropides
Critias
T ‘ 1
Callacschrus Glaucon
Critias [ |
Charmides Perictione

Plato

It requires a further ‘Dropides-Critias’ after the first pair, if we
assume the grandfather of the Critias of “The Thiriy’ io be our
subject. Could Tamblichus have made #he Glaucon son of Dropides?
Surely this would confuse his family tree intolerably. He may
have postulated @ Glaucon after Dropides, making the first Critias
a grandson of Dropides, in which case he may have read "ApmriSou
7ol dmmdmrou in 20E 1, "Dropides, my grandfather’s grandfather'.
The reading of all the Proclus MS5 (except the recensio vuigaia)
‘mgmmon’ could only stand if it were being used loosely,! in which
case the Platonic MSS reading wpomanmon is a ‘correction’.

Fr. g

What has preceded this is some literary criticism from Longinus
(of whom Proclus repeats Plotinus’s comment that he was euidioyoc
val o) @doogoc.) Longinus is impressed by Plate’s use of xpystov
(of the Epywv), mahoudg (of the Advoeg), and ob véog (of the dvrp),

1 ie. "0ld man Dropides’.
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all to express the same concept, (‘old’) and takes it as evidence
of Plato’s concern for dvopdtemv dpa nal mowaria.! Origen denies
that Plato is aiming at a contrived effect, quoting Aristoxenus to
the effect that the characteristics of philosophers extend to the
sounds they utter. Plato is thus spontaneously expressing his
nature, while striving for accuracy in his representation of reality.

It is to these literary comments that Iamblichus is reacting with
the phrase 7 morvmpaypooivy tHe MEewe.

The final phrase (from <elra yap...) is a good example of a
‘continuative’ yap. It is plainly a report of Iamblichus’ opinion,
although Proclus agrees with it, and thus dispenses with an indirect
speech construction.

This we shall find to be the commonest form of quotation,
Tamblichus’ explanation being thus subtly assimilated to Proclus’.

If we assume this, then it is fairly plain that Tamblichus made
reference to Longinus and Origen (no doubt using Porphyry) and
that the previous section will also be to some extent Iamblichean.
To include it as a quotation would, however, be unsafe, as Proclus
might be freer in his borrowing there. That Iamblichus mentioned
those he was criticising is, however, inevitable. This situation will
recur regularly.

l4. %ol 10 &v 8w morxidrerar. In Tr. 27 (I 218, 8ff.), we find
Tamblichus speaking of iy eldnmxny mocouv &v 6 xdope Torxntilay.
He likes the notion (cf. also 9y mowthiav wév duvdpewv in Fr. 7).

1. 4-5. ol adrol Adyor wéonv €Laihay?yv Emrpativousiv. The
idea of the same Aéyor manifesting themselves duynég, puonae and
bAwdde in the various levels of reality is proper to all those who
believed that all things were in all, but oixetwg. (cf. Fr. 4 Comm.).
Since this seems to be an essential part of lamblichus’ argument
here, it may be taken as useful evidence of his having formulated
this principle.

1.7. peta tHe bpordrnrog mawmTbAAYY YV EtepbTnTe deLn-
vivteg: The conflict between éporbtne and érepbrne in the mate-
rial world comes to the fore in Fr. 46, where it is made a distinction
between entities above and below the Moon.

1 On the debate on mowahia cf. Anon. Proleg. ch. 14.
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Fr. 10

This passage begins as a refutation of Origen, but goes on to
become quite an extensive exposition of Iamblichus’ metaphysics.
Proclus seems simply to have gone on copying.

The text after évdeixvusbar is joined to what precedes it by oby,
which would tend to disqualify it, but for the unequivocal ¢7ot.
The obv may well, then, be lamblichean. Similarly the final section,
beginning 3.« «t 8¢ . .. seems impossible to separate from the first
S 7l passage, so that it seems safe to say that everything but
the final editorial phrase is Iamblichean. Had Proclus introduced
the second dwx ti as his own question, some phrase such as oain
Ti¢ &v would be demanded.

Origen had confined himself simply to speculating as to why
Solon is described as éhevBepuitatog, and he gives three natural-
istic suggestions, which Tamblichus brushes aside and rises above.
It looks as if Tamblichus is here directly criticising Origen, and
therefore quoting him, but it may be that Porphyry reported and
adopted Origen’s exegesis, and is thus an invisible link.

Tamblichus’ own explanation is a good application of his prin-
ciple, enunciated in Fr. 5, that truths of philosophy should first
be expressed eixovixéic. Here Solon and Critias are pressed into
service as images of the various factors in the process of intracosmic
creation.

Solon here takes a demiurgic role—td gméiutov Tob voU seems to
me to signify his position as vol¢ amdiurog or yweraréds. Within the
Demiurge, he represents the ‘pure’ or ‘separated’” moment of the
Demiurgic Intellect, as opposed to Critias, who represents the
dydetorog aspect, the Demiurgic Intellect ¢n the cosmos. Solon
is the mwpwToupyde alria of the material world, while Critias is its
mposeyng &l devtspoupyds altie. The Demiurgic Intellect creates
by uiunsciwc of the realm of ideas, which he projects onto the cosmos.
He projects them, however, through the medium of the encosmic
Demiurge. It may be that this secondary Demiurge is to be iden-
tified with the dwod sehfvny dnpiovpyés whom lamblichus considered
to be the subject of the Sophist (see In Soph. I'r. 1), although
‘Critias’ is not here confined to the sublunar region. This secondary
Demiurge must correspond to the véou Beot of Tim. 41A ff.

Finally, Matter resists, with disorderly motion, the efforts of
the Aéyor to bring it to order. The Aéyor here are simply the second

18
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Demiurge expressed differently, the proximate cause of creation
as opposed to the hypercosmic primal cause.

As T have said above, both as a view of Tamblichus’ cosmogony,
and of his principles of exegesis, this is a most valuable passage.
We can see here the origins of Proclus’ own elaborate symbolism
of the dialogi personae, as practised both here and in the Parmenides
Commentary, particularly Book I.

Fr. 11

This piece of patriotic vaunting has the air of being asserted
by Iamblichus as a counterweight to the praising of the Egyptians,
who are here described as partaking particularly in most ancient
records, by reason of the purity of the air above them, which
enables them clearly to examine the heavens, and because they
have never been destroyed by flood or ecpyrosis, as have other
nations (Tim. 22CD),

There is no record here that Tamblichus drew the ‘high’ inter-
pretation from this passage, which is, in Proclus’ words, toiedrd
gott & Ol vt o, TEOUAYTIN G TGV TereLoTép LY Suvduewy,
xal ik THg TpoxAngews TadTrg dmomAnpodueve Berotipwv xal HAL-
KOTERWY VONoEWY T adTéV.

Solon’s drawing out of the Egyptian priest is thus a symbol of
the manner in which 7& Bela aitia coax vovoesig out of the powers
above them and are thus fulfilled. One would have expected lam-
blichus to have propounded such an explanation, and we are faced
with the awkward problem as to whether perhaps, when Proclus
found himself in complete agreement with Iamblichus’ interpre-
tation, as he must frequently have done, he simply appropriated
it without acknowledgement. Word-analysis may tell us something,
but cannot carry us to complete certainty, as along with Iamblichus’
views, Proclus obviously appropriated his terminology, which
he put to his own use.

All we have here, then, explicitly, is this patriotic note. With
this we may, I think, compare a passage in the De Mysteriis
(VI. 7; 249) where Iamblichus, in discussing the Egyptian habit
of threatening the gods (which he is defending by saying that the
threats are really only directed to meplyeior Swipoves), cannot refrain
from contrasting with this the behaviour of the Chaldaeans, his per-
sona (the Egyptian priest Abammon) wearing thin in the process:
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Avdrep wapa Xahdatore, wap’ olg Staxéxprron xabupdc 6 mpde wévoug
Tovg Ogolg Adyog, oddapol dmeny Aeyetans Alydmriol 88 cuputyviovreg
dpo pete tav Octwv ouvlnpdrov kel tobg Sapovioug Abdyous, ypdvrot
Zotv §1e %ol Talc &TwEL LS.

A remark, surely, hardly in keeping with the patriotism of a
senior Egyptian priest.

Again, in a mention of sacred languages, (VII, 4; 256), the
Assyrians are mentioned before the Egyptians:

Aréte yap 16V lepldy Evav, domep TAccouplov e xal Alyurtioy,
L4 A M o A « U ! r
oi Bsol Ty By Srdhextov lepompeny natédetlay . . .

Hipparchus of Nicaeca (fl. c. 161-126 B.C.), the great astronomer,
had a profound respect for Babylonian astronomy, and seems to
have learned a great deal from it. It seems likely that his inform-
ation on things Chaldaean was acquired through the medium
of a Hellenised Babylonian astronomer of his own day, Kidenas,
whose name (Ki-din-nu) has turned up on cuneiform astronomical
tablets from Babylon.! The period of 270,000 is, of course, nonsense,?
but may have been a boast which Kidenas, rather than Hipparchus,
first made.

This fragment of Hipparchus seems to be recorded nowhere
else, and no complete collection of his fragments has yet been
made, so that one cannot be certain from what work of his this
comes. It does not figure in his surviving Commentary on Eudoxus
and Aratus.

That Iamblichus takes this information directly from Hipparchus
I very much doubt, but I am unable to discover an intermediary.
I also doubt that Iamblichus is original in his claim that the Chal-
daeans calculated back over whole Great Years, but, again, I
can find no other authority for the statement.

1.8. 1&v et noospoxrpurépwv. Asatitle of the planets, noopo-

I See RE article ‘Hipparchos' v. 8:2 col. 1695, and Franz Cumont,
Astrology and Religion Among the Greeks and Romans Ch. 11 pp. 34 ff. (Dover
Ed.}.

2 Unless it means merely that they calculated lunar and solar eclipses back
that far, which would be perfectly practicable. The Scholiast, we may note,
is prepared to believe this testimony if the ‘years’ are understood to be the
time taken to traverse 10 or zo minutes of a degree of the Zodiac, but
otherwise “Who would believe you?”’ I would say to Iamblichus”. Cicero,
(De Div. T 36) quotes a figure of 470,000 years, so thal the figure given here
may be a mistake.
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npdtwp does not seem to be attested earlier than Vettius Valens
(znd Cent. A.D.), 171, 6. We find it used in the De Mysteriis
(1L 3:71) to describe certain archons: va 8¢ tév dpyévrov (phouoara),
el pév aot doxobow odror zlvon ol X0OMOXEATOPES oL T& OTG GEATVAV
ororyeia Stowolvreg, ot Towiha piv, &v tdlzi 3t Saxexooumpéve,
(cf. Intro. p. 51). These must here be identified with the plancts,
who are thus credited with administering the elements (whether
material or daemonic) of the physical world.

Ir. 12

In this passage we find Iamblichus reacting, as elsewhere, to a
symbolical, ‘ethical’, interpretation by Porphyry. Proclus reports
Porphyry as follows (36C):

*“The philosopher Porphyry transfers the description from the
phenomena to souls, and says, forsooth, that in these sometimes
the spirited part (b Ouupoedéc) becomes overheated, and this
ecpyrosis is the destruction of the ‘men’ within us (vév év Wuiv
avbpamav):

‘and his eyes were like gleaming fire’

says Homer of the enraged Agamemnon (//. A 104).

But when the desiring part (=6 émBopytindv) is flooded over by
the creative wetness (4md TH¢ yeveswoupyol OypétyTog) andis unnerv-
ed and submerged in the streams of matter, then this is another
death of intelligent souls, ‘to become wet’, as Heraclitus says.

And if this is asserted correctly, as many as have their spirited
part slackened, and symmetrical to a concern for secondary things
(obpperpov elc Thv TéHv deutépewv Empéretav), Temain unvexed by
the passions of the spirit; for this is the meaning of the ‘hollow
places, near to water’. And those who have their desiring part
keyed up (suvrovirepov) and roused up from matter, are unvexed
by those of desire; for this is the meaning of the ‘high places’.
Tor the spirited part is somehow by nature quick of movement and
energetic, while the desiring part is slack and weak; and it is the
work of a man skilled in music (povoxéc) to slacken the tension
of the spirit, while tightening up the flatness (76 éxperég) of Desire.”

Porphyry is being ‘ethical’ again, using here the same argument
(with Heraclitus quotation) as he employed in De Anéro N ympharum
(10, p. 63, 5ff. Nauck). But he is also giving a symbolical inter-
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pretation, and to disagree with him, as elsewhere, Iamblichus
is prepared to be literal.

The problem here arises as to whether Proclus is quoting Por-
phyry directly or through Iamblichus, who must have quoted
him in some form. I feel that Proclus normally used the original
text of Porphyry, and does here, but that would not prevent him
from using Iamblichus’ account of Porphyry in certain instances
without checking. Where criticism is mingled with quotation, then
I feel that we have Iamblichus’ report of Porphyry.

Fr. 13

I feel that the quotation cannot safely be continued beyond
120, 21. Proclus goes on from this point to expand on and defend
Iamblichus’ adherence to the ‘rains’ theory as the cause of the
Nile’s flow, beginning ‘et 8¢ tig almdrar tadtny iy dwbdoowy . . . .
In this passage he appears to be answering the negative criticisms
made by Aelius Aristides in his ‘Egyptian Oration’. Aristides
advanced no theory of his own, but poured much scorn on all
varieties of the ‘rains’ theory. Itis possible that Tamblichus in fact
countered Aristides, but the manner in which Proclus goes on
suggests that this is his own contribution to the debate.

Likewise, Iamblichus necessarily mentioned in some form
Porphyry’s theory (of the porousness of the land of Egypt, which
makes water well up out of the earth in summer (In Tim. I 119,
16ff. Sodano fr. XIV)). But we cannot be sure, as usual, that
Proclus has not gone directly to Porphyry. It is Porphyry’s inter-
pretation of the phrases xdtwBev émaviévar and saler Avbpevog (22D 6)
that draws Iamblichus’ criticism.

Towtiotny wev altiayv... [amblichus is careful to put before
the material cause the truest ‘physical’ cause, the Will of the Gods
who have been assigned to watch over Egypt, and the defining
plan (&po¢) of Creation given to them; only then will he discuss
the lower, more immediate cause.

&v Totc dvroixoug &vtowotr are those who live on the opposite
side of the equator to us, but on the same meridian, contra LS]J.
cf. Cleomedes, de motu circulari 1, 2, 12.

v dno tév Sufpwy alfnouv. The rains’ theory goes back
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at least to Eudoxus?! (Aetius. IV, 1,7, p. 386 1ff. Diels), and
Eratosthenes considered the matter to have been settled by the
fact that travellers had actually been there, as Proclus reports,
(121, 8ff.); *Epartoslévng 3¢ odxért onolv oddE Unteiv yphvar mepl
176 adffioewg tob Nelhov, capdc xal dpuopévov twvdv elg tag tol
Nethov myyas xatl Ttoug Sufpoug Tolg yryvopévoug £wpandtwy, Hate
wpotdveslon v "Aptorotédous dmdSosy.

Iamblichus may well have quoted Eratosthenes to support his
view, but we cannot be sure that this is his quotation. It is good
to see Jamblichus adopting what has turned out to be the correct
theory.

Fr. 14

We find a similar theory of participation in the divine in Sal-
lustius, De Divs, XVIII, pp. 32-4 Nock.

oo 1o dbvaclar mdvta Tov wbopov ThHe Tav Oeédv mpovelag dme-
hadery bpolwg, dMAG T& pev alovies, T& 3t xatd ypdvov, xod Ta pEv
TPOTLG, T& 3¢ deutépwg weTéyety éxelvig . . . xal Stk TobTo Gg Foixey
ol Tag foprag ravaaTohpever xal dmopeddug émoinaay év alg Ta piv
floye: tév lepdiv, Ta 3 xheleto, THv 8 nal TOV wbopov agipouy, Tosg
iy dolévelay ThHe Huetépag dpostodpevol phoews

The example of temples being closed serves the same purpose as
that of the birthdays of the gods laid down by ol tepoi Beapot, though
the two examples are in a sense opposites.

Nock recognises this as Iamblichean (pp. LXXXIX, XCIX),
but only quotes De Mwyst. III 12, on the subject of variations in
oracular power, where the same type of argument is used. The
whole is an application of the principle: # pév mpdvoix tév Bedy
Srxtelver mavtogod, EmitndetdtrTog 3% pévov mpodg Omodoyyy Seirton
(Sall. ch. XV), which, if not lamblichus’ own words, must certainly
be Tamblichean.?

Applied to human recipients, this becomes a doctrine of grace.
It is brought up in prop. 140 of Pr. E.T. (see Dodds’ note ad loc.):

b Fr. 288, Lasserre: Ed3cfoc tobg lepeic ot Aéyew ta Eufpra 1éiv S8dTwv natd
ThHY avtiwepioTaoty Tév wepdv Stav yap HRriY §j 0épog, Tolg Smd Tov DepLvdv Tpomikdy
otxolol, tére Tolg Od OV yewpepdv Tpomkby dvroixorg yetpdv Eoty, 2 &y Td
TAnpupoly $8wp watapehyvutat.

? The phrase éritndetog mpds Omodox#v is frequent in De Myst., e.g. IT 2,
I, 11, V 23.
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‘olite 6 petéysy adtdv (the gods) Exithdeiov xwhdeton e pebéfew,
NN &po € T TpOg THY petovstav Etorpov yivetow ndmelval mipsiaw,
olite ToTe Tapayevbuevar obte TpdTepov dmolowt, dAN del GoadTeg
Epovoal. Zav odv TL THV Tepl YHv dmuthdeiov § petéyewv, xol ToUTE
mapetats’ and more especially in Prop. 142: n&st gév of Oeol ndpeiary
woadTwg* 0d Thvta 8¢ woadtwg Tolg Deolg mapsoTiv. . ..

vevébara Bedv. Testugiere has an interesting note on this
notion, (note ad loc., I p. 195 n. 4 of his trans.). He can find no
ancient parallels for this use of yzvé0iwx, but calls to our attention
some beliefs connected with Christian saints, e.g. St. Thecla at
Seleucia in Isauria. It must have been the case with many pagan
deities also, for instance Asclepius, that they were thought to have
taken up residence in a certain area at a certain point in time, this
being then their xAjpog, and their ‘birthday’ in the area could
thus be celebrated. What precisely the iepol Becpol were escapes
me; perhaps various sets of priestly records, prescribing the correct
times and methods for festivals and sacrifices, cf. the lepa ypappoata
of Tim. 23E (Fr. 14a).

Fr. 14A

This has very doubtful status as a fragment. It seems reasonable
to conclude that if Iamblichus might say something in a certain
place, he does not in fact say it. On the other hand, I can find no
other instance where Proclus refers to Iamblichus in just this
way,! though we must compare fr. 34.

The reference follows the report of Porphyry that daemons
measure time by chiliads, which no doubt formed part of Porphyry’s
commentary on the passage.

THY xoopndy Oetowv eiddv. I see no reason for suspecting
felwv with Kroll. Tamblichus is quite capable of adding two adjec-
tives to a noun without separating them, cf. fr. 68 ‘) péon Sumhy
pborg’ of Time. These xoopixd Oela €8x will be those &yxdouior Beol
who are gpovpnixot. The division of Sallustius, De Diis ¢. VI,
p- 12 Nock: tév 82 Eyxooplewv (Bedv) ol piv slvor motobaot Tov xéopoy,
ot 3¢ adtdv fuyolow, ol 3 éx dpdpwy Bvta apudlovaty, ol 8¢ Mpuo-
spbvov ppoupolios is no doubt lamblichean.

1 We may compare, e.g. III, 179, 29[. 'IIhdtwy pv olv towalrta &v eain
nepl TovTwy ral elmey év Kpatihe capds.
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‘Forms’ as such are not active or personal principles, and yet
ppovps should mean some active surveillance. I am inclined to
take €3, then, in this case, as a variation of vévy,.

If this is a record of Tamblichus’ interpretation of the passage,
he is employing the exegetical principle of ‘analogy’, a basic element
in his explanation of the prefactory portions of the dialogues. The
long survival of the sacred writings are thus analogous to the
unfailing providence of the cosmic gods and daemons.

Fr. 15

The exegesis being rejected is that of Porphyry. Porphyry, we
learn, postulates Hephaestus as the ‘practical mind’ (rexvixds voiis) !
and the sphere of the Moon as Earth—this, he says, is called the
aetherial earth by the Egyptians. Therefore he says that the souls,
created by God, partaking in the ‘practical mind’, are sown in the
body of the Moon, inasmuch as the practical ones among the souls
have their administration there, possessing bodies which are
effluxes of the etherial bodies. And the gooo years he assimilates
to the souls in this fashion; the ten thousand year circuit of the
soul, as he says, is that which ascends and descends through the
five planets, so that each may have two thousand-year periods;
not, however, in succession. The time, however, is successive by
overlapping; for it overlaps itself; wherefore there come to be
nine lives in all, which he symbolises by the nine thousand years,
and they make ninth-day sacrifices to the dead, and to those
that are born, similarly, some give names on the ninth day, em-
ploying as symbols the periods of generation and degeneration.
And so he did not on this occasion adopt the ten year period, but
the number of #nine thousand, in order that they might be about
the earth when drawing near to the ten thousand year cycle.

Iamblichus roundly condemns such speculations. If Athens is
stated to have been adopted by Athena 1000 years before Sais,

L We find the teyvixdg volc occurring in the Theol. Av. p. 79, 5 De Falco
(58 Ast), at the beginning of the discussion of the Decad. There it seems to
be doing the work of the Demiurge, or possibly the sublunary Demiurge:
modhaxg €plnuey eimdvreg Tov Tex ViV volv wpds tag &pilpod dugepsing xal
agopoL®osig G Tpog mapdderypa Tt mavseiss drepyncacslol THv Tob xbéospov xal
TOV &V nboLE TEVTWY xatacxkevhy Te xal obotacty. He is not there identified
with Hephaestus, however, who is made an attribute of the number nine,
(77, 23 De Falco.), as he is by Proclus here.
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it is because it participates more fully by that proportion (g to 8)
in Athena. It was an aporia (146, 26) as to why the number g
should relate to Athena, when it is well known to be proper to
Hephaestus, while 1000, as a cube, is y8évios. The solution is that
this number is proper toic yOoviaic g *Abnvic AEecwv. It is also
explained earlier (146, 11ff.) how gooo is superior to Soo0:

! pl \ ~ ~ [3 3 A N A 3 4 4 4
oupBatvoust Bt xal tals Lwalc ol apbpel xata tov elndra Aoyov. 6

14 3 4 A 3 \ 3 \ I3 € A 3 !
wév ye dxtosoy it wOBog Eotiv éml x0fov, 6 8¢ Etepog Emimedov TeTpo-
Yooy &rt xOBov odxoly & pev Efabuve 1o Emimedov xal Tobro
8 \ ~ b ? / o A 3 A ! 3 ’ t o~ b}
W The doplotov duadog, B 3 adTd puAdTTLY £¢’ Eauvtol T
b , b 4 7 b ’ ~ ) A ! 3 A
¢mimedov &v bpotdTyTe xal TeretdbTnTL TH Amod Tprddog oddE
Tov xOPov dofinev dmepldnmrov, dAhha mepécys xal Tolrov S TG
/8 1 8\ ~ ) 2 ’ 3\ : 3 3 ¢ ~ \
yhgdoc.l Eart 3¢ LwFe apetvovos abuforov o pévov 2’ Eaurtol wal
Ta devtepa xooWoly, dTeEAEGTEPOY 8¢ TO xuTidy elg Exelva nal Suototpevoy

adTOLE Aol GAOPLOTLAG TIVOC VATTLLTALUEYOY.

Nine thousand, then, is the symbol of a higher form of life,
which contains itself within itself while administering the lower
orders, while eight thousand rather pours itself out limitlessly
into the lower levels of Being, and becomes assimilated to them.

We may compare this with ITamblichus’ definitions of the numbers
in the Soul in fr. 53 (ad Tim. 35B), Pr. II 215, 12ff.: ‘thv 3¢ dwvedda
Ttehardoswe dhnluic xol SuototrTog moutnTueny, Teelav Ex Tehelwv
obouv xal THe TedTol odsswe ustéyoucay, Ty 8¢ dydoxde g éml Ty
Tpo63ou nal Sk mAVTOV Yweficens altoy . ..

Here again, Nine is a symbol of Sameness and completeness,
Eight of (unlimited) procession. It certainly seems as if this expla-
nation of the relative augustness of the numbers nine thousand and
eight thousand is Iamblichean in inspiration, even if Proclus claims
it for his own.

11.4-5 79v wvAuny 6y év Qaidpw mepLddwy. Tamblichus is
referring tothe fact that Porphyry hasconnected this passage with the
‘ordinance of Adrasteia’ in the Phaedrus (248C ff.), by which a
succession of nine lives are laid down for the soul who once slips
from the best state, each stage taking place within a thousand-
year period. It is this connexion which Iamblichus declares to
be &tomoc.

! Festugiére’s necessary emendation for gwed8o¢ of MSS. See his note
ad foc. Nine is not a cube; a thousand (107) is.
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Fr. 16

Since this is a blow-by-blow criticism of Porphyry’s exegesis,
we should first consider that (Pr. I. 152 12ff.):

“The philosopher Porphyry lays down as follows: the priests
are analogous to the archangels in heaven turned towards the
gods, of whom they are the messengers, and the warlike class are
analogous to the daemons that descend into bodies, and the shep-
herds, again to those (daemons?) who are appointed over the
herds of animals, whom they declare in secret teachings (3." amog-
pnTwv), to be souls who have failed of human intelligence, and
have a disposition towards animals; since there is one who has
charge of the herd of men and certain particular (pepuxol) ones,
some overseeing races, others cities, and others yet individuals;
and the Aunters are analogous to those who hunt down souls and
enclose them in bodies; for there are some who take pleasure in
hunting after living things, such as they make out Artemis to be
and with her a further multitude of hunting daemons; and the
farmers are those given charge over the crops. And this whole
polity of sublunary daemons, divided into many classes, is called
by Plato demiurgic through the fact that he was looking to a
finished product already existing or coming to be.”

It is amusing to find Porphyry propounding such an exegesis,
and Tamblichus condemning him roundly for fapBapuy draloveio.!
Note also the polemical point that Plato nowhere makes any
mention of archangels, an argument which, one might imagine,
it ill befits any Neoplatonist to bring against any other. Certainly
the name nowhere occurs in Plato, but one could easily find
archangels in some other form, if necessary. lamblichus certainly
does not object to archangels as such, as can readily be observed
from the De M ysteriis.

Tive classes of divine power (in the cosmos) are here distinguished.
Proclus notes (153, 23ff.) that both Porphyry and Ilamblichus
make a five-fold division, ignoring <6 Snutovpywdv as a separate
category, whereas Syrianus accepts it, and makes a division into
three pairs. Porphyry and lamblichus presumably wanted a five-
fold division, as six classes seem to be distinguished by Plato, and

1 Note Julian’s using of the same phrase in Ep. 8ga fin. (Bidez-Cumont),
to the high-priest Theodorus, referring to the Christians: draloveta BopBapuxf
b TadTnY TV drbvoroy Enaplévreg.
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they must have chosen the five-fold division because it corresponded
to an existing division of the cosmic powers.

Hans Lewy, (Chald. Or. Excursus XI, p. 497 ff.), convincingly
identifies the immediate source of Porphyry’s demonology here
(and in the De Abst. 11 36-43) as the Neoplatonist Origen and
his work mepl dowpévev, and Cumont (Oriental Religions, p. 152,
and note 39, pp. 267-8) points out its Persian origin, suggesting
a book of ‘Ostanes’ mentioned by Minucius Felix (26, sect. I1)
as a possible intermediary. lamblichus seems to recognise this in
his condemnation—BapBapuxiic draloveing pestés. He directs this
particularly against the notion that certain daemons shut souls
up in bodies &omep &v Loypeiey. The view of the body as a prison
is Orphic and Pythagorean, so Iamblichus can have no objection
to that; it must be the idea of certain daemons deputed to capture
and imprison them that annoys him.1

Iamblichus first objects to Porphyry’s introduction of archangels,
a move which, as 1 have said above, is legitimate, but precarious,
as from one Neoplatonist to another. We see now that Iamblichus
has certainly no objection to such beings in themselves. However,
he wishes to identify priests with ‘all the secondary odeiar and
duvapets, such as honour and serve the alrion prior to them.’ These
entities sound very much like choirs of angels round the throne
of God in Jewish and Christian tradition. We may perhaps identify
them with émadoi who accompany the gods in their celestial ride
in Phaedrus 246E1f.

Secondly, the warlike class he identifies with of & pév &0=ov
Ty dvatpémovat, T0 8¢ Oclov xpativausy. He objects to Porphyry’s
identification of this class with ‘the souls which incline towards
bodies’. Now we find in De Myst. 1, 20:64 the statement : toryxpody
ot Beol THY pemovadv gl TNV Yévesty Suvape®v elow AmnARey-
pevots Satpoveg 8¢ tobtey ob mavty xobapsiouswy. Daemons, then,
are not entirely free of such influences, but to identify the warlike
class with sonls, and not even with pure souls, is to place them
too far down the scale. In many other cases, as we have seen,

1 This relates to a distinction which he makes in the De Anima (ap. Stob. I
379, 7ff.)1 ... ol piy éxodotor tpbmor voolvrar e xab6dou, H Elopévne airtie
Rg Quyxfie Thv Swolumay TV mepl yiv, B mebapyodeng Toic xpelrtosw, ol 8¢
duodaror Bralopévng ént T yeipov EixesHur. Porphyry, after all, in
Sent. 29, does not accept the image of the Cwypelov: 6 doopartov dv &v sohpart
wxatoosyely, o suywrelolivar 3gt, dg év Loypeie Onpia: suyxieloow yip adTd
0U3&v 00T SVvartar xat mepiafsiv sdpe. There seems to be a contradiction here,
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Porphyry’s fault is to make identifications at too low a level.
For Tamblichus, t6 poyiudv yévog should operate dypavrwg, even
if it does busy itself with the sublunary world. It seems here to
be doing the work of Athena, combating ungodly influences., One
might identify them with heroes or the ‘higher’ archons.

Tamblichus goes on to say that one should not évridiaupeiv these
souls from gods or daemons. 16 payuywdv vévog ranks above hunters,
shepherds, and farmers, all of whom Porphyry has identified with
kinds of daemon, so that these souls would be senior to them, ‘év
¢ péow yével. The concept of 6 uéoav yévog, or <& pésa yévy, is
a rather broad one in lamblichus, as elsewhere. It normally refers
to all beings between men and gods, but it seems often to refer
to genera between any class and any other, e.g. between gods and
souls. Here the gods and daemons are being placed by Porphyry
&v Totg dnpiovpywols tots daydrotg, which must refer to the sublunar
realm.

Again, the shepherds are to be identified with those beings who
have &msrasie over Life which inclines towards Body and ol
aréyreror duvapere. This hardly differs, except in terminology, from
Porphyry’s identification, but Iamblichus really objects to Por-
phyry’s downgrading of these daemons as Juyal amotuyolaon 7ol
dvbpwmizol vob, that is ‘failed human beings’, filled with malice
towards the human race. lamblichus denies that these adminis-
tering daemons ever were human souls. He might well have iden-
tified them with his &wiol dpyovrse (see Intro. p. 51).

Tamblichus is taking a ‘conservative’, more Plotinian, position
against Porphyry here. Porphyry’s demonology (based probably
on that of Origen) appears much more Gnostic and pessimistic
than is proper for a follower of Plotinus, but it is possible that
after Plotinus” death Porphyry reverted in some respects to his
pre-Plotinian views.! Tamblichus, both here and in the De Mys-
teryis, protests against any downgrading of gods or divine daemons,
or any suggestion that they may be malicious.

Tamblichus’ objection to Porphyry’s identification of the hunters
I have already discussed above. He makes then Suvdueis xafortcat,
ordering the secondary powers by means of their search (O4p«)

1 We may note that Porphyry here assumes (152, 18if.), first, a chief
daemon (the Agathodaewmon or Summus Dacmon?)—éavlpornwy dyéine Tig
wndepcv—and then peptxol tvee daemons overseeing various areas of the
earth.
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for Being.” Who are these? To be ‘universal’ is the mark of a god
rather than a daemon, who should have a Mjfig pepund). T would
equate these with the véou Oecof, who create the lower orders by
looking to the noetic model.

The ‘farmers’ and ‘warriors’ must then be daemonic servants
of the véou Beol, the former executing their will in detail, the latter
warding off the forces of chaos, performing an ‘heroic’ or ‘archontic’
role. Closer identification seems fruitless. It is by no means clear
that Tamblichus has in mind here the elaborate scheme which he
lays down in the De M ysteriis. The main point to note, I feel, is
his opposition to Porphyry’s somewhat Gnostic or Chaldaean
system of evil as well as good daemons, and his defence, similar
to that in the De M ysterits, of the transcendence of the Gods.

Fr. 17

What follows this (157, 7ff.) is, I feel, amplification by Proclus.

It docs not scem to me safe to carry the quotation further. Once
again, Porphyry has just been quoted. Iamblichus is not stated
here to be explicitly opposing him, but his more ‘inspired’ exegesis
is necessarily a correction of Porphyry.

“Porphyry”, says Procius, “calls the body the ‘shield’, and
understands by ‘the spear’ the spirit (Ouuéc); these are charac-
teristic of things that have fallen into generation and are material,
and are not implements of the undescended realm of salvation
(17 atpémron swrnelag) but of the life that is involved in genera-
tion, corrupting the purity of the mind and destroying the life
according to reason.”

For Tamblichus, =4 Oeiov cannot be affected by the world of
matter, though it must act upon it. It has duvapewg that are defen-
sive and offensive, the offensive 8uvdpeic penctrating all things
and influencing all things, but dvagpés. The adverb avagie scems
from LSJ to be an lamblichean coinage, and is certainly charac-
teristic of him, cf. De Myst. 202, where the gods iy Shnv avaode
dmoxbmrousy, preventing any dvabvuluclg dné swperev from
reaching them. This insistence on the frcedom of the gods, as
opposed to the intermediate classes of being, from any contact
by us, is a recurring theme for Iamblichus. He takes the present
passage as giving a symbolic expression of this truth.
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Fr. 18

7 Tehéo ppbvnorg is here defined as being Bewpyrind, not teyvuey.
For Hephaestus as patron of practical wisdom, cf. Julian, Contra
Gal. 235B ‘~a 3¢ elg téyvac "Hearotog dmondnpotl xal Sraviust’.

A problem arises as to whether Porphyry is or is not saying
that this gpévnoug is teyviny), and therefore whether Iamblichus is
expressly criticising him at this point. The phraseology cannot
really count either way. I feel, however, that Proclus would not
quote in this way a double reference, Porphyry and Iamblichus
each contributing one half of a statement and Iamblichus support-
ing Porphyry. Certainly Iamblichus often stood with Porphyry—
for instance, against Middle Platonic commentators, but then
Proclus links them in one phrase, e.g. Hoppiprog 8¢ wal "Tapfaryog
{fr. 28). It seems to me more likely, particularly in view of the
form of the next quotation, that Iamblichus is here reported as
criticising Porphyry, and supporting his criticism with an expla-
nation.

But could Porphyry have regarded this ¢pbvnoig as teyvwn?
Athena was, after all, traditionally connected with practical crafts
as well as with higher knowledge. At I 150, 25 (quoted in the next
fragment), Porphyry makes Athena, through Asclepius, the origi-
nator of the art of medicine, and in the Iepl dyadpdrtov p. 14 Bidez
{quoted, Fr. 19), he describes Athena as gpovfigews cupfodoy,
without further qualification. In the same work (p. 12, 5ff.),
Hephaestus is merely the personification of the force of fire.

Fr. 19

‘ol¢’ must refer to the two propositions of Porphyry (1) that
Asclepius is the Intellect of the Moon and (2) that Apollois the Intel-
lect of the Sun.?

eindtwe is awkward. Proclus, after all, agrees with Tamblichus’
assessment of Porphyry--unless perhaps we may translate ‘with
apparent plausibility’; but this is strained.

For Asclepius as connected with the Sun, c¢f. Julian, Contra Gal.
200A ‘6 yap Toi Zebe &v uiv tale vonroic £ fawtel 1oy CAcwinmiov
gyéwhoey, elg 82 iy yiv Sux wi¢ “Halou yovipou Cehg EEépnev.

1 Cf. His Ilept dyarpdtov, p. 14 ap. Bidez, Vie de Povphyre: 6mep 8¢ " Ardéihmv
gv Nibep tolto "Abnvd év ocedvy- EoTl vop TR gpoviceswg cHuBoroy, "AbprnvE
TIG 00O,
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Porphyry here takes Athena as presiding over the Moon, and
this affects his whole interpretation of this part of the Atlantis
story. Iamblichus seems to be equating her with the Soul of the
Universe. She plays a demiurgic role, presiding over % véa Snuoupyla.
Apollo Tamblichus would posit as presiding over the Sun, rather
than as proceeding from it as Intellect, which for him is the role
of Asclepius.

Fr. 20

It must seem obvious to us that the témoc here referred to is a
physical portion of the earth, to wit, the land of Attica. If, however,
all this portion of the dialogue is to have a higher, symbolic,
meaning, then témoc cannot be anything physical, and the Neo-
platonists, from Porphyry onwards, were concerned to define what
non-physical thing it could denote.

We may note briefly previous opinions, as listed by Proclus,
probably following Porphyry.

(1) (p. 162, 11ff.) Panaetius, “xal &hot twic tév Hratevixdy
(Kroll dislikes this, and conjectures mohenédv), take the text literally,
b e TAtTidic Sud T Gpxg Tob EToug £0 xexpauévag SmiTndsieg
gyolong Tpbs THY TGV ppovinwy Gvdpdv dmoyévwnow'. This is strictly
an exegesis of ‘tyv edupaciav 1oy Gpiv’, but a literal interpretation
of témog is obviously implied. This is the sole mention of Panaectius
in Proclus’ commentary, and is disquieting. Is Proclus really
referring to him as a Platonist, or can the accompanying phrase
mean ‘and, apart from him, certain of the Platonists’. I would
suggest the latter, but perhaps Kroll is right to emend. And did
Panaetius write a commentary on the Timacus? We need not suppose
a full-dress commentary, but in view of Panaetius’ well-known
interest in Plato and things Platonic, it is not impossible. More
probably, however, Panaetius made this reference in some other
work, perhaps geographical, and from there it was inserted into
the doxographical tradition.

We get next the opinions of Origen and Longinus, no doubt
reported by Porphyry.

(2) Origen (162, 27) understands the edxpasix as referring to
the wxwdopopia of the Heavens. “For thence derive the cycles of
fruitfulness and barrenness of souls, as the Socrates in the Republic
says.” Origen here makes reference to Rep. VIIL 546A: ob pévov
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gutole &yyelowg, dMh& xal &v Emiyeiog Lwolg gopa xal Zopta
Yuyic te nol copdtoy yipvovrol, Hrav TEpLTpoTel EX&GTOLS HOUAWY
megpapds Euvdnrac:, wth. with the subsequent description of the
Nuptial Number. Presumably then Origen maintained that
Athena chose, not the correct physical place, but the correct
time according to her knowledge of the Number.

(3) Longinus (162, 15), criticising Panaetius and ‘the others’,
claims that Plato cannot be referring simply to the climate of
Attica, as it is subject both to droughts and storms, and not in a
constant state of edxpacia. He prefers to think of it as idibtyg 7ig
TOh AHaTAOTARATOS drotovipastog (a sort of indefinable peculiarity
of the climate—or physical situation?—or position of the heavens?),
which contributes to the growth of gpdvnowe, in the same way as
certain waters inspire prophecy, and certain places bring on
discase and ill-hcalth.

I place Origen before Longinus, since he was Longinus’ teacher,
but he falls outside the main stream of commentary on the Timacus.
Hans Lewy (Ch. Or. Exc. XI, p. 505) conjecturcs persuasively
that it is not from a Timacus-Commentary, but from his work
mepl Soupbvey, that these references to the 7umaeus are taken.
Longinus, then, represents the highest refinement of the ‘literal’
interpretation; Origen is already emploving a symbolic interpre-
tation, to be taken up further by Porphyry and [amblichus.

{(4) Porphyry (62, 33ff., Fr. XXI (Sodano)) takes issue with
Longinus. How does the postulate of a single iSiétyc explain
differences in aptitudc of the inhabitants, and differences in levels
of aptitude? Porphyry’s own theory is based on a system of divine
influences, which is worth repeating, as it prefigures later theories
of the Athenian school, as well as being a development of Chaldacan
astrological teachings:

The gods divide the whole of Space in the order of creation
(vt THY Svpoveyway tafw). Each part of Space receives souls
suitable to it, that dominated by Ares «f Oupozidéorsoon, that
dominated by Apollo ai pavricai, that dominated by Asclepius
b twtpixal, and that dominated by Athena ol geévipor. (We may
note that these are not planetary influences, since of these gods
only Ares represents a planet; they are the encosmic gods, as
represented in the Phaedrus Myth.). Each part (uepic) of Space
has a kind of wotétyg, or rather 8dvapie, from the ruling god, and
a suitability (edappootia) to the type of life prevalent in it. Plato
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calls this suitability edxpusix, because there are many powers
within each part of space, physical, psychic, daemonic and angelic,
and the (transcendent) henad of the ruling god unites and mixes
together all of these quiyée—without including itself in the mixture.
For this reason the IFather has set the Hours to watch over these
pepidec, as Homer savs (K 750), and they see to it that the right
souls are put into the places in Space.

So it was such a témog that the Goddess picked out as suitable
clg dmodoyny Juydv Epppdvwy. Certainly, as Origen says, the xuxho-
popia ol obpavol does cause gopat and deoplat, but even despite
these cycles a predominance of gpévipor uyai are produced in the
Mg of Athena.t

Proclus on this occasion agrees with Porphyry, against Iambli-
chus, and amplifies Porphyry’s opinions in the passage 163, 21-164,
22. It seems herc that we have, sketched by Porphyry, at least an
ancestor of the theory of seipai which we find in Proclus, a god
presiding as a ‘monad’ over an elaborate chain of angels, daemons,
souls, living things and even inanimate objects, which receive the
influence of this god as a dominant factor in their existence. All
those beings in Athena’s peplc or AL are ‘Athenaic’.

It is against such a background of speculation that we must view
Iamblichus’ contribution. Proclus does not state explicitly that
Iamblichus is criticising Porphyry. Strictly, the four previous
commentators are discussing sdxpasie; he is explaining vémog,
but the issue is the same. It sounds very much as if Iamblichus
is once again ‘taking a more exalted view’, this time unsupported
by Proclus. We must assume that he took Porphyry’s témoc,
which is within the Universe, as a swparoady)e dwwataaic. He wishes
to understand the témeg as an immaterial, intelligible influence,
coming down from the noetic Athena, at the right hand of the
Demiurge, in which she places of &vrweg dyaflol dvdpec. This seems
to reject the applicability here of the scheme of encosmic A7Eetc.

Fr. 21

Again, Porphyry is being criticised. “"Porphyry”, says Proclus

! We may compare Porphyry’s treatment of the matter of differences in
lives in his Tlepl 700 ¢’ Auiv (ap. Stob. Anth. IT 163{f. Wachs,, esp. 1609f[.},
where he is interpreting the myth of Republic X in such a way as to safeguard
freewill. There he appeals to the wisdom of the Egyptians, and the doctrine of
horoscopes.

19
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(p. 165, 16ff.), “assuming Athena to be in the Moon, says that
souls descend from there possessing both high spirits and gentleness,
and for this reason being both lovers of wisdom and of war, leaders
in the mysteries at Eleusis, inasmuch as the descent of those who
lead the mysteries in Eleusis is from Musaeus the moon-man,
and also since Hermes is in the region of the Moon according to
them, and the clan of the Kerykes.”

First of all, how does Porphyry’s exegesis ‘not correctly preserve
the analogy’? Iamblichus must be proceeding on the basis of a
theology similar to that which we find later in Proclus (165, 301f.).
Athena presides over ¥ véa dnuiovpyte. She must rank far higher
than the Moon. If this criticism of Porphyry be taken in conjunction
with Proclus’ immediately following ‘elucidation’ of Porphyry
and Iamblichus, we may, I think, conclude that an important
aspect of Proclus’s theology, his postulation of successive emana-
tions of the same god at different levels of being, may be attributed,
in some form, at lecast, to Iamblichus. (Sec further Fr. 74 and
Commentary ad loc.).

At any rate, Proclus goes on to ‘clarify’ the views of both Por-
phyry and Iamblichus (165, 30ff.) by reference to the Chaldaean
Oracles.r! Whether Iamblichus himself used the Chaldaean Oracles
in his Commentary is not clear, but 1 would conclude, on the
evidence we have, that he was not greatly influenced by the Oracles
at the time at which he wrote this commentary, though by the
end of his life he certainly was. Proclus, however, by employing
his theory of successive emanations (fully explained by him in
the Preface to Book V of his Commentary), gives us a clue as to
what lamblichus means by Porphyry’s not preserving the analogy
(166, 25ff.). We learn that Athena, herself at the right hand of her
father the Demiurge of the Cosmos, is his dxilvng and &tpentog
will, in her secondary emanation xata thv &yexvrov €éntdde, she is
Kore, and only in her third emanation, év vaig &maritowg Oeolg,
does she become the Moon, and even then only the Intelligible
Moon. To be more exact, she ‘unifies the seleniac order with intel-
lectual and demiurgic light and renders it transcendent from what
is generated from it’. In a word, things are not so simple as Por-
phyry supposes.

boel 3¢ Jel nal THy Thv avdpdv Todrwv ol YevécOar Sidvotav xai wpd TovTwy

iy IIaatavieny expavijvar Ttapddosiy cupgwvotdtyv oboav Tolg Beordyorg, Zvedev
obTwaol gnréov- He is not contradicting, merely clarifying.
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Proclus’ whole exposition can be regarded as an illustration and
development of lamblichus’ definition. Athena has a twofold
role, signified by her two epithets:

(1) she organises the Universe for her Father (166, 16), repel-
ling disruptive forces (yiydvTix nal yeveolovpyd  QAVTAGUKTX,
168, 25), and reconciling &vavridoes &v toig 8howg (168, 14), and
1s thus @uhoméArepos.

(2) she remains in her Father as his vénoig Snuoveyxd; and sogus
roptaty xal dvkog (166, 12-13 and 168, 10), providing dAbumta xal
avayomys TV Puyéy ayals, and so is puhécogoc.

Proclus’ exegesis involves his theory of successive emanations,
and draws also on quotations from Homer, Orpheus and the Ora-
cles. We cannot safely attribute this to Iamblichus, but the form
of his criticism of Porphyry does, I think, allow us to assume
that Iamblichus had developed some theory of successive emana-
tions, which allowed the Moon to be an inferior member of the
scipx of Athena, a geipa of which Porphyry had grasped the wrong
end.

Fr. 22

This is a remarkable way for Proclus to refer to Iamblichus
in this commentary. Only in fr. 5 (ol pév ... ol 3¢) is there another
ambiguous reference. But there can be no reasonable doubt that
he s who is referred to, and it only remains to attempt to divine
what Iamblichus’ objection to the exegesis here stated may have
been. Probably he would object that Porphyry is attributing to
souls peyaho xal Gavpaosta €oye that are properly to be attributed
to Athena. Porphyry’s whole demonology was objectionable to
Iamblichus (cf. Fr. 16).

Since no other account is given of lamblichus’ view of the passage,
we may, 1 think, reasonably assume that Proclus agreed with him
here entirely, and that in fact the passage p. 171, 1-17 is nothing
else but Iamblichus. Certainly it accords with his views. I give it
in full:

3 AN N ~ / 1 A A 3 ! 4 A 1oe A ’

dmedy) 38 wol oy Epywv Eati pdv wod dptBude, Eati 3¢ wod &vag pla
mepthnmerie), vl Hv 16 iy eldog Emdelivurtan tHig moritetag, T pubyloTov
natl apeth Swxpépov Epyov EmayyErheTar avadidalev. ody &v &V TOMAGY
Bv, GAN Ev Tpd THY WOAAGV. N yap Towedty pélodog TV Adymv
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olxeiwg &xer mpdc Te 6 mEv, &v @ T& Sha plov dmoterel xal cvvexd
Cafy, &g mpds v Ody iy xol Tog ToAkdg dvavritoeig elg Eveaoty
utay GuvEyousay. TOAGY o0y xal peydhwy dvrov <Epywv> ThHE ToAEWG
elxbtag 16 v Epyov loTopel T &v Tolg lepolc yeypouuévov. Eott ydp
adtol nal mapdderypua vospdy, nab’ Soov &v 1H xbopw Oewpeiton xol
16 Omepéyov peyéber xal dpery), the pev xata péyelog mepoyic TGV
dynoapiay xal pepuedg dvepyelag €xsr molhag xal ploay dmotehel Loty
xol mohteloy, xaf) v mhvrav xpatsl Ogewpdvav Umd i Abnvig
GTPATYYOV[LEVA.

This is an interpretation which accords with =6 mpdypara—oixeimg
Fyer wpbe Te TO TEY, &v @ T Bha pioyv amotedel nal cuvveyd L7y,
and with the Goddess (Athena), who gathers together tag wéihag
dvavricroerg ele €voouy ptav. This is what one would expect
Iamblichus to do here, to draw attention to the higher meaning
contained in ‘mavrwy ye unv &v Omepéyer peyéfer xal dpetd’, the
intellectual paradigm of &yov above all individual £oya. It is
analogous to the higher beings in the cosmos, which, themselves
unitary, have many pepuxel évépyetat.

I feel that if Iamblichus’ interpretation had been strictly literal,
as in the next fragment, or otherwise at variance with that of
Proclus, Proclus would have given some indication of this, rather
than the cryptic remark which he in fact makes. I suggest that
Tamblichus first condemned Porphyry’s ‘partial’ exegesis, and
then gave an interpretation which is substantially that above.

Fr. 23

This is perhaps more a testimonium than a quotation, but
my objection to establishing a category of testimonia has been
stated in the Preface. Iamblichus here seems to be acting
out of pique. Porphyry has just been reported as referring
the passage to the battle of souls against dacmons, in accord-
ance with what is the general interpretation of the whole
Atlantid War, which Proclus adopts. Iamblichus, quite con-
trary to his own principle of referring everything in a dialogue
to its basic oxomég (v. Fr. 6), maintains here presumably that
when Plato reports that Athens stopped an invasion from outside
the Pillars of Heracles, that is precisely and solely what he means.
Like Crantor, then, he accepted the historicity of the conflict,
though drawing cosmic truths from it by ‘analogy’, as we can see
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from other fragments. Iamblichus’ real objection is not to sym-
bolical interpretation but to interpretation pepudirtepov, without
regard for overall consistency. He complains of the same thing in
fr. 19, with specific reference to Porphyry, (cf. el xara o mwopdy . . .
Sravépovow).t

What, one might wonder, is the taita which Proclus considers
himself to have been taught, in his little apotropaic prayer? Not
the art of literal interpretation, certainly. Surely it must be the
method of systematic symbolic interpretation, as called for by
[amblichus in his preface.

We may note that in fr. 12 we find Iamblichus in fact adopting
a literal interpretation, as here, as opposed to Porphyry’s symbo-
lical one, but the contrast he makes is between a “physical’ inter-
pretation (his), and an ‘efhical’ one (Porphyry’s).

Fr. 24

The previous drodései are those of Porphyry on the reasons why
children should have good memories. Once again, Iamblichus
rises above Porphyry’s literalness to a more exalted interpretation.
I take tév Aéywv as a subjective genitive, the molnsoic being that
carried out by them. The Aéyor are the agents of Athena, or the
drprovgyeds vode, in the creation of the world.

‘Yeag¥e .. .9 ... ‘Baghc’. Iamblichus’ noting of a variant
reading is interesting. Bagp¥s is a reading recorded in the mss. F. and
Vatic. 228 of Plato. There is, of course, the possibility that Iam-
blichus read Bugplc and that Proclus here is bringing his comment
into line with his own text.

Tamblichus takes this passage as an opportunity to expound
his theory of emanation, not a development of Plotinus’, but
couched in distinctive phraseology— ael véx ol axpalovoa povepog
thy Adyov molnelg, 7 dévaog xal avéxAeimtog dvuiouvpyix, 7 &ebovog
i TpecPutépwv altimyv eig To debrepa yopvyle. This last lays stress

! It may be that the whole notion of consistency within each dialogue
arose from meditation upon Socrates’ dogma expressed at Phaedr. 264C:
A& THde ye olpal oe qdvar &v delv mdvta Adyov domep {Hov cuvesTdvar chpd
Tt éyovra adTdY avTol, dhote pATe dxéporov elvar uAte drouy, dAke péoo Te Exety
el dxpe, mpémovta dAANAOLG xal Td Gha vevoapuéva. The reference to the Adyoc
as a {oov is made explicitly in an Iamblichean context by Hermeias (I»
Phaedr. 9, 9 and 11, 18 = Tambl. I'n Phaedr. Fr. 1.)
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on the benignity of the superior classes of being towards their
inferiors.

Fr. 25

This is, of course, not strictly a fragment, but I have thought
it best to include it here, as it has an important bearing on the
form of Iamblichus’ commentary. I have stated already (Intro.
p. 54f.) the reasons for agreeing with Sodano that the division into
Books is not original with Proclus and goes back at least to Por-
phyry. The broad divisions of the dialogue, and the chief passages
for discussion, were also clearly fixed. Here we are particularly
concerned with the attitudes of various commentators to what
Proclus here calls the mpooiptov, though the word is also reserved for
the introductory passage before the actual commentary on each
book.

There are a number of points to note.

Severus (fIe A.D.)? began his commentary not before 27C, as
we must assume from this passage. This seems to be the case also
with Theodorus of Asine. We do not hear a comment from him
before 27C (Procl. 1213, 3), where he is quoted on the subject
of prayer; thereafter he is quoted regularly to the end of the
commentary. Calcidius, it must be noted, begins his commentary,
with a xepdhaov De genitura mundi, from 31C. This must be taken
into account by anyone who wishes to connect Calcidius’ commen-
tary closely with that of Porphyry. His view of the ‘mpooimiov’
is clear enough:

‘Denique de principio libri, quo simplex narratio continebatur

rerum ante gestarum et historiae veleris recensitio nihil dixi.’
Of those who accepted the mpooiutov as worth discussing, Crantor
‘6 mpditog ol I[Adrtewvog EEnyyrhc’ (Pr. 1 46, 1) would agree with
Calcidius that it is isropla {124 (simplex narratio). Origen and
Numenius are prepared to see in the Atlantid story eixéveg tédv &v
@ mavtl wpoovsdv dvavtiwcewy (I 70, 19), struggles of souls and
daemons, though not denying the historicity of the account.
And there is an unnamed group between Crantor and these latter
who consider the whole thing pifov elven xal mAdoua, yevduevov
v oddande, Evdetbv 3t @épov &V del Bvtwy watd TOV xbéGROV T Yiyvo-

uévov (1. 76, T0ff.).

1 On Severus see Praechter in RF IIA, 20071f.
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Amelius is quoted once in Book I on a question of substance,
(76, 21ff.), again on the Atlantid story, which is enough to show
that he had something to say on this section, though steady quo-
tation of him does not begin until Book II.

For Porphyry and Iamblichus, however, one point emerges.
Proclus is following their arrangement into books. If he does this
for the first book, why should he not do so for all? We may reason-
ably assume that he does, from the fact that any time that John
Philoponus mentions the place of a Porphyry passage (e.g. de
Aet. Mundi. VI 12 p. 154 Rabe—év v deutépw tav elg tov Tiparoy
Oropvvpdrtev) we find him in the same book as Proclus. The problem
posed by Simplicius’ references to Iamblichus has been discussed
in the Introduction (pp. 60ff.), and will be mentioned at the relevant
places. It seems incredible, however, that if lamblichus ended his
first book here (as adppmvov . . . Tobroig surely indicates), he should
then have begun to churn out books at such a rate that he had
reached his eighth by Tim. 37D. 1 do not see that if in fact Tam-
blichus was now ending, say, his third book, and Porphyry merely
his first, that Proclus could have refrained from comment to that
effect.

We see again the word pepwmtepov (v. fr. 23), this time directly
applied to Porphyry. 1 think we can see here the original form of
Iamblichus’ ending of Book I. Previous commentators, he will
have noted, had various opinions about this section of the work
(this section he will have copied from Porphyry—the remark that
Longinus eiw0z1 ouvanrtewy must refer not to a commentary, but
to his custom in lectures, and can thus have been originally made
only by Porphyry,! his student), but Porphyry was the first to
deem it worthy of treatment as an essential part of the dialogue;
however, Porphyry expounds it peputmtepoy, whereas it is necessary
always to look to an overall scheme of exegesis, as he himself has
done. The epithet éromtixditepov will be Proclus’ reflection of this
self-praise.

! Did Longinus comment on the whole work? Beutler, RE XVTIII, 1,
1035, 61ff. 5. ‘Origenes’, thinks so, on the basis of this passage, and even more
from In Tim. | 322, 24, (ad 28C 29A), where Longinus’ views on the relation
of the Demiurge to the nopadslypara vév Ghwv are reported. But there is no
necessity that this opinion be taken from a full-scale Commentary on the
Timaeus. 1 feel that the otherwise total silence abont any such Commentary
indicates that Longinus’ continuous comment was confined to the intro-
ductory portions of the dialogue.
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Fr. 26

I take the subject of mapadidwst to be Tamblichus. To refer it
to Plato would be unnatural. The last sentence, then, contains a
description. by Proclus of Tamblichus' theory of prayer rather
than a quotation. The wzAzibtye is presumably the perfection of
the creature that is attainable by means of prayer. Proclus then
goes on:

mpoohxel 8¢ g Enl 1o ouvnBiotepov Tolg duodoust nal yvorpLLt -
tepov TOV Adyov peTayaydvtac THV T €xelvou ocoagd molool didvoray
nol T) [Ihdtowvt auppmvoug amodobvar Tobg mepl edydig Abdyouc.

Since this is a ‘translation’ of Iamblichus’s views on prayer,
and requires extended discussion, I have preferred to relegate it
to an appendix.! Since the De Mysteriis (Book V, 26: 237-240)
states a theory of prayer very similar (though differently phrased)
to that expounded by Proclus here, I have considered it possible
to reconstruct the discussion on prayer which Iamblichus may
have prefixed to Book II of his Commentary. It will be seen to be
on a plane more elevated than the lotopia which Porphyry indul-
ges in.

L.5. mepl 16y oqlsolar Povhopévev. I prefer the reading
of N to the duvauévwv of CP, which Dichl adopts. It is the will
to be saved that is at issue, and Suvapévev could easily have strayed
in from Beotc mpoosoutrelv Suvapévevinl 4.

Fr. 27

Tamblichus is here seen discussing a point of some detail. We
find him elsewhere also engaged in textual criticism and emenda-
tion, largely unfortunate.? Here too he i1s reading too much into
w7, but then so did his predecessors. He is here quoted, not after
Porphyry, but after ol madaidrepor T@v EEnyntév (i.e. pre-Plotinian),
who explained the w3 as going with yéyovev and ayevé¢ éomv, and
took it as meaning that the Cosmos was iz a way created and in a
way not, which is as bad as Iamblichus. Proclus sensibly points

1 Appenax A,
? e.g. frr. 28, 43.
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out that n=w goes syntactically with pélhovrae Adyove mocioBo,
but then adopts Syrianus’s view that this distinguishes the various
types of rdyoc.

The main thing to be noticed in all this is the weight that com-
men tators by this time gave to almost every detail of the sacred’
text.

L4 vy yap SAnv . . . &pey7ov dpinar. What can this mean?
Matter is discussed by Timaeus from 48E on, we might claim,
under the guise of the dmedoyh, the rpirev vévog. Admittedly, the
word GAn is never mentioned by Timaeus, but the identification
with the Ywoday# had been made ever since Aristotle’s time, so
that that is hardly an issue. What Iamblichus must have in mind
is something which he maintains firmly elsewhere in his Commen-
tary, and which often leads him into unnatural interpretations,!
namely that there can be no reference to Matter or material creation
until 48Eff., and that thus many apparent references in the first
part of the dialogue must refer to something purely noetic.

Fr. 28

Sodano attributes the sentence after éoti to Proclus. I give it
to Iamblichus on two principles, (1) that a sentence connected
to what precedes by yap is an explanation of the previous sentence
by the original author * and (2) that when two authors are jointly
quoted, it is the words of the second one that are given.

The explanation continues, introduced by xal vyap, and that I
will grant to Proclus, especially in view of the phrase ‘d¢ fovor
STAoy Nuiv pixpdy batepov.” (210, 27).

The insistence on the main theme of the dialogue is consonant
with Tamblichus’s general method of exegesis, as we have seen.

It 1s worth noting, perhaps, that the reading generally adopted
today is 1) yéyovev from the cod. T'ubing., though 7 is given in Vindo-
bonensis 2r. Calvisius Taurus (ap. Joh. Philop. de Aet. Munds
VI zo, p. 180, 17{f. Rabe) read el véyovey, el xal dyevée ¢otw. Phi-
loponus himself (ibid. p. 136, 8) read ‘el vévyovev % ol dyeveg eatv.’

Proclus himself recognises three possibilities:

(1) (p. 218, 2¢tf.) ‘Some’ read ‘7 vyéyovev ¥ nul dyevéic domwv’.
(Albinus (p. 219, 2) seems to be here in [act the one referred to.)

! eg. Fr. 20.
2 See [natroduction, p. 58.
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“They say that Timaeus will say about the Universe, to what
extent it derived from a cause, even though it is uncreated, in
order that we may, by considering it as coming into being, behold
its mnature.” Albinus, for instance, considers that according to
Plato the cosmos, though uncreated, has an dpy” yevéoews. It is
both ael @v and yevntée, not as created in Time, but &g Adyov €xwv
vevéoeme dua v . mAstbvey wal dvopotwy edvlecw, for which reason
its origin must be referred back to an airiax mwpesButépa outside
itself. This is Crantor’s view of the matter, approved also by
Calvisius Taurus (see fr. 32). The school of Gaius, to which Albinus
belonged, did not fall into the heresy of Plutarch and Atticus.

(2) ‘Others’ read 9 véyove xad §) dyevée éoty,

- ‘that he may be understood to say that he is going to discuss
the Universe, ¢n what way it has come to be, and » what way it is
uncreated.” These, says Proclus, make the same mistake as the
previous group, ‘el wi &pa oltwe Ayotey yeyovog xol ayévyTtov TO TRV
xatd pev 1o eldog yeyovdeg, xatd 3¢ v vy dyewntédv. for even
thus Timaeus will go on to say (52A) that the ‘nurse’ is uncreated,
but the cosmos is yewytéde, inasmuch as it receives its form from
God. This group might be Plutarch and Atticus, who would recog-
nise the eternity of the Nurse, but not of the World itself.

(3) Porphyry and lamblichus, with whom Proclus agrees. They
are here in the position, unfamiliar for them, of eliminating nuances
in the text (by textual criticism) which others found there. Their
reading makes the question as to whether the Cosmos is created
or uncreated quite open; the previous readings all suggest (with
7) that in some way it is created.

It is to be noted that this whole argument presupposes an
1dentity in pronunciation between v and et and a loss {or omission)
of the rough breathing, but this was the case even at the beginning
of the present era.

I'r. 29

This is Iamblichus’ contribution to the second question ! pro-
posed by Proclus on this lemma (229, 11ff.): ad7d 88 ©o 8v ael wérepoy

! The first (227, 131f.) being the signification of 7t at the beginning of the
lemma. Ts it, as Severus, thought, the designation of a yévog (t6 1) common
to o dv and ©h yryvapevoy, or is it a mere request for a definition ? Proclus takes
the latter alternative.
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TOV vorTOY TAVTH anpaiver xbopov ¥ TOv Snuiovpydv B 16 mapdderyua
10U TavToe

He thus proposes three alternative identifications for <o dv aei,
all of which have their partisans (&rhot yap dMwe SméhaBov, 229, 13
—unfortunately he does claborate further on the identity of these).
At any rate, lamblichus approves nonc of these identifications,
but takes ¢ &v dzt as referring particularly to the monad at the
head of the noetic realm, which he terms to &el 8v, and identifies
with Aeon. (see Intro. p.331.).

I take the passage from <odrowg 8¢...as reflecting the fact
that lamblichus quoted the Parmenides and the Sophist in support
of his position. It is reasonable and honest for Proclus to quote
evidence against himself but it is less likely that he would spon-
taneously introduce it. lamblichus uses the evidence of these
dialogues (the Second Hypothesis of the Parmenides and the
passage 244D ff. of the Sophist) to show the existence of a &v #v
distinct from a mMiflog tév 8vtwy, which he identifies with the noetic
world. This & &v he identifies with the det 8v of the present passage.

Proclus respectfully dissents from this interpretation of <6 &v
i this passage,! though agreeing that such an order of reality
exists, It is indeed an unreasonable interpretation, as Proclus
proves, but it gives us useful information on Iamblichus’s meta-
physics.

Proclus’ further comments probably reflect lamblichus’s theories
(p. 230, 31ff.):

gmel 611 ye 1O BV TO TMPMTLE Oy TO GupdTATéY EaTL TOL vorTol TAdToug
®ol 7, poveS TGV VTV amdvtwy, STAOV' TRVTHyoh Yap TO TpOhTLg By
dmep Eativ év T1) fautol aspd TV anpotaTny Eyer talw - Sedrepov yip
" 1 ’ > > A X k3 3 / ’ bl 1 o 2 4
By, &AM ol adté 16 eldoc, odétt mpwTwe dotiv dmep dativ.

Proclus distinguishes <6 &v #v [rom o aei év (231, off.). o &v
&v {(or 10 TpWTwg Bv) 1S Eménewva Tob alidvog; TO del Bv is aldv, so that
they cannot be identical.

In referring further on once again to Iamblichus’s theory,
(232, 4ff.) Proclus says that it is plain that t56 &el 8v here includes
the whole of reality from 6 «dtoév down to the individual mind,

(X5

AN odyl oy Eott 4 &v Bv, 8U & T fvra Tavta Gyt Aéyetan, ob 81

v 230, 17 unrote obv Huewvov Abyeawy elvor pév tiva towanthny 105 Bvtog T,

oty & Oclog éxeivog mapadédmne nal olay 6 1hdrtwy év darog 2Bempnoe, viv 8¢
Gravto Thy duimiov koo 09Twe Enwvopdabor.
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wévov Eotl vpelrrov TO Bv adtd xal ol dpyol ol dvrog. O piv odv v
<Bv> wal 1ol adbumdotaTov! elvar xpelttéy Eatic Jel ydp adTd mavtdg
b 34 o~ ’ A A 3 A “ 3 14 ’ Al )3 PAY )y
eZnpfiotor TARBouc: To 3¢ del Bv adbumboratov pév, Sux TH Ev 3¢
Ty Sdvopuy Eyer tadtrv: 6 3¢ pet’ adTd xal wdbumboratov &pa
nol g’ adviog &AAng Lplotaton mornmix¥g, ofdv mwou wal 6 Huérepdy
£67TL.

16 & 8v and T el &v are being distinguished in this passage.
7o &v 8v,2 we learn, is not even adOumdortatov; (it is &ppnrov xed T
&vi ouvnvepévoy, 231, 24. 170 et by is adlurméotatay, but derives this
power from <o év. The principle following on this (not here named)
is ‘seli-substantial’, but at the same time depending for subsistence
on a creating cause—therefore, ‘self-substantial and not self-
substantial’; v& &syate, he goes on to say (p. 23z, 160), are not
self-substantial, but avumderara, without substantial existence.

Il 2-3. 76 del v %peittoy nal TGV YeviY 705 §vTog xal T&Hv
idedv. 1o ael 8v is thus in the position of a 8hov mpd tév pepdv (ct.
e.g. Procl. E.T. prop. 67), the ‘yévy 1ob &vtog, and the Ideas’ being
the parts, and being in fact synonymous. We see from this passage,
as from others, that the theory of a monad presiding over each
order goes back to Iamblichus; Proclus’ complaint is simply that
(a) Plato is not here referring to this monad, (b) the term for the
monad of the noctic order is not o el &v but 16 &v 8v.

As for ©6 ael 8v, it is, according to Proclus, a proper term for the
whole noetic (and noeric) order ‘dpyopévnv pév dmd Tob adrodvro,
TEAELTHTAV Bt Elg TOV peptudy vobv.

At 238, 1off., (quoted in full at Fr. 35}, Proclus identifies the
terms adtd &y, &mep &y, and &ei &y, showing how they define the same
entity in different aspects.

! The expression adbumboratog, ‘seli-substantial’, though adopted by
subsequent philosophers, seems to originate with lamblichus, cf. Letter to
Macedonius, ap. Stob. Vol. 11, 174, 21ff. Wachs.:

wal wo®' Goov pdv Adyov xabaptv anBumdetatoy %t adtoxlvytov &o’ Exutol
Te &vepyobvto xal Téhetov 7) Yuyd) cuveidngey 2v douth xotd ToGoUTOV &mdAuTde
0Tt TEvTWY ThY EEwbev-

2 Tt seems necessary to supply < 4v> after #v in 232, 1I toset up a proper
contrast with <4 del év. Admittedly 1o del &v is said to receive its substantiality
from =4 Zv, not from ¢ &v 8v (unless we emend this too), but =& &v dv is united
with ©o6 &v-—it is a henad, as befits the head of the noctic order.
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What is at issue here then is not a difference in metaphysics,
but a difference in terminology—and in the interpretation of
Plato—out of which Tamblichus does not emerge too well.

Fr. 30

It is plain from this extract that ITamblichus was concerned, as
was Proclus on many occasions, to give Aristotelian form to Plato’s
arguments.

Here, however, the opposition between oulhuyiopds xarryopixds
and OmoBetixéc seems to be Theophrastean or Stoic rather than
Aristotelian.! The hypothetical syllogism would presumably have
run somewhat as follows:

E, ’8[ A r 7 7 0 s ! ’E 3 ! .. L4 b}

I ddivatov yoplg aitiou yiyveslal <, vyiyvetar €8 avdywrg Om
altiou Twéc:

ARG piv EdhvaTay -

viyveron &pa &€ avayrng O altiov Twée.

For Proclus, a categorical syllogism is x&iaov, more beautiful, we
must presume, in its exactness. I have simply rendered it ‘better’,
as I feel that it represents rather Proclus’s prejudice in favour of
an Aristotelian syllogism than any objective increase in accuracy.
When left to himself, Proclus, in elucidating the logic of Plato’s
statements, prefors to use categorical syllogisms.?

In this, it seems, he follows an old-established principle of exe-
gesis. We may also assume that the use of hypothetical syllogisms
in the same connexion goes back well into Middle Platonism. It is
worth going into this matter a little further.

The practice of putting Plato’s statements into formal (Aristote-
lian) syllogistic form may go back even to Crantor, or to Theo-
phrastus, whom we know to have expressed opinions at least on
the problem of creation of the world in the Tmaeuns, but it may
have had to wait until the rivalry between the schools had been
dimmed by the syncretism of Antiochus of Ascalon. Adrastus
(c. 100 A.D.}, is the first Peripatetic whom we know to have com-
mented on the TZmaens. Similarly, the attribution of hypothetical
syllogisms to Plato can hardly precede Posidonius, the first Stoic

1 See Bochenski, Ancient Formal Logic, chs. 4 & 5, for a summary of the
facts. We find the Stoic form of this syllogism in I 296, 23 ff.
2 eg. InTim. 12064, 281,
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to comment on the Timaeus, but it too may only follow Antiochus’
anschluss.

What is plain is that by the time that Albinus wrote the Dida-
skalikos (c. 150 A.D.), both types of syllogism were acceptable.
In ch. VI (Hermann Plat. Dial. VI p. 158), we find the following:

Thv 8% curhoytopov ob piv xatvyoptxof, ol 8% Ymwoferixol, ol 8
L Tol €x TOOT@Y. XoTNYopixol wév, OV xal To ARUUALTE XAl TE GURLTE-
pPAOUATE ATIAXL TpOTAGELS Umtdpyouoty, vmaletnol 3t of & bmoferuxdiv
TPOTAGEWY, ixTol 8¢ ol T& dVo suvethnpdrec.

This whole exposition implies that it was by now generally
accepted that Plato used all of these types of syllogism at will,
in various passages.

There then follow examples, first of categorical syllogisms in
all three oyfpore, one from the Alcibiades 1, two from the Par-
menides; then examples of the three hypothetical oyfipata, the
first two from the Parmenides, where, we are told, they are espe-
cially found, the third from the Phaedo; and finally two types of
pwetot, (I) €f dxorovfiag xataoxevasTinol, {2) & dxorouliog dva-
axevastivot, that is comstructive consequential arguments (modus
ponens) and desiructive consequential arguments (modus tollens).
If we consider Albinus’ example of the former, we will find that the
hypothetical argument which 1 have constructed above is actually
of this kind:

el 10 Ev Bhov &oTu xal wemepacubvoy, Tolto dey iy xal uéoo xal TeheuTHv
Eyov xal oyfpertog petéyets th 8¢ Hyoduevov: to &pa Afyov.

Albinus seems to be the only author to describe this as a sudhe-
viopog puxtoc; for Proclus it was simply hypothetical, and so pre-
sumably for Iamblichus.

Fr. 31

Here Porphyry and Iamblichus are revealed united in an effort
to strain the Greek language in order to fit their theories. For
Tamblichus, this is in the same spirit as his stand on the question
of =4 det &v in fr. 29, bending every possible line of Plato to the
service of his own theories. The result is, as Proclus says, toderrdv.
We may, I feel, take the explanatory clause as Iamblichus’, even
though it be only Iamblichus repcating Porphyry.
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l.4. xoata 76 &v 16 Paidpw p7nbév. In the normal manner of
Platonic commentators, Proclus has brought in a paralle] passage
from another dialogue, Phaedrus 237BC. He has quoted it just
above (275, 15ff.): 8¢t 8¢ xal, Gomep elpnuev & &v Datdpw Zwxpdtng,
mepl TovThg TO 7L EoTv By dpyy) oxoTELy.

That he was not the first to quote the parallel seems indicated
by his method of qualifying the interpretation of ol moiiol téwv
[Mhaxrwvixav, This will then have been already part of the Middle
Platonic comment on the passage. We can see from the Anon.
Theaetetus-Commentary that quotation of parallels was normal
practice.

Fr. 32

Did Plato give the Universe a beginning in Time? The argument
on this passage goes back certainly at least to Xenocrates. It was
he who, in declaring that Plato did not intend to teach that there
was ever a 'first moment’, laid down that Plato had used this
form of exposition Sidasnariag yaptv (see fr. 33 and commentary).
Plutarch (De An. Proc. in Tim. 10132) links Xenocrates and his
successor Crantor (‘and their followers’) as both considering that
the soul (of the odpavdés) has no beginning in Time (mavres odro
zo0vew pdv olovraw Thv Juynv py yeyovévew pvd elvon yevntiv. Here
Crantor is credited with the opinion that the Cosmos is yevytog
in the sense of being produced by a cause outside itself. The language
used (mapaybpevov, abdréyovoy, adbuméotatov) is Neoplatonic, whether
of Proclus himself or of a previous Neoplatonic commentator. As
usual in these situations, it is reasonable to suppose that lamblichus
made the contrast (no doubt following Porphyry), between his
own position and that of Crantor. At any rate, the words adtéyovag
and adBurmdortatos are attested earliest in Iamblichus.!

I take Iamblichus’ (and his predecessors’) point to be that the
main sense in which the Cosmos is yevytég is as being advheroc.
The sense of cuvumdpyewy must be ‘be present as a cuvatriov’, and
I have rendered accordingly. Otherwise the contrast with Crantor’s
view is muted, and the form of the sentence becomes eccentric.
What Iamblichus felt about the ‘Sidacxahiog ygew’ argument be-
comes plain from the next fragment.

boadtéyovog, e Myst. X, 61 292, atburnéotatog, L£p. ad Maced. (ap. Stob, IT
174, Wachs}, quoted above, Comm. ad fr. 29.
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Porphyry receives extended attention from John Philoponus
on this point.! After a verbatim quotation, in which the word
sUvletog does not in fact occur, Philoponus continues:

7 3y ’ A 14 14 > ! e b3 7 3 A

peyloty dvaywr xal maong pellowv dmodetfews ¥ Evapyetar xol 6l

vap, & Davpdore, yevntov elvar tov wbopoyv, xabo odvletic Eotiy, Omoti-
A 7 b t 3 ’ bed 4 A € A ks

screou H)\KT(DVM 7\€Y(1)V AAL TOLTOU aTCOSE:LQLV TCaPa.YGLV TGO OPQTOV gLyot

amTév Te nal adpa Eyew amogatvopevog, wollev, elms pot, Thy dvayrny

700 AbYoU #oTEGKEVAGAC; K. T A

It 1s clear from this, and from what follows, that Porphyry took
oOvbetog as his preferred meaning of yevntés. It seems from De
Adet. Mundi VI8 (p. 148, 7if. Rabe) that Porphyry was actually
supplementing the meanings of yewntdc enumerated by Calvisius
Taurus in his commentary on the passage (xal 6 Tloppbpiog 32
mpog Tolg Ud el Tadpou xatrebupnpévorg xal Erepa mpoatifnew tol
YeEVNTGH orpavbiLeva).

Proclus has, for whatever reason, systematically excluded Taurus
from any mention in his commentary, but it seems that it is with
Taurus that Porphyry (and thus lamblichus) is dealing.

As quoted by Philoponus (l.c. p. 145, 13-147, 25), Taurus does
not mention Xenocrates or Crantor by name (though he does men-
tion Aristotle and Theophrastus), but merely lists a series of pos-
sible meanings of yewytéc (besides that of ‘creation in Time’):
vYevTae means

(1) vo pW yevouevov pév, €v 8¢ 1@ adTd Ov yéver Tolg
vevnTotc. Something, that is, which is potentially creatable, but
1s never actually created, as a body at the centre of the earth
would be potentially visible, but never actually seen.

(2) 76 émuwvoia obdvBesov, xal el wi ovvtedy. Thus the mese
in music is cbvbetog of the nete and the hypate; even if it is not in
fact constructed of these two, it is seen as the potential blending
of them. ‘xel 7 wbouw vobvuy Evopiter civbesig xal xpdoug, wafd
xol JuvdpeBa dperdvree adtol nal ywploavree Tac mobtyTag dvailout
adTOV lg TO TpdiTov moxelpevoy.

Proclus (or Iamblichus) refers to, and condemns, this inter-
pretation in I 2go, 13ff. (fr. 33). In fr. 37, however, we find Por-
phyry and Iamblichus approving the theory that Plato only
describes the Universe as any stage wwodpevov ainuueréic wal

t De Aet. Mundi V1, 25, p. 200, 4{f. Rabe,
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araxtws so that the essence of Matter may be considered separately
by itself—émwola, that is—and the benefits it receives from Above
thus clearly appreciated.

(3) It is called yevrtdg, »a0d del &v 16 yiveslOual 2oTiv, d¢
4 Hpwrele petaBaliwv elg mavrodamds popedg. All parts of it are
indeed constantly changing, the things below the Moon into each
other, the things above it merely their position.

(4) It could be called vevrtég,® &rr wal To elvar adtd ANy 6Oey
gotlv xal mops Tob Oead, mpdg Bv xexdopnrar—that is, it derives its
being from an external cause, as the Moon derives its light from
the Sun, This is Crantor’s view, though not credited to him here,
and this is the meaning that Taurus himself favours (p. 147, 13ff.),
although he also accepts meaning (2)—émwvoly eivletov—in view
of Plato’s use of the phrase ‘xai coux Eywv’ (28B) rather than
kol cOLE EaTv .

‘ol mept Kpdvropa” would seem, then, to be substantially Calvisius
Taurus. As (probable) head of the Athenian Academy, his works
should have been accessible to Proclus in the library. John Philo-
ponus, much later, certainly scems to be quoting him directly,
unless Porphyry has been relaying long verbatim quotations.
The question of interest to us here, however, is whether Iamblichus
knew him. He mentions him in the De Anima {(ap. Stob. I 378,
25tf. W), but it is possible that his doxography is derived from
Porphyry’s work On the Soul, of which Stobaeus also preserves
extracts. At any rate, he certainly recognises Taurus’ existence.

As I have pointed out above, the terms in which the opinion
of ‘those about Crantor’ is expressed by Proclus are Neoplatonic,
not even Middle Platonic (so far as we know), so that Taurus is
being interpreted, not quoted—if indeed it is Taurus with whom
we are involved here. Perhaps Taurus himself is not mentioned

! We find here Aéyorto in the MSS without &v, which has been suspected,
but the Optative is a proper way to introduce a view which one has either
invented onesell, or which one favours, at the end of a doxography.

2 Not only Taurus indeed, but two schools of Taurians: Of 8¢ mnept
Tabpov MMietwmvirai mépneshor tag Puyde Hmo Gedv elc v Aéyovow, of uiv
¢mopévag i Tpaten (39E) mapadidbvtes bt el tedelwaty 100 mavtde, date elvat
xol &V TH nioue vosabta LHu, doo eloly &v th vonTh - ol 82 elg Belag Lwfg
Enidelfiv o Téhog dvaodpovreg T xaB6Sou. TadTyy yap elvar thv Bodiney Tdv
Oeirv, Becodg Exoaiveslal ta Tav Yuyrdv. mpopyovrar yap eig Tobuoavig ol Beol xal
¢mdeinvovtar Srx Tév Yuydv wabupdc xal dypdvrov Lwiic—this latter a remark-
able view.

20
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(either by Porphyry or Proclus) for learned reasons, since he is
not himself claiming originality here, but only assembling the
various accepted meaning of yevnréde, and the one which he picks
is that of Crantor, to whom credit is thus given.

We may note, at I 290, 17ff. (ad Tim. 28BC), Proclus’s discussion
of the meanings of yevntég (manw 3t &5 dpyiic elnwpey, rwg Ayeton
YEVYTOV TO TIAY).

He begins by dismissing ‘creation in Time’ and ‘simple derivation
from a cause’: ofite yap xaT& Ypbdvov duk Tovg elpnpivous Abdyoug
(sc. against Atticus p. 283, 271f.). ob0’ &r dn’ alriag dmide ad yop
ambyen tobre Aéyswv+ The reason he feels this explanation to be
inadequate is that other entities, Nous, and indeed all things
inferior to the One, are derived from the One as cause, but they
are not described as yevnra. This seems to deal with Crantor (Taurus’
Meaning (4)).

Proclus then considers Taurus’ third meaning: wé¢ odv yevrthy
T TV Quln Tig Gy g del yLyvopevov &pw xoal yeyevnuévov:
This is the meaning that he prefers. The cosmos is something that
is both continually coming-to-be and in the state of having come-
to-be. He couples this with the meaning ‘sdvletos’ (291, 2ff.):
xal 6¢ odvvbetog yivetar: macx yap covlesig yévesls dotv, and links
the two meanings as odvdpopor. His conclusion, then, is that of
Porphyry and Iamblichus, somewhat elaborated.

br. 33

The status of this as a quotation from Iamblichus’ commentary
is obviously problematical. It is, after all, a quotable quote, suitable
to many occasions. One thinks of fr. 14a, where, however, Proclus’s
phrase is ‘@¢ pain &v 6 "Tapfryoes’, whereas here he uses the indi-
cative. But the distinction may only be between a paraphrased
reference to Iamblichus in fr. 14a and a direct quotation here.

Nevertheless, I have included it and its context, since it does
after all suit its context well. The argument from copfvern Sida-
oxaiexy) for Plato’s describing the cosmos as yevytdg goes back to the
earliest period of the Academy, specifically to Xenocrates. We
have already seen that Porphyry and Iamblichus were not satisfied
with the explanations of Xenocrates and Crantor; it seems therefore
likely that Iamblichus explicitly condemned the ‘clarity of expo-
sition’ argument, and that Proclus simply adopted his criticism,
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crediting him personally only with one particularly striking
phrase.

lamblichus’ views on all this are well set out by Julian (Or.
4, 146AB). Plato and lamblichus, he says, were prepared to use
the hypothesis that the world had a temporal beginning (&ypwc
Omoléoewg & Yewntd mpooypwiévous xal olovel ypoviAv Twe ThHY
motnow Smomflepévous) ‘in order that a clear idea might be given
of the magnitude of the works of Helios’, but Iamblichus warned
against the dangers of such a procedure—éneimep dxivduvey 6032
wOTO 70 péypt Purc Omobicewg ypovixy Tiva Tepl TOV xdaumov Hobéaba
molnow & whewde fipwg évipiaey “TauBiyoc.

We cannot be certain what work of Tamblichus’ Julian has in
mind, but it is reasonable to suppose that Ilamblichus uttered his
caveat in his exegesis of this passage, wherever else he may have
said the same thing.

Fr. 34

Porphyry had equated the Demiurge with the dmepxéoutog
huyy, making vele the Paradigm. Proclus represents Plotinus as
postulating two Demiurges, (I. 305, 16ff.) ©ov pev & 19 vonvd
Tov 8% 70 7yepovoiv tob mavtég, which, if referring to Enn. III 9.1,
is a controversial interpretation. At any rate, it is not what Iambli-
chus says, though what Ilamblichus says accords well enough
with III. g.1.

At any rate, Proclus is not satisfied with Tamblichus’ exegesis.
f, he says, (307, 25ff.) what he means is that all things are in the
Demiurge demiurgically, well and good; but if he claims that the
Demiurge is név 1 petafd mhdrog between the One and the Cosmos,
then Proclus proposes to combat him &£ dv #Huig adrde dvedidate,
from what he himself has taught us. “Where are of mpd ol Audg
Bactrele, of matépeg Tol Atég?” Iamblichus must have postulated
these figures, no doubt the same as Amelius’ three kings, taken
from Orpheus, Phanes, Uranos, and Cronus, (cf. I, 306, 1off.}!
though for Amelius these were the three demiurges,? whereas
for Iamblichus they must be above Zeus (as Demiurge). That is
what Proclus seems to imply. “And how did we say that o del &v
was ad1d 70 mpdtiorov 6v and the Demiurge wic 6 vonrog Suaxoopos,

! As well as from Plato, Ep. 11, of course.
2 Ci. ad fr. 40, Pr. In Tim. [ 398, 16ff,
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if he is himself 6 el &v and also 16 adtol@ov?” 10 del 8v we have
met before (fr. 29), but its relationship to the three Kings is not
here made clear.

But now Proclus goes more deeply into the matter. Iamblichus
here, he says, has spoken rather generally (308, 18), but in his
essay Ilepl The &v Tepaleo b Ade Smunyoptag he discusses %) Jnuiovp-
Yty Tékrg in more detail:

“netd tdg vonTag Tpradug el Tag Tév vospiv! Oedv Tpelg TpLdduc
&v T voepd EBSopddt Ty Tpttry &v Tolg Tatpdow &movépsl TG SuLoupyd
T&ELy - Tpelg yap etvar Oeolg TodToug xal wapa totc Hubayopeiowg duvy-
pévous, of 1ol wiv &vég vob, grol, xal Tag povadag Bhag &v Eautol
meptEyovtog T0 amhoby xal dSialpetov wol ayabosideg wal pévov &v Eautd
ol GUYVLIEVOY Tolg vomTols xal Ta Totabta yvopicpate TG bTepuyic
rapadedduact, ToU 8% péoou xal TNV CUUTANPWGLY GUVAYOVTOG TGV
TPV 1O Yoviwov T@v Beddv 2 xal TO cuvaywydy T&Y TEBY xal TO TS
gvepyelag ATOTAPOTIKOY Kal O TVg évepyclog dmomAnpaTingy xal o
e Oelag Lobg vevwnrindy xol 6 mpoldv mdvty xadl 1o ayoloupydy
wddhote Selypatoa Aéyovst, Tob 8¢ Tpitou xal Sypioupyobvros Ta Sha
Tag povigous mpdodous xal Tae THV altiwv GAwv moloels xal cuvoyg
Tds T auplopévas drag Toic eldeoy altiac xal Tog TpololGHs TAGRG
dnuiovpyiag xal T& Spote TodTolg TEXWTPLL KIAMGTH FVadLtddaxoust.

Here it is the three Fathers in the Intellectual Hebdomad whose
properties are being described, the third being the Demiurge.2 Mi-
chael Psellus’ summary of Chaldaean Theology throws light on
the matter (sect. 6 ap. Kroll. De Or. Chald. p. 74):3 pera 8¢ tobroug
Tobg myywioug matépag dokdlovay Hyouv Tolg xocpayolct GV
p&Tog pév & dmak Aeyduevog, wel’ dv <f> ‘Exdry deutépa xol uéom,
tpitog 8¢ & Bic dméxnava -t

After these come the second triad, of Tpeic apeihxrot, and, to
complete the hebdomad, é dmelwxws. Hecate may seem. curiously
placed as the middle father, but there she undoubtedly is. She fills
everything with life and light (vospol gwtdg xal Lwvig mavra wAnpot).

6 dl¢ &méxewva is so called, says Psellus, because he is duadixo,
v utv natéyev T vorta, alebnewy 8¢ éndywy tols wdouots. (Or.Ch. Fr8

! Perhaps tév <vontdv xai> voepiiv Oeddv.

t The description would in fact fit the triad &v -fw¥- voic, volg being the
demiurgic element, and one may suspect that lamblichus is here merely
describing Chaldaean-influenced personifications of this triad.

3 p. 198 Des Places.

¢ See also Procl. Plat. Theol. V 2-3.
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des Places) lamblichus preserves this notion in the idea of wévipot
mpbedo ‘stationary progressions’ (taking wéviuog in this sense, rather
than as meaning ‘permanent’). He has been allotted tafw v taig
Tyais dnpoupyny.

Psellus’ ultimate source is probably none other than Tamblichus’
voluminous work on the Chaldaean Theology, transmitted via
Proclus’ work on the Oracles, which Psellus used. !

Fr. 35

This seems to me a good example of a lemma which previous
commentators took as a whole, but which Proclus divides up, in
this case into three. Iamblichus’ definition of =& #mep 8v, ‘6 &
vofoet . . . weptAnmTéy Eatly’ seems to imply that he is commenting
also on ofrw 8% vysyzvnuévoe . .. dednpodgynron.’ The fact that
Proclus’ next two lemmata (Ei piv 8% xahég éotwv . .. | 328, 13ff.,
and mavtt 3% capéc. .. 330, 7) are short and bare of reference to
his predecessors tends to confirm my suspicions.

I translate <6 8rep &v ‘the Essence of Being’, but this must be
regarded simply as jargon translating jargon. We have here an
equivalence: mopdderypa == v0 8mep 8v; in fr. 37 lamblichus is
credited with saying that the Demiurge &v adtiy t6 mopdderypa
meptéyet, as he discerns a dnpiovpyndy idlewpa, a demiurgic property,
in the Paradigm. Iamblichus seems to be postulating a power-
activity relationship betwecen the Paradigm and the Demiurge.

Apropos 27D (tt t6 &v ael...) Proclus makes a useful distinc-
tion between the uses of «dto, 6mep and aet to qualify w6 év, which
may prove enlightening. (I 238 10ff.).

(1) % 16 pév ‘adtd’ v dmibdrnTe Snhol Tév vonThY wel TH waTa
iy Umepby xal 10 mpdtwe elvar, & Myston wata v dTyTe, wof’
NV TpWTwE SvTa & 0Tt el Tx dedTEpe TATPOL THE EauTAV peTousla.

(2) o 88 ‘Brrep &V Ay xabapbtyTa xal TO dpeyic xal wh dvamemi-
CREVOY THG Evavtiag @hoewe.

(3) 70 8¢ ‘del’ 10 alowviov wal ApeTABAnTOY %l dvefdAAaxTov waTe
Ty UmboTaay.

He then proceeds to illustrate this with ‘adts xadéy’
and ‘detl xoAdév'.

We have seen earlier, (fr. 29), that Iamblichus wished to make
4 del §v the monad at the summit of the noctic world—what Proclus

o 7o
OTTEp MaAOV,

)

L See further on all this Appendix C.



310 COMMENTARY

wants to term 6 & év. Now we find o 8rep 8v as the Paradigm.
Proclus would make all three terms listed above equal to each
other, and equal to the Paradigm in its various aspects.

Tr. 36

<

We may note 6 pév here meaning ‘the latter’ (Amelius), and
& 3¢ ‘the former’ (Iamblichus) cf. Pr. in Remp. I 141, 1if. Kroll:

£ \ 3 o 14 \ Ay 7 3 14 3 ~ (24
Apgpo pdv odv otde ol Beol mepl mdvto OV *bopov Evepyolow, § 1e
o 4 A ¢y € z ! A 3 ! ~
Hoaworog 2éyw »al 6 "Apne, 6 piv Swxplvav tag &vavribosig ol
\ £ hY A 113 b ] A\ I \ Y 7
Tavtdg . . . 6 3 TRy oAy alobntiy Swaxbopunow texvuay amepyals-

peves . . . where 6 pev is Ares, and 6 8z Hephaestus.

In our passage the identification is obvious from the content:?
Amelius makes the Paradigm 6 mp@dtog Zeic and Phanes the De-
miurge, cf. T 306, 13f.: xal 6 poriorte mwap’ adtd dnpiovpydc 6 dvng
¢otiv. Tamblichus we have seen in ir. 34 making the Demiurge
mag 6 vonrtde xbopog, enclosing within himself <& vonta Tob xbopou
napadelypara. We find an identification of Metis and the Demiurge
at T 16q, 17f.: fv yop 6 dniovpyds

xal Mt mpéitog yevétwp xal "Epwg molurepmic.

{(Orpheus, fr. 71)
and again, in more detail, just prior to this fragment (p. 336, 6ff.)

mahat yap 6 Ozordyos &v te @ DPdvnTi TRV Snpiovpyuy altiav
gvipynoev. Exel yap fv Te %l mpoky, domep Eon val adroc,
‘Bobprdg 1= péyag ol Zebg 6 mavontyg,’
tve 8M 1¢ SuvtTiic dmploupylag &xn Tag olovel myydc: el Ev TH Aud
v apaderypatieny s MAtig yap ad xal oltdg EotLy, &¢ gnot
‘xat Mijrig npditog yevétwp xal "Epwg mohutepnig,’
adtodg 88 6 Abwuooc xal Davng el "Hpwenatiog ouvey b dvopalerar.

Did Tamblichus make this Orphic interpretation? There is no
reason to doubt it. We see that Amelius has already introduced
the Orphic poems into the exegesis of Plato. It is most natural
to assume that Tamblichus identified the Paradigm with Metis,
whom Zeus swallowed.

! 1t is possible that the scribe of P. was confused by this usage. He writes
tduPiiyog for duéiog (see App. Crit.), but he may have simply been careless.
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Fr. 37

First, to what precisely does oi mepl [lapgipiov xal "TauPAriyov
refer? This is not the only time that Iamblichus is referred to in
this way ! and there is mention of ol wept IToppiptov in Pr. 3114,
III, 234, 18, though they are never elsewhere thus grouped to-
gether. T take this simply as representing Iamblichus reporting
and agreeing with Porphyry, the ol mepl being merely sophistical
embellishment. We know of various pupils of Iamblichus writing
commentaries on Aristotle’'s Cafegories, Maximus (Simp. In Cat.
1.15) and Dexippus (whose commentary survives), but not on
the Timaeus. Syrianus could not be referred to by Proclus in this
way.

We happen to have preserved by john Philoponus a fuller
account with direct quotations of Porphyry’'s commentary on
this passage (De Aet. Mund. VI 14, and XIV 3: See Sodano, Porph.
Comm. p. 30ff.), which does not agree very closely with what we
have here given as the joint opinion of P. and Iamblichus. Only
the opinion that the creation is described SiSaoxariag évexa is given
in both sources, though in different words:

Porph. ap. Philop. VI 14 (p. 154 Rabe): rabra 8¢ dsl &pa yivetau
avTo xad 00 ypbve Simenuéva, AN 7 ye Sudaanaiio dvoryraleng Stepel,
v B18douy dnptfidc T6 yryvéuevov.

The rest of Porphyry’s commentary is not reflected in our pas-
sage. I feel therefore that we are dealing with Iamblichus’ account,
and consequently claim the phraseology as Iamblichean.

The ‘Suduonariag évexa’ explanation is set out by Iamblichus
in his own terms. It is important to see 7 cwpareadne adsrtasts,
first in itself, and then as organised by 3nuwovpyi«, so that we may
see the essential characteristics of each. This is to adopt Calvisius
Taurus’ second meaning of yevyrég (see fr. 32), though slightly
altered. We are in effect to think of the Universe as &mwole Sta-
podUEVOY.

Plutarch and Atticus, we are told (p. 381, 26ff.), fastened upon
this passage as their prime piece of evidence that Plato intends the
cosmos to have a beginning in Time, and that # dxéounreg Gay

1 Cf. fr. 81 (Pr. 3118, IIT p. 235): &g 'TauBhiyos oletal xal oot TodTR
cuvadewy d¢Eloust, and fr. 35 (Pr. 321A, 11 p. 266) dg eldlaot Aéyery xaxl
vl mwepl Tov wéyay "TapuBrryov.
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and the xaxepyémic Yuyy exist prior to it, the last-named causing
the disorderly motion. They can appeal also to the evil soul of
Laws X, 897B.

It is interesting to compare this with a passage which we find
preserved by Lydus, De Mens. IV p. 175, 10 Wiinsch, from lam-
blichus’ Commentary on the Chaldaean Oracles (Book 1). lamblichus
is commenting on watpoyevy g as an epithet of Haxy:

“aiSwov pév EoTiy 7 Ohy, Emeinep suvuplotaTor petd THY RpwTicTov
altiov € ddlou, pet’ adrdv 1 xal obv adtoic Exet v6 elval. ovdémore
3¢ &llotator do  Eautig, 6Tt xoata v pévipov (Kroll: dpodvopov
mss.) xal Eviabov Sdvapty dveathperar Tolg xowois.”’

Fr. 38

This is verbally very close to the account Iamblichus gives in
the De Mysteriis (VIII 3 265):

Banv 88 mophyayey 6 Oebg &nd e obardtyTog basytaleiong GAbTyToC,
v mopahxBav 6 dnpiovpyds LwTualy oboav Tag &mAdg xal dmabeic
opalpag ar’ adtig Ednuodoynos, 6 3¢ Eoyartov adriic el Ta yewwnta
wot ©Bupth shpata dexdopnosy.

The Hermes referred to is doubtless he who in VIII, 1: 261, is
mentioned as having set out the doctrines of the Egyptians ‘in
20,000 books, as Seleucus records, or 36, 525, according to Ma-
netho'.

Both obgiérge and dAérme are words found in the Hermetic
Corpus. obotétne is also found in Albinus (Didasc. X 3) as an
epithet of & mpditog Oebg, “Berdrng, ododg, arflera, ouvpueroie,
dyolév.” It is obvious from Plotinus’ reference to dAétve in Enn.
I, g.10 “8 Bhne %) Srbdrnrog 7 8t dvopalew 20éhoust’” that it is a term
used by the Gnostics whom he is attacking.

One might well conclude that it is in fact the De M ysleriis that
is being quoted, except for the notorious habit of Iamblichus of
quoting either his own work or that of others repeatedly in different
places (e.g. the doublets in the Vit. Pyth. and the parallel passages
in De Comm. Math. Sc. and In Nic.). Tt would be eccentric for
Proclus to quote from a different work the author whose commen-
tary he has hitherto been regularly quoting.! We can thus, I feel,

1 Without, that is, using some phrase such as ‘8v %ot
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reasonably preserve this for the Commentary, while noting this
excellent evidence for the authenticity of the De Mysteriis.

1.3. bAadrme will presumably be a noetic archetype of M atter, per-
haps connected with Zw¥ in the noetic world.

Ir. 39

Here the enemy 1s Amelius, who has characteristically discerned
a triad in the passage from Boudnfzic (30A) to drerpyasuévog (30B),
“Emel uul VOV dAhoc piv 4 BouimOeic, dAhog 8% 6 Aayilbpevog,
ghhoc 3t 6 maparaBdy, xal 6 piv 3 BovAfoet wotel phvov, & 3t TR
vonoet xal T voely, 6 38 TF petayeptoers Tilnor udv vap volv v duyi,
buyiv 88 &v copatt xul 00Tw cuvtextaivetat TH Ty,

Here then is Amelius’s demiurgic triad. [amblichus rejects it
as Mav meprtthic dreoreuwpnuévn, but constructs one of his own out
of Roywspég, referring to the reasoning power of the Demiurge,
thus creating a triadic activity of the Demiurge instead of a dem-
lurgic triad. The Aoyiswds mpovyoupevos xat’ alrizyv will correspond
to the Demiurge hoyilépevoc; in either case the activity of the
Demiurge in planning or sctting up the conditions for creation
is distinguished from the actual creation. Aoyispés dnuroupyixde
corresponds to Amelius’s Demiurge mapodrafcv, both of which are
concerned with actual creation. This leaves Iamblichus’ third
(6 xat’ vépysiay EoTrntg Goudtws), and Amelius’s first (6 Bouinfeic),
of which Amelius’s sounds more active than lamblichus’s. In each
case, however, we have an clement which remains static, in oppo-
sition to two more active principles. Iamblichus has placed his
least active principle last, probably to situate his most active one
in the middle of the triad, as was the practice in the Chaldaean
Oracles, e.g. the position of Hecate, in the middle of her triads (v.
Psellus, Hyp. Ch Dogm. 6, ap. Kroll, p. 74).

We may note that in the De Mwyst. 111, 28: 168-9, the
Demiurge is described as creating tobg xbopoue ‘tolc évvolong ol
Boukvioeat xel Tole abhowc eldest, Sid thg @dlou e xal bmepxosplou
wal gynooplouw duyie’, which gives us a triad, ‘Conception-Will-
Activity’ (implied in the i3 which he employs). This does not
agree very closely with the division of demiurgic Aoywsudg given
here, but it preserves a triad of activities within the Demiurge,
as opposed to a triad of Deminrges.
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Fr. 40

I take the passage &t pev vap...ad fin. as Iamblichean, as
it contains the explanation of this particular exegesis of v xavx
pYoLv 6pota, an exegesis which certainly requires defence. It is not
reasonable to suppose that Iamblichus gave no explanation of
his interpretation, nor is it, [ think, reasonable to suppose that
Proclus passed over Iamblichus’s explanation in silence and gave
a quite different one of his own. What we have then, 1 feel, is
substantially lamblichus’s explanation, at most rephrased by
Proclus, {e.g. e &vlupnleine, which is more likely to be Proclus
himself than a blind copying of Iamblichus). As Festugiere rightly
discerns, the passage immediately following this (x«i pymrote 400,
I1...—xal TH¢ yevésemg 400, I7) constitutes a break in the argu-
ment, which is then resumed, and continues to 401, T0. There
would seem thus to be a more and a less Iamblichean element
involved. I have decided to include the first half of the argument
only, as a compromise designed to give some view of the original
Jamblichean ¢mBor#, without giving a false idea of what we can
safely claim. I claim the terminology, such as it is, as Tamblichean.

The argument that what is clear or visible or simple in itself
is not so to us and wice versa, is a commonplace, but as applied to
this passage it may be Iamblichus’ own contribution. Inevitably,
if we press the matter, the physical world had not been created
and so cannot have been beheld by the Demiurge. But then, we
may ask, what in the intelligible world is avéyrov? The beings of
the psychic order, perhaps, but one would like to hear Iamblichus’
views on that.

Fr. 41

The doctrine that more general concepts have a wider extension
than less general ones is what we have to do with here. This is at
the root of props. 58, 59 and 70 of Procl. ET. Zw¥ here is a more
general concept than Juyy. We know from fr. 65 that lamblichus
accepted Zww as a hypostasis, coming betwecn 5 8v and Noig,
as the npéodog-element of the noetic triad.

Proclus has mentioned an aporia which ‘some’ raise (p. 411,
2ff.):

A& tédg, pact, Laov Euduyov Ewwouv dpoptletar T6 mav; Soxel piv
vap ob o udv Lpov pépog stval i, t6 8 Epduyov yévos.
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This point could only be made by those who considered that
Soul extended into plants, while they restricted the term Céov
to animals. For Iamblichus the opposite was the case; plants do
not have soul, but they are living things—they participate in Zov,
but not in Yuy#. Proclus feels the necessity to expand Iamblichus’s
definition of {&ov to take in t& vonra Lie, who are above Soul, even
as plants are below it. From Proclus’s wording we must conclude that
Tamblichus did not make this clear. It seems that his remarks
were made with reference to the aporia mentioned above, as
Proclus first gives his more elaborate Jusis, and then appends the
opinion of Iamblichus, with his own elucidation.

I'r. 42

Proclus has just given his view that the phrase év pépoug 2l8er =
v pépoug taker = ¢ pépoc, which is obviously all that Plato meant.
He thus implicitly suggests that the divine Tamblichus is being
neptttée. But Iamblichus has the same metaphysical problem here
that surfaced in fr. 41. The perceptible cosmos has not yet been
created, and so we are dealing with the intelligible cosmos, where
all things are in all things oixciwe, and Iamblichus is prepared, as
elsewhere, to emend the text in order to preserve philosophical
accuracy. If we take tov gunhdoogov in .14 to refer to Plato, as it
should, then lamblichus is actually proposing to read ¢ in the
text; otherwise we would assume him to ‘understand’ it. Proclus
refers to no one else, however, as 6 gdoopog; therefore lamblichus
is proposing a reading, and the text here is lamblichean, not
Proclean.

Il. 6-7 éxactov vap éxel...xata v £xvtob takuiv. cf. De
Anima (ap. Stob. I 365, 7if. Wachs) elot 30 twvec, of ndoav Thv
TotdTv odolav (SC. THY doOpatov) Spotopeed xal THY adthy xul plav
gropatvovtan, ©¢ &v dtwodv adTihe pwépel sivar ta Hha. As an
argument for confusing the hvpostasis of the Soul with those above
it, Tamblichus condemns such a view (365, 22ff.), but he would
accept it in general, as here, with the gqualification ‘xata /v ¢xvrod
rafw’. This makes possible distinction within unity, without
spatial separation, such as is only proper to the physical world.
The doctrine is stated definitively in Pr. El. Theol. props. 176-7,
where the ways in which the ¢idn are respectively distinct and uni-
fied are worked out at length.
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Fr. 43

The previous commentators had all in various ways regarded
xata yévy as representing a higher scale of being than xaf’ &,
Xenarchus, Atticus and Amelius (with whom Theodore of Asine
is represented as agreeing) distinguishing the terms variously.

To take them in chronological order, Xenarchus (a Peripatetic
of the time of Augustus) maintains (In Tim. I 425, 22ff.):

TH pEY T YEVY Tag AxTd T& oToryela TEv [owv mpobnapyoboag
vontae airlag 3nholv, olov obpawviov, déprav, Ewudpov, yepoaiov, &v
wol pwnelncerar wixpdy Yotepov (30E 40A), 5 8¢ xal’ &v Tag &v
EnaaTe ToOTWY eldotolols dpy g TEY TONAGY * xal yap £v Toig oVpaviog
Ao pév mapadeiypa Halov, &ARo 38 gerfivng, wal &v Tolg petubld mapa-
TANGLGG.

Xenarchus seems here to distinguish two varieties of ‘cause’ or
archetype, (1) those of the four elemental types of living being,
and (2) the archetypes of the various species. Within the category
of species, we see that heavenly bodies, specifically the Sun and
Moon, are unique, while others, the terrestrial species particularly,
such as Man and Lion, are pluralised. We find Iamblichus making
some such distinction in Fr. 46, where he distinguishes between
forms which are povadixg and those which are meminluopéva. Such
a distinction tended to resolve itself into one between the things
above, and the things below, the Moon, but does not do so here.

Xenarchus also mentions & petafd rather mysteriously,! prob-
ably referring to various classes of daemon, which are, like the
terrestrial species, pluralised.

We must, I think, conclude from this testimony that Xenarchus
recognised only four elements, disregarding the Aristotelian fifth,
and took the obpavia Lida to be fiery. We would like to know whether
he regarded birds or daemons to be the proper inhabitants of the
airy realm. I suspect, from the reference to o peta£d, that he would
install the latter, thus taking the line later revealed in Apuleius’
De Deo Socratis.

Atticus (p. 425, 11ff.) regards xa0’ &v as referring to ta &ropa
€8, by which he is reported to mean & mpooey? Tév &tépwy xitie,
such as o wdroavlpwmog or & adtolmmog, while wara véwvn refers to
T& GArdtepa Todtwy xal mepthnnTiwTepa mopadelyporo of which no
examples arc given. Atticus’ first class comprises archetypes of the

1 Unless this is just a way of saying ‘the rest’ (of the planets).
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wnfimae species, nothing more particular than ‘Man’ or ‘Horse’
being present in the Intelligible World. & éAuctepa are presum-
ably any more general archetypes, such as ‘Living Being’, but
must also comprise mathematical archetypes, and finally, perhaps,
those of Xenarchus’s four categories of Ldov.

This brief survey of Middle Platonic (and Aristotelian) opinion
we should probably adjudge primarily to Porphyry, though he
himself does not appear in the sequence.

Amelius, it seems, (425, 16ff.), considered »ol’ €v to refer to
individuals, xxta yévy to more general concepts (xowérepa). Theo-
dorus, Proclus tells us (425, 19ff.), followed Amelius’ view, and
contributed an elaboration of his own, with which we need not
concern ourselves.

Iamblichus, however, scems to want to take xaf’ &v as referring
to the henads presiding over each of the genera manifested in the
visible world. Every genus must be presided over by a henad, and
it is in this henadic form (gvoedéic) that the Essential Living Being,
or Autozoon, contains all the genera and species of the universe.

As an interpretation of Plato this is perverse, but as an expression
of lamblichus’ metaphysics, valuable. 1 hesitated before including
the concluding passage of the lemma (¥otv odv 426, 25—6palov
427, 2). It may be more Proclus than [amblichus, but it continues
the exposition of lamblichus’ view, and may thus, 1 think, be
accepted as substantially Iamblichean.

Fr. 44

Atticus put the Demiurge above the adtolov or vorwdv Liov,
Porphyry gives him a lower rank than t6 vontév. The adtoliov
is being taken here as identical with the Paradigm, as it was the
Paradigm that Porphyry equated with Mind, the Demiurge with
Omepovpdviag uyy.

We may assume that Porphyry criticised Atticus, and Iamblichus
criticised Porphyry and Atticus, but I do not feel justified in includ-
ing them in the fragment. We have seen from fr. 34 that [am-
blichus took the whole noetic cosmos as the Demiurge, who thus
comprises the Paradigm within himself—this being Iamblichus’
interpretation of Enn. 111 g, 1. Porphyry’s identification of the
Demiurge with the Swepnéoproc Quyr, we have already seemw.



318 COMMENTARY

Atticus’ problem was as follows (In Tim. 1 431, 14ff.): Is the
Demiurge contained within the vontov iov?

(1) If he is, then he is a part; but, parts are by definition imper-
fect (drerhc); the Demiurge, then, must be imperfect, and thus
‘not beautiful’, which is impossible. (2) or, he is not contained in
the voyrov L&ov. In that case, the vonrév Ldov will not contain all
the vonté; (but, on Plato’s theory, it must.) So that is impossible.

So then, says Proclus (or Porphyry) ‘dmopficac €Beto padiwe
OmEp T adTol@ov elvar Tov dnwrovpyév—he rather facilely placed
the Demiurge above the Essential Living Being. Atticus, of course,
was operating in a pre-Neoplatonic philosophical framework; for
him, the Demiurge was the Good, the Supreme Being (In Tim.
I, p. 305, 6ff. "Atvwcog . .. ad760ev TOV Snpovpydv elg Tadtov dyer
tayedéd. There was for him no One above the Demiurge. The Ideas
were contained in the voytov Z&ov, which he thus contemplated
as ‘below’ him.

The position of Atticus in the ‘Ideas as Thoughts of God’ con-
troversy has been disputed. However, in the course of Porphyry’s
extended criticism of of mepi "Attixov, @ propos Tim. 30A, reported
by Proclus, I 391, 4-396, 26, (Sodano fr. LI), we find the following
(393, 31ff.):

’ H il b D 2 A k) A A
Toirov tolvuy, Bt 0032 & TomTAS, 8y TopohapPdvousty dpyNy, TRoGHxEL
¢ [IndTwvi- olte yop af t8€ar xeywpiopévar 1ol vol xab’
abtag Gmeothixactv, AN & volg clg Eoutdy émsorpappévog 6pd To
N/ A

eldy) mavro . . . ol 8¢ &dpavels 7ag i8éag Timows wopomhabinols Eowuiag
&g’ Eautov oboag xal ELw Tob vol xeipévag elodyousty.

That is to say, Atticus and his followers regarded the Ideas
as being outside the Intellect, and independently subsisting.

Fr. 45

1 take this passage to represent substantially the arguments of
Porphyry and Iamblichus in defence of their interpretation, though
Proclus has perhaps reworked the phraseology.

The reader will have to excuse the awkwardness involved in
translating the mévspov. The English language has been caught
at a disadvantage. We might presume that this refinement of the
three terms was first expressed by Porphyry, and was not the
subject of previous discussion. Earlier commentators would then
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have tacttly assumed that only two alternatives were envisaged,
&retgoug strengthening modhebc. But the phrasing of the text makes
it possible that Porphyry is championing a previous opinion.

It is interesting to see Porphyry and Iamblichus worrying about
the correctness of their Greek. Extant evidence would show, I
think, that a third term caxn be added after mé=epov, but it would be
introduced by another ¥, not by x«l as here, (see LS] s.v.}; but
we cannot argue confidently on this matter with people in control
of much more extensive evidence. As Proclus observes, they are
right xata 7¢ mpaypasa—there were champions of both a limited
and an unlimited number of worlds in and before Plato’s day—but
they are surely stretching Plato’s Greek here.

Porphyry and Iamblichus do not here seem to be interested in
any particular theory about a limited number of worlds, so much
as in the desirability of logical completeness. The alternatives
unity and plurality leave out of account the third term in the process
which will unite the two—wunified or limited plurality, in other
words, not just &v—émrepoy, but &v—mnépac—anzipov. They might draw
support from the exposition of the theory of Dialectic in Philebus
16Dff., especially ‘miv 8¢ 7ol anelpov i8fav mpde 16 mATbog ut, mpoo-
péosty malv &v Tig Tov dplbipudy adrtoll mavta xatidy Tov pereEd tof
gmelpov Te xal 70U v’

Fr. 46

The dmopia raised is precisely why a copy of a unitary paradigm
must itself be unitary. An anonymous class of objectors (p. 439,
22ff.) bring forward the analogy of the adrtodvlpwmoc, the adroimmog
and suchlike entities, which produce a multitude of copies. Why
should not the paradigm?’

It is to Porphyry’s answer to this amepix that Iamblichus is
objecting. Porphyry’s answer is (a) it is only where Matter is
concerned, in the (material) cosmos, that the Forms must disperse
into multiplicity, and (b) as regards the singleness of the sun and
moon {which are, as is argued, part of the cosmos),

Tolg pév apbaprorg Gg TG xoéopw, w8 i wépy, T4 wovadidy aixelov, Tolg
3t pbuprolc t6 mAT0oc,

the sun and moon being &pbepra and thus not requiring multi-
plicity to ensure their survival as a species, as perishable things do.
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Presumably what lamblichus objects to in this account is the
too sharp division between perishable and imperishable things in
the cosmos. If we assume that the material (aisOntéc) cosmos
takes in everything from above upepiatie, Sipnpéves and merhyfu-
cpévag, then we cannot just say that the sun and moon are povaduna
because &pbapta; that is the problem. All we can say, preserving
the essential divisiveness of the cosmos, which the unicity of the
planets seems to go against, is that in some forms the categories
Tautdtne and otdow prevail, and this makes them unique and
permanent, while in others érepétye and xivnoig are dominant,

Proclus’ mapaunbie may give us a clue to what lamblichus has
in mind. Proclus wants him to refer to the two &pyat after the One,
mépag and &metpov, in one or the other of which not only all forms,
but even all gods and classes of gods partake. Those which rejoice
in Sameness and Rest, then, will go back to mépae, while those
which rejoice in Motion and Otherness to t6 dmepov. Since Iambli-
chus accepted these entities, that is quite possibly what he does
mean, but neither Proclus nor we ourselves can be quite sure.

BOOK I11

Fr. 47

This is an answer to an aporia. Proclus has just said (4, 16ff.)
that not everything that is yevryrdv is aiclvrtdy according to Plato,
but only what is sivlietov xal dsl yryvbpevov elg dravre tov ypévov:
for the soul, after all, is yevyt#. The difficulty is then made about
forms-in-matter and qualities. They are in almost the opposite
situation, it seems, to the Soul. They have vyévesic (though being
aoswuate), and are alobryrd.

The force of Iamblichus’ answer to the aporia must be considered
to lie in his use of the Aristotelian term cuvlewpeitou. IForms and
qualities are not visible in themselves, but only in so far as they
contribute to the creation of bodies. 1t is not, then, in fact the
etdn and mowbtyreg that one sees, but the composite thing to which
their presence contributes.

What follows this fragment is a good example of an explanation
by Proclus as opposed to one taken from Iamblichus. The next
sentence is introduced by &’ odv; had it been yap, the explanation—
that the Cosmos, having both bodily and bodiless, created and
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uncreated, parts, is naturally given the epithets of the more infe-
rior parts of itself, soparosidfic and yevnréc—must have been taken
as substantially Iamblichean.

Fr. 48

First of all, the text. It seems necessary to introduce emendations
in lines 18-20 in order to secure a proper connexion between the
clauses. Festugiére is unhappy about the existing text (v. his note
ad Diehl 37, 4), and advocates inserting xal after Siéri. 1 suggest
el after duémi, giving a reasonable translation. This does not seem
too violent in view of the generally disturbed state of the text,
as evidenced by other necessary insertions.

Once again, yap in line 12 seems to introduce in substance lam-
blichus’ own explanation of why he identifies the powers and
forms in matter with ‘planes’ and the material substances created
by their presence with ‘solids’. Since Proclus approves of this
explanation, he gives it in direct speech. The comparison between
planes as the &oyatog 6poug of mathematical body, and forms-in-
matter as popen xol mépag of their substrata may seem a trifle
strained, the planes being the lowest bound of mathematical body,
while the forms and powers are the Aighest element in matter.
(Kroll's conjecture quowév (see App. Crit.) seems necessary, to
secure an adequate contrast with tot pabnparixod cduxsog.) It
might have been more apposite to take the plane as the highest
bound of geometrical body. But if we fix our attention on the
aspect of bound, the analogy is tolerable.

l. 14 t®v Aéyowv...éotiv évepbdrye. The material world
is properly the realm of étepétne, as we have seen in fr. 46, where
it is the sublunary world particularly which seems to ‘rejoice
in Motion and Otherness’, and also back in fr. g, where the logoi
descending (ultimately) from the One, when they reach Matter,
exhibit peta 1¥¢ Spowbtnros waumdAANY v Etepbtnta. However,
in spite of the tendency to Otherness, or multiplicity, of the &vuia
8y, the xotvor sivdesuor of the reason-principles ! and the forms,
and of Life, secure that only one mean is necessary. Zw¥ here

1 The phrase xowol advdespot recurs in De Ax. 385, 10 (I do not find it used
by Proclus): . .. ovppérpoc 8ad xal mpde 16 arepedv odpa cvuPifelew pécolg
TGl ®oWols GUVBESLLOG AdTHY GUVATITOVTA.

21
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seems to be synonymous with gbaue, the life-principle of the physical
world.

The explanation of the necessity for at least two means in the
case of material bodies is more obscure ; they are composite (sivlera),
of form and matter, and the Dyad is what presides over composition
and division. The statement, next, that all composites are composed
of a multiplicity of odsfor and duvaperg and thus require at least
two means, is not easy to comprehend or assent to.! I can only
assume that what is at issue here is not the Aristotelian substance
and attributes of solid bodies, but rather the various cosmic in-
fluences from Above and Below that join in the formation of
physical substances.? At any rate, the form, he says, is responsible
for one mean, and the substratum for another. This rather mysti-
fying formulation results from Iamblichus’ determination to give
a purely physical account of the necessity for two means, without
recourse to mathematics, in consonance with what he regards
as the oxoréc of the dialogue.

Proclus himself, though recording Iamblichus’ view favourably,
does not adopt it. His ‘physical’ explanation (p. 37, 14ff.) rests
on the principle that the four elements have each not one quality,
as the early physical philosophers believed, or even fwo, as main-
tained by Ocellus in his Llept ®voewg, but three, as Timaeus himself
asserts (cf. 55D, and also Tim. Locr. g8C). It is thus the possession
of three qualities that is analogous to being a solid (two qualities
being analogous to a plane figure), and two means are required
to form a proper link between two elements (fire and earth) having
three qualities opposite to each other.

This brings us to a larger problem. Is it possible that a man so
enamoured of Pythagorean mathematics as was Iamblichus gave
no mathematical comment at all on this passage (31C-32B), where
laborious mathematical comment was so much a part of the tradi-
tion? It seems to me that it is not possible, and that in fact what
we have from Proclus is substantially Iamblichus’ treatment,
with some additions and embellishments. While it would be impro-

1 We may compare, however, De Myst. 1 4:12, where o\vleta are compared
to o wpelrtove yévy: obvrakic ydp Tig adtdv (sc. @V owlétwy) ouvicTatal,
avotxelorng ve petakd napepminter xal tdoTasLg, as a result of their having
some qualities which are wpoyyodpeve and some which are éméueva.

* Ci. the personified duvduerg who abound in the Corpus Hermeticum,
particularly C.H. I and XIIT. See Festugiére, Rev. d. H.T., Vol. 111, pp.
153ff.
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per to carve out sections and declare them to be fragments, it is
reasonable, I think, to try to recover in outline Iamblichus’ whole
contribution to exegesis of the passage.

We may derive profit, I think, from comparing the commentaries
of Proclus and Calcidius on this passage. It is at this point (32A
émétav yop aplipdv teudv) that Calcidius sees fit to begin his com-
mentary, following in this, as we have seen, at least one Middle
Platonic line of exegesis. We do not know where Severus began
his commentary, nor where Adrastus, who is certainly a source
for Calcidius,! began his, but we know that Severus at least had
no use for the Atlantis Myth (see discussion ad fr. 26). I regard
Calcidius as excellent evidence for the standard Middle Platonic
attitude to the passages which he comments on, and for the view
of at least one group as to where the serious business of the dialogue
began.

If we compare Proclus (II 20, 19-42, 2, comprising two xepadata)
with Calcidius cc. VIII-XXV, we note—apart from the obvious
Neoplatonic theologising—one chief difference. Proclus begins at
p- 20, 1g with a reminder of the basic sxoméc of the dialogue. mpérov
elmelv yp7 mepl TodTwY palnpatinde, Emerta, éwep pdAioTa Wb~
newTaL, puotkédcr od yap drmpticon del Tov Adyov TH¢ mpoxeluevig
Huly Bewplag.

The mathematical treatment must not make us lose sight of
the physical nature of the dialogue.

We are then taken through a discussion of the various means,
arithmetic, geometric and harmonic (to p. 23, 8.) This is more
elaborate than, but parallel to, Calcidius’ discussion of means in
cc. IX-XII. Calcidius’ treatment is agreed to be substantially
that of Adrastus (see Waszink’s Intro. p. XXXVII); it sounds
from p. 20, 25f. (xal & ve Nuwbpoyog tadtng é6tt e 868nG, Mywv
6e06g) as if Proclus is following Nicomachus. But is he following
Nicomachus directly? He could have, of course, but he need not
have. On the subject of mathematics (as on Pythagoreanism
generally) Nicomachus was Tamblichus’ favourite author.

It is worth noting the similarities between the exegesis here and
the discussion of means in Iamblichus’ Commentary on Nicomachus’
Intro. to Awith. pp. 100-118 Pistelli, bearing in mind the extreme

! Borghorst, De Anatolii Fontibus, Diss. Inaug. Berlin 1905, esp. pp. 26-38
discusses the matter well. See also Waszink’s Introduction (De Calcidii in
Commentario Auctoribus).
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banality of the subject-matter.! Immediately at the outset we

find a similarity:

In Nic. p. 100, 15.

TpoAnTéoy B8 BTt wuplwg ava-
royiav €xarodv ol mohwol TV
YEWLETPLRNY, xO6TEpOY 3¢ HI7)
xotl TOG NOLTTHG TETAG LTV YEVIXEG
REGHTNTAG.

Procl. 11 zo, 21.

Efst ptv olv mwveg, of vopiloust
tov  [Mhdtwve S TodTwy
vewpetpuny  pesbétnTa  dpoptle-
oBar, Myovreg &hhe TE THNAR wad

)y

étL wuptwg pév €oTiv dvaroyia

PR TTOUG 7) YEWWUETPLXT], WE-
14 \ e 9 ’
cbtnveg 8 al dAhar xahroivro
&v Suweondds, xal 6 ye Nixbpoyug
Tt Eomi TR 86Emg,

dpblidc.

Mywv

In Nicomachus himself (II 24, p. 126 Hoche) we find merely:

7 8¢ éml Tadty ouveyNe YemueTpuey MEGHTNC uuplwg Avahoyia
wévy xahouvpévy due TO dva ToV adtodv Abyov Bewmpelobon mpde arfAoug
Tolg &v adry) Bpovuc.

He then goes on to describe it.

Another peculiarity of Proclus as opposed to Calcidius in his
demonstration (2r, 18ff.) that all three means can be found in all
three classes, ¢ptfuot, &yxor (which he takes as solids), and Suvapeig
(which he takes as musical scales, contra Calcidius, who has no
mention of music here, though he does discuss it ad 35C, closely
following Adrastus in his exposition). We do, however, find such
a suggestion in Nicomachus (II 2%, p. 136ff. Hoche), and this is
commented on by Iamblichus (In Nic. p. 112, 16 Pist.), though
only in the case of numbers. Proclus goes on to refer to the fitting
of all the means into solids, and then turns in more detail to the
fitting of the means into musical scales, at which point he rapidly
gets into difficulties through lack of adequate terminology. (See
Winnington-Ingram ap. Festugiére Vol. III, pp. 46-7, notes.)

It is reasonable, I think, to conclude that Iamblichus, after

1 We cannot ignore that Adrastus has the same to say on this subject
(ap. Theo. Smyrn. 105, 15ff. Hiller): vodzawv 8¢ gnow 6 "Adpactog plav v7v
YewpetpixHyv xupiwg Ayeolon xal dvaroyloay ol npdryy: Tadtng pdv yop ol
&rhou Tpocdéovtar, adTh 8'Exclvev odyi, dg drodeixvuoty v Tolg Epeliic. Kotvérepov
3¢ proL kol Tdg EAhag pecdtnTag O’ Avicoy xakeloOat dvaroyiac. Note the xowbre-
pov 8¢ in common between Adrastus and Iamblichus.
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discussing the various types of mean, giving chief place to the
geometric, then gave demonstrations of how the various means
might be found, as he does in the Comm. In Nic. It seems probable,
also, that Iamblichus took Suvépeig in a musical sense, from his
use of the word in /n Nic. p. 108, 27 etc., when discussing the
harmonic mean (he quotes Tém. 31C-32A on p. 105—with the
perhaps significant omission of Gvtwwvolv).

It would be equally unrealistic to assume that Porphyry, for
his part, had nothing to say on these matters, but to speculate on
that is outside the scope of this work. It seems much more probable
that Proclus is dependent, cither directly, or through Syrianus,
on Iamblichus’ treatment of this passage, which went beyond
Middle Platonist exegesis chiefly in insisting on attention to the
overall oxomdg of the dialogue, and the subordination of mathe-
matical to physical interpretation. Calcidius, as representative of
the previous level of comment, tends to ‘wallow in mathematical
speculations’, except in cc. XX-XXV, where he discusses the
possibility of establishing means between Firc and Earth by
postulating three qualities for each of them, a theory with which
Proclus ends his chapter (p. 37, 14-42, 2). The theory in its devel-
oped form is of mysterious provenance (though it can take its
origin from e.g. Te¢m. 56A). Partisans of the view that Calcidius is
dependent on Porphyry may take it back no farther than the
latter, but I feel that it is a Middle Platonic development.

Fr. 49

How far can all this be regarded as Iamblichean? We may, I
think, take as evidence the passage which follows, in which Proclus
states his intention of dealing with the question guowmde, “dHonep
xal *Apiatotédng Emeyelpioey’’ In which he gives 5 arguments taken
from the De Caelo (1) B4, 287a 11-23, (2) lc. 287a32-287b 7
(3) Lc. 286 b 10-18 (4) lc. 287a 23-30 (5) A7, 274 a 31-274 b,
relayed with various degrees of faithfulness.

We must make allowance for the fact that Proclus had to compile
his Aristotelian arguments from an alien work, while he can take his
Tamblichean arguments, presumably, from a commentary parallelin
form to his own. I feel, therefore, that the passage can safely be allot-
ted to Iamblichus, to the extent that the phraseology may be taken
to be his, even if we have it in a somewhat abbreviated form.
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Tamblichus, as we see, is made to assemble eight resemblances
between the Universe and its model. His exposition is in fact an
elaborate encomium of sphericity. We may question, however,
why there should be eight points. We might expect, from a Pytha-
gorean, ten. It seems to me in fact that, under point (z), Proclus
has run together 3 points, (a) unceasing motion (b) homogeneous
circularity, (c) circularity round a centre. Those, properly distin-
guished, would bring Iamblichus’ points to the satisfactory number
of ten.

This elaborate, scholastic, listing of eight (or ten) points in
favour of the sphere is remarkable, and might tempt us to think
of an Tamblichean origin for Proclus’ listing of the ten gifts which
Plato grants to the world (IT 5, 17ff.). I have tried to distinguish
parts of the noetic world (and of the supra-noetic world) which
the sphere is made to resemble; the first five (or seven) points
seem to refer to the noetic world, the last three to the realm of
the One. I would not, however, wish to make this classification
more than tentative.

Fr. 50

The most important aspect of this passage is the doctrine of
the Smepuébopiog Juy#. Plotinus had made a suggestion in this
direction in IV 3, 4: el pf 1ig 16 pév & othoeey ¢’ Eavtod Wy
winTtov elg odpa, eit’ 2 duelvov tac wdoug, v Te ToY Bhou xal The
&M o, this being a solution to the problem of how the unity of
Soul can be maintained, but as far as we can see Iamblichus was
the first to formalise the theory. In fr. 54 we see him laying down
the principle waong tafewg 7 dpéBextoc Hyeitar povig mpd Tév pete-
youévoy, and in the psychic order this requires pie xal dmepréoptog
Jux?, from which the uyh 1od mwavrée and af &ow must derive,
which is precisely what Plotinus had suggested. The Hypercosmic
Soul is here given the suitable epithets &ppmuévy and &uébexroc.
It also, however, wiow évekouaaler (this being a use of this word
not found before lamblichus (c.f. De Myst. 1I,3:71 and III,
17:143)), and in this sense may be regarded as being ‘in the middle’.

It is interesting to note Proclus’ methods of quotation in this
place. Tamblichus’ explanation, introduced by ~dp, is given in
indirect speech; Proclus does not entirely identify himsell with
it. Syrianus’ explanation of A4is position, immediately following
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(ros, 28ff.), also introduced by simple vap (t%g vap 700 mavtdg
Juyfc . . .) rates direct specch (ralra wdvra 6 wapomv Adyos Egn
gvdexvbpevos . . . 106, 7); Proclus fully adopts his master’s line.!
We must consider now who it is that Porphyry and Iamblichus
are here opposing. We are faced with an elaborate anonymous
doxography, presumably of pre-Plotinians. The question is, what
does Plato mean by 16 pégov, into which the Demiurge put the
Soul? We have seen the explanations of Porphyry and Iamblichus;
here is what they were combating and rising above (II 104, 171f.):

(1) Some consider ‘the middle’ the centre of the earth.

(2) Others say it is the Moon, ©¢ ioBpov 16V yevndy xal Oztwv.

(3) Others say it is the Sun, ¢ &v tome xapdiag iSpvpévov.

(4) Others refer it to the Sphere of the fixed stars, of whom

(a) some make it the equatorial circle (6 lonuepwvée) dg pilovra
TO TAXTOC.

(b) others the circle of the ecliptic (6 Six péowv)

3
4

—in each of which places they respectively fix t& #Hyepovicdy tob
mavrée. Following on this doxography is a short justification of
each position. I conjecture that Porphyry originally collected this
summary of Middle Platonic and Stoic opinions, but whether thus
anonymously or with credit given to authors I cannot assert. If
the former, then either Iamblichus or Proclus abbreviated it. It
is not relevant to the present enquiry to unravel the various writers
hidden in this list; suffice it to note here the common (though not
universal) feature of Proclus’ anonymous doxographies; the
opinions cited amount to five (cf. Comm. ad Fr. 53, p. 332, Comm.
ad Fr. 74, p. 364; at I 75, 30ff. there are in fact 5 Middle Platonist
opinions, pp. 268-g).

Fr. 51

Porphyry has just explained the phrase xbxie »dxiov by remind-
ing us that things that are not circular (such as a stone roller)
may be moved in a circle, whereas things that are circular may be
moved otherwise than in a circle (as, for instance, a hoop), so that
the seemingly pleonastic expression is necessary.

I propose, with some hesitation, to take the passage 3%aov 8€. . .

1 Tt must be admitied that an explanatory sentence which is plainly that
of Porphyry, péeyn vde dott tév Te vonrdv xol tév alebntdv is given
with direct speech, but this is an uncontroversial remark with which Proclus
( & Tamblichus} can fully agree.
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neptbSwv as Tamblichean, rather than as an explanation by Proclus.
The first section would be excessively cryptic, and indeed almost
pointless, by itself. Tamblichus must have explained himself
further, and this is no doubt the explanation.

The basis of difference with Porphyry, and with the natural
interpretation, is that Iamblichus sees here a reference to fwo
circles, translating ‘a circle turned by a circle’ rather than ‘a circle
turning in a circle’. Once again we must deplore Iamblichus’
twisting of Plato’'s Greek, but that is hardly the point. For Iam-
blichus the exegesis of a text is really only a pretext for doing
philosophy.

This interpretation, as Proclus would say, accords both with
the doctrine of Plato and with v& mpaypara. ‘What has been said
before’ must refer to the previous sentence, particularly ‘xai &t
Ewbey 10 chpa adth weprexddudeyv.’ ! ‘O duyinds wdxhog here must,
then, be the Circle of the Hypercosmic, Transcendent Soul, as
described in that fragment. The circle of this Soul, then, causes
the swpanxoe «oxdog of the Universe to turn.

‘ra pnlnodpeve’ must refer, as suggested in the translation, to
the passage on the construction of the Soul in 36c: ‘xal 1§ xata
TadTx kol &v TedTd Teplayopdvy wwhoel mwEplf adtag Erafe, nal TOV
usv w, tov 8¢ évtoc émotelto THV wxdwy.” When we reach frr. 55
and 56, where this passage is discussed, we find that ‘the motion
that is carried round uniformly in the same place’ is to be identified
not with any part of the Soul, but with Nous and 7 voepa Zo¥,
on the argument that this xivnaewe is external to the Soul, and so
cannot be a motion of the Soul. The outer circle of the Same, is
then, in Fr. 56, identified with 6 ywpiotdg volc, the transcendent
Intellect, and the inner circle, the circle of the Other, with voig
ay®ptatoc, Participated Intellect, which drives the Soul from within.
These will be discussed more fully ad loc.

Tamblichus can quote as further evidence for his interpretation
36DE: énel 82 xata volv 16 Edwietdvr miox ¥ ThH¢ Yuyic Eberaste
&yeYEVNTO, HETR TODTO TV TO0 dwpaToetdéc Evrdc adThg &Tex-
Taiveto xal péoov péoy Euvayaydv mpoctpuortey, ... where one
may regard the material mass as enclosed by the psychic.

IL 6-7. T BurTdc avaxvxrficers eig dvaroylav &Eer. .. This

1 On which lamblichus has just commented in Fr. 50.
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presumably refers to 36C, where the two xdxdot are related to the
circuits of the Same and the Other within the Soul.

Fr. 52

I have included the Theodorus passage only to make clear the
reference of & pév, ¥ 8¢ and 4 8¢ in the Iamblichus passage. Theo-
dorus is quoted here before Iamblichus, but only because he has
formulated in more technical language his predecessor’s distinctions.

Here we have set out the three aspects of each hypostasis, which
lamblichus seems to have been the first to distinguish, although
here there is not a question of different moments within the same
hypostasis, but of different hypostases, each representing one
relation, Nous being &Enpnuévog or québextog, % wepl 0 odue Lo
being xa” €, a condition of physical bodies, and the Soul being
weteyopévy, both separate and participated.

This is not preceded by any doxography, but only by Proclus’
own elaborate formulation. For a doxography we must wait till
p. 153, 13ff. For the best account of the early interpretations we
may turn to Plutarch, De Animae Procreatione in Timaeo. We are
faced here with the almost irresistible conclusion that Plato him-
self declined to make any authoritative statement on what Timaeus
meant by the elements which go into the making of the Soul. Only
thus can the remarkable divergence of views even among his
immediate successors be explained. Xenocrates is the first, of
whom we have evidence, who essayed an interpretation of this
passage. He offers a mathematical explanation, identifying the
Undivided Essence with the number One, and that divided about
bodies with the Indefinite Dyad; from the union of these two are
derived the system of integer numbers (Plut. De An. Procr. 1012 E}:
oi pev yap (the Xenocratecans) oddév ¥ vévesw dpbuob Svrobabut
voptlovor 5 wifer Tig dueplotov xal peprotic odolag: duépiotov pév
yap clvor td &v, uepiatdv St 6 whifog, &x ¢ rolbrewy yiyvesbar Tov
dotBudv toh Evde Spilovroc 6 mATllog xal t) ametpla mépag évtibévrog,
Fv xeel duada wahobow dbpioTov.

This we may term the arithmetical explanation.

We may note, however, that Xenocrates’ predecessor, Speu-
sippus, defined the Soul as (3¢ tob wavty Srastatol (Iambl. De An.
p- 364, 5).

That this had some connexion with this passage seems indicated
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by Plut. De An. Proc. 10238 (where the definition is attributed to
ot wepl [looeddviov): . .. Sekauever v 1év mepatwy odotav mepl
& copate yepraTy xel telte 16 vonrd pifavree dmegrmvavto TV
Joyny 18€av slvar 70l mavry Sraotatod xat’ &plBudv ouve-
aTldoav dproviay TepLéyovto.

This we may term the geometrical explanation.

Against the mathematical exegesis of his predecessors, Crantor
of Soli, pupil of Xenocrates, revolted. To him we may credit the first
formulation of the pAysical explanation, that the Soul was a mixture
&x T2 THe vorTig kol THe mepl Ta aloOnta Sokuothg ploewe (Plut. op. cit.
1012D). Plutarch goes on to explain further (ror2F ff.): ol 8¢
mepl Kpdvropa pdhiarta ¢ Puxie iy dmolapBdvovres Epyov slva
10 xplvewy td 12 vota xod T& alebntd Tdg TE TolTwv &v adTols nal Tpbe
EXAAe yryvopdvae Stapopre ol OMOLOTNTHG, &x TAVTWY Qaoly, (va
TavTe yuyvaoxy, ouyxsnpaclor tiv Juynve tabta § elvar TétTapa,
v vonty @bow &el xatd TadTd ol ocadtwg Exovcav xal TV Tepl
T ohparta maldnrinhy wal petafinthy, fr1 3¢ v Tadtol xad Tol EtEpou
S T6 ndxelvav Exatépay petéyey £repbtnTos xal TadTHTYTOG.

Crantor, then, seeing the Soul as median between the noetic
and sensible worlds, requires that it be made up of four elements,
7 vonty) puois and ¥ mepl ta sdpata wobnTia) wal petafint in order
that it may have a likeness to each of these realms, and again of
Sameness and Otherness, since both these categories are present
in both realms, and the Soul must be able to discern them.!

It is with the view of Crantor that Tamblichus will feel most
sympathy. It is likely that the passage of the De Awnima (365,
2711.), where he expresses an opinion opposed to that which makes
the Soul contain in itself all the higher beings, expresses his own
opinion. His first definition there is ‘td péoov T&v pepiotdv xol
AuEPlOTWY <TAY T copaTdy xol d>cwudtov yevav., The Soul is
able to comprehend everything above and below itself, but does
not contarn these things, as Numenius and those who follow him
would have it do.

In fact, in Procl. II 153, 15ff. Aristander and Numenius are
credited with the view of Xenocrates: dpifuséy adtiv (s.c. Thv

1 He may have taken his position from Aristotle, De An. A, 404b 16: Tdv
adtiy 82 tpémov xal Ihdtwv &v 16 Tipale thy duyiv éx T6v orolyeiov ol
yryvorouesOut yop 16 opole ©0 Suotov, T 8¢ mpaypata &x TEV dpydv elvor, taking
aroweia and apyai to be in effect the categories of the Sophist, dv, Tadtdy,
Oatepov, otaots, and xivnatg.



IN TIMAEUM, BOOK II11 331

uyiy) elndvreg €x povadog mowolow, @¢ aueploton, xal T7¢ doploton
duadog, ¢ pegrothg, which puts them in the arithmetical category,
while Severus is credited with another form of the geometrical
explanation:

ot 3¢ (Severus, 1. 25) 65 yewpetpruny Yméotasty obsav éx anpeiou
xal Sraatdosws, Tob pdv dpepode, thHe 8¢ peprotic.

Iamblichus himself gives this as follows {De An. 364, 3ff.): #or
3% vévos & T adthie O oyfue, wpag By dweTdoEwg, Ral wdT <>
Surotacig. dv adTols pev obv XzBFpac & IMiatwvinde adthv dowpioars.

I distrust the word ey¥pe in this passage. Either it is being used
in a special sense, to mean ‘geometrical point’, or we should emend,
perhaps, to etiyua. The latter I do not find used in this sense either
(though oriyu® 1s common enough), but its very unfamiliarity
might invite corruption. At any rate, Severus identified the Indiv-
isible Substance with the point, the Divided with spatial exten-
sion, which puts him in the geometrical camp.

Tr. 53

This is an extremely important passage, being the earliest
definite reference! to the triad wévn—mnpobdoc—imorpoph as a
process going on within any given hypostasis. This further articu-
lation of the Plotinian theory has been traditionally granted to
Proclus (e.g. by Zeller, 1112 ii. 713ff.), but the present passage,
like the Anon. Taur. passage, and Marius Victorinus, Hymn I1]
(c.g. 1. 71-4 ‘Status, Progressio, Regressus, () beata trinitas’ p.
638 Hadot) shows that the triad is not original with him, but goes
back, probably, to Porphyry. Iamblichus, however, is our earliest
certain authority.

We are here presented with a scheme based on the seven numbers
of the Soul, as follows: (see p. 332)

Two triadic processes are here revealed, the first for the noetic
world, the second for the world of becoming, with the Tetrad
acting as the mediating influence, gathering all of the noetic world
into itself, and showing forth all the ‘secondary creation’. The

1 Apart from tl’le allusion in Anon. I'n Parm. XIV, the authorship of which,
despite Hadot REG 74 pp. 410ff., must be regarded as uncertain. See Dodds,
Proclus pp. 220-1.
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< wpiavos Suinoopos> Movis

Suzxg ' Tpvts

— —— f —— o — e .

Scitcpos Stixaopes

dyboig ErvmaaEtoans

tetrad might tnus be taken as the Soul proper, mediating between
the two worlds, but all the numbers, and the powers connected
with them, are 1o be regarded as contained in the Soul, which,
like the Tetrad, is mévrev meprextinn and wavrov Expavrueh, of those
things above it and below it, respectively.

1t is interesting here to note the previous exegeses of the passage,
as set out by Proclus, Firsl, the anonymous Middle Platonists,
exhibiting substantially five literal, astronomical, interpretations,
with a miscellaneous group (II 212, 12ff.}.

{1) ol wév wish to relate these seven épo to the seven planctary
spheres,

{2) ol 3¢, to the distances of these from the centre of the carth,
taking it as the monad.

{3) ol B8, eig tI¢ wvisag, presumably the various movements
of the spheres.

{4) ot B¢, elg a peyeby =Hv aorépwv—the various sizes of the
planets.

(5} of 3¢, el 7a vdyr 7Tév xbxdwv—their respective specds of
revolution.
and others have other similar theories. (&ixg Towdtag &roddoede,
212, 21).

Proclus condemns all these. First, they disagree with the latest
astronomical theories (td¢ Tév veoTépwv ZoTpovipwy TYpYoei).
Secondly, Plato does not define the size or distances or time or
motion of the stars, but only says one is larger than another. Thirdly,
we arc dealing with the formation of the Soul (buyoyovia), not
that of the Cosmos (xespoyovia).

We now are given the opinions of ‘the commentators who deal
in more serious arguments’ (mpoyportaimdsotépuy Ay dvteydpevor).
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These are Amelius, Porphyry, Iamblichus (see the present frag-
ment), Theodorus, and finally (218, 2off.) Syrianus. We must
examine the theories of Amelius and Porphyry.

Amelius (213, gff.) tries to father his theory on Plotinus, appeal-
ing to &ypaoor suveustae.! This, it seems, he did to add authority
to a theory which had already been refuted by his successors,
including, no doubt, Iamblichus.

“&rel yap %) fuyn mavtev Eotl cuvexTind) TéV Eyxooulny, olov fedv
darpdvey, avlpdhmwv, aadywv, xata p&v THv povada encilv adrtiy
wav To Eyxbourey Tév Oedv yévog cuvéyewy (xal Tolrto uy
Oaupdcopey, el Bedv 7 uyh cuvextien Aéyorto: Tobto yoiv #dy Tig ?
adTH TGV pet adtov EmAveyre oA (¢ yap 6 Debde, olyl 16 Umepolotov
pbvov 00de & vole pdvog, drra xal ai Oetar Puyoal xal to Oela othparta:
TodTav odv Eotw xal 7 ToU mavrde Puyd cuvexTiny xxtd TO fautic
povaduedv Tov dptludv TepthapBavovoa Tov Oetov) - xata 8¢ v Juddax
wal Tpltdda TO Sarwdviov yévoe (Emel yap ol daipoves xal TdV
Oedov EEnpTrvTan xal udv mpovoolat, kot uiv T duada THv mpéVoLaY
adT@v dveyelper, xatd 3¢ THY TeLkdx TV wede Ozoug abtdv EmiaTpogiv
tedetol- SvrTy) ydp, domep cslmopay, v ayéoig adtdy, SubT petabd Oedy
Téelot xal Huév) c xata 38 thv teTpdda xal Evvedda ti¢ avlpw-
wivne maong mpovoel Lwhe (Sirry yap xol abry, ©6 e dupcivow
zol T6 yetpove Swipoupévy, xal TH wév &vveadt xocpel v aueivew, ¥
3t TeTpddt TdTTeL TNV xaTadeeoTépav): xata 8¢ TNV SxTada wol
clxooientddo mpbetowy Emi mav xal péypt TV EoyaTwy wal
Teretol T pdv fipecpa tH mepltTto, Ta 3 dypro TH dpTie
(pocpboots yap Suvapeoty ExaoTa XOGUEL, THIG wev dpTlong To Lpeipéva
movTayol, Tals 3¢ mepitratly To osuvétepe el wuptwtepa wal Oeloig
TAEOV TTROGAXOVTX).

This, then, was one of the identifications which Iamblichus had
to consider. It is based on Plotinus’ view that the soul penetrated
to all levels of being, a view which Iamblichus and the Athenian
School rejected. Amelius here abandons his favourite arrangement
of triads for a monad and three pairs. His efforts to explain the
pairs are strenuous but unconvincing. The double role of daemons

U Apéaeg piv yap fv el [Ihorivov dvarméumer Ocwplay G €v dypdgotc
auvouslaig mapadedopbvny Omd T@Y pet’ abTOHY Inavidc EAMAeyuévry un TpooTo)-
aapevag, TpbTav Etepov EEnyelobat mertpditar Tobe Euxeteévous Adyous.

2 Probably Iamblichus. See his criticisms in De 4#n. ap. Stob. I 3651f.
Wachs., discussed in Comm. to Fr. 88,
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we can accept, but the ‘better’ and ‘worse’ types of men pose a
difficulty. Does this refer to men and women, following the Timaeus
{42A), or to some class of ‘saved’ individuals, as opposed to the
mass of humanity? Probably the former, since the Temaeus gives
warrant for it; but later commentators, e.g. Theodorus and Proclus,
preferred to explain away the apparent distinction made between
men and women. Then the division into wild and tame animals,
though ingenious, is a fairly desperate measure. That Plotinus
went to these lengths, except perhaps in after-dinner conversa-
tion, we take leave to doubt. Ameclius, of course, had every
right to appeal to dypagar ouvousiat, as being the Master’s senior
pupil, and he had a vast collection of papers and reminiscences,
but appealing to such a source remains a suspect procedure.

Porphyry next (214, 4ff.), following on Amelius, provides the
other side of the dialectic process. The difference between the
interpretations of the two pupils of Plotinus is characteristic.
Porphyry declines to make any identifications of the individual
numbers (Proclus is astonished that he can so completely ignore
Amelius’ scheme), and declares the numbers in the soul to represent
the diatonic scale, the perfect mi%foc fppoouévov., He does state in
conclusion that the harmony in the soul may perfectly well reflect
distinctions in the external world: “xwiber 3t 0ddtv xoi Todrwv
arnfov Svrov Bpme elvan xal elxbdvag tode dprovivobs Adyoug Oty
TIVEBY TRRYUATOV 00TWG, (6 TO cHLK cratptxdy wév EaTwy, A& S 7ol
opatpteol pipmpa elvoar Myetor vob- xal cupBaiver Tabta dArArow.”
(cf. Fr. 49).

lamblichus, then, in his interpretation, takes something from
both his predecessors. 'rom Amelius, the idea that the numbers
much each have a reference, from Porphyry, that they should
refer to some internal quality of the soul. The result is a more
sophisticated identification (a pair of triads, united by the tetrad),
which we have seen above.

1l 17-18 xal yop 7 &vvedg Exet mpdc ThHy povddo cuyyéveray,
gvvéov olaa. The xal ydp makes it uncertain whether the passage
following it is still Tamblichean or an elaboration by Proclus, but
the etymology & véov still seems worth commenting on, since
Iamblichus may well have employed it here.

The ‘etymology’ seems to be a Neopythagorean formulation,
not found before Proclus and Hermeias, but perhaps taken by
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them ultimately from Nicomachus of Gerasa (though it does not
occur in the Theol. Ar.)! It is mainly applied to the Muses, as
being a progression from the monad, Apollo.

In Procl. In Remp. 11 4, zoff. we find the following:

ol 82 MoYoar mA%fog oloa t00 Mouayyétou, mpoehidv amd Tic éxeivou
uovadoc elg Tov Ehov dpBudy xal v véav Eprépevoy elvan . . .

The etymology is alluded to also #b4d. 35, 9, and 8o, 26, where
the Muses are again being referred to. In Hermeias In Phaedr.
p. 90, 27 the reference is again to the Muses, as well as to the general
properties of the number nine.

Fr. 54

For Proclus to indulge in jocularity—to the extent of quoting
Aristophanes—at the expense of the divine Iamblichus, there
must be grave provocation. Similar language, e.g. in Fr. 6 ‘6 8¢
ve Oetog ‘TdpPryoc Sdnrohoyolpevog &v tadty 1H pnoel’ though
not necessarily playful, also seems to go with disagrecment on
Proclus’s part with some excessive subtlety by Iamblichus. There
is nothing here, however, with which Proclus should not agrece
philosophically, though he might object to the propriety of applying
it to this passage.

The main principle here enunciated is as follows (cf. Fr. 50);
naorg Tdbewg 7 auébentog fiyelton povag mpd Tdv petsyopévav. cf.
Pr. E.T. prop. 21 (néca tdfic dnd povddog dpyopévy mpbewswv elg
mAffog T3 wovadt clototyov. ..) prop. 67, wicu Shétng ¥ wpod ThV
pep@v EoTy ) &x TéV pepdv A &v 1 pépet) Prop. T0T (mwdvTwv THV vob
peteybvrav myeltar 6 apébextog vodg). This is a basic principle of
Proclean metaphysics, and here we see it enunciated by Iamblichus,
whom, failing earlier evidence, we must presume to have originated
it in its full form, though (as Dodds points out, Pr. E.T. p. 236)
the antithesis between a 8hov éx tév pepéiv and a drov mpd oV wepdy
originates in Theaet. 204A-205C. Every order, then, including,

1 Unless perhaps the statement ‘eirep évveds pév wéxdnrar olovet dvag % wavra
&vrdg adThe xata mapwwulay 105 Ev.” (76, 14f. De Falco), may be thought to
imply such an etymology. But here there seems rather to be a pun on év and
&v.
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obviously, the Soul, is headed, and presided over, by an unpartici-
pated monad. In the Soul-order, this monad is 7 &y Juy# or 7
Smepovpaviog Yuyn, which is itself duélextoc by the order below it,
to wit, gbow. Thus, at least three Souls are now called for, rather
than two—¥ duébexrog Yuyy (the Whole Soul), 4 wpebexts Juyy
(the Soul of the Universe), and ) uyi) xata puéBebiv (1 pepuch duyy),
the Soul divided among bodies, in Nature, which participates it.

Such a series is reflected also in the noetic world, and is a conse-
quence of the scholastic elaboration of Plotinus’ system (see
Intro. p. 33).

Fr. 55

The passage from xal yop 098apuol gawverar . . . (1. 6) I am unhappy
about. It seems neccssary that Iamblichus, having disagreed with
all previous interpreters, should offer some explanation of his
position. And this is what we have. I would prefer, of course,
obdopold yap paiverar. On the other hand, Proclus approves tho-
roughly of Iamblichus’s interpretation, and any explanation he
would give can hardly have been other than that of lamblichus.
I feel, therefore, that the passage is essentially Iamblichean,
the xoi y&p notwithstanding. The x«l yag will then be original to
Iamblichus, and introduces his additional reason for his inter-
pretation, rather than Proclus’s additional reason for agreeing
with him. We see in Fr. 57, . 1T a xal y&p which is manifestly part
of Tamblichus’ argument.

In this fragment and the next (56), we see the three aspects
of Nous distinguished in their relationship to the Soul. Here the
‘Motion of the Same’ is to be equated with the vabg dpéfextog or
ywetotds. The Soul reaches towards it, but it in itself is not related
to the Soul, only through the voic pebextéc or aydprotog, which
is to be identified with the ‘Motion of the Other’.

Il 11-12. ivyoig axivyToc. This formulation no doubt takes its
start from Ar. Metaph. 1012b31: 6 mpdtov wwvolv dxivntov adTd.

Tr. 56

Here volg ympiotde (or apébextoc) and vole aymprotog (pebextdc)
are distinguished, and equated respectively with the Motions of
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the Same and of the Other. The Unparticipated Intellect surrounds
the two Souls, being unmixed with the soul-life and soul-powers,
but the participated one is in the Souls and gives order to their
life and powers. These two Souls seem to be 7 6y Juy# and T
pepweyy Yux? (af pepeal Juyat taken as a whole). However, there
is a difficulty here, since we find Iamblichus in Fr. 54 distinguishing
{as he must do, according to his own theory), between 4 iy duyH
(or dmepndoureg Puyn) which serves as the Monad for the tafic of
souls, from which two souls proceed, ¥ duyy tol mavtéde and ¥ pepruy
woyh. In Fr. 54, 7 & Juyy seems to correspond to the circle of the
Same, the two others to the circle of the Other, viewed as a Dyad.
The difficulty is only apparent. When referred to the noetic realm,
thc two circles represent the unparticipated and participated
Nous respectively, while on the psychic level they represent the
Soul-Monad and the dyad of Souls proceeding from it, and the
noetic ‘Circle of the Other’, the volic pelextée, penetrates and
guides the whole psychic realm, inasmuch as it is voepd, receptive
of Nous.

Fr. 57

This extract contains much that is worthy of note. First, we have
the name of a xepddawov which seems definitely part of the text
of Tamblichus’ Commentary, in contrast to the essay mepl t¥¢
& Tipatiey T03 Atde dnpryopiag (see ad Ir. 34), which I have adjudged
a separate work. Festugiére, in his translation, seems to take this
also as a separate work, but the term xepaharov seems to belie
this. As for the claborate title, we may compare some of the titles of
chapters in Proclus’ Comsnentary on the Republic. If we accept this
as the title of a chapter, it might tell us something about the struc-
ture of the Commentary, showing it as less closely tied to the text
than Proclus’s. It could have taken ‘subjects’ rather than passages
as bases for xeparoea, more like Calcidius than Proclus, while being
obviously more detailed than Calcidius. The refutations must be
assumed to concern only Amelius’s opinions about the significance
of the word vy —the title is not ambiguous in the context.

The second remarkable thing is that Proclus speaks as if he has
not gone into the matter of Numenius’s relation to Ameclius himself,
but is relying only on Iamblichus’ criticism. This raises the question
of what Proclus had access to. It is probable that therc is no simple
answer. The works of such men as Numenius and Amelius may well

22
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have been in the library, but rather than go through the labour
of unrolling them again and again, Proclus would surely be content
to accept Porphyry’s or Iamblichus’ version of what they said.
Surely the testimony of the divinely-inspired Iamblichus, for
instance, would be sufficient evidence of the substance of what
Amelius said or believed. Yet this would not preclude unrolling
Amelius in some other connection, for a first-hand account. And
yet ob yap Eyw Aéyewy must seem to us a curiously offhand expression
for a distinguished lecturer or commentator to make.

Thirdly, it is to be observed that, although Iamblichus’ reply
is to Amelius’s theory of the ypappare and yapanthpes and apifuol
of the word Juy#; what we have in fact is Theodorus of Asine’s
account of the ypappate, yapuxrhipes and dpbuot of not only duys,
but & as well, with which Tamblichus is not concerned. It seems
as if Theodorus’s commentary was to hand and Amelius’s was
not—although the report of Theodorus’s theories gives rise to the
suspicion that what is being quoted is not his Commentary, but
an essay Ilepl évoudrwv which he is known to have written. He
may, however, have lifted a section from that essay, or a summary
of it, and used it for his commentary. Proclus speaks as if ITambli-
chus might have commented on Theodorus but chose to strike at
Amelius instead, using the general term ol &ppl *Apéiov. We have
the testimony of Eunapius that Theodorus came to study under
Tamblichus; he is also said to have been a pupil of Porphyry,!
though not of Amelius. Yet, like Amelius, he was an enthusiast
for Numenius (tév Novpyvelov Moywv gupopreic I1 274, 11), and
indeed it looks as if the mathematical calculations that Iamblichus
is attacking go back to Numenius. Either, then, Proclus’ chronology
is a little vague (though he generally ranks Theodorus after Tam-
blichus in a doxology), or else it was beneath Iamblichus’ dignity
to attack the opinions of a pupil. It is fairly certain, though, that
Theodorus’ commentary appeared after Iamblichus’, though
possibly only a few years after it.

The arithmological process which Tamblichus is here criticising
is known as Gematria. I quote a description from Dantzig, Number,
the Language of Science, p. 39. *'One of the most absurd yet widely
spread forms which numecrology took was the so-called Gematria.
Every letter in the Hebrew or Greek alphabet had the double

v Damascius, Vita Isidovi, sect. 166 p. 230 Zintzen.
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meaning of a sound and of a number. The sum of the numbers
represented by the letters of the word was the number of the word,
and from the standpoint of Gematria two words were equivalent
if they added up to the same number.”

It must be noted that this fragment concerns only the particular
arithmological speculations of Amelius.! We learn nothing of
Tamblichus’ interpretation of the astronomy of the passage. Proclus
begins his own chapter (p. 263, 26) with an astronomical discussion
(vpbmog vap obToc Mdaonaitac duperne), and one may be excused, I
think, for assuming that Iamblichus also began with such a survey,
before passing on, as does Proclus (265, 29), to ‘higher’ mathema-
tical and psychological discussions.

This next passage, which relates the numbers one, two and
seven, as being the Adyor of 16 amiavéc, 10 mhavopevoy, and ta Emta
mhavopeve, to the Soul of the Universe, which contains them all,
is divided into two parts, of which the second (268, 15) begins:
‘11 & &v prbetn tededrepoy, . . .". The discussion then becomes more
Chaldacan and Pythagorean. Tempting though it is to make an
effort to find Iamblicheanisms, I feel that such analysis should be
left until a full collection of Tamblichus’ fragments can be made,
and until Proclus’s methods of composition can reccive proper
analysis.

Fr. 58

I have preferred not to translate Aéyog; in the first context (as
in the Timaeus lemma) it might be translated ‘discourse’, but in
the Tamblichean context, the meaning of ‘reason-principle’ certainly
seems to enter. It is better in such cases to leave translation (or
comprehension) to the reader.

There is here a clear case of a ‘continuative’ ydp. This is Iam-
blichus’ explanation, or the substance of it. Proclus then continues
himself (xa! Soxobor pév ai ¢€nynosig. . . etc.), by saying that all
these explanations seem to get hold of Plato’s meaning, but that
Porphyry’s accords best with the present context and with what
is said elsewhere.

1 Tt is not irrelevant, perhaps, to recall Porphyry’s testimony (V. Plot. 7)
that Amelius wished to change his name to Amerius ('partless’, instead of
‘careless’). How serious this was is not clear. No one else ever refers to him as
Amerius—Dbut it shows a concern for the power of names.
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For Iamblichus, % 8y duyn, was the monad presiding over the
dyad of Souls proceeding from it (see Fr. 54), the Omepnéoprog
Yoy, G’ Nig xol N Tl mwavrde xoi ab &rhot. It is this theory that
Proclus is combating when he says a little further on (306, 12ff.):

7 S tl pa Teelg yeybvaot xdxdot, xal’ Eactov TéHV oroystov (of
the Soul) tptiv dvrwy €le, dxre 8bo pdvoy, § d¢ 17c odolag wic év
&ppoly;

Proclus, as we have seen before (ad Fr. 55), did not like this
third, or rather, first, Soul above the other two. Porphyry’s view
of the Charioteer did not, therefore, make the Charioteer a third
soul.

As an interpretation of Plato, it is surely Atticus’ view that is
correct. The mposextiny ddvapre of the Soul is, however, a post-
Platonic formulation, perhaps Stoic, perhaps Atticus’s own.

II.5-6. alryn yop vty mwihoay xivel.

It seems that here we can discern a variation between the trans-
mitted reading of the Proclus mss. and that of the ms. to which
Tamblichus had access. Iamblichus’ interpretation implies that he
was reading ‘&v & xwovpéve S’ abtol’ at Tum. 37B (see lemma),
as against the im’ adtob of Proclus. In this Tamblichus agrees with
the mss. of Plato and of Stobaeus. Further, Proclus admits, in an
interesting passage, that it is the reading &v tolg dxpiBeatépolg
(II 308, 25ff.):

‘el 8¢, &g &v talg dxpifestépors elpopsy Tolg xexohacuévors, U
vedporto ‘&v & O’ adTol wwoupbve’, TV Eml tdv Abyov &y Ty
dvapopdv, dAha ‘16 Vo’ Exutob wivoupbvy', mioav dv dnroln tolito
v YuyAy, dmd Tol Gptopol arpaivoy adthvs TO Yop GplaTév TE SoLapdd
ToaOTOV TOE EaTL.

Proclus himself, as we have seen, favoured Porphyry’s inter-
pretation, and wishes 4=’ adtob to refer to the logos (qua Charioteer),
who moves himself and the two circles of the Soul. Honesty compels
him to admit, however, that this is not the reading of the best
manuscripts.

Fr. 59

This is a slightly confusing passage. It is necessary that the
passage beginning 3viot 8¢ (1. 8) . . . be attributed to Porphyry and
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Tamblichus jointly. A phrase of this kind might seem to be adver-
sative to the (Porphyrean) previous phrase, introduced by 3vaot
pwév. However, the qualification ‘®¢ 6§ v ITopplpiog EEnyioato el
6 "Tapfryos éméxpive’ must go with both. The passage beginning
olxelov yap ... is intimately connected with what precedes, and
Tamblichus must be regarded as subscribing to the thoughts therein
contained, and may be credited with at least transmitting the
phraseology. From duéptetov wév obv, however, their ways must
part, for it is to this part of Porphyry’s exegesis that Iamblichus
takes exception. ‘axoder’ must refer to Porphyry. It cannot, as
Festugiére thinks, refer to Plato. A man cannot éxobew his own
work ‘in a certain sense’. 1 feel, then, that Porphyry’s name has
dropped out. Since it must be admitted that pepiordv 3¢ has dropped
out, I suggest that aupépiotov also was missed out, and reinserted
in such a way as to displace Iloppipiog at the beginning of the
sentence. At any rate, that seems to put us where we want to be
as regards the sense.

Once more lamblichus is correcting Porphyry for postulating
a physical world where no such world has yet been created. We
must be dealing with the noetic foreshadowing of sense-perception
rather than with sense-perception itself. It is interesting to recall
here Plotinus’s discussion in Exnxn. VI 7, 1-11 as to how 16 alcOntindy
might have a place in Nous.

We get some insight here into Iamblichus’ psychology, if, that
is, we can claim the passage beginning &tav wotvuv... (1. 16) as
Tamblichean. One would have preferred yap to toivuv, but, on the
other band, some explanation of ITamblichus’ objection seems
required. If this is Tamblichus, then, we find him adopting the
‘charioteer and horses’ image (Phaedr. 246 Aff.) as Porphyry does,
to explain the workings of the Soul. The charioteer is for lamblichus
7, 6An Juyy, the Hypercosmic Soul. He rouses the Circuit of the
Other, which stirs up the Adyor of the things of sense, and reports
on them to the Soul in general, so that all of it, even the Circuit
of the Same, does have knowledge of ta aloOnrdé. The Circuit of
the Other, 6 3o&aoTiedg xhxhog, 1S in its best state when illumined
by the more divine part of the Soul, and then it beholds the things
of sense, transient and fluid though they are, povipwe, wioteg
and apoapodTwe.

This is all referring strictly to the Hypercosmic Soul. The human
soul, on Tamblichus’ doctrine, has no residual divine part, as Plo-
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tinus believed, although it could rise above the material world by
theurgy and purifications, by giving rein to its well-behaved horse,
the Circuit of the Same within it. The gods, on the other hand, do
have a second horse (see Phaedr. 247AB), however well-behaved
it may be, and this must be regarded as their Circuit of the Other,
their equivalent of the &hoyoc Juyh. (The godsdo indeed have §ynuare,
albeit edfvia). With this element in their souls, the gods view the
Adyor T&v alelntiv, even as the Hypercosmic Soul itself does.

Fr. 60

Proclus has just previously declared that velc here 7s 6 xaf’
&uw (p. 312, 30f.), so that he is in disagreement with Iamblichus.
Proclus goes on to give his threefold division of volg: ‘mpiitog uev
6 Belog, olog 3% xat & Snuioupyds, dedtepog Bt 6 petesydupevos Hmd THe
Juyiie, odotddne xal adtotéhne, teitog B¢ & waf’ EEwv, S Gv f duy
vogpd Zomwv. That this reflects an Iamblichean division is made
probable by the phraseology of a parallel division in Procl. In
Ale. 65, 16ff. p. 29 Westerink:

‘wod yap & vole &Ahog uiv 6 auéfextog, Efmpmuévoc dg’ Erwv TEV
peptedv yevidy, &rrog 88 6 uebentde, of xod ol uyal Tdv Oedv petéyouot
npettrovog 8vrog, &Ahog 8% dmhd TobTou Talg Juyais dyywyvdpevos, B¢
07 kol Eotv adTév TéY Yuy v Tehedtne. Cf. also In Tim. 111 101, 2411,

In each case it is the second type of voic that Iamblichus wants
to understand here, the vod¢ pebextde, presiding over the Soul
directly, participated by it, but not a product or & of it. Proclus
freely recognises the existence of this type of voii¢c, but does not
accept that that is what is referred to here. Once more, lamblichus
is too ready to insert his own distinctions into the text, and Proclus
recoils respectfully.

We may note here two principles of Iamblichus’ metaphysics (both
given as yap clauses with the infinitive), () There can be no direct
progression from the Transcendent to the Participating, but the
participated mode is required as a mean; (2z) That which is in
itself must precede that which is in another. For the former, see
Proclus ET. prop. 23 and Dodd’s note.
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Fr. 61

The ‘philosopher’ is, of course, Plato, but who is ‘the most theo-
logical of the commentators?’ Diehl assumes lamblichus in the
apparatus ad loc., but in the Index takes it to refer to Syrianus
(v. sub Syrianus, 111 379)—persuaded, it seems, by Freudenthal,®
who assumes this to refer to Syrianus, through comparing Procl.
In Parm. 1061 Cousin, where Syrianus is described by Proclus as
‘roc wév ml Beohoyixdditepov €ldog T EEnyveswg dveveyrav’. Proclus
is not recorded as describing any other commentator as fzohoyt-
xwTatog, but on the other hand it must be recognised as unlikely
that he would refer to, and criticise, Syrianus in this offhand,
anonymous way. Indeed, he refers to 6 Mpérepos xabnyeudv just
below (p. 15, 16}, and this, together with the fact that Syrianus
is there credited with a different interpretation of ‘pévovrog alévog
v évl’ seems to me to leave Iamblichus as the only serious contender
for the title here.

We must consider, however, whether Iamblichus could con-
sistently place Aion in The Good (i.e. The One). If he did, then
Aion must be identical with 74 dei 8v, which he placed at the summit
of the noetic realm, as we have seen (Ir. 2g). Aion, then, serves as
a unity which comprehends all the contents of the noetic world,
and will thus partake particularly of The One.

Proclus’s objection to this (14, 19ff.) is that The One does not
even remain in itself, let alone allow anything else to ‘remain’
in it. To have one element ‘remaining’ in another implies duality,
and this is intolerable in the case of The One. If, however, one
postulates a second ‘active’ One, this difficulty may be overcome,
although even then it is more a case of emanation on the part of
the second One than of any ascension on the part of Aion.

Syrianus’s opinion, as we learn from 15, 13ff., was that the
Monad of Being, ©o & &v, must be considered to be above Aion,
and is therefore the ‘One’ in which Aion remains.

Fr. 62

This is obviously, from internal evidence, and from the context,
a contribution to the argument against Time equalling Motion,
and so belongs to the discussion of the lemma quoted in Fr. 61,

L Hermes 16, p. 217, note 1).
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under which Proclus has ranked his main discussion of the Theory
of Eternity and Time.

Iamblichus’s theory of Time will be discussed more fully in
connection with I'r. 63. Tamblichus is thinking here of Time in
itself, 6 apebeutde, EEnpnuévos ypdvos, which indeed does not need
to be in relation to Rest, or to have anything opposed to it, as
does Motion.

The arguments are:

(1) One may conceive of many motions occurring at the same
time, but it makes no sense to talk of different parts of time occurring
at the same time.

(2) Motion must occur in relation to something at rest, but
Time proceeds without relation to something at rest.

(3) Any motion must have its opposite either a contrary motion
or a lack of motion, but Time has nothing opposed to it.

Therefore: Time is not identical with, but prior to, Motion.

In this connection I must defend here my attribution of this,
and Frr. 63 and 68, to Book III of Iamblichus’ Commentary,
in face of the éy86¢w of the MSS.1

Only Simplicius makes any mention of books or chapters in
respect of lamblichus’ Commentary, so that we have nowhere
else to turn for evidence. My arguments are as follows:

(1) Simplicius attributes a comment by I[amblichus on Space
(my Fr. go), which properly concerns Tim. 52A, or thereabouts,
to Book V of Iamblichus’ Commentary (which would probably
correspond to Book VI of Proclus’s Commentary, if it continued
that far). Admittedly there is a bothersome variant in One Ms.,
(e’ fore’) (see Comm. ad Fr. go), but I take that to be a rationalisation
by someone who observed the anomaly to which I am drawing
attention, and tried to rectify it in the wrong direction. The variant
e’ shows that the numerals were in the MSS at a certain stage
instead of the ordinal words. My claim is that Tamblichus cannot
have commented on 37D in Book Eight if he commented on 52A
in Book Five.

(2) We know from Philoponus that Porphyry’s Book II corres-
ponded at least approximately (and probably exactly) with Pro-
clus’s Book II. It seems implied by Proclus (I zo4, 24ff. Tr. 25

1 See also discussion in Introduction, pp. 60-2
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above) that he is following Porphyry and Iamblichus in ending
his first book at 27B. Can Iamblichus have rushed to eight books
by 37D?

Fr. 63

Our first considerable piece of Iamblichus’ prose unbeautified
by Proclus does not, 1 think, cause us to yearn for that which has
perished. Nevertheless, it is most valuable for style and technical
vocabulary. We may note here that characteristic of Tamblichus’
style which Proclus, in the introductory note to the mss. of the
De Mysterits, is reported to have characterised as ©6 xoupatiedy
kot dgogratixdy, which seems on the whole a polite way of describing
Tamblichus’ practice, equally evident in the present work, of piling
up a string of parallel epithets or short clauses to define his meaning
with more precision. In the first sentence of this passage we have
a good example of this: tiv 3¢ odalay adrol iy xat’ dvépyerav TH
mooteloy Staxosuficer xol cuvtatropévy TEos T& Snutoupyol-
peva xol aywpetcTe TV amotelovpévey V' fauthg Omap-
yobomn tadry suvtdrropev. as we have in the first sentence of Fr. 64:
Bt 76 Ev xal &mweipov b aldveg xel H87n Ov xal bpol way xal
Ev 1@ vhv pévov xal qpitpnrov Bv pétpov THYV vontHv &y
avertler wunhinf xal €v ovveyelq xol 19 Eoelig mdetuvuat
ol TQ apy s wol Léow xal TéAY Sraxpiverv wal pnd’ Hrioly
amodeimey THY O adrtod mepreyouévoy,

The Time which Iamblichus is here discussing is, as Simplicius
explains, 6 eEnenuévog ypdvos. ‘xat’ évépyziay’, in its activity, it may
be regarded as united with the Swxxdounorg going forth from the
Demiurge, and it will be dywpiorog from its manifestations. In
itself, however, as the ypovixd povae (in Proclus’s words), it must
be above, and separate (ywprotdc) from the Cosmos, brought into
being along with the Heaven, but not dependent on it. It cannot,
then, be regarded in itself as a measure of motion, nor yet of the
activity of the Soul. It can only be a t#&ic in the sense that it presides
over organisation, a pétpov in the sense that it is the monad uniting
all the particular temporal manifestations. xaté S9vapw, however,
it will be pslextéc, and xat’ evépyerav it will be wab’ 5w, It is this
last, Time ## 1its parts, with which the physical philosophers have
concerned themselves.

On the question of the more general dependence of Proclus on
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Tamblichus, already touched upon in Fr. 48, the passage of Proclus,
III 31, 15ff., is, I feel, of considerable importance. After referring
to Iamblichus, and quoting him accurately, if not fully, Proclus
goes on to a further discussion of the same subject, not joined to
the proceeding by any tell-tale yap, but by a 8¢ (31, 4). Normally
we could have no clue, other than a general suspicion (expressed
by Sambursky, op. cif., wufra, p. 17), that Proclus was dependent
on lamblichus. In this case, however, we can see how in fact he
does use him, with elaborations from his own pen. I would venture
to postulate that this is essentially what Proclus’s commentary in
large part is—expanded Iamblichus, together with refinements
and corrections of Tamblichus by Syrianus.

The passage 31, 15-27 must be quoted in full, and compared
with the text of Fr. 63, in order to see exactly what is happening
(I space Iamblichean portions):

Obte xal 6 ypbvog xaimep aldviog &v xata QUow dpwe elpnTat
by < Ay > A A 3~ A\ \ 7 3 ~ vy o~ /
®NTHS 6g TPde adtov ToY aléve, S 88 THY Tk adtol xel &v 1§ Tpodde
ouvéyetay T6 te TpdTepov xal UoTepov moap’ odtd whAhou Bel
totobTov elvan, ofav adth Tves UTEAQUGLY* OVTE Yhp KATE XIVAGE®Y
petaBdoets wovoy, domep émi 1 Quyfc, 0UTE HaTA COUATLRGY
’ ;l I 3 AY Rt A b74 LA ~
vevéoewv deEddoug domep Eml i picewg, olte xat &Xho TotolTov
0088y adtd Oswpntéov dpupiopévag, (thv yoe pet adtdv Tabemy
1 Tabro woléornney), A& xat’ altiwv mpofyroLy XAl Gup-
TAOXNY T ouLVEYEL TAY &TOYEVVNCEWY Xl TEwToup YOV
gvépyetay xal dUvapiy EvepynTixdy TOV mowihev wel mavto-
Jamwhy xLvhoewy.

Proclus then veers away from a closc attention to Iamblichus’s
commentary, but returns about a page later (33, 1ff.), in his
summing-up, to what seems to be a direct quotation of Iamblichus
(Fr. 64). It seems reasonable to extrapolate from this to many
similar places in Proclus’ commentary, where he gives Iamblichus
his due with a short direct quotation, and then continues with an
exposition based on Iamblichus but adapted and expanded. How-
ever, the passage above shows the precariousness of trying to
recover from the text precisely what is Iamblichean.

The whole question of Iamblichus’ theory of Time is well dis-
cussed by S. Sambursky and S. Pines, The Concept of Time in Late
Neoplatonism, The Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities,
Jerusalem, xg971. The most noticeable feature here is the exaltation of
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absolute Time, in line with the exaltation of Aion in the noetic
world, which in its turn is probably a consequence of the Zoroas-
trian deification of Aion. For pre-Neoplatonic commentators, the
passage ‘6 8 ad S téhoug TOY dmavta ypbdvov yeyovdig Te wal &y xad
éobueves’ (38C)—see Frr. 67-8—seems to have been the basis for a
definition of Time as % tob &iou xivnoig (Ar. Phys. A 218 a 33),
Theophrastus, qus. 365. Ir. 15 Xenocrates is reported (Aetius,
Plac. 1.22, Doxog. Graec. 492) as giving the definition pérpov =@v
yevnTdy xal wivnowg &tdwg, while Speusippus (Plut. Quaest. Plat.
1007B} defined it as 1o &v wwioet woody.

Tamblichus’ reference in 1. 44ff. to pérpov as a definition seems
to answer the pseudo-Platonic definition (Def. 411B 3) ‘ypdvoc
Hilov xivnous, wétpov opas’. He will accept the definition pérpov,
but only inasmuch as Time is =6 airiov xal &v duoh mavrev Todrwy
{sc. the heavenly bodies and motions).?

Fr. 64

This passage, which seems to be quoted verbatim, concerns
the way in which Time is an image of Eternity. The first sentence,
with its long line of parallel phrases, is characteristic of what we
have observed of Iamblichus’ style. It has seemed to me necessary
to emend the dwxpivovte (I 7) and amoretmovtt (1. 8) of the Mss.
to draxpiverv and amodeimew in order to create articular infinitives
out of apparently meaningless participial constructions. The
possibility of articular participles, in an oblique case, to express
the action of the verb, without a supporting noun, is a phenomenon
which one cannot accept without proof, such as I have not dis-
covered. A participle in the dative in such a case as this would
surely have to mean ‘to one discerning beginnings, middles and
ends’ etc., which is not the meaning required. I suggest that the
diacritical marks for -ewv and -ovri were confused at some stage
of the tradition by a scribe, who, like most scribes, was not attend-
ing to the overall scnse of the sentence.

. 7-8. xai domzg od xivntds amidec . . . dv  pnbely
3uxatwe. Unparticipated Time, as we have seen, is not xwnrég,
so that the moving image of Eternity is more properly speaking
76 gdvorov toliro, Time and all that which is moved by and in Time.

1 Tamblichus also discussed Time in his Comin. on the Categories (ap.
Simpl. In Cat. 353, 19ff.), basing himself there on Pseudo-Archytas.
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. 10 8rw¢ Spwe This sounds suspicious, and Kroll would
delete 6iwe, but with Tamblichus one never knows. 8iwg can,
after all, reasonably modify meptextuen, and thus adds to the sense
—it encompasses all motions as their totality—while éuwe introduces
the following clause. There is a contrast between being an dinfuy
ovata, and nevertheless being an elxwv (albeit the first Being in the
scale of Reality to be such) since the noetic world cannot be said
to be the #mage of its prior.

1. 19-20. 26. petéyer yap xal T& pécx TAv wpdTwy. Thisturns
up an interesting metaphysical dispute. Amelius, following Numen-
ius, considered that there was participation also in the noetic
world, which must involve lower grades of noetic being partici-
pating in their priors (for péBefic is a verfical relationship), Proclus
himself, in the Elements of Theology, recognises participation in
the noetic world (props. 135, 138, 163). Being, and all that is below
it, participate in the divine henads. But Proclus is being historically
accuratc here, as is Iamblichus himself on other occasions, e.g.
on the subject of archangels or epicycles in Plato. For Plato, t«
vorte were ta mpatiote (1 28), and he recognised no pébetic among
them (for to participate something is taken as equivalent to being
its image). Numenius, at any rate, must have postulated péOstic
in the highest grade of Being. For him, this must refer to the Second
Nous in its relation to the First.

For Amelius, however, the question is more complicated. Things
become clearer only when one takes in evidence a passage from
Syrianus (In Metaph. p. 109, 12ff. Kroll CAG.) which is in fact
parallel to the passage before us. Syrianus (ad Mei. M 1079a 3ff.)
is discussing the question ‘rive ta petéyovre tév dedv’ (108, 34).
Do both t& yevnra and ~a &8 participate, and of & &idwx perhaps
only some, t& copxtoedy, l.e. t¢ odpdvie? And also, how do the
participants participate the Ideas? (10g, 3.)

Syrianus’ solution is one which we sec him often producing in
his Commentary on the Timaeus. He trumps the views of his
predecessors, which he is about to list, by combining them, and
proposing that both ta vontd and ra alolvtd participate the same
Ideas, but olxelwe 17 gautoB td¢fel (109, 21). He then continues:

s

tvae 3¢ pn tapattauelo mode Ta Totalto THY ERmLYELONRETOY wdTOD,
AMrtéovy T Soxobvra wepl Tév uetexbvrwy Toic dptotorg tov [Tha-

~ 7 3 3 ) ’ A\ k4 ! \ hY A\
Ty, Novunviep wév odv xal Kpovie xal "Apsile xal td vontd
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ral To alofnTd mavra petéyewy apéoxct tév edv, Iopouple B2 péva
To alobinrd, <'TapBriye 3t olrte wéve ta vomra olte wve ta alolntd,> !
MR Ta péy modTa xal dplaTa TGHY vonTéY adTd slvat Ta PETEYOMEVY,
ta 8 éxelfev gmoyevwdpeva Talt elvat ta TovV elddv petéyovra, ThHv
Te uytedv dnhady Sudxoopov xal tov alcOnTdy.”

The resemblance between this passage and that of Proclus
(especially with Usener’s justifiable supplement) will be imme-
diately obvious, and should provide us with a notion of Syrianus’
overall influence on Proclus’ Commentary. We see now that it is
participation in the /deas that is at question. Amelius holds that
the noetic world, the véeg and the noetic gods, presumably, parti-
cipate such Ideas as Being, Sameness and Difference (poiéng,
lo6te and tavtétye are actually listed by Syrianus at Tog, 17),
these Ideas being in the Paradigm, and so prior to the noetic
entities proper.

This theory Porphyry rejected, as he would tdentify the ldeas
and 7x voyyre. But Porphyry, it scems, omitted to consider t& péow
véwy, to wit & uymoc Sudmospse, Soul and the psychic entities.
Here Iamblichus introduces hisrefinement. They too, and first among
them Time, participate in the Ideas, Time’s ‘Idea’ being Eternity.

Proclus has substituted for [deas ~& 8vrwg Bvra. Now to say
that t& vowra participate t& #vtwe 8vra, seems, to me at least,
considerably more obscure than to say that they participate idéo,
but we must realise that by Proclus’ time the Ideas were firmly
established in t6 8v as opposed to Nous, so that o dvrwe dvra would
thus be a perfectly reasonable synonym for ‘Ideas’.

Fr. 65

Here we have an unequivocal employment by Iamblichus of
the triad "Ov-Zw#-Nolg, with Zwv established as a hypostasis
between 6 §v and vol¢. Time is thus in the position of mediating
to the physical world the powers of all three hypostases of the
noetic world. Aion does not appear here, but presumably, as being
the summit of the noectic world, it contains xat’ aitiav the three
hypostases into which it is divided, and thus its image, Time,
inherits their images as well. v& &v, which is of widest extension,

1 This is Usener’s supplement, which seems necessary to complete the
sense. Doubtless, the scribe fell victim to homoeoteleuton as between aislntd
and atoOnrd.
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provides Being to the physical world. Ze+, the second in rank and
extension, provides the principle of life and growth, ‘té veartepov
viyveabou xot mpeoPitepov’, and Nous, being of narrowest extension,
provides—td yiyveclar moté, etc. One would have expected it to
provide ntelligence, but Tamblichus is limited by the text on which
he is commenting.

Proclus does not think much of this effort at the higher criticism
—robTev 82 Alav duppdveg elgnuévey (45, 12). He prefers, reason-
ably, a two-fold division, associating ‘mpesfirepov ¥ vedrepov’
with ‘yevésbar moté’ and ‘cloalbic Zoeobar’ with ‘yeyovéver viv'.

It is worth, perhaps, puzzling awhile as to what lamblichus
may have meant by his third identification here, that of the in-
fluence of Nous with ‘coming to be at some time or having now
come to be or destined to be on another occasion’. It seems incred-
ible that hc should be simply throwing in the towel here. Perhaps
we should see Nous here, in creating intelligent beings, as a prin-
ciple of individuation, being responsible for a series of separate
and distinct conscious beings, whercas Life and Being produce
continuous and undifferentiated quantities of what they produce.
This involves regarding the non-intelligent living things as less
than individuals, so that they cannot really come to be as indi-
viduals, which is not entirely convincing. However, nothing
better occurs to me.

Fr. 66

Since Proclus has inserted himself into this discussion with
xaye meifouat, we cannot safely assign anything verbally to Iam-
blichus, However, on the question of content, Iamblichus has
disagreed with the majority, including, presumably (ex silentio),
Porphyry, in declaring that the more suitable treatise in which to
discuss types of Being and Non-being would be a theological
one. He must then prove this. And how else than by adducing the
Sophist and the Parmenides? The reference to Pythagorean prac-
tice might also lead us to think of Iamblichus, though Proclus is
quite able to refer to Pythagoreans on his own. However, our
argument will run: either Iamblichus’ argument must differ from
that of Proclus, or be the same, or he gave no argument at all.
Buat if the first, then Proclus would nced to contradict or amplify
it (as he does on other occasions); if the third, then Jamblichus is
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being unusually bald and laconic, and, moreover, Proclus’ expla-
nation would naturally begin xai y&p & 7@ Xoguoty), rather than
with the simple vap; therefore, T would maintain, the second.

The Parmenides was, for all Neoplatonists, including Iamblichus
(see Fr. 1), the theological dialogue par excellence. Parm. 155E-157B,
with its discussion of t& &£aigwne and of the continuity or discon-
tinuity of xivyows, is probably what is here referred to. On the
other hand, Middle Platonic commentators, writing before the
time when the Parmenides was ‘discovered’ to be theological,
could point to the same passage as being part of a Jogical dialogue.

As for the Sophist, 237B-241D, where 76 uv &v and the problem
surrounding it are discussed, is no doubt the passage which Iam-
blichus has in mind. Again, for earlier Platonists, the Sophist was
a ‘logical’ dialogue; for lamblichus, it ranks as theological. For
evidence of his Commentary on, and view of, the Sophist, see
In Sophistam Fr. 1.

l. 13 G&v 3% »al 16 oxéppa oixelov ¢ Tiparog slvar dmo-
paiverat. Proclus is speaking very loosely here. Timaeus cannot
be referring to the Sophist or the Parmenides. It is Plato who so
refers. Does this imply that Proclus (or Iamblichus) considered these
dialogues to be later (or earlier) than the Témaeus? Not neces-
sarily, I think. I do not know of any othcr evidence as to the
views of the Neoplatonists on the relative order of these dialogues.

Fr. 65

As we saw, Ch. 6 of Book III (or VIII) seems to deal with 74m.
37D. Now Ch. 10 is concerned with 38BC. If a xeqaiatov of Tam-
blichus means to Simplicius what a xspdraiev of Proclus means to
Philoponus, then Iamblichus’ Commentary seems hardly inferior
in its detail to that of Proclus. (And there is the awful possibility,
raised in the Introduction, that we really are in the 8th Book, and
that Ir. go is from the 15th Book. He did, after all, write at least
28 books on the Chaldaean Oracles.) There are four xegdiata in

! Whether the Neoplatonists were right in this assumption is a vexed
question. CI. Dodds ‘The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neo-
platonic One’ CQ 1928 pp. 120fi.
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Proclus’s commentary between that on 37D and that on 38BC,
as compared with three in Iamblichus’. On our calculations, Iam-
blichus must be near the end of his Third Book, whereas Proclus
is on the 7th chapter of his Fourth.

This fragment is a straight exposition of the lemma, and not of
much philosophical importance. It sounds as though it comes from
the beginning of Iamblichus’ comment on the passage, or of a
section thereof.

It is interesting to observe the order of Proclus’s comment in
comparison with this (III, 49-52). First, (49, 27-50, 23), he is
concerned to prove, from this passage, by a series of hypothetical
syllogisms, that the Heaven must be dyévnrog xal dpbaproc. This
Tamblichus may well have done also. Then he turns to the subject
which we find Iamblichus discussing here: deutépa 8¢, tva xal
dpotdtatov 7 T4 mopadelypatt O Yap ‘adtés adtd) 6 odpuvde Aéyer T6H
TopodelyLaT.

We may observe from this a difference in the mss. readings
available to Proclus and Iamblichus, Iamblichus commenting on
oporbtaros adtog abréd and Proclus on adtds adtd (sc. to Eternity,
its paradigm). The accepted reading today (OCT) is adrée without
adrtée, which Plato’s own MSS omit. It is plain from Iamblichus’
gloss ‘mpog EauTov duotdtatog’ that abre is what he read, although
E and the first hand of F give adt®. The reading of the corrector
of I, and of the Aldine ed., should be accepted, with Diels. Cal-
cidius, although he paraphrases somewhat, reflects the reading
adty: ‘similis ut aevitatis exemplo similis esset uterque mundus.’

Proclus’ further development of this subject does not reflect
what we have of Tamblichus, although it is in no way contrary to
it in spirit.! It continues to 51, 21, where, beginning with a reference
to Iamblichus (quoted in the text), he goes on to the (rhetorical)
question ‘méc ypbdvoc odpavel ydpw Hméery’. This would of course
be most unsuitable, the container to exist for the sake of the

! There is even a question in my mind as to whether perhaps for ¢nalv
(sc. & ITxdrowv) in 50,26 we should not read gnolv <6 "Tdupriyog>, as the
sentence following sounds much more like Tamblichus than Plato: wég odv 8
xpbvov ‘Suototepog & odpavic TH adtolde yiyverw; b, pnoiv, dowep Ta voyTa
abumasoy Shvaply Tob albvidg Evetixdy oboay xat suvextiny A8 xod &lpdwe xal
gvialag GroBéyetar, oltw xal 6 xdopog Thy sdpmasHy T3 ypdvon yopeloay peploTic
nal Suppnuéveg Smopéuvnue, . . ." The run of parallel phrases in the first clause
sounds most Iamblichean. Be that as it may, there is nothing to conflict with
Tamblichus here.
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contained. In fact, for the purpose of imaging Eternity, each exists
for the sake of the other (51, 30ff.). Proclus seems to be answering
an aporia based on the lemma, which appears to make Time created
for the sake of the Heaven, in order that it may be made as like
as possible to its Paradigm. Since he takes Iamblichus out of
context in order to introduce this aporia and its solution, it is
probable that Tamblichus’ own comment did not include this
point.

Throughout all this discussion, in Proclus as in Iamblichus, a
proper distinction is preserved between the different kinds of Time.
What we have seen Iamblichus discussing is primarily 6 pefextég
ypbvoe, evépyeta of the primal, unparticipated Time, although the
existence of the primal Time is always implied, and stressed by
Simplicius. It was obviously difficult for anyone believing in
completely transcendent Time to work this into a commentary
on the Timaeus, where Time is plainly conceived as simply the
motion of the planets, primarily the Sun and Moon. This is why
Iamblichus has to discuss 6 xat’ dvépyeiav ypbvog, to the apparent
exclusion of 6 »xat’ odotav, or Time in itself.

1L 9-10. Jux v opotouep® @borv. There is considerable difference
in the MSS here. E reads 8wx tiv dpep®, F xara thv dpowopepy), with
3w written above xata, and the Aldine Ed. (a) xata thv duotopep,
Diels actually prefers apep?, but it is Aion, not Time, which is duep¥e
and Time’s means of imitating this partlessness is by its being
dpowopepiic. As a characteristic of the Soul this is a commonplace,
e.g. Procl. In Tim. IL. 225, 31ff.: ‘§71 pév Spoodoide oty # iy
Juyn Tpde tauTyy ual Spotopspig xal olov Hubypoug, voepd Tioo
xol AGy0g oboa voepbs, dnhot dfmovley b [TAdtwv &md Tob adtol xpduatos
& e 8 Ev adt]) nal Ta pépy mwouddv’, and Time, being at the head
of the psychic realm, has the same relation to Aion as Soul has
to Nous.

Fr. 68

As can be seen, Proclus quotes Iamblichus perfectly faithfully—in
spite of the xdyd metfopur-—which must add greatly to our confi-
dence about his general fidelity. We note at the same time that he
may leave things out. He does not, however, alter Iamblichus’
language. This, together with the evidence of Fr. 63, should serve
to sustain us.

23
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This is presumably also from Chapter Ten. It further develops
the way in which Time is an image of Eternity, by a series of com-
parisons, four in number. The passage seems in fact to start with
a direct quotation from the Timaeus. lamblichusmay have omitted 8v
after ¢omv, and written yéyovev, date for yeyovae te (or this may have
been the reading of his text), but I fear that the MSS of Simplicius
may simply be garbled, as they were in Fr. 63. I leave the text,
since it makes sense, but the reader should beware. In the third
comparison I feel the need to emend (II 8-g) 76 & doadrwe 6
gv adrd of the Aldine ed. (accepted by Diels), to the more Platonic
76 &v Goudreg &v tadtd, to secure a proper balance with the second
half of the comparison. The MSS show some uncertainty, see
App. Crit.

Proclus does, as we see, quote Iamblichus, but does not subse-
quently follow the same line of discussion (see previous note).

L. 10. suvugicTaral wpbg..., cuvvrdrvetar wpbe. .. Time's
double position is expressed by the statement that, horizontally
speaking, it is coexistent with the Cosmos, while it has a special
vertical relationship with Aion, being its image in the psychic
world. The mpdg instead of a Dative is noticeable. One might
translate ‘in relation to’ rather than ‘with’, to express the Greek
more exactly.

Fr. 69

Here again lamblichus seems to be ‘rising above’ previous
commentators, with a ‘higher’ interpretation of ‘mepipopdg’. That
this passage 45 in fact Iamblichean seems assured by Proclus’s im-
mediately following qualification (p. 60, 4): ‘“réye 8 &v v xddov
Myewv ..

The mepipopat are the orbits of the planets. What the earlier
commentators (three varieties of whom seem to be mentioned
here) were concerned with, was the question of what exactly these
orbits were:

(1) ot &mixvxror. We get an elaborate explanation of these
by Adrastus, @p. Theo Smyrn. Expos. pp. 158-166. ITamblichus
points out in Fr. 7o (III, 65, 7ff.) that epicycles are un-Platonic,
whatever about their intrinsic validity. They are in fact a product
of Alexandrian ingenuity, specifically that of Hipparchus, devised
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to overcome the difficulties arising from the theories of Eudoxus
of Cnidos.

(2) «t dverirrovoar opalpar were the theory of Eudoxus,
amplified by his pupil Callippus, which involved the planets having
a varying number of contrary orbits, the combination of which
explained the irregularities observed in their paths.!

(3) at 8rar opalput may be the continuous spheres in which
certain of the early physicists believed the planets to circulate,
or this too may refer to Eudoxus’ theory.

Tamblichus rejects these physical explanations, taking the
mepLpopal to be the vospal fuyal of the planets. Proclus rephrases
this proposal (60, 4) by suggesting that it is into the Suvdpeis t¥g
dane Yuyfe that the bodies of the planets are put. ¥For Iamblichus,
the seven voepal Quyai of the planets must be in fact % 8y $uy,
which maintains its unity in spite of its seven-fold division.

1. 10-17. d¢ % Batépou meptodog meptdyel... This, while not
quite a verbatim quotation, seems to reflect a reading %yev at Tim.
38 C.

Fr. 70

First, the extent of the quotation, about which there might seem
some question. One should not, I feel, be deterred by the phrase
(65, 28) g elmopev mpbdrepov, which refers back to 65, 1ff. There is
no reason why Proclus should not insert a cross-reference to himself
into his transcription of someone else’s work, since this is not
formally a quotation, cf. Fr. 1o (I, g3, 30) where he has added
¢ elpnron xal mpbrepov (referring to g1, 17f.) to a clearly Tambli-
chean passage. More disturbing is the fact that epicycles seem
accepted here as a fact, even if a subsidiary one, whereas Iamblichus
roundly condemns them at the beginning, at least as regards
their relevance to the elucidation of Plato’s meaning. It is not
difficult, however, for Proclus, who does not reject the applicability
of epicycles, to so alter the text of Iamblichus, by the addition of
‘whvoy’, ‘wal Sua TabTe udv yap’, and ‘xal’, as to make it acceptable to
himself, at the cost of blunting somewhat the force of the sentence.

Iamblichus, I would suggest, rejects the first two opinions,
that of the pabnuatixot and that of the dotporeyixol, and gives a

De Caelo p. 422 Heiberg (Fr. 122 Lasserre), and ibid. p. 492 (ir. 124 Lasserre).
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third which finds support, it seems to him, in the text of Plato.
A morce convincing place for the Iamblichean material to cnd is
66, 8, where Proclus continues in a way characteristic for the

addition of ones own opinion to a previous one—'elmolg 8 av xal
Som ..

L. 5. 1dg Tdv émndurav maperowvrrfoets. Jamblichus realises
perfectly well that a writer like Adrastus or Theon of Smyrna
choses to ignore, that it is anachronistic to bring epicycles into
the interpretation of Plato. He also condemns # amd t¥g Co¥c
¢mBory), which was the suggestion of Porphyry (followed by Theo-
dorus). The problem concerns the interpretation of ‘zvv 8¢ évavriav
elhyéra adrq Sbvopv’ about which there was much uncertainty
in antiquity, and in modern times (see Taylor’s note ad loc.).

Calcidius (cc. 109-xx12) lists three (Middle Platonic) ‘physical’
interpretations of ) &vavria dbvawtg (probably here following Adras-
tus):

() Mercury and Venus travel in the opposite direction to the
Sun, from West to East.

(2) Mercury and Venus appear alternately as morning and
evening stars, either catching up with the sun, or being caught
up with by him.

(3) Venus appears now ‘above’, and now ‘below’ the suin, making
an excursion of 50° in either sense. She is furthest east of the Sun
when she appears as an evening star, furthest west when she appears
as a morning star. Calcidius gives a geometrical proof of this,
with diagram, very much in the manner of Adrastus, as observed
apud Theo. This view is in effect a refinement of the second theory.

Porphyry rises above these physical explanations. For him,
as for all the Neoplatonists after him, the inequality in speeds of
the planets, and the évavmiétng of Mercury and Venus to the Sun,
must be above all due to differences in their Souls, that is, in their
true selves.

His explanation is most interesting, as it involves a distinction
between olsta, {w# and vele, obviously influenced by the Chaldacan
Oracles. It runs as follows (p. 64, 11ff.):

“The cause, according to them (Porphyry and Theodorus), of
the equality or inequality in speed (of the three planets) arises
from the Intellects (véec) being related to the Essence either
immediately or through a number of intermediaries (% adt60ev
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7 Sk mhebvewy) and from their turning to the same goal, even though
through different intermediaries, or again to various different
goals. The Sun, being Essence, journeys to Intellect through Life;
Venus, though being Intellect, yet proceeds through Life to Intel-
lect; Mercury is Life, but proceeds through Essence to Intellect.
This Intellect, however, to which they all three turn, is in one case
‘essential’ (odgt@dnc) In another, ‘intellectual’ (voepdc), in another,
‘vital’ (Totwdg); wherefore, although moving with unequal speeds,
and seeming to trail behind and precede each other in turn, they
end up in the same position,

And as for Saturn and Jupiter and Mars, they might be in differ-
ent sections (tufpara), and for this reason not be of equal speed;
but even if they were to be in the same intermediaries, they are
not of equal speed. As for example if Saturn were in himself Essence,
and proceeded to Essence, while Jupiter did so through the medinm
of Intellect alone, and Mars through the medium of Intellect and
Life, one of them will be immediately in Essence, another through
one mean, another through two, and in this way they will not be
of equal speed; for of the planets the first triad is related to Essence,
the second to Intellect, and the Moon to Life, comprehending as
it does all generation in itself, and extending itself to the furthest
recesses of the earth.”

This may seem to the layman the purest nonsense, but I relay
it in full because of its extreme importance for Porphyry’s philos-
ophy and for the relationship between Porphyry and Iamblichus.
What should this elaborate scheme immediately remind us of?
Nothing else but the arrangement of the noetic world in the Chal-
daean Oracles. Three odaton or Baairels odaiideig, three (demiurgic)
véeg, and the dSwelwxde, which can be identified with Hecate, the
Soul of the Universe, or the Moon. We have seen Amelius being
affected by this in his doctrine of three Demiurges, and lamblichus
himself in his essay ‘On the Speech of Zeus in the Timacus’ (cf.
Comm. ad Tr. 34 and App. C), but here we find Iamblichus conde-
mning the whole construction as artificial and un-Platonic. This con-
servatism is no doubt partly a byproduct of polemic, but we find
Tamblichus on a number of occasions taking a conservative line
against Porphyry’s excesses (as he does, also, against Amelius in
Fr. 71). Theodorus seems to have carried these triadic elaborations

v See Lewy, The Chaldaean Ovacles, Exc. VII {or a useful diagram,
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and other fancies to their furthest extent, while the Athenian School
—certainly Syrianus and perhaps Plutarch of Athens—retreated
from such positions and on the whole sided with Iamblichus,
while elaborating on him.

At any rate, Iamblichus is not here prepared to accept a ‘Chal-
daean’ solution to the problem of the different speeds of the hea-
venly bodies, and of the dvavtia 3dvapig of Venus and Mercury.
We only have his account of the first four heavenly bodies relayed
to us here—unless, as is possible, Proclus continues to semi-quote
him, after interposing his own views (66, 8-22) at 66, 23ff. In that
case we might conclude that Iamblichus viewed the three other
planets as follows (67, 22ff.): &y tewsg 2ot Kedvou piv el "Apeog
Bxpwy Bvtwv xol &vavtiwy dirfhorg, xofl’ Boov & pév cuvoydg, & B¢
Jratpéoecwg altiog, wal & pév Yoewe, 6 3¢ Oeppdrytog, Tob B¢
Aibg &v péow tetaypévou xal elg ednpastav dyovrog adtdv Tdg Snue-
OVPYLXAS TCOLGELG.

This is a suitably simpler arrangement than Porphyry’s, relying
as it does on the traditional astrological values of the planets
in question.

Having rejected ¥ t¥g lo¥c émpBory, however, lamblichus has
still to explain the évavria 3Vvaptg of Venus and Mercury. His
explanation is still psychological rather than physical, and is as
Proclus says, ‘simpler’, though he does not generate a very con-
vincing évavriétne. The power of the Sun, he says, is incomparable
with those of the other two. They are his helpers, and help each
other, and it is only their great inferiority in power that makes
them &vavrion.

The description given by Julian (Or. 4, 150 BC) of the work of
Aphrodite in assisting Helios agrees well with the present passage,
which may encourage us to assume an Jamblichean origin for
both:

€ott O obv alty olyxpasic TV odpaviewy Osdv, xal THe &ppovieg
adTdy #t ghle xol Bvootg. ‘Hilou yap Eyyde ofox wal supmepibéonoa
xal mAnoelovoa wANpeol pév Tov odpavdy edxpucinag, évdidwor 3% T
yovipov 14 YY), meopnDovpévy xal adty tHe deysvestag Tiv Ldwv, Fie
6 pév Bacureds “Hhwog Eyet thyv mpwtoupydv altiav, Agpodity 8¢ adrd
ouvaiTiog, 1) Déhyousa pév Tée Yuydc NeY oby sdppocdvy, xataméumovsa
8¢ elg yiv €& aibéooc adyag #3loTug xal dunpdrove adtol ol ypustou
GTIATVOTEROLG,
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Fr. 71

Ouce again, as in Fr. 70, Iamblichus is in the position of checking
the excesses of his predecessors, in this case Amelius, by an appeal
to the facts, to “What Plato Said.” He is thus in the position of
the conservative, condemning irresponsible innovators. It is plain
from the word mpostificle, that Tamblichus’ main criticism is con-
tained in the previous passage, which is a statement, and criticism,
of the views of Numenius and Amelius. The passage takes the
form of exposition of the view of, first, Amelius, and then Numen-
ius, to each of which is appended a criticism. I have raised the
suspicion at other such passages (cf. Comm. Fr. 50) that Proclus
is taking the opinion plus criticism straight from Iamblichus without
checking his sources further; in this passage it is virtually certain
that that is what he has done. Nonetheless, I will leave it to some
bolder spirit to include everything from 103, 18 in the Fragment.
Had Proclus been more honest, he would have written, e.g. mpdc
pev oy Tobroug obTtwe avtsipmke, mpostifele but he preferred to
cover his tracks. I cannot therefore quite incorporate the passage,
but give a full account of it below.

Numenius, to take them in chronological order (ro3, 28ff.)
ideutified =6 8 &0t {Hov with his First God, which intelligises (vozt)
by using as an instrument the Second (¢v mpoayp7oet Tob Seutépon)
which he identifies with Plato’s vot¢, and which in turn creates
the world, using as an instrument the Third, which he identifies
with & Swaveobpevoe (from Plato’s dievorv). Proclus has alrcady
({n Tem. L, 303, 271f. ad 28C), told us about Numenius’ three gods,
6 matnp, 6 mownthg and 7o motguo or, as Numenius called them,
mdnmog, Eyyovoc and édmébyovoc. Numenius thus postulated fwo
Demiurges, the higher operating év wpooyp#hoer of the lower.! This
possibility is also entertained by Plotinus in that most ambiguous
and interesting fragment, Enn. 111, 9.1, which seems also to give
a starting point not only for Amelius’ triad (see below), but for
Porphyry’s view of the Demiurge, as also for those of Iamblichus
and Proclus (see Comm. Tr. 34).

Amelius (103, 18ff.) derives from this passage of the Timaeus
particularly his triad of demiurgic intellects, & v, which he iden-
tifies with 16 6 éot Lddov; 6 &ywy, which he derives from the &vodooag

1 For a good discussion of Numenius, see Dodds, Entretiens Fondation
Havrdt, Vol. V.
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(i8€xc) (“for the second does not exist, so much as that they exist
in him”—od yap Zotwv & dedrspog, &N elosiow &v abrd); and 6 bpdv,
from “waBopay’.

Iamblichus’ criticism of Amelius (103, 23-28) is that Plato said
that the Ideas were iz 6 & 2o Loy, it is not the case that the §
gomi Loov is different from & & & Eveiow ol 18Ean.

Of Numenius his criticism is as follows (103, 32-104, 8):

Tabra 32 81 pév #yer Twag »al’ Eautd Snpopds, TwEbddnAoy, ody
obtw 3t dufjpnrar viv Umd tol IlAdrwvog, dore Erspov pév elvan Tdy
voolvta voly, Etepov 88 TOv Stavoodpevov- ol yap dvtidianpst Tag &vepyelag
6 IMadrwv Tolc Evepyolaw: amd yap Tév Evepyodviev ol &vépyeaa,
udihov 3¢ émi Tov Oelowv ooy odvdpopor mpbe Tag obsias. 6 88
‘Sievorln wal 6 ‘%kefopd’ Tol Snuiovpyueod vol mpdc T Tagdy dg
gvepyfnato Tapohapfdvetat. moAkol Hpa Bl Tabra avmidimipeioban
o adtdy, & odvdpoud Eott Tpds THY mboragy adTob.

“It is obvious that these assertions reflect certain real distinctions,
but they do not correspond to any distinction which Plato makes
here, to the effect that the intelligising Intellect should be distinct
from the planning one. For Plato does not set up activities as being
distinct from their source; for activities proceed from their sources,
or rather, in the case of divine entities, are coincident with their
essences. The notions represented by ‘he planned’ and ‘he beholds’
are to be taken in the present instance as activities of the demiurgic
Intellect. It is most improper, then, to set them up in contrast to
him (the Intellect), when they are coincident with his substance.”

It was Iamblichus” own view (Fr. 34) that the Demiurge com-
prised the whole intelligible world, so that he naturally vigorously
opposes these divisions. His addittonal refutation consists in assert-
ing that Numenius and Amelius cannot base their constructions
of the noetic world on Plato’s statements on the One or the Universe
in the Sophist, Philebus and Parmenides, as these dialogues give
no warrant for constructing a continuous account of ta Osia, but
discuss each entity separately, toig olxelowg dgoprouoic. An inter-
esting remark for a Neoplatonist to make.

This mention of these three dialogues is interesting. That the
Parmenides concerns the One is generally agreed, but it is good to
see here lamblichus’ view that the Philebus concerns the Universe
(cf. In Phileb. Fr. 1). As for the Sophist, we can gather from In
Soph. Fr. 1 that it concerns the sublunar realm,.
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Fr. 72

We have already seen, in Fr. 69, that Iamblichus considers
‘EDnuev el Tag meprpopds’ (38C) to refer to the placing of the planets
in their souls. We learn here, from Proclus, that the ‘ensouling’
also joins them to ‘the whole soul of the Circuit of the Same’,
not to be confused with The Whole Soul proper, which here scems
to be referred to as % xooutxs, Yuys, but we remember that Proclus
was not happy with Iamblichus’ theory of the Whole Soul (Fr. 54).

Tamblichus’ identification of % to0 wpatiorov ppévnaig with the
Paradigm is, we must believe, a distortion of Plato, who merely
meant the outermost sphere of the Heaven, the Circuit of the
Same, although the phrase is peculiar, putting the Mind of the
Universe in its outer edge in a Pythagorean manner, even as the
Heart of the Universe lies in the Sun. But, again, we are not con-
cerned here with what Plato really meant.

Proclus agrees with lamblichus that this passage describes the
establishing of the stars (and planets, although Plato is speaking
only of stars), in the actual noetic Paradigm. # {dywoig tév dotpmv
thus involves four stages: (1) inclusion in their individual souls,
(and so with the Circuit of the Other of the Whole Soul, cf. Fr. 69),
{2) union with the Circuit of the Same, (3) assumption into
the Cosmic Soul {the Whole Soul), and (4} establishment in the
noetic Paradigm. If we transform the last three verbs into nouns
we get edvadig, dvayoyn and évidpuate, all theurgical terms, applic-
able equally well to the ‘individual’ soul. See Lewy, Chald. Or.
ch. IIT “Theurgical Elevation’, and De M ysterizs, passim.

(Cf. also Appendix A, Iambdlichus’ Theory of Prayer, where
these terms occur).

Fr. 73

All we can safely claim here is that Iamblichus took the ‘pole
stretched through all’ as the adpavés, although he doubtless quoted
the Cratylus to reinforce his point. The passage of the Cratylus
referred to is 405 CD: ‘. .. xai évraifa iy ‘6uol wdinowy’ xol wepl
TOv olpavdy, ol¢ 8% ‘mbéhoug’ nahovary, xol [TAv] mepl TAv &v TR O
dppoviey, B 37 ovugwvie wedeiter, 8§11 Talte wavto, & gacwv oi
xopdol wepl povswdy xal &oTpovowiay, dopovia Tl worel dux
TRV T

If we take the Heaven as the ‘pole that is stretched through
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all’, then says Proclus, (139, #ff.) we cannot regard the earth as
‘winding’ around it tomixds, aria 3’ Epelw TG TPog adTOY GuoLd-
1nTog cuvvebouow eig o péoov, in an effort to imitate the sphericity
of the Heaven by gathering itself round its own centre. Proclus
introduces this as his own contribution to this far-fetched inter-
pretation (Aéyorr’ &v obv xatd TadTyy THv dmfoAiny), so that we
cannot know whether Iamblichus gave any further explanation of
his interpretation then the reference to the Cratylus. 1f he did,
then surely it must have been on the lines given here by Proclus,
and indeed this optative may be only Proclus’ way of appropriating
and paraphrasing lamblichus.!

This passage, and specifically the word iahopévny/eihropévyy, is
one of the most vexed in the Timaeus. See Taylor, and Cornford,
ad loc. However, it is not our business to decide what Plato meant,
only to observe that Proclus thought it meant oguyyouévyy xal
cuveyopévny (p. 137, 6), and that there is no indication that Tam-
blichus thought otherwise. The possibility of the interpretation
ethovutvny xal otpepopévry (p. 138, 7-8) was still recognised (as
that of Heraclides of Pontus and of Aristotle), but rejected. The
reading \opévny 3¢ 19y which, as Taylor claims, settles the matter
in favour of the motion theory, is not recorded by Proclus, and had
probably dropped out of the tradition early in the Alexandrian
era.

Once again, Iamblichus is devising a psychological interpre-
tation to replace a physical one (we do not learn what Porphyry’s
view was, but we assume that it was physical, unless Proclus
simply failed to check), though the Greek will hardly stand it.
If we substitute for "tév . . . Tetapévov’ ‘tov odpaviy’ we get inhopévry
nepl Tov ohpavéy, whereas what Iamblichus apparently wants to say
is that it packs itself around (its axis) 3" 8pekw of the sphericity
of the outer heaven, 16 dmhavéc. But at all costs a ‘higher’ meaning
must be extracted.

1 It is not unlikely also that the passage immediately preceding our
fragment (138, 30ff.: xeat pévror xal 10 ‘retapévov’ dvdeinvuton Tirhviov elvar Ty
ploy tebtyy Sdvapy Ty @povprTiny THe dvaxuxAicews TEY BAwv) may be taken
from Tamblichus, cf. Procl. [z Crat. p. 56, 13ff. Pasquali: sal tay’ dv & Iatwv
2v vobTotg Tob Tev Titdveov dvbpartog Strtag EEvynoeig Huiv dpyoetdelq napudilwow,
&¢ ‘TouBriyde te wal "Apéiog dvayéypageyv: Tirdvag yvoe & wiv mopa 16 Suxtetvely
gl mwavta Tog EouTdv duvdpetg, & 3¢ mopd 6 't dromov’ xexAnabal gnotv. ..’
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BOOK IV

Ir. 74

This fragment represents a compromise. One might stop at
168, 7 . . . dAnbelag, or one might go on to include the whole account
of Orphic theology which follows, together with the interpretations
given with it. It would be most helpful if one could include all
of this, because it contains much of what is regarded as Proclus’
theology of the traditional gods, and how their various mani-
festations may be reconciled by postulating the appearance of
versions of the same god at different levels of reality. But the
links in the text make it unsafe to do this. Even the passage 168,
7-15, which I have included, cou/d have been begun ‘Iubayépeioc
vap &v 6 Tiuaog'. T have included it, in fact, only because (a) as
usual, if Jamblichus is going to refute and condemn his prede-
cessors, he must base his position on some explanation, and since
Proclus adopts his position, that explanation is presumably con-
sonant with that of Proclus, and (b) because this account of Pytha-
goras’ Orphic initiation is taken from the *Iepdc Aéyog, which is
quoted verbatim in Iambl. Vit. Pyth. 146, p. 82 Deubner: ‘<Adyog>
6de mept Oeddv ulaybpr 6 Mvnodoywm, tov &EéuaBov dpyiaabele év
ABrfporg wolc Opaxiors, "Ayheopdue TeAeotd weTadivios, ©g dpa
*Opgpets 6 Kadhbrag wara 16 Ilayyorov 8pog Hmd tde narpde mvushelc
o, . . .

By itself this proves nothing. Proclus was quite capable of quoting
either Tamblichus, or the original ‘Iepde Advyog. Indeed the difference
between the Aefnfpoc of the Proclus MSS and the A#Bporg of
the Iamblichus MS5 would seem to indicate the latter possibility.
On the other hand, in the circumstances, it is not unreasonable
to assume that Iamblichus used the evidence of the ‘Iepoc Adyoc
to bolster his argument here. It is also likely that he went on to
expound the Orphic theology—he was, after, all an authority on
the subject—but at that point I prefer to draw the line.

40E 5 must seem to us a rather perverse place to begin a new
book, as opposed to 40D 6 (mepl 8& tév dAhev Sawdveyv). T would
suggest that in fact in Porphyry’s arrangement the first lemma
of Book IV (V) took in the passage ‘wepl 3¢ tiv dAAwv Soupdvov . . .
&yéto nal Aeyésbe’ as part of the Introduction to the Book, and
thus it may have been left in an ambiguous position. In Proclus we
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find this passage divided into three xepdraix, forming a conclusion
to his Book IV. This arrangement may go back to Theodore of
Asine,—as we find him quoted (IIl 154, 1gff.) on the problem as
to why Plato called the yevesioupyol Bz0l here Saipovec,— and after
him Syrianus. However, this problem may have been raised, and
answered, in their respective introductions to the next book.

Be that as it may, the subject of Proclus’ Book V, and Iamblichus’
Book IV, is the sublunary gods. Iamblichus’ introduction may
have included a discourse on the respective roles of gods, angels,
daemons and heroes, similar to that given in the De Mysferizs.
The passage III 165, 3-166, 29 may in fact be substantially Iam-
blichean, but it would be unsafe to claim anything detailed at this
stage of our knowledge.

In the present passage, it is worth noting the five-fold division
of anonymous ‘opinions’ which Tamblichus refutes (cf. Comm. ad
Fr. 50). Taken together, they cover the efforts of previous thinkers
to rationalise the traditional gods. Some of the terms used are
curious, for instance guianixal Suvaperg (if this is indeed the reading),
and ‘souls’. Plotinus believed that souls might share in the govern-
ment of the universe, while others believed that they could only
observe this, and this may be what is referred to here. The ‘guardian
powers’ would have to be conscious beings of some sort, no doubt
daemonic or angelic.

Iamblichus, then, is not a rationaliser in this sense, but neither
does he leave the traditional gods in their traditional forms. We
will see in the succeeding fragments what in fact he does do. His
reported opinions here must be related to his treatise Iepl Qcév,
which undoubtedly influenced Julian and Sallustius, and of which
he is probably repecating or paraphrasing relevant parts in his
commentary.

Fr. 75

With the identifications of the encosmic gods, we seem to enter
on a section closely dependent on Syrianus. In each case we have
a doxography, culminating in Iamblichus, Theodorus, and Syr-
ianus, the only authorities to be mentioned by name. Porphyry,
Amelius, and all other previous commentators have been demoted
to ol pév and ot 8¢ In the present instance, we have a list of eight
anonymous identifications for Gé and Uranos, (173, 7if.), then
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Iamblichus, then Theodorus (173, 24ff.), then Syrianus, intro-
duced by the following passage:

tabta 8¢ €ldke (sc. all the previous identifications), fyoSpen detv
Gomep dogahole metopatos Eyesbar wHe Tob nalbnyepdvoc fudy mapo-
ddoews: St yap Tadtng To MEV TAMUUEAT Tav dofaspdtov peviiuela,
talg 3¢ xabapwrarars dvvelars "Tapfriyov cuvvedbpela’.

It sounds as if Syrianus is claiming to expound the theories of
[amblichus in their pristine purity, as against the excesses of
Theodorus, to which we have just been exposed. Yet the cnsuing
exposition bears no close relation to the identifications of Iambli-
chus just given.

Iamblichus’ definitions here are redolent of his style, a string
of epithets joined by xai. The sum of the epithets is somewhat
bewildering. Obviously, I'j can refer to nothing material. If we
refer it to the encosmic gods, it must in them refer to whatever is
analogous to ‘Earth’, that is, the stable and permanent element
in them. We are, after all, discussing the sublunary gods, as Proclus
points out (174, 18), so that all these mythological names must
somehow be referred to them. Iamblichus’ term &yuéoiot Oeol may
be a broader category than that of Proclus, but since Proclus
does not contradict him in this, we may presume that he felf that
they were referring to the same class of gods, the véou Beol. Proclus
does claim here, after all, to be following the xafapdrarar Evvorm
of Iamblichus.

Earth and Heaven, then, are to be regarded as the two extreme
axpbmteg of the encosmic, genesiurgic gods, to wit, their most
stable and their most active elements. Proclus, on the contrary,
seems essentially to identify ‘Heaven’ and ‘Earth’ with the forces
of mépag and dmewpla, respectively, at work in the sublunary realm.
(see esp. 175, 30ff.) ‘Heaven’ seems to be in fact the logos of the
Demiurge at work in the world.

Fr. 76

We seem with each succeeding definition to be sinking deeper
and deeper into a morass of jargon. However, ‘Ocean’ and ‘Tethys’
are to be identified as the two means between the dxpétrnrec ‘Earth’
and ‘Heaven’, still as applied to the encosmic gods.

One might have expected ‘Occan’ to be analogous to Water in
this scheme, but where then would Tethys fit in? The element
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&x- in dxeavog, however, makes it suitable to preside over Fire and
Air, leaving Tethys to be the power behind Water and Earth.

Proclus begins his discussion of Okeanos and Tethys (176, 10)
by reminding us that there can be no question of any union of
previously distinct elements to produce these two new entities,
as some erroneously postulate, but that they arise xata piav &voow
sl cupmhonny Thv duvdpenv ddatpetov, which the theologians call
yapoe. Tamblichus must surely have also held that there was no
genealogy here, but merely a listing of the characteristics of the
encosmic gods.

‘Ocean’ then, he defines as the intermediate xwytd aitie in
which a number of entities which he lists participate. The use of
the word péooc is a problem here, as elsewhere. If Ocean is a péoy
aitia it 1s not primary, but must have a mpaty or wpwrticty altia
prior to it. One might presume this first cause to be the Demiurge
himself, or Phanes, from T11 101, off.

“3t6 87 xol *Opgebs Pdvrrd e tov Bedv Toltov mpooyydpsucey g
Exgpulvovta Tag vontas &vadug xal {hov adt@d poppas avébnxevy dg &v
adtd ThHe Mo T altiag TAV vontév Lowv Expavelong xal idéag
roAvetdels GO TEV vonTdv Bedv TodTwg TeptAnTTLd L L L

The péov airia then, produces, or is participated by, péoar Juyat
and fowai and vovjoers. Presumably these come between Shwr uyal
etc., and pepueal Puyat, general (divine) and individual souls.

Fr. 94

Phorcys, Kronos, and Rhea are here stated by Iamblichus to
divide the sublunar realmin three, ‘thosc before them having divid-
ed it in two’. It has not previously been made clear, it seems to
me, that that is what Uranos and Ge, or Oceanos and Tethys,
were doing. However, both the previous pairs did set up a dicho-
tomy, thc former pair representing extremes (dxpdrtyres) in the
Universe, the latter representing wesétnres.

The division here seems to cut across rather than supplement
the previous identifications. There arc three spheres here ecnvisaged
betwecen Heaven and FEarth.! Kronos, seen as a monad, pre-
sides over the aether, Rhea, as dyad, developing the Suvapeig

! This seems to be a Chaldaean division, cf. Psellus, Ecthesis 1149c,
p. 189 Des Places, wherc we have tpele UAaior xéopor, presided over by a
triad of wothp, Sdvapig and vols.
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latent in Kronos, presides over the air, and Phorcys, as triad,
presides over the watery element, bringing the procession (of
Suvaperg) to completion. From him, as we learn, ot é£%¢ Basureic pro-
duce the visible order. We must presume that this refers to Zeus,
Hera and their brethren, who are dealt with in the next fragment.

This is a considerable elaboration on the Orphic system, which
involved only a sequence Kronos-Rhea-Zeus, but something had
to be done with the text that was given. There is a progression
in four stages. Uranos and Gé are responsible for Suvdpsie xpetrroveg
and &rar Lwai; Okeanos and Tethys preside over péoor uyal
xol Coal xal vonoelg; Kronos, Rhea and Phorcys are subordinate
to these, and constitute a triad bringing certain Suvdperg, presum-
ably péoow duvdperg, to completion; finally Zeus, Hera, (Poseidon
and Hades), constituting a tetrad, the number proper to material
creation, bring to completion the realm of yévesig (comprising
pepteal Loal, piseig and Suvapere).

I cannot claim to follow with any confidence Iamblichus’ plan
in all this. We cannot safely credit him with the doctrine of mani-
festations of the same god at different levels (see fr. 74), which
seems to be a development initiated by Syrianus. It is probable,
however, that his scheme of exegesis was more coherent than
Proclus’ references to it here would lead us to believe.

Fr. 78

This, as Proclus says (189, 22) is the third wpéodog of Beol yeve-
crovpyol, and their fourth téérg. After Tamblichus’ placing of Kronos,
Rhea, and Phorcys over the three sublunary spheres (see last
fragment), acther, air and water, there might not seem further
room or employment for their offspring, but Zeus was traditionally
demiurgic, and must be fitted in this capacity. Iamblichus seems
here to give him a general supervisory role over the whole of
generation, telecwoupyde masic The yevésewe. Proclus later (19o,
16ff.), qualifies this Zeus as the lowest of the Zeuses, but as I have
said above (fr. 77), I can find so far no clear evidence that Iambli-
chus had yet formulated the theory of the same god reappearing
at different levels.

Hera, as we see, has also a general responsibility for generated
things, being for them the cause of cuvoyy, mAfpwsic and Lwi,
coherence, fulfilment, and life. She seems to do for earthly things,
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in Iamblichus’ scheme, what Oceanus does for ol péoar Juyal
and the other intermediate cssences (fr. 76).

The ‘brothers’ are not further specified, but left as assistants
in the vyevesoupyds dnpuovpyte. Poseidon and Hades are being
primarily referred to, I presume, and Proclus must have them in
mind when he characterises this td&wg as a tetrad (189, 24), the
tetrad being proper to the creation of the ‘realm’ of generation.

With this the ‘procession’ of encosmic gods comes to an end.
The whole passage seems on Proclus’ evidence to have been given
its earliest full exegesis by Iamblichus. Porphyry fades out of the
picture, though ol pév and ol 8¢ occasionally appear. We may
suspect that this exegesis of Iamblichus’ closely follows, or is
followed by, his {lepi Oeév, which had primary influence on Julian’s
(and Sallustius’) beliefs about the gods.

Fr. 79

The subject of discussion in this passage is the nature of the
gods who organise creation (yévesw wateulbvovreg, 196, 11}, that
is, the gods beneath the moon (197, 23). For how much of this
Tamblichus can be held responsible is not certain. All that he is
certainly quoted on here is the duplicative characteristic of the
sublunary gods which goes with their decrease in power.

Proclus has identified those gods who mnepimorolot gavesdss,
with the odpdwiot Ocot, the planetary gods, and those who gaivovrar
%0’ Goov &v E0éhwor with the sublunary gods, though this latter
identification, he feels (II 195, 1}, requires some explanation.
Their éyfpare are invisible to us, but they may take on visible
bodies in response to a summons, or for some purpose of their
own. They are not to be regarded as having an odoia % OAy svppe-
pwypévn as the Stoics assert (cf. SVF II 307), nor even duvdpeig
and é&vépyeir mixed with Matter, their essence being unmixed,
according to Numenius’ formula. They are in fact mdvry qpiyeic
mpods v Ay (196, 25), administering the material world without
drawing from it any contamination, a formulation of which the
Tamblichus of the De M ysteriis would thoroughly approve.

It seems reasonable to suppose that [amblichus first made such
a division as this between heavenly and sublunary gods, and that
he characterised the sublunary gods in the way here laid out.
It is probable also that he used the Stoics and Numenius as butts
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for his criticism. Since, however, his formulation was not remark-
able, Proclus felt no nced to credit him with it.

Who, we must inquire, are the twenty-one %yesudvec, and the
other three classes here described ?

One might begin more confidently with a consideration of the
Sexadapywt, or decan-rulers. These are deities of Chaldaean origin,
perhaps brought into Greek calculations by Hipparchus, although
the word is not attested by LS] until Hermeias. They presided
over decans, divisions of the Zodiac, each decan being a third of
a sign, i.e. ten degrees. There were thus 36 of them, to cover the
360 degrees.

Certain views of Iamblichus’ on the place of decadarchs are given
by Damascius, Dub. et Sol. 358, (Vol. 1l p. 216 Ruelle), in answer
to a problem concerning the dméiuror Beol (p. 213, 11f.): ‘el péver
gréhutol elow, %) xod Eyubopiol Tiveg ol Sexaddpyon wal Ledioxpdropeg
xol Opovbpot xal xpatarol’; In other words, are these deities only
dméiuror, or are they in the cosmos as well? Iamblichus thinks that
they arc also encosmic: “ofte 6 péyag "Laufruyog obtwe Eyew cuyyw-
pet, ofte & ahnfing Adyos. Ta yap Todix Tob wéopov poipal Tvég elow:
gynbopiol dpa of Lpdonpdropes, dote xal ol Sexaddpyon xal of dArot
ravtes, of Te xotexArnpobymoav TO wiv. elol piy TodTols GudvuLst
xal ambéhvtor Oeol, dmoddtwg Tév adtév TposaTidteg, Momep xal
TGV X0GPOKPATEWV ExaGToG LT TOG, § pev Eyxdopag, 6 82 beprbopiog.

We see here vestiges of a theory which we could not confidently
claim for Iamblichus in fr. 74, that of manifestations of the same
god at different levels. The cosmocrators (the planetary gods) can
be also above the cosmos, and so can the ouevupor of the rulers of
the zodiacal signs and of the decans. The decadarchs proper, if
wc may so term them, will rule above the moon; above the cosmos,
their archetypes rule dmoidtwg; below the moon, it scems, they
suffer a mysterious doubling, and emerge as 72—perhaps still deca-
darchs, perhaps something else. I have as yet discovered no clues.

The twenty-one fyepdves are even more mysterious. I can find
no analogy for this number. All that occurs to me is the following:
2I is 7 == 3, and each of these numbers has a possible reference.
If we imagine an influence from each of the seven planets extending
into each of the three elements (oroiyela) fire, air and water, which
extend in consecutive layers between the moon and the earth,
then one might conceive of the %yepéveg here as the ‘leaders’ of
each planetary influence in each sublunary element. These, however,

24
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must be themselves above the moon: it is the 42 #Hyspovioar of genes-
iurgic gods descending from these who arc properly sublunary.

These are all ‘Chaldaean’ refinements, which require further,
separate, research into the Oracles. Their mention, here, however,
scems to show that Tamblichus’” Timacus Commentary was not so
free of Chaldaean influence as the surviving fragments would
suggest. From Dam. Dub. et Sol. II 232, 13ff. Ruclle we learn that
this doubling process is a Chaldaean doctrine: towe 82 xoi &xeivo
& adrov &vdelnvurtar, 8t 7 odpovia &Edc &v T4 Imd cedhvyy nbope
Simhacaleron, domep xal ol Xahdolor ta Gmovpdvia yévy Tav odpavicy
Sirhacio mopudiddasiv. Along with their doubling, as Tamblichus
bears witness, goes a lessening of power.

Fr. 8o

It is first necessary to defend the inclusion of the passage adty
3¢ ... Lo, which contains a description of four kinds of death,
suitable to four types of being. T think we must conclude from the
fact that Tamblichus considered that ‘not even the first mode of
death’ was attributable to encosmic gods and ‘essential’ (xat’ odotov)
daemons, that he has previously made some mention of various
tpémor Davatwv. Since Proclus mentions four such just previously,
and relates Tamblichus’s declaration to them, it is unreasonable
to deny any connection between the two. On the other hand, all
that we can safely claim is that Iamblichus recognised these four
modes of death, and applied them to the beings mentioned. The
language must be regarded as that of Proclus pending evidence
to the contrary.

A close parallel to the language of the second part of the passage
can be found in De Myst. 1. 10 (33-34), where Tamblichus is re-
plying to a distinction which Porphyry has made between members
of wa wpetrrova yévn which are unab? and those which are drwad?:

33

Evd 32 003t wadmyy Séyopor thy Stelpeotv. obd” 6ol y&p TéHV
®pELTTEVOY Yevdy oty dumafitc obd dmabic ofitmg dg dvtidtatpodevoy
mpog 1O malnrdy 008 g TeQuxdg wdv déyeclan e maly, 3 dpetiy
¥ abtév % Two EAAY omoudatav xatdoTaoty dmohshupévov. GAN 81i
TavTeAGc ELfpnTal TH EVOVTLOCEWS TOU TAGYEW ¥ Wwh TdoyEw,
ral 87t 0UdE méQuxev Bhwe maoyEw, xal 8Tt xat odoiav Exel TV
dtpemTay oTEpebTnTH XxATd ToUTo v Bhowg alrais Tifepat o dmabic
nol &tpemTav’.
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Tamblichus is not here discussing death, but only subjection
to w0y, Nevertheless, on similar subjects we find him using similar
language (cf. In 1%m. fr. 39, where the closencss with the De Mys-
tertis does not mean that we have not a quotation from the Com-
mentary).

This fourfold distinction of kinds of death is of great interest,
bearing in mind the doctrine of the 8ynue, and of the yiréves which
the soul puts on and sheds again in its descent and reascent through
the planetary spheres. For a good survey of the development of
theories of the tynue, see Dodds, El. of Theol. App. 11 p. 31311

Fr. 81

The question under discussion here is as to the identity of the
‘immortal” and ‘mortal’ elements. Proclus begins his chapter with
a three-part doxography, of which Tamblichus is the third.

(1) Some (“‘ol "Artixol xal "ANBivar xal Totobrot mvee”’, 234, 9if.),
permit only the Aoyuc) duyy to be immortal and grant destruction
to % &royog Lw) obumasa and 10 mvevpatikdv dynue The Yuyie,
granting them an existence only in connection with the elg yéveow
gomn e Yuyds, its life in the body, and preserving only the mind
{vol¢) as immortal.

Can we assume from this passage that Atticus and Albinus in
the 2ud Century A.D. recognised the existence, if only the mortal
existence, of a mvevpatindy Bynpea ? The evidence is that such entities
were recognised in certain quarters at this time. Clement of Alex-
andria (Strom. II 20. 112-113) tells us that the Basilidian Gnostics
believed in a mpooyptnpévoy mvelpe or mpoagune guyy which was the
organ of passion. Again, Galen (De Placitis Hipp. et Plat. p. 643
Muller) recognises, and seems to approve, the possibility of an
adynedée te xal aibepddeg odpa (incorporating Aristotle’s view of
the nutritive soul in De¢ Ger. An. 736b 27ff.), which might serve
as a mpdrov Gymua for the soul, itself immaterial, St o pésov th
pde TaAAx cwpata xoweviav AawBdvet. This &yque it would natu-
rally divest itself if on separation from the body. The author of
the pscudo-Plutarchean De Vita et Poesi Homer: (prob. 2nd cent.
A.D., vide Diels Dox. Gr. 99) states, as the view of ‘Plato and
Aristotle’, that the soul at death takes with it 76 mvevparindy,
which acts as its &ynua (c. 128), though how permanent such an
Synua 1s unclear. Alexander of Aphrodisias (Simp. {n [’hys. gb4,
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19ff. Diels), at the end of the 2nd Cent., knew of the doctrine of
the &ymue, and, like Atticus and Albinus, opposed it. [amblichus
himself, in his de Ansma, (ap. Stob. I 378 Wachs) gives it as the
opinion of ‘Eratosthenes and Ptolemy the Platonist and others’
(probably neither the astronomer nor the mathematician, but two
Platonists of the 2nd Cent. A.D.; it is not of great importance in
the present context 1) that the soul ael eivow &v soper, and amd
cwpdTev adTiv AemToTépwv elg 1o doTpemd) mahw [eloowilovst]
COUETA.

It seems to me that there is ample evidence that Atticus and Al-
binus knew of the gynpe.?

What was the view of Atticus, at least, we learn from a later
passage of the De Anima (ap. Stob. I 379, 25tf. Wachs): *Artd
3&> xai <&Ahotg miol> TThatwvinols od suvdoxel (sc. the notion that
pure souls join with bodies purely, souls of an opposite nature
in an opposite fashion), xab’#ve 3t Tpémov cuvredfewg Tde Bhoag
Juyse TOUE CORLAGL CLVEYOUGLY, HIEAVTOS del pdv xal &l maane vempa-
Thoswg THY Juydv mpolmottbévres TtHy dAoyov xal TANRREMR
wal Evurov Juyhy, &v adty 8% xotoxospoupbvy THY wowowviay THG
hoyuedi EmeiodyovTeS.

For Atticus, then, the dioyog Juyyn of the individual was a bodily
phenomenon, necessary as a prerequisite for the descent of a soul,
but not surviving its departure from the body.?

(2) The second school of thought is represented by of mepl
Mopgipioy (234, 181f.). They are described (a trifle sarcastically),
as petplhrepol xal mpudtepor than the first group. They decline to
impose so-called destruction upon the &ymua and the &ioyog Juyf
but say that they are resolved into their elements and in some
way dissolved (avardesBor) into the celestial spheres, from which

1 If this were fthe Eratosthenes (see F. Solmsen, ‘Eratosthenes as Platonist
and Poel’, TAPA 73 (1g942) 210ff.), then the whole doctrine goes back to
Hellenistic timces, and may have rcceived amplification by Tosidonius.
Cf. Reinhardt, Kosmos u. Sympathie p. 380, note 2.

? We may note that Origen (Contra Celsum 11, 60), writing c. 246-8 A.D.
accepts an adyoetdic abpa: T& piv olv yvbueva mept JuyTic TelvnubdTov pavtaoy-
otor dd Twvog Gmoxetnbvou yivertar, Tob xotd TRV dmecTHxLioy v TH xohouvpbve
avyoetdel ochpott fuynv.

3 An analogous notion is found in the Hermetic tradition, ci. Hermes ap.
Stob. I 290, 13f{. Wachs: émei Tolvuv 76 mvelua olx elyzy &v 5 w080t Ty Lw Ty
wivow, THy 3¢ fracTiedy, wal TadTgv fprocey dppovia Yrodoyxy obowv THe Sux-
von s Lwig, where a uyy Brastixy seems to be presupposed as a Hmodoyn
for rational life, and thus for the rational soul.
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they were originally combined, and that these are mixtures (pupa-
pata—the components of the &ynuo are now being referred to)
given off by the celestial spheres, and that the soul collects them
during its descent, so that they both exist and don’t exist (&ove
wal glver TabTe xal wr) elva), but that they cease to exist as one
composite thing and do not preserve their identity (3i.6tyra).

This belicf, which (as Proclus—or Iamblichus) points out, finds
support in the Chaldaean Oracles (p. 47 Kroll), is also expressed
by Porphyry in De Aniro Nymph. 11 etc. It is also in fact that of
Plotinus, Eun. IV 3, 15 and 24.

I believe that Iamblichus himsclf presented these two views,
before stating his own, which is that the &ynpa and &royog duyy
survive intact, not dissolving into nothing or into the spheres, but
taking their origins from the gods themselves and not the universe.
Iamblichus was quite well aware of the views of Atticus and Al-
binus, as we can see from the De Anima, and his assertion that the
gynuo does not owe its existence to ta Oela ocdpara seems to be a
direct criticism of Porphyry’s view. As usual, however, I refrain
from including the doxography in the fragment proper.

Tamblichus, then, is forced to take <6 Ovyrdév as being so called
merely because it is concerned with mortal affairs. Proclus agrees
that the &ymue is not destroyed, but is in some difficulty to explain
the use of the word Ovytév (235, 9-236, 30). To us it must seem
obvious that it refers to the material element of man, the body,
but for ancient commentators, particularly the Neoplatonists,
the matter was complicated by the identification of the ‘younger
gods’ with the planetary gods. When, therefore, the Demiurge
says ‘drepyaleote Lo xal yevwdte tpogiy e Sidbvreg adfdvete ol
olivovra madv 3éyese’, this, especially the last injunction, was
taken to refer to the astrological influences of the planets on human
life, and the final return of the various passions (the yiréveg) to the
planets which generated them (see Proclus’ next chapter, 238,
29-242, 7)

The other difficulty—and it is one that has cropped up before—
is that, for Neoplatonist commentators, Matter has not yet been
created in Timaeus’ scheme (it is not to be dealt with properly
until 47E, with the introduction of o 8 dvoyiijc yuyvdpeve, as we

1 This is the doctrine also of the Oracles, as set out by Psellus (Exeg.
112446, pp. 162-3 Des Places, and Fr. 158 Des Places).
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can see from Calcidius’ treatment), and so whatever apparcnt
references there may have been previously to Body or Matter
must have some mctaphorical significance. This has been a cause
of difficulty to Tamblichus on a number of occasions.

At any rate, Syrianus is now brought on by Proclus to solve the
problem with one of his characteristic ‘portmanteau’ solutions
(236, 31ff.). The §ynpo is up to a point immortal and up to a point
mortal:

TOG WEv GmpdTNTaS THG dhdyou Lwfg T0 mvebpo mepérey wal sivon
tadrtag pete Toh dyNpatog ddiovs k¢ antd tob Snulovpyol Tapmyuéves,
tadtag 8% Zxtowopdvag wal peptlopévac momelv v Lwiy Tadtvy, Ay
mpoougaivouaty ot véor Oeol, Bvnthy pév olcay Subtt Tov weptspov Tabitov
amotifecbat wote THY Juyay dvayralov, btov dmoxatasty Tuyolow
xabdpoewe, Toluypoviwtépay 38 Thg 1ol shpatog TodTou Lwic.

There are then, for Syrianus (and for Proclus), two aspects of
the Synpe or mvehipe. The first is immortal, created by the Demiurge
himself, and comprises the dxpdrnreg of the irrational life—the
Symuee in itself, one might say. dxpdtme has a special meaning for
Proclus and Syrianus, to wit, the highest point of an hypostasis
or level of Being, which is united to the level above it (cf. El. of
Theol. propp. 146-8), so that the &ynpa proper merely deals with
the prefiguration xat’ aittav of the irrational part of the soul in the
rational part, and it is this axpétng which, it seems, survives the
ascent and purification of the soul and is thus immortal. But the
arphtytee are also extended and divided (sat’ évépyewav, one might
say) into the actual irrational life of the soul, and in this capacity
are formed by the ‘young gods’ and are mortal, being dispersed
during the soul’s ascent and purification, although they do survive
the body for some length of time, sufficient, at any rate, to be
tormented in Hades, for instance.

To these subtleties Iamblichus, it seems, did not attain. For
him the &ynuo is simply immortal. We get more information on
his view of it from the De Mysteriis. We hear, in IT 11 and 14,
of the adyoedes mvelpa in connexion with divination. It is this
which is illuminated by the éximvowx of the gods, particularly in
the process known as gwtig dyay?, or gwtayayie: alty (s.c. puTdg
dywyn) 87 mov To mepelpevay T gurd) aibep@pdes xal adyostdig
Bynpo emhaunet Ocly o, 8 ob 3% gavrasior Oeiar xatahapBdvoust
ThV & IV gavtasTuay Sovouy, xwobuevor UTo th¢ Boulcewe TV



IN TIMAEUM, BOOK IV 375

Ociv. This &ynue, then, provides a medium through which divine
images may be impressed upon the pavrasio on the imaging faculty
of the soul.

We also find, in De Myst. VIII 6: 269, a theory of two souls,
one issuing from «6 modtov vaytév, the other introduced into us
from the circuit of the heavenly bodies:

Abo yap Eyer Yuyde, GO Tabte euot T yexpparte (sc. the Hermetic
writings) 6 &vlpwmoc. xal % pev EoTv &rd 105 TPGMTOL VoNTol, peTérovou
nal THe Tob dnuiovpyel Suvdpens, 7 8¢ evdiBoudvy &x ThG THV adpavicwy
TEpLPoods, el Wy émeiaomet ) Oeomrinn Yuyd. tovTev 37 0ltwg ExdvTry
T 1év &md 1OV wbopev elg Hude xalhxover Puyig Taic meptddoLs ouva-
xorovbel Tév wbopwy, N 3t amd Tol vonrol vorthe mapolou THe yevesL-
oVpYol wUkAoemwe Omepéyer, xal %ot adTiy 1} Te Maig ylyveton THS
elpappeviic xal ) mpbe Tolg vontols Ozobg dvodug . . .

We are not, however, told that the second soul, &vdi3opévy éx tic
TGV ovpaviwy TepLpopas, is mortal, merely that it is subject to IFate,
in contrast to the higher soul, by means of which we can escape
from this world through theurgy.

Tamblichus gives his view also in the De .dnima (ap. Stob. I
384) as follows (Festugiére, in his translation, makes this a section
on The Fate of the Ivrational Faculties of the Soul, which scems
reasonable):

‘ol 8t mept [Thwrtivov THg atdesws mputoTapivoug Exelvng THg
yoplodong adtag (SC. Tdg Aéyovg Suvduels) dmd T6D Adyou, B wal
apetong elg Ty yéveow, ¥ xal agaigolers awd ThG Stowolrgr &’ Tig
oA Sitthg 36Eng ylyvetan Sudxpioigt Hror yae Adetal Exdory Sdvoplg
&hoyos elg Ty Shnv Latv Tob mavtdg dg’ g dmepsptsly, f wal f1u
podiote pévet apetdfinrog, womep fysltar [lopglpiog: ) xol ywpt-
oleloa dwd THe dravolag ) 62 &Aoyog Twi? péver xal adty
Sixowlopévny &v T&H xbopw, Gomep ol modaitbTaTor THV

tepéwv amopaivovrar.’

‘The most ancient of the priests’ are simply one of the two
devices by which Iamblichus introduces his own views in the De
Anima, as any rcader of that work will recognise. This does not,
of course, mean that Iamblichus is not here referring to existing
doctrines, such as those quoted just above, from De Mysi. VIII, 6.

The view here attributed to Porphyry is peculiarly phrased,
but accords well enough with the evidence of the Timacus Commen-
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tary (I believe that Heeren's emendation of mss. % xai to § xal
must be adopted, contra Festugiére). Porphyry assumes the dis-
solution of the individual faculties from each other, but imagines
the psychic stuff from which they sprang to subsist permanently
in the Universe (presumably in the spheres of the relevant plane-
tary gods). This is Hermetic doctrine, as given in the Poemandyes,
for instance.

The theory of two human souls, as opposed to a rational and an
irrational part of the same soul, is referred back to Numenius by
Porphyry, in an essay [epl tév tHg duyde Suvapewmv (ap. Stob.
I 350, 25 Wachs.—unless indeed this is part of his treatise On the
Soul):

&rhot B¢, dv xal Noupdviog, ob tpia pépr duyfic wits 7 ddo ve, Td
hoyiedy xal &hoyov, dAAx 8Vo duyac €yewv Mpic olovron, GHomep
A\ oy \ A A M Aoy 3 A A 3 z
xod EAR, TV Wwev Aoyuny, THv 3¢ dhoyov: ol pdv dugw abavatoug,
ol 82 Thy Aoywny abdvatov, Thy 8¢ &hoyov od xatd Tag dvepyelag poévoy
aptortaclar THe mowc wwhoews, FARG kol xat odetay SteAdeslat.
{Numenius, Test. 36 Leemans.)

TFrom other evidence ! it is clear that Numenius belongs to the
class of those who make both souls immortal. Probably Porphyry
has Atticus and Albinus in mind as representing the second group.

The real difficulty in Numenius’ and lamblichus’ position, it
seems to me, is not the postulation of a second soul (they share
this view with many, as we have seen), but the immortalisation
of it. 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.

I will end this discussion by quoting the passage from Olympio-
dorus noted above (In Phaed. p. 124, 13ff. Norvin), as it puts
Tamblichus well in context:

‘8tu ol pdv dmd THg hoyudic Yuyie &yer hg Epddyov Eswg amabava-
ttlouowy, k¢ Noupfvioc: ol 3¢ péypet e picews, ¢ IThwtivog v 6mou.?
ol 8¢ péypt The ahoylag, K¢ TGV wev Tahady Hevorpdtng wal Lmedau-

1 Olympiodorus In Phaed. p. 124 Norvin (Test. 38 Leemans), and Joh.
Philop. In De Amima p. 9, 37 Hayduck CAG XV (Test. 30 Leemans).
2 e.g. Enn. IV 7, 14.
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mog, TV 3¢ vewtépwy “TduPhiyoc xal TThodrtapyoc.t ol 3 péypr povne
e doyueig, G Hpduhag ol Hoppipog: ol 3 péypr pdvou Tob vab,
obelpovst yap Thv S6Eav, G¢ mokhol tév Heptmarnrixdv: of 8& péypt
e Shne Yuyiic- elelpovol yap o uepixae elg Thy vy’

We see here that Olympiodorus distinguishes Numenius’ position
from that of Tamblichus, inasmuch as % Zpduyoc £Es, whiclh must
be the ‘embodied’ aspect of the Soul, or the ‘ensouled’ aspect of
the Body, may be distinguished from 4 dhovyle.

Fr. 82

This passage is immediately preceded by a rather curiously
personal reference to Aflieus, who maintained that there were fwo
mixing bowls (this being the point of 6 xpdtne &omv elg pév. ..
at the beginning of the lamblichus quotation). As it is both remark-
able and short, T quote it in full. If Proclus is being honest, it
means that he personally consulted Atticus’ commentarics, not
only on the Timaeus, but on the Phaedrus:

‘nal Eydrye el Tov guhomovaTatoy Attikdy adpace Sirtéy wou
TOV xpotipx Adyovta £hpwv, xal Taity cloldta opdSpa mapénealal
Tals pNoeorr pépvntar 3¢ Gpowg Exelvog ol SutTol wpatipns xal Thv
Daidpov EEnyodpeves.’

Atticus, to solve his difficulties about the nature of Demiurge’s
activities at this point, resorts to the expedient of two mixing-
bowls, despite the plain indication of the text ‘émil tév mobrepov
xpatTipa.’

This passage, indeed, as Proclus points out in the beginning
of his chapter, is a stumbling block to those who wish to make
our souls isaZior and dpeodoror with the divine souls (245, 19f.) as
does Plotinus, while being a supporting text for those who want
to make a difference.

Jamblichus himseclf postulates only one mixing-bowl, as war-
ranted by the text, but preserves the difference between divine
and human souls by a doctrine of different A9Eeig, within which

! Tamblichus’ partner here, Plutarchus, is probably Plutarch of Athens,
as Norvin assumes in the Index. However, the scholion on the passage gives
us instead of Plutarchus a mysterious Paterius, whom one would dismiss
out of hand, were it not for the fact that he is quoted at three other places
in the Commentary (85, 1; 104, 21, and 113, 5 and 12), as well as by [’roclus,
In Remp. 11 42, 9; 134, 9; 380, 25 (schol.}.
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the demiurgic Adyor, coming forth from the ‘mixing-bowl” (which
on lamblichus’ description sounds very like Hera, or even the
Chaldaean Hecate—at any rate, a female, life-producing principle
assisting the Demiurge) give to each type of soul (divine, daemonic,
human) its proper pétpa t¥i¢ ouvayfs. From an excursus by Proclus
subsequent to this (252, 9 xal el T 8ct 7% euf) povrsle mpooéyewy.
—256, 21), we might gather that what is at issue is different pro-
portions of odata, Tavrérrne and Erepdryg for divine, dacmonic, and
individual human souls respectively (254, 4£.). As 1 do not see
anything clse which the pérpa t%¢ suvnyfc could refer to, I assume
that this is what was in the mind of Tamblichus also. We may
recall herc his formula in FFr. 46 about certain cosmic entities
‘rejoicing more’ in toutétyg, and others in érepdrnz. The same
components are in all souls, but in different proportions, so that
different elements are dominant.

Ir. 82A

Although this reference to lamblichus comes under the lemma
41D, T feel that Proclus is really harking back to a doctrine of
Tamblichus that has been bothering him since 35A, which Iam-
blichus took to refer to the Hypercosmic Soul, rather than to the
Soul of the Universe (Fr.52) ‘el még yop av elg xopdv Exeivig
guéuvnto’ would thus refer to the former passage rather than to
this, while Tamblichus is exhorted to look to this passage (‘zév
phTEpoY wpatiipa, v @ THv Tol mavtdg Yuyiy xepawwde Euoye’ as
further evidence of his wrong-headedness. This, therefore, has
rather doubtful status as a fragment. It is more of a testimonium
to an on-going argument in Proclus's mind against Iamblichus’
position, and I accordingly number it as an appendix to fr. 82.

Tr. 83

This is a comment in particular on ‘t& t&v mwedshey Vméroima.
Proclus (257, 5ff.) would identify these with dméroira Tdv péowv
vev@v rather than tob &xel wpaparog, the previous mixing of the
cosmic souls, of which, he says, the mixture was all used up on
that occasion (cf. 36B). What, then, does he make of mwpdsbhev?
Within ~& péoa yévy, he argues, there are some that are dupdrara
xal vogpd, some that are uéow, and some that are Eoyare. It is these
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#oyare that are here being mixed, and they are Hmérowma of the
highest degrees of uéoa véva.

This, however, 1s not given as Iamblichus’ view. He, it secms,
stressed the transcendent superiority of those vévy; which go to
make up divine souls. Presumably vévy refers here to the categories
dv, tadTéy and Odvepov rather than any class of angels or daemons,
and Tamblichus wishes the divine souls to be made of components
of a different degree of purity from thosc of individual souls. This
would accord well with his general psychological theory.

Proclus accepts this, but also wishes to stress the dpolorys sub-
sisting between all classes of soul.

Fr. 84

This passage presents a number of difficulties. Lirst of all, what
arc we to understand by of wept tov péyav "lapPargov? Taken along
with the reference in fr. 81 to an ‘lamblichean group’ of interpreters
(or philosophers), onc is constrained to belicve that it is something
more than a mere literary circumlocution for Tamblichus himself.
At any rate, I persist in taking the phraseology as Tamblichean.
The unknown disciple of lamblichus, if such there be, must be
presumed to be here echoing the master.

As to the idcutity of such a disciple, we must be at a loss. Theo-
dorus is out; he was more of a rival than a disciple, and he had a
clifferent opinion, in this case, of the origin and nature of the ‘vehi-
cle’ (266, 151f.); and one could not refer to Syrianus in this way.
Rather than search for shadowy commentators in the last half of
the 4th century, I would take the reference (as may be the case
with many ot péy, ol 8¢ and &wet) to refer to factions in the school
in Proclus’ own time. It is most probable, for instance, that there
were stronger partisans of Iamblichus around than Proclus himself.
Damascius, in the next generation, certainly was,! and so perhaps
was his master Isidorus—éoot todre ouvgdew détoust in fr. 81,
while not conclusive either way, sounds best as a reference to
contemporary partisans, under Proclus’ nose. ‘ol mept’” is admittedly
much more like a reference to a group of immediate disciples,
and we must perhaps think of the school of Pergamum under
Aedesius and his successors, who wonld have had much use for a
doctrine of dyApare in connexion with theurgy.

L CL. Simpl. In Phys. 795, 13ff. Diels.
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As for the doctrine, we are enquiring into the origin and nature
of the 8ynua. The views of (a) Theodorus, who declared the &ynua
to be # 7ol wavrdg poawe (p. 265, 15), presumably in the sense that
it is derived from it, and (b) twé¢ who make the &ynua the &orpov
mentioned in the previous clause of the text, have been rejected,
as is in general the view that the §ynua is a pre-existing thing, not
created specially for the soul (p. 267, 8ff.). Tamblichus here seems
to derive the &ynua from the aether, the rnepuntdv sdpa, thus recog-
nising the Aristotelian side of its origin, as nveBpa. He thus credits
the aether with a yeviun Sbvapts, which does not involve taking
anything away from the heavenly bodies.

But what are we to understand by olite cupmepopnuévas SeroTa-
uévwy'? We may, I think, compare III 236, 22, where the un-
reasoning soul is the subject of discussion: o0 y&p éott Lwdv ouped-
pnows N &Aoyoe, dhr& wie Cwvy morvedne. That is, the &ioyog fuy7 is
not just a collection of Lwal or characteristics gathered in the
descent of the soul through the Universe, but a single articulated
entity. So this phrase means, I think, ‘not put together as a result
of contributions (yrévec) gathered from each of the planetary
gods’. Again, ai Lwal af Octoar I take to mean the life-principles—
the unreasoning generative principles, neither odotat nor véeg—of
the encosmic gods. These are, in theological terms, the aetherial
source of the individual nmvedpata/dyfpata.

Fr. 85

Proclus mentions three views of what yévesig mpdity refers to.
First, this opinion of Iamblichus. Then, &\ho¢ Tig, who makes it
7 ple #dfo8og t&v Juydv. This man arhide Swoptletar plav yé Tiva
x%Bodov elvan Juyic Exdorne. I will leave this man’s identity unin-
vestigated. It is possible that Proclus could not name him either,
as the whole account here may come straight from Syrianus, whose
opinion is quoted next (278, gff.). Syrianus criticises primarily
‘&aog mig’ pointing out that the soul does not simply have one
descent, but one descent xaf)’ éxdaorny ol felov yevnrol meptédov—in
every Great Year or amoxardstastg. lamblichus is criticised only
to the extent that % wpdtn yévesig, being the first x40o0doc, is later
than the omopd tév dynuédrev. Proclus must be assumed to agrec
with Syrianus, as he makes no further comment.

Since Tamblichus took the mpdty véveoig to refer to the omopd,
he must then assume all éy7pata to be of equal value, as the point
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of this first birth is iva w7 Tig EAdrroito On’ wdrol. Differences in
the quality of life must then depend on how good ones relation
is with ones gymuoe.

L7 &nfyaye yop @¢ tobdre cuveyts... I believe the subject
of émfyyaye to be in fact Plato, and that the phrase is thus Iamblichus’
own. If the subject were Iamblichus, it would be more in keeping
with the preceding éroxenet for Proclus to have written ¢rndyet.

Fr. 86

Proclus himself gives a more literal interpretation of the muxvel
yéupor (321, 12ff.):

TOUG UEY 00V Teunvolg Xl ROPATOVG YOUPOUG AEYOUEY TRG TGV GULIXPHY
%ol qopdTwv ororyetwy mapevlécelg Tols peyehopspeotépors, Ty 3
odvtniuy olxeloav eivar Toig ‘Hoaorelog Epyois, Tob mupds dpyalopévou
S ThHe dpoudiaewe &v T auvtnlel TV mavtev 8 EAATAWY YGpevoL,
©¢ &ml iV cuyywvevopévey yivetow petdAhwv elodvopbvav dv TH
wyxecbat T@v opwpopspidv elg To peyeopepéortepr xal oftw THC
CUYRPAGEME YWOUEVTS.

“The ‘numerous invisible pegs’, then, we assert to be the inser-
tion of the small invisible elements in between those with larger
particles, and the ‘welding together’ to be proper to the works
of Hephaestus, the fire bringing about through rarefaction in the
welding the penetration of all the elements by each other, as happens
in the case of metals melted together, the elements with small
particles in the melting process entering into those with larger
particles and the blending taking place as a result of this.”

Proclus thus takes the ‘physical’ interpretation, connecting
this with the passage 54D ff. Iamblichus maintains his ‘higher’
interpretation—the yéupou represent the unifying property of the
Aéyor operating in Nature. No doubt he also interprets the basic
triangles of 54D in this way. The welding together is not the direct
work of the Demiurge, of course, but of the young gods. Never-
theless, it is demiurgic.

Calcidius (c. CCIII p. 222, 1off. Wasz.) no doubt represents the
Middle Platonic comment on vyéugot, represented here (perhaps
with the addition of Porphyry) by ot pév:

“Invisibles porro coniunctiones gomphos appellat, vel min<im»>-o
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rum corpusculorum concervationem, ut Diodorus, vel eorundem
similium inter se conglobationem formabilem, ut Anaxagoras, vel
supra dictorum multiformam implicationem, ut Democritus et
Leucippus, vel interdum concretionem interdum  discretionem,
ut Empedocles, concretionem quidem amicitiam, discretionem
porro et separationem inimicitiam vocans, vel, ut Stoici, corporum
diversorum usque quaque concretionem. Quorum omnium quendam
nodum concatenationemque dicit esse in minutis solidisque cor-
pusculis, quae gomphos cognominat”.

In fact, a bald doxographic exegesis, without any trace of the
‘higher’ interpretation.

Fr. 84

This is a most important passage for Iamblichus’ psychology"
Here he is taking issue with Plotinus (we assume #of with Theo-
dorus) on the question whether there is any part of the individual
human soul which was drabéc. The argument is pursued more fully
by Iamblichus in the De Anima (Stob. 1 3065-6 Wachs.). There he
identifies Numenius, Plotinus, Amelius and Porphyry as defenders
of the view that makes the Soul in no essential respect different
from the intellect, and thus preserving in itself an element which
aet voet and which is amaféc. We may suspect, by analogous situa-
tions, that Theodorus here is following Amelins. Iamblichus does
state that the philosophers meutioned held to this doctrine with
different degrees of consistency and firmness, only Numenius
being unequivocal in this opinion, but he regards them as a solid
bloc against which to argue. For his own doctrine, see Introduction,
pp. 43 If. where the De Anima passage is quoted.

lamblichus’ view is that Soul is a separate and inferior hypostasis
to Nous, and to ta xpeirrova yévy generally. On the level of the
individual Soul, Iamblichus’ argument is one from expericnce.
Is there in fact any part of us that remains unaffected by the
passions? ITamblichus claims there is not; like Hume, he would
regard the will and intellect as in fact the servant of the passions.
Bringing the Phaedrus Myth into the discussion (as was traditional),
Tamblichus reminds us that the Charioteer of the individual soul,
while sometimes, admittedly, upetéwpog ¢épetar, etc., at other
times dbver, xal Ty favtol ywhelag wal mrepbpputjoews <gvamipminot
Euvwpida>. The fact that at any time he should so descend proves
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that no part of the soul remains always arafiéc and ael voei. We
must then retreat from the Plotinian view that the soul can range
unaided, by its own power, up and down the scale of Being, even
to the One itself. Iamblichus, and the Athenian School after him,
put a greater distance than that between us and the One, and in
the process increased the persuasiveness of the argument for the
necessity of ritual acts, karma, theurgy.

T'r. 88

This admission of necessary ignorance is contrary to the spirit
of Plotinus, and fully consonant with a theory of theurgy, as it is
with the Christian concept of ‘mysteries of faith’.

This passage is rounded off by the phrase ‘wepl dv pév obv 6 Adyoc,
elpyrae’ indicating that all before it is part of one train of thought.
Iamblichus must have given a reason for his statement that the
methods of creation of the gods are unknowable to us, and this
only comes with the sentence beginuing “alriov 8¢ . .7, —Providence
and the power of gencration arc the peculiar province of the Gods,
and have an &yvaosrog Unepoyq to any thought-processes of ours.
Proclus approves of this formulation, and so it comes to us in
direct speech.

I'r. 8¢

This is strictly a testimondium rather than a fragment. We are
not told by Simplicius what Tamblichus had to say on the subject
of vision, simply that he said something. It sounds as if ITamblichus
may have been giving a purely physical exegesis at this point, in
which case it may not have been greatly different from Calcidius’
chapters De Visu, (cc. CCXXXVI-CCXLVII). I presume that we
arc still in Tamblichus’ Fourth Book. The lemma which I have
chosen (45C) seems to approximate most closcly to the subject-
matter, but it is, of course, a mere guess.

Simplicius is commenting on Ar. De An. 418b 14, 671 olre nlip
608’ 8hwe oBpa (sc. éntl 5 phic), in the course of Aristotle’s discus-~
sion of the nature of light. It is interesting that Simplicius should
refer to Iamblichus’ Commentary at this point, rather than that of
Proclus. Was that part of Proclus’ Commentary which is lost to
us also unavailable to Simplicius? Perhaps, on the other hand,
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Tamblichus himself, in commenting on the De Anima, referred to
his own Comsmentary on the Timaeus, and this led Simplicius to do
so as well.

BOOK V

Fr. go

In this fragment, it scems to me, as in Fr. 8g, we have cvidence
for Tamblichus’ Commentary which goes beyond what we have of
Proclus. T have chosen the passage 52AB (tpitov & ad yévoe. ..
odd8v eivon as the lemma, because it is the first place where Space
is given a mention in the dialogue.! Iamblichus makes this point
when he says that Timaeus makes the first mention here of the
existence of Spacc (tov témov mpmTws Tapayet) along with the
account of the first creation of bodies. This is a rather Proclean
lemma—TI cannot be sure that Iamblichus is not commenting on a
longer passage—but I feel that this at least is the core of it.

We are at this point in the second chapter of Iamblichus’ Fifth
Book.2 We cannot be sure whether a wpooiptov counted as a xeqd-
howov. Whether it did or not, Iamblichus’ Book V cannot begin
much before 5IE ‘todtwy 8¢ olrwg &yévrwy’, and indeed there is
where 1 would suggest that it did begin. As for Proclus, John
Philoponus produces * a quotation from the sth Book of his Com-
mentary, which Diehl (ITT 357) seems to wish to refer to 48E, but
which seems to me to refer clearly to 50C: ta 3¢ eistovra xal &Elovra
v Bvtawv ael ppdpoate . .. cf. Procl. (ITI 357, 1off.) ... pigmore
Ot &pewvov Aéyewy, &t xal o eldn T Evoha xal ob pbvov al woubtyTeg
glolovra xéxinror »al £Etlovra.

This gives Proclus a 5th Book, and Tamblichus a 4th, extending
from 40E-51E. This is a long stretch, certainly, but I do not see
any other explanation of the phenomena.

Iamblichus is concerned in this passage to emphasise the essen-
tial nature of témogc. We are to see it as altiag cuyysvrg, in connexion

b 24C &ekapévy tov Ttémoy . . .. cannot be allowed to count. Tamblichus
has alrcady explained that away as denoting od8epiav cwpatoeds cbotaciy
(see I't. 20).

? Or 15th, if the reading of I be accepted, but T feel that this is either a
slip arising from EN TQIFE BIBAIQI being wrongly divided, or an attempt
to rationalise resulting from the of Irr. 62 and 63. See Comm. ad loc.

3 De Aet. Mundi 11, 11 p. 364 Rabe.
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with the causal principle on which it is dependent. It is not to be
given a purely physical explanation, any more than Time was,
but always in relation to the Demiurge’s plan of creation (dwopuig
mpds v Onuovpyiav). Tamblichus’ definition here—space is a
Bovaple cwpatoeldls T avéyovcu TA chORATE . . . xxl TEPLEYOLOX
mavtoyfev-—is remarkably similar to his definition of the noetic
thmog of 24C in which Athena operates: % 3w tHc vHg Stixovon
dompatos altle f dvéyovsa 1) Lwf Td chpata xul wepléyovon
TEGHY SLLGTAGLY.

Physical Space seems thus for Iamblichus to be an analogue
of the noetic influence exerted by Athena in her assistance of
the Demiurge.

U. 13-15 boor... EgéixovTat. It would be good to know who,
apart from Aristotle, is here being attacked. Simplicius does not
provide us with any clear lead. The expressions mépata éripaveléiv
and ywphpara Sudxeva arc distinctive, particularly the latter, and
for the latter I can find no parallel. Perhaps it is lamblichus’ own
phrase. At any rate, we may note his frequent stance of defender
of Plato against corrupters of the purc doctrine. In this case the
enemy seems to be Aristotelians, but may well include Middle
Platonists who have adopted an Aristotelian line on this matter.
Porphyry’s views are not recorded.

25



IN PARMENIDEM

Fr.x

We have here testimony to a comment by Iamblichus in his
Parmenides Commentary on approximately the passage of the
Parmenides (130CD) which 1 have chosen as a lemma. I have
chosen this passage simply because Proclus in his Comsmentary
(pp. 815-833 Cousin) took it as the basis for his discussion of the
question “Tivev ot xal tivev olx o7t T €idn’; in which he agrees
with Tamblichus’ conclusions as outlined by Syrianus, and with
Plotinus, except in the matter of forms of individuals, It is reason-
able to suspect that we have in Proclus the substance of Tambli-
chus’ own cxposition, but it would be unsafe to extract any partic-
ular passages.

Tamblichus is here reported as rcjecting ideas of weyvnrd and
of 70 %a®’ &xaocta. Proclus covers the former in 827, 26-829, 21,
making much use of Plotinus, Enn. V g, particularly sects. 10,
11 and 14; the latter he discusses at 824, 12-825, 35 in which he
is answering Plotinus in Ewnn. V7, the remarkable essay ‘On
Whether there are Forms of Individuals’.

Therc were also, however, the problems of the existence of a
Form of Matter, and of forms of evil things (xax&) both of which
Proclus also deals with (822, 29-823, 15 and 829, 22-831, 29
respectively), and neither of which he accepts. Amelius was noted
for his acceptance of Forms of ‘evil things” or ‘anti-Forms’, and
Proclus is probably referring to him at 833, 13ff.: 2av yap elrw
Ayowpey, olte TOY noandy 13edg elooloopey, He tiveg TéHv ITAatovindy,
but I doubt that Iamblichus did.

This exposition of Proclus’ is a key passage for the Neoplatonic
Theory of ldeas, and it may well be that he is simply following
tradition in having a comprehensive discussion of the Theory at
this point in the dialogue.

I should say a word here about the probable nature of the
introductory portion of Iamblichus’ commentary. It seems to me
incevitable that there is much in Book I of Proclus’ Commentary
as regards the aim and nature of the dialogue and the ‘analogical’
interpretation of the characters that Proclus owes to Iamblichus,
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but he has covered his tracks here so well that no certain attri-
butions are possible. A comparative reading of the introductory
portions of the 7Ymaeus and Parmenides Commentary, noting
lamblichus’ known contributions to the former, is extremely
instructive. It may be possible at a later stage of scholarship to
work out with confidence the skeleton of [amblichus’ Introduction
to this dialogue. [For the moment, I can only exhort the reader to
examine the text.

¥r. 2

This account of the exomot of the hypotheses is identified with
[amblichus simply by the note of the scholiast ad loc., but it is
confirmed in some details by Damascius’ account. The passage
which I have given as Tr. 12 quotes Iamblichus as stating the
subject of the Third Hypothesis as 1o el O=zolg émépeva, which
agrees with ta xpelrrove Auév vévy of this passage, since they are
further particularised as angels, dacmons and heroes, and thesc
are the beings which lamblichus has in mind in Frr. 12 and 13
(Cf. Comm. ad Fr. 13). Again, at Dub. e Sol. 1l 29z, 7ff., on the
subject of the Sixth Hypothesis, we have the following statement:

67. 3t o088y dmeppaivov Aéyopey Tolg mahuiols nhol pév xel “Top-
Bhrgos, %% Twag Vmolicsic toic alolnrolc amoveluws xal arduolg,
Snhot 3t nal 6 lepdg Ilhobrapyog, adthv Toadtyy ™y Entyy Umdlesw
mepl Tév alolnrdv dmobéyevoc.

That Plutarch of Athens held this to be the subject of the Sixth
Hypothesis is confirmed by Proclus, In Parm. VI, 1058, 21ff. As
for Tamblichus, this description would cover his analysis of the
Sixth, Eighth and Ninth Hypotheses, as given by Proclus. See
also Fr. 14 and Comm.

Tamblichus’ doctrine of the subject matter of the hypotheses
must be seen in the context of the development of Neoplatonic
theory on this subject. The question is very ably surveyed in the
Introduction to the Saffrey-Westerink edition of Proclus’ Platonic
Theology (Vol. I pp. LXXV-LXXXIX). Plotinus is the first, as
far as we can tell with certainty, to take the Parmenides as a meta-
physical treatise, revealing the structure of the universe. Iln Enn.
V 1.8.23-27 he identified the subject of the First Hypothesis, the
One, that of the Second, Intellect, and that of the Third, Soul.



388 COMMENTARY

He also in Enn. 1V 2, 2.52-55, seems to be taking as the subject
of the TFourth the IForms in Matter, and of the IFifth, Matter alone.

It is with Amelius that the formal identification of the subject-
matters of all the hypotheses appears to start. He distinguished
eight, and set them out as follows (Pr. In Parm. 1052, 21-1053, 35) !
I, The One; II, Intellect; I1I, Rational Souls; [V, Trrational
Souls; V, Matter as disposed towards the reception of Forms;
V1, Matter brought to order and in receipt of Forms; V11, Pure
Matter; VIII Form united to Matter.

Porphyry, next, established a division into nine hypotheses,
which was accepted by Iamblichus and then by the Athenian
School. He distinguished them as follows (ibid. 1053, 30-1055, 25):

I 6 0edg 6 mpdiTiaTog
IT =6 vonwov whdtog
IIT oy
IV oHpa xexoopnuévoy
V odpa dxdopnTov
VI 0y xexoounpévy
VII 8ny exbountog
VIII o &voha €id7 v 16 Omoreipévey
IX 1o Evoha eldn 20" Equtdiv
It will be secn that more or less the same order ecmerges. Porphyry
does not distinguish types of soul, and has thus to produce ‘body’
as an entity between soul and matter. Porphyry does make quite
a point of distinguishing eépe from OAv, as can be scen from Fr.
XLVII of his Temacus Commentary (p. 30-1 Sodano). But one seems
to detect a certain desperation in the identifications after Hyp.
IV or V. Iamblichus differs fairly widely from both Amelius and
Porphyry, though taking more suggestions from the former than
from the latter. Mainly, his hierarchy of being is more elaborate
than Porphyry’s.

Proclus’ account of his interpretation of Hyp. 1 would seem to
indicate a Dbelief by Iamblichus in henads. It seems inevitable
that Iamblichus recognised a class of gods in the rcalm of the One,
since that is the whole point of his innovation from his predecessors,
particularly Porphyry. Whether he himself termed them henads
is not so important, but therc secms no reason to doubt it.?

The account of Hyp. II is marred by a lacuna, but it must have

! On this see Appendix 13.
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concerned Intcllect, and there is mention of some noetic entities,
perhaps gods.

In Hyp. IIT Tamblichus breaks loose irom what must already
have been the traditional view), that it concerns Soul of at lcast
some variety. He perversely puts in here =& xpstzrova vyévy, pre-
sumably to cstablish & more elaborately structured universe such
as we see laid out in the De M ysteriis, where the angels, daemons
and heroes are intermediate between Intellect (and the gods) and
Soul. Both Proclus and, later, Damascius, criticise him for this,
and nobody elsc followed his suggestion.

From this on, the Hypotheses are interpreted smoothly enough,
until VIIT and IX, where he really seems to run out of entities.
Howecver, his view quoted in Fr. 14 below, asserting that odvleza
can be dpyaf, and mentioning the four elements and the heaven
as examples, shows what was in his mind. Proclus condemns him
for this, however, (1055,23-25) as introducing droeteréopara
instead of dpyai in these two hypotheses.

Proclus has a general explanation of why these carly inter-
preters went off the rails (1055, 25-1051, 5). They did not see
that only the first five hypotheses are intended to lead to true
conclusions, whercas the last four lead to absurdities (dromd Twa).
They do not introduce further realities, but simply demonstrate
that nothing exists if the One docs not exist. The Athenian School,
then, from Plutarch of Athens onwards, took only the first five
Hypotheses as describing levels of rcality, and made their task
that much the simpler.

I'r. 2A

Whether this splendidly lamblichean flow of epithets aclually
comes from his Parmenides Commenlary must remain doubtful.
I include it here provisionally for the following rcason:

Damascius, in protesting mildly against the violence of this
formulation (151, 22ff.)—after all, even the &vloc ©oB vol cannot
comprehend the vontév in this passage—finally contrasts lambli-
chus’ position here on the knowability of the summit of the noetic
world with his position in his Chaldacan Theology (154, 711.):

KXwpig 88 modtev xal ol Oeol yiyvdoxeslar 6 vontdv dmopaivovror
sopidg, ob wbévay Aéyovtes voelslol xal vosive %87 pdv vyap tabre xal

s b ~ 4 14 \ ) o~ o~ ~ 14
&Ahwe EEryolvral of phboopot, TO vontiv mpoxetohal T@ vé Aéyovreg,
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S A ’ 3 + < 3 1 A M s 13 ~ \ -
odyY B¢ Yveatdy, GAN Gg Egethy, wal axd TodTou mhAnpobobat THV volv
éyovreg 00 Yvdaswg M odalog wal THe Hhng wel vontie teretbtrTos.
oltw yap modhexol wed 6 TlapPhiyos xal ol per’ alrdv dfiobov: ok
30 A o 3 r s 3 A A o~ ) ~ ~ A A 3, )
del 8¢ oftwe, adl’ &v FAhoig wal ThHY Yv@aw &v TH vonTd nal mwepl adTo
notahelmouny, (g &v Tols Xoahdaixoic ouorcyouuévme 6 LapfBityoc.

Tamblichus’ position here, then, is contrasted with his position
in the Chaldacan Theology, in particular his exegesis of the well-
known passage (Fr. 1 Des Places, which Damascius now quotes),
in which the &vbo¢ tol vob is introduced, for the very purpose for
which Tamblichus is now denying its efficacy:?

"Eotwv yap Tt vontdy, & 37 ge voeiv vbou &vlet- [y yap émeyxiivng
60V volv xaxeive vohoye|dg Tt vobiy, ob xeivo vofjosig: 6Tl yap alxiig
[duotpaobe Shvaptls voepaic atpdrtonae. Tonuiow.[od 8% el cpodpdTyTt
voeiy TO vonToy Exelvo,|dAAd Vol Taveol Tave orovi wavta petpolsy)
MY 1O vontov Enelvor yped 8% Tolto voRjoutodn Greving, dAN ayvov
améoTpopoy Bupe eépovralafs Juyic, Telvar xevedy voov éc 6 vonThy,|
Sppo nalng 1o vontéy, Emet véou Fw Ymapyst.

I have quoted the passage in full (in Lewy’s corrected version,
Chald. Or. p. 105-6), since lamblichus’ doctrine in the present
fragment is based on it, though it appears to contradict it.

The contradiction, however, is more apparent than real, and
I suggest, depends rather on the text which Iamblichus is com-
menting upon in each instance (cf. I'r. 2B and Comm.). It was his
position, after all, that the summit of the noetic world was really
more in the realm of the One than in its own realm, and that thus
no form of purely intellectual activity could property comprehend
it. As Damascius represents him as soying, the Monad of the Intel-
ligible Realm is for the intcllect an object of striving (Egstév)
rather than an object of knowledge. Not that this striving can be
definite (émépeiag dpiopévy); it must rather be attained by indi-
rection—dd’ dyviv dmbasTpogov Supa gépovra | ofic Yuync, as the
Oracle says.

However, since Damascius can present an apparent discrepancy
between this passage and Tamblichus’ exegesis of the Oracles, this
passage must have occurred somewhere clse. But where? Damascius
does quote elsewhere a 11gpil Océiv by Tamblichus (I 132, 13). Tam-

I We probably have the substance of Tamblichus’ comment on this
passage reflected in Proclus, ol Chald. 194 Pitra, p. 209 Des Tlaces.
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blichus in that passage is quoted on a general philosophical point,
the distinction between eivar and Smépyzw, so he scems to have
discussed a general scheme of theology in that work, and this
passage might very well be from this source also. There is also a
Platonic Theology attributed to Tamblichus by Proclus (17eol.
Plat. TIT p. 140, 20 Portus), but not meuntioned bv Damascius.
These, then, are distinct possibilities, but one must ask oncself, if
indeed Iamblichus wrote a Comusneitary on the Parmewides, what
did he have to say on this or that passage, and such speculation
leads us, I think, in this case to one particular passage.

The end of the discussion of the I'irst Hypothesis (Parm. 142a 1-8)
scems a good place for Iamblichus to introduce his exposition of
the monad of the noetic realm, the lowest clemnent in the realm
of the One, w0 & &, which is itself, we must remember, neither
gy nor &v In a noetic sensc, but transcends both.

In this passage, as we see from my suggested lemma, we have
a fine litany of ways in which the One cannot be known, which
may well have prompted Iamblichus to his own, more compre-
hensive litany. Only 86E«, it must be admitted, is common to both,
but the same ground is covered, except that no mention is made
of alalnoig or alcBdveshor, which for a Neoplatonist it would have
been abhorrent to apply to the One, even negatively, pace the
divine Plato.

Fr. 2B

lamblichus’ views are here being quoted on a number of points,
and it is by no means certain that Damascius is in fact thinking
of his Parmenides Commentary, as opposed to, say, his Platonic
Theology. However, it seems to me quite possible that Tamblichus
made some such remarks as this in a discussion of theory at the
beginning of Hyp. II, and T have therefore chosen the lemma
which begins the argument, as being analogous to the lemma
quoted in Fr. 2 from the beginning of Hyp. I, which Proclus uses
as a basis for his lengthy discussion of the hypotheses in Book
VI of his Commentary.

The first doctrine on which Iamblichus is quoted is in some
way a continuation of his view quoted in 1r. 2A, wud indeed they
might have been placed under the same lemma. the same entity
is being discussed, although perhaps in two different aspects. The
summit of the noetic realm, the vowtéy proper, or &v &y, is strictly
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above Being, and above intellection. It is more in the realm of the
One than in its own realm. In the One, it is properly the pwtéy, the
product of Limit and Unlimitedness, but it presides over the
noetic realm as the One-Being. In I'r. 2A its knowability was being
discussed, and the passage at the end of Hyp. I is more suitable
to that discussion. Here its ontological status is in question, and
the present lemma seems a suitable starting-point for that.

We may note that in this passage Iamblichus speaks of a certain
vénorg that is proper to the noetic summit—piax suvelhnpuévn x
oGV TavTEAnS xal adidkxpitoc xal Gg dAnlde fveuévy. This may
seem to contradict the statement contained in Fr. 2A, and to agree
better with what Damascius quotes from Tamblichus’ exegesis
of the Chaldacan Oracles (see Comm. ad 2A), but in fact the terms
aduaxprrog and &g danbéc Hvopévn make it clear that this intellection
can be in no way analytical, but rather intuitive, and is thus really
a super-intellection. Further, in 2A the One-Being is being spoken
of, if I am right, rather as the lowest element in the realm of the
One, whercas here it is being treated as the summit of the noctic
realm.

Perhaps the truest expression of Tamblichus™ views on the type
of intellection possible of the noetic summit is that ‘it lies before
the mind, not as an object of knowledge but of striving, and from
it the mind is filled not with knowledge but with being and with
whole and noetic perfection’ (Dub et Sol. 1 154, off., quoted in
Comm. ad Fr. 2A).

The second doctrine of lamblichus mentioned in this passage
concerns the summit of the Intellectual Realm. It, by contrast
with the One-Being, may be spoken of as being Substance, and
pure Substance at that. For in the intellectual realm we have the
first manifestation of true separateness and distinctness, so that
obola here may be distinguished from <& év. Damascius has just
been speaking of érepébrme and odsie xobupd as being manifest
first in the Intellectual Realm (144, 16ff.) and this doctrine is
now attributed to Iamblichus also.

Tr. 3
Here, it seems to me, we have with fair certainty a reference
to Tamblichus’ Commentary, not a very interesting one perhaps,
but definite enough at least. For Damascius, this part of the Second
Hypothesis describes the Third Noetic Triad (142d 6-142a 3).
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We cannot tell from this what lamblichus’ part in this division
may have been. All he is credited with here is a formula to explain
how each part of ©o & &v is itself &v &v, since the sort of engendering
that takes place in the noetic world does not result in division or
separation. Iamblichus may have gone on to expand on this in a
distinctive manner, but as it stands it is hard to see why Damascius
dragged the great man in at this point.

Damascius is concerned to show that the third element of the
noetic world is also &v &v, but Tamblichus is more likcly to have
been affirming rather that neither the Oneness nor the Being which
the One-Being transmits to the noetic realm in gencral should
be conceived of as being solely itself to the exclusion of the other,
there being no separation as we understand it in the noetic world.

Iir. 4

Here we have the record of an exegesis by Iamblichus of a detail
of the Platonic text. In Damascius, it comes as the ninth of a series
of ten detailed comments on the lexss of the passage 1432 4-144b 8,
which largely covers what Damascius took to be Plato’s description
of the summit (dxpbrne) of the noetic-nocric realm. Scctions
19T-229 have becn taken up with the theoria of this passage, and
this is followed by this series of comments on the text. Only in the
present passage, scction 238, does Damascius quote any authoritics,
and here we get a pleasing sequence, Porphyry—lamblichus—
Syrianus, though in a somewhat confused form.

Porphyry is being somewhat unsubtle in his interpretation,
as often, giving what we would regard as the obvious cxplanation
of the phrase &v y¢ 7i. Jamblichus and Syrianus do not appear to be
in conflict. Presumably Syrianus was quoting both Porphyry and
lamblichus, and perhaps Proclus was quoting Syrianus. If so,
Proclus changed his policy on quoting once he got past the IFirst
Hypothesis. The alternative is that Damascius had independent
access to these earlicr authorities, and since Damascius shows
much other evidence earlicr of a knowledge of Iamblichus inde-
pendent of Proclus, this is not difficult to assume here.

The philosophical content consists merely of the principle,
elsewhere employed, that cvery form has both an unparticipated
and a participated moment. This is used here to give a fanciful
explanation of the 1t of & v£ 1.
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Tr. 5

The two parts making up this testimony arc separated in Dam-
ascius’ Comunentary, being embedded respectively in the replies
to the cighth and thirteenth aporiair on the First Noeric Order
(Parm. 145 be-e 6). The eighth is “What is the proof of the state-
ment ‘in another’, and how is it to be truly interpreted?’ (130,
19-20); the thirteenth T have included in the text, as the second
passage is hardly comprchensible without it. The first passage, one
might say, is hardly comprehensible as it stands, but the inclusion
of the original aporia would not help matters much in this case.
I put the passages together, as I am maintaining the position that
Jamblichus wrote his commentary in a ‘Procline’ manner, as
opposed to an ‘Olympiodorean’, and that thus all his comments
on one passage will be in one place, though perhaps divided into
discussion of theoria and lexts.

There 1s, perhaps, a trace of such a division here. Tirst, a dis-
cussion of how & #ioc vobe can be said to be both in itself and in
another; then, the question as to what o8twg Zrov of 145b6
refers to. Is it to the conclusion of the uéewn dfic of the noetic-
noeric realm (16 & &pa 8v &v 1€ Zatt mouv xal mwoAA, xal Ehov xal
uhptx, xal memepacuévov xal &mepov whrler (I45a 2-3)), or to that
of the tplty rafic of that realm (xal oyfpwatoc 3v Twoe, Ge £ouxe,
Totolrov dv petéyor dv 6 &, ftoL €dbéoc B orooyyliov ¥ Tvog peTol
¢ dpmpolv (145b 3-5)), and if the former, why not the latter, which
is, after all, 76 wpouseyic svpmépaapa?

It sounds to me as if Iamblichus, at any rate, is discussing here
the Demiurgic Intellect, in which he held that the forms as forms
resided. This Intellect splits itself up in extending to what is below
and must partake of it, but gathers itself together again contin-
ually in returning upon itself. We must resolutely divest ourselves
of Damascius’ more elaborate schematisation if we are to recover
Iamblichus’ interpretation.

He could, for instance, perfectly well posit and solve the aporia
presented here in the second passage without holding that 144e 3-
145a 3 described the order of cuvoyeic and 145a 4-b 5 the order
of reherdoyor. We note Damascius assiduously ‘strengthening’
Iamblichus’ argument in 1. 21 by including a reference to these.
Plainly Tamblichus made no such reference. His problem is simply
that ofitwe &yov should naturally refer to the immediately preceding
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conclusion, and this it at first sight does not seem to do. Iambli-
chus’ reaction was simply to look more closely, until it seemed
to fit both previous conclusions equally well.

The whole continuation from &t 8¢ ... (I. 27) might be taken
as simply Damascius’ contribution, were it not for the fact that he
ends his account of the ways in which this order is related to its
priors by a respectful reference to lamblichus (‘obtw yop mdoov
avtifeaw elg ploay ouvdyel voraw 6 péyac “TduBliyes’) which seems
to refer not just to the immediately previous point, but to the
whole previous exposition. I take it as substantially lamblichean.

Two qualities of the Demiurgic Intellect, tb abromepiypapuv
and 6 télewov, are to be derived from the immediately previous
conclusion on the oyfpa of the One. In connexion with <6 adro-
meplypagoy, (a term not found before Damascius) we may, T think,
salvage the substance, at lcast, of Iamblichus’ discussion of 145b
3-5, relayed in Damascius’ ch. 261, 11 127, 3-17. This passage is an
exposition of the theological significance of the vartous basic
geometrical figures, all of which unite in the Demiurgic Intellect,
and each of which represents some god. “The Pythagoreans’, and
in particular Philolaus, are heavily relied on. Although Damascius
is theoretically capable of having adduced these references himself,
it is much more likely that they descended to him, mediately or
immediately, from Taniblichus.

Ir. 6

The problem here is how we are to reconcile the statement that
the One is ‘in itself’ and ‘in another’ with the present statement
that ‘the Whole is not in the Parts, neither in all nor in any one’.
Tamblichus’ solution seems to be as follows:

(1) In the noetic realm, all things are in all things. Even in the
cuse of number, of a group of twelve gods, each individual god is
just as much a twelve as is the whole group. (This is an interesting
interpretation of what an obcundve dpibudce is).

(2) However, in the case of the Demiurge, in one aspect he is
&v #M, as being distinct from his ‘parts’, the entities which parti-
cipate him, whereas he is also present to the parts, as exercising
mpdvorx over them—a mpdévoi to which are attached some lambli-
chean-sounding epithets, amepiypapoc, dpépiartoc, Eppruévy. The
last two at least are certainly Tamblichean, if we may judge from
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the Timaens Commentary (sce Index wverborum). For dmeplypapog
Tamblichus actually seems to use amepiinmros: In Nic. p. 6, T0
Pistelli = VP p. 9o, 5 Deubner; De Myst. 1 g : 30.

How far the exegesis of Iamblichus in fact extends is not entirely
clear. All the rest of Damascius’ section seems to be a continuous
exposition, so I include it, as conveying the substance of what
[amblichus said. There are, however, contributions by Damascius,
particularly the final section (xoi pyrote... 6 dmak Eméxeva)—
unless Damascius is simply remembering at the last moment to
include another point made by Iamblichns.

I fail to sece why Ruelle preserves a garbled version of the Par-
menides quotation ‘mav Eumicov &ivtog’ (L. 8). Since Damascius,
or Tamblichus, comments ‘xai Afyst ‘mav’ xohidg’, he must surely
have quoted it correctly, with wav. Ruelle was, to say the least,
excessively cautious, here as elsewhere.

Tr. 6A

The status of this as a fragment is doubtful, but it contains some
points of interest, and could refer to a discussion of the Demiurge
by Iamblichus at approximately this point in his Commentary,
so I am content to give it a provisional home.

We may note first the declared debt of Syrianus to Iamblichus,
and the implication here that Damascius has access to a commen-
tary by Syrianus, rather than one by Iamblichus himself. The
viv does seem to imply that Damascius has before him a text,
presumably a Commentary by Syrianus on this part of the Par-
menides, which he is consulting as he writes. (It is posseble also
that the adtég refers, as so often elsewhere, to Proclus, but the
existing portion of his Commentary does not make it likely that
he made such personal comments, and the adtég in this context
would then be quite ambiguous).

We hear of Iamblichus’ views on the relation of the vévy 7oi
tvrog to the Demiurge also in Fr. 34 of the Timaeus Commentary,
where the Demiurge is said to embrace within himself ‘thv 8vrag
obGtay ol TEY Yryvouévewy dpymy xal T& vorTe Tob xbopov mapudety-
wote’. Again, in Fr. 29 of that commentary, we learn that =6
asl &v, which is for him the monad of the noetic world, is xpziztov
xal TGV yevdv Tob §vtog wal T&Y Idediv.

The metaphysics of the Timaeus Commentary, so far as that can
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be discerned, is by no means as elaborate as that laid out by
Damascius in Dub. et Sol., so that we may conclude that if the
Ideas are not in 76 &el &v, they must be found in the Demiurge,
since Jlamblichus seems from In Tim. I'r. 34 to be regarding the
Demiurge as comprising the whole ncetic realm. From In Phileb.
Fr. 4 we may further learn that in the first element of the noetic
triad, 6 &v or & mpéitog voig, we find only the monads of the forms;
the second element, Lo, gives the forms life, but only in the third,
the Demiurgic Intellect, do the forms receive distinct existence
as forms.

Fr. 7

In Damascius’ (and Proclus’) arrangement, we have now reached
(145€ 7-146a2 8) 7 péon tov voegpéiv tafig, which is characterised
by the thesis that the One must be both in motion and at rest. The
point made here by lamblichus is the first of seven given by Dam-
ascius as to why motion and rest are posterior to being in oncself
and in another. He may be responsible for more of them, but this
is all he is credited with.

The fact that lamblichus is quoted here does not imply that
he was following the same elaborate scheme as the Athenian
School, any more than do his comments recorded in Fr. 5. He was
simply interested in explaining the logical correctness of the order
of Plato’s argument. There is another reference to Iamblichus’
view in ch. 365, p. 219, 13ff.: A\’ Eowxev vl Tobro &mwd Tob &v Exvtdd
wal & EAAe Feew elg adrais: 16 88 &v vt ual &v &Mhe nad 6 " IdpBiuyos
ele TOV vonToy aviveyre TOTOY, ol SAwe TR Ovopate wihiov Eml TéHmLY
ENp.

In this case the subject of discussion is the mention of #3pa and
yope in 148E, but the reference to Iamblichus seems to be to his
principle enunciated in this connexion.

Fr. 8

It is not, unfortunately, absolutely clear from Damascius’
language that Iamblichus actually dealt with this question—mamely,
why Plato feels that he can slip in get in the conclusion of his
syllogism about Motion and Rest, without it having been proved
in the premises. Damascius only says that one should follow the
example of lamblichus, as for instance exemplified in the exegesis
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of Parm. 1458 (Il 147, 22f. = Fr. 5), where lamblichus ‘m&cav
dvrifeawy elg plav cuvayer vénow’. But on the other hand, it seems
equally reasonable that lamblichus should have followed his own
principle here also.

We would not, T think, attach any particular significance to the
introduction of get in this argument. The el is actually introduced
at 146A 3 ‘tb 8¢ ye &v & adré del BV, and then repeated in the
next line, ‘to év &répe del 8V and I might have included these in
the lemma, but it is really the conclusion which Damascius at
least is discussing, and it is there that the use of del becomes
obtrusive. At no stage, certainly, is its insertion separately argued
for, and it is thus dvamddeutov.

I have had silently to correct Ruelle’s punctuation at various
points, in order to make sense of the argument. What Ruelle
thought was being said is not easy to discern. 1 take the whole
argument, which is continuous, as being substantially Iamblichean,
and feel that this is what Damascius is in fact revealing to us by
his reference. The point, then, which Iamblichus is making will
be that the concepts of motion and rest are inextricably involved
with one another, and it is this of which Plato is reminding us by
his introduction of aei.

1.5. ¢v mapatdoet This term requires some comment. I take it
here as signifying ‘extension in time’, or indeed ‘co-extension’. In
translating this passage we are at a disadvantage in English, since
&et means not just ‘always’ but ‘continually’, and Iamblichus secms
to be making use of both meanings in his exegesis. Therefore, both
co-extensively and #n turn, Motion and Rest involve each other,
in two ways:

(r) The beginning of motion involves the cessation of rest, and
vice versa, (Ruelle leaves this first point in chaos, which Chaignet
politely corrects in his translation).

(2) ‘Being permanently in motion’ involves remaining (‘resting’)
in motion, and Rest involves being extended (‘moving in Time’)
in immobility.

This latter notion is developed by an explanation which involves
an idea of a tension between the two opposites. Motion will not
permit Rest to ‘drop off to sleep’, (to decline into nothingness?),
and Rest will not permit Motion to ‘become beside itself’ (to dis-
integrate into nothingness?).
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This, then, would be a good example of Tamblichus’ alleged
method of ‘uniting antitheses into one comprehensive concept’, and
I am therefore all the more inclined to believe that this exegesis
is essentially his.

Fr. g

The aporia here is whether Plato intends the whole-part relation
to be an addilional distinction to the same-different relation, or
simply an elaboration of it.

From Damascius’ discussion (180, 3ff.) we learn that this question
had exercised of wadorot (1. 6), so Iamblichus inherited the question.
It may scem to us that Plato is here distinguishing between a
‘horizontal’ relation and a ‘vertical’ one, but the question still
remained, ‘Are not wholes and parts in some way at least the
same as and different from each other?’

Tamblichus’ solution is to say that there is only one real distinc-
tion being made, that between sameness and difference, and the
distinction between whole and part is merely supplementary (that
must be the meaning of 2 Gno@észwg here, i.c. ‘derived from the
basic distinction’). We must take sameness and difference not as
absolute categories, but as admitting variations in degree (=%).
Once that is assumed, then wholes and parts can be seen to be
merely aspects of sameness and difference.

I am inclined to see the origin of this whole discussion in an
eristic aporia, on the lines of ‘Is not Plato simply repeating himself
here ¢’

Damascius himself (181, 19ff.) does not agree with lamblichus
that the whole-part distinction is simply &£ Omobésews, in view
of Plato’s use of the additional specification ‘mpéc 6 olrtmg Eyer.
He prefers to take whole and part as ‘twd @isty (v <@y wpie tv.

Fr. 10

It is clear here, at least, that we have a record of a comment by
Tamblichus, and it is fairly clear also on what passage it is a com-
ment. Once again it is interesting to observe what apparently
insignificant details caught the eye, and exercised the ingenuity,
of the Neoplatonic commentator. Plato has mentioned the One’s
Otherness {from the Others (146D 4) prior to mentioning its Same-
ness with the Others (147B 5ff.), and this is cause for comment
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and explanation, since Sameness is generally reckoned prior to
Otherness, and thus should properly be dealt with first.

The érepdrng of the Demiurgic Intellect does represent its higher
aspect, according to which it transcends its productions, whereas
its TadrbdTne represents its lower aspect, its immanence in matter,
or the Others. We note also that, although Sameness aud Otherness
towards the Others derive from Samcness and Otherness towards
itsclf, one may also say that Otherness from the Others involves
greater sclf-involvement, and vice versa.

Fr. 11

This discussion comes, in Damascius, under the heading dve-
nulig Ty sulroyisudv, which is an analysis of the four syllogistic
arguments contained in the passage 140B 5-147B8. Iaimnblichus
is quoted on the first one, which 1 accordingly give as the lemma.

The problem is how Parmenides can at this stage of his expo-
sition deny attributes like whole and part to the One, which at this
level is to be regarded as the Demiurgic Intellect. This One, says
Damascius (186, 21), must be considered to be mAfjpeg T6v mpouro-
dederyuévory, filled with the attributes previously demonstrated
as belonging to it. Where, then, does that leave ‘whole and part’?

Tamblichus is ready with an ingenious scholastic explanation,
which, however, does not satisfy Damascius, who has another
theory which need not concern us.

Tamblichus is quoted later on in the discussion (187, 17-18
xal yoap 1) avtibeote Tob Evde Ay, xol Av T 3o Ay, og Evdel & TTapPiuyog),
but I am afraid that I can make nothing of it. It seems a general
remark, however.

Fr. 12

Damascius seems here excessively polite. One wonders what
other ancient exegeses he found Zess persuasive. As has been pointed
out in the commentary to Fr. 2, Tamblichus was alone in making
this identification, and persuaded none of his successors. He also
involved himself in difficulties which required all his ingenuity
to escape from (Sec Fr. 13 and Comm.).

Damascius’ reference to the Symposium may reflect the fact
that Ilamblichus quoted that dialogue to support his case. Certainly
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the famous passage on the intermediary position of daemons (202E)
would seem to demand a special status for beings of this rank
between gods and souls. No Neoplatonist would, of course, deny
the intermediate status of daemons, but there were grave diffi-
culties, as we can see e.g. from Ir. 13, in the way of placing the
daemons, or ta xpeirtova yévy generally, in the Third Hypothesis,
whereas it seemed eminently suitable to the description of Soul.

Fr. 13

This is a most difficult passage for anyone to explain away
who, like Iamblichus, insisted on taking the Third Hypothesis as
concerning, not Soul, but ta& xpeitrova veévy, (angels, daemons
and heroes), who are always in attendance on the gods. Here, in
155E, there is talk of ‘participating at one time and not partici-
pating at another’. Damascius is respectful to lamblichus, as
always (he even concedes that the superior classes may experience
descent and ascent in some form), but he makes it clear that the
evidence militates against Iamblichus’ view.

It is not easy to see what sort of »afedor and &vedor Tamblichus
had in mind for the ‘superior classes’. We may think, however,
of Timaens 41A “nai doot palvovrar feol wab’ Soov &v E8éhwor’,
which, on the Neoplatonic interpretation (cf. Procl. In Tim. I1I
194ff.}, described the ‘gods’ below the moon who administer the
realm of Generation (t&v xarevOuvévrov Ty yéveow Bedv, 1bid.,
196, 11). These are referred to as gods, because Plato has so referred
to them, but they are necessarily of an inferior rank, and little
different, surely, from the angels, daemons and heroes whom
Proclus describes them (¢bid., 1. 30-1) as directing. I feel that
what is said of them by Proclus (probably following Iamblichus,
whom he quotes just subsequently, 197, 12) may equally well
be said of their helpers, that in spite of their descent they are
aprysie mpbe Thv GAnv (196, 25).

I suggest, then, that this is what Iamblichus had in mind as the
x#80doc proper to the xpefrrova vévy, and that since such a descent
did not involve contamination with matter, it therefore involved
no real separation from the intelligible realm.

And in this way an experienced scholastic mind disposes of an
apparent difficulty such as that posed in this lemma.

26
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Fr. 14

This is a fine scholastic mare’s nest. What has given rise to it
is this: Plato has devoted Hypothesis V (159B 2-160B 4) to demon-
strating that, if the Others are totally separate from the One,
then nothing can be predicated of them. But he ends, strangely,
with a conclusion that refers ouly to the One: “Thus, if there is a
One, the One is both all things and nothing whatsoever, alike
with refcrence to itsclf and to the Others”. (Cornford’s trans.).

Modern scholars have also observed the peculiarity of this, and
indeed Heindorf emended the end of the sentence to read. . . xal
oo T& M, <xol T& EAMeGoudTwg, ... to the Others, and the
same 1s true of the Others” which would be a plausible emendation,
were it not for the fact that no other Hypothesis draws conclusions
for both the Onc and the Others. The problem here is that the
conclusions should have been drawn for the Others, not for the
One. Such a solution, however, was beyond the range of Neoplatonic
scholarship, so that a rcason had to be concocted as to why the
results for the Others receive no mention.

Proclus’ ' explanation, it seems, is that Hyp. V describes a
non-composite entity, to wit, Pure Matter, and that thus a combi-
nation of conclusions would be suitable, but the discussion of
composite entities is not proper to this dialogue, since this dialogue
is about principles, and no composite entity can be a principle.
This seems like a direct criticism of Tamblichus, whom Proclus
has previously criticised in his review of past opinions on the
subjects of the Hypotheses in /# Parm. Book VI (1055, 23ff.):
rpboeoty 82 woal Tolrors amoTeréopata mapahopBavew, AR odx
doyds &v Tuilc tehevtatong Urobéseor. Cf. also Comm. ad Tr. 2.

Here, on the other hand, Damascius brings on Iamblichus to
counter Proclus. The principle quoted is a general one, however,
and must be taken from Iamblichus’ arguments in defence of his
identifications of the subjects of Hyps. VIII and IX, rather than
from any comment on this passage. But we might speculate as to
what might have been Iamblichus’ answer to this aporia, if indeed
he posed himself the question. Perhaps that of Damascius (286,
29ff.), that Parmenides will state thesc consequences in the next
Hypothesis, and does not want to repeat himself:

1 Assuming advéc to refer to Proclus, as it normally does in this work.



IN PARMENIDEM 403

o olv ) dhoyl, mapfiney viv tadta: dnoddost 88 adta pekfic ™y
Tob ) elvon 10 Ev Saipeoiv Evornodpeves: Gote xata piv iy pébodov
Simhactaotéov T& TowebTor xol Exel Svra xal Evtaifo dpeihovrar waTd
8¢ t& mpdypate draf 8t tebfvar Gomep ol vy, Smov adta ) Tob
owbétou petnyoyev Qlotg elg Thy Tob un 8vrog &vdg Swddpeoiv. wal yop
patvetar 6 lappevidng tév mpaypdtwy pahhov ¥ tic pebodou éxdusvoc.

The notion that the Parmenides of this dialogue was more con-
cerned with t& mpdypara than with the péfedoc is bizarre, but a
possible reflection for a scholastic of Damascius’ calibre.
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APPENDIX A

Tamblichus’ Theory of Prayer

After his summary of Porphyry’s views on prayer, ({n Tim.
1 207, 23-209, 1), Proclus reports lamblichus’ criticism of Por-
phyry, and then adds:

rapadidwot 3¢ Ty te Sdvauwy ThHe edy¥c xal thv TerebtnTa Oou-
pooTy o wol Omeppul ol mioav Omepaigousay EAmidu. mpoouel
3¢ pag énl 16 suvnBésTepov Tolg dxodouot xal YVLELLOTEPOY TOY AbYOV
RETAYYOVTAC TNV T Exelvoy cuh mooul Sudvotay xal 76 TThdTomw
ouppOvous aradobvar Tolg Tepl edy g Adyous.

which I translate as:

“And he describes the power of prayer, and the perfection (to
be attained), marvellous as it is and remarkable and exceeding
all anticipation. But it would be well for me to translate his account
into terms more familiar and better known to my hearers, and
to make the meaning of the writer clear and to expound (his)
theory of prayer so that it is concordant with that of Plato.”

It might have been grammatically possible for éxeivouv to refer
back to Porphyry, but only if there had been a part of obrog to
balance it, referring to lamblichus. As it is, the é&xeivov is con-
trasted with ©& [IAdreve in the next phrase, and must refer to
Tamblichus.

Proclus declares a double aim: (1) to present the theory of
Tamblichus on prayer in terms familiar toic éxotoust, presumably
the students in the Academy, and (2) to bring Iamblichus into
accordance with Platonic theory.! In view of this statement of
intention I wish first to examine Tamblichus’ doctrine as stated
in Book V of the De M ysterits (ch. 26: 237-240), and then to analyse
Proclus’ ‘petaywys’, in the hope of finding common features.

L 1y IIdtwwe . . . Adyoug could be taken as ‘expound a theory of prayer
concordant with that of Plato’, but there is no sign of a break in exposition
(until 213, 8), and T feel that Proclus would in that case have said, e.g.
Aoyous mepl Suxhe &. td IL. supenvous.
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Tamblichus is discussing prayer in connexion with sacrifices.
The first relevant passage is as follows:

el 37 odv OG TO pdv TphTov TTg EVYIC eSS EaTL cUVAY Y6V cUVH-
PHg Te Thg mpdg 16 Delov xal yvwplozwg EEmyoduevov- o & &ml tolTe
xowvmviag dpovonTinig ouvderindy, Sboeig Te mpoxnohoduevoy Tag
¢x Oebv routamepmopévag mpd Tob Adyou, nal mpd Teh vofoar o §Aa
govo Emtedoloag: 10 8¢ Tehewrtatov adTig Y dppmTog Evastig
Emoppayiletar, 70 wav xUpoc Evidpdovsa Tolg Oeols, ol TeEMwg &v
adtols xetolar Thy Juynv Nudv Tapéyovoa.

Tamblichus here distinguishes three classes of prayer, in ascending
order of perfection, the first being suvvayawyév, leading to union
with the divine and cognition thereof, the sccond ocuvdetindy,
linking us with the divine by sympathetic association, calling
forth gifts sent by the gods even before we express our requests,
the third being 4 é&ppnroc évmors, unity beyond expression, estab-
lishing all power in the gods, and providing that our souls rest
completely in them.

He characteriscs these three stages just after this (238, 1off.)
as ‘b pev elg Emihapdiy telvoy, 6 3 elg xowiy dmepyasiay, To 8t elg Ty
TEAEAY ETOTANPLGLY GTd Tod wupbds .

If we turn now to Proclus’s account, even allowing for differences
in Tamblichus’ presentation in his Timaens commentary, the pro-
spect is not initially encouraging. The efficacy of prayer is based
on the premise that all things are #xyova 8zév (this extends, as we
see later, to inanimate objects, which also pray after their fashion).
All things proceed from the gods, but yet all things remain in them.
‘o0devig yap dpéotrnre T0 Delov, AN miow EE Toou mhpesTt’, ‘mpofibe
mavta xal o) mwpoRABzv’. As all things experience mpoddog, they also
experience &motpopy (1 210, 21f.), even v &duye, which have
ovprdfein to various sepal of gods, and to this émietpogy much is
contributed by prayer (210, 30ff.) which, by means of edpforx
&ppyra, draws down the beneficence of the gods towards the sup-
pliant and unites him with them (évolox and suvamrtovox) and
rouses the will of those who encompass in themselves perfectly
all goods to the ungrudging sharing of them, mefolg e oloa T¥g
Oelog dnuiovpyds nal 8ra ta Hpérepa Toig Oeoic Evidplovoa.

The Proclus account begins on a different tack, but it can be
seen that the same ideas and phrases are beginning to recur.
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We now (211, 7ff.) find a three-fold division of prayer:

(1) Hyelran 3¢ THe Tedetag xal Gvtwg ofarng edyic mpdTov % yvdatig
10y lelwv talewv macdyv, alg mpboesiv & edybuevos: od yap &v
2 4 ? \ AS 2 14 3 o~ 3 (A by 1 1 14
otxelwe mpoaéMol wi o dibtrTag adtdy Eyvexdg. 816 xal o AdyLov
‘rv muptbornd) Ewolay’ mpotiotny Eyew talwv &v Tf lepd Opnonely
TUEEXEAEVGATO.

The first type of prayer is vyvéow tév Océv takewv macdy, for
which the suppliant, to approach them properly, must know their
i8uétyrec, and for this the Oracle recommends % mwuplaimyg Evvore.
Whether it is Proclus or Iamblichus who quotes the Oracle I leave
aside for the moment, merely noting the fire-imagery. The phraseo-
logy does not match the De Mysteriis very well, but it is plainly
enough the same class of prayer. It is concerned with approach
(ouvarywyds), and productive of yv@auwg[yvapuos.

(2) debrepa 8& perd TadTgy 7 olzelwole xaTa THY TpoS TO
Belov dpolwowy Npév t4¢ cupmdong xabapdrrnroc, dyvetug,
matdérag, Takzwg, O d¢ To Hpérepa mpoadyouey Tolg Beols, Ehxovreg
Ty ar’ adtdyv edpdveray kol Tag Yuyds MUV Droxataxhivovtes adTole.

Again, the same level of prayer is being described, but the terms
are different. Nevertheless olxetwowg T and xowvwvia express the same
idea. The De Mysteriis stresses the efficacy of this level of prayer
in obtaining 8ései¢ through xowwvia, while the Proclus ‘trans-
lation’ lays emphasis on 6polwoig mpds 16 Oclov in the matter of
wolapdtne, dyvela, maudeia and vafic. We do, however, draw down
their eduéveiar, which does lead to Séceic.

Also, a little further on, the De Mysteriis passage speaks of
prayer, or of Swetpif+ in prayers, as follows (239):

<«

N A < ’ ~ ! M 3 4 Y 4 A \
...Th uiv Auétepa Thc Stavolac Wby Npépa avérxer, T BE
v Bedv Aulv xdidwat, mebe 3 xal xowoviav el ouhlav &didiutov
gyelpel, Tov te Belov EpwTa ouvadiet, xal 16 Belov The Juydic dvarrel,
amoxabaiper e mav 0 dvavtiov THg Quydic, xal dmoppimrer Tol
oiBeprddoue kol adyoetdolc mvedpatoc mepl adthv Soov éotl yevesioupydy,
b 7 3 M A ) A hY o~ 4 ~ 1 A o
EATiSa e dyalbnv xal iy Tepl TO @d¢ wioTiv TeAewol, xal TO Shov
elmely, Spdnmag Téy Bedy, v oltwg elmwpey Todg ypwuévoug adralc
amepyaleTor.”

L Ci. also De Myst. 239, 18—énewd?) 8" €pywv olxestobrat tolg Heols.
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I quote this whole passage in order to connect it in turn with
further passages of Proclus. What concerns us immediately is the
reference to ‘drawing’ (though in this case we are being ‘drawn’
up, rather than the gods down) and to purification (dmoxaBatpet).
ratdela is not mentioned, nor tdfrg, although these terms probably
refer to the knowledge of the right prayers to address to the right
deities (tafig 1@v Oelov #pywv, 212, 19), and so are substantially
involved in xowy, drepyasia (De Myst. 238, 10).

However, we see in this passage an appearance of a triad Zpwg—
gamtc—miotig, which is close to that of the Chaldacan Oracles,!
with which we may compare Pr. 212, 19ff., where the triad appears
in its correct form:

hY A A ~ ! b4 3 ! / 3 ’ 3 by
xal thy Tebv Tév Octov Epyov dodhevtov UAdTTEWY dpetdg TE &l
THg yevéoewe naluptindc xal dvaywyois mpoPefrtiobut xal mioTLy wal
3 ’ A b U 3 ! A 1A A 3 [4 ~
arn0eray xal ZpwTe, Todmyy dxelviy iy Toudde, xal EAmiSa THY
dyabiv &tpemttov Te Hmodoyny Tol Belou pwTdg xal FxoTagy &md TEVTOY
TGV &MV EmitndsupdToy.

With these last phrases we may in turn compare De Myst. 238,
17ff. ‘vhy 8% i Juyic GmoBoymy Tdv Oedv morel Mav edputépay,
avolyet 32 Totc dvlipdmors T Tév Bedv, cuvilaiav 8 mapéyer Tpodc
tac tol @&bTeg pappapvyas.’

But we have been deflected from the examination of the second
stage of prayer. To summarise, in the De Mysferiis it unites us
with gods in a working relationship, with a view to benefits from
them (xowveviag duovornTiniic quvdetucdy, el xowhy drepyastay Telvov)
in Proclus it makes us like the divine in purity, education and a
sensc of order, but also attracts divine edpévewx towards our prob-
lems.

(3} The third and highest degree of prayer in the De Myst.
{238, 3ff.) involves ¥ dppntog €vwarg, 0 Twav xipog Evidplovoa
tolg Beolg, ol tehéwe &v adroic xeiofor Thy Juymy Rudv mapéyovoun.
It is leads to thv tedelay dmonMipweowy amd Tob mupde (238, 11).

For Proclus the highest degree is (211, 24) % éveotig, adtd 6
evi Ty Gediv o &v THe duyiic évidplovoa wal play dvépyelay HLiY
Te mowalon xol Ty Oedv, %ol fiv 003t fautdv Eopev, dAAG TGy Oedv,
&v 16 Ostey potl pwévovteg ol O adrtol xhxhy meptexbuevot.

v Psellus, Hypotyposis, p. 74, 28 Kroll, p. 199 Des Places.
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Here the correspondence is fairly exact, Proclus’s main contri-
bution being a development of the idea of #vwoig of the One of
the Soul with the One in the gods (we may note that the actual
phrase dpontog éveasig occurs in Pr. 213, 14). What may we conclude
from this survey? The language is by no means identical, but the
same scheme seems to be employed in both passages. Much of the
variation may be due to Proclus’ process of ‘translation’, which
would bode ill for hopes of verbal accuracy in his other Iamblichus
references, but it may also be due to the fact that Iamblichus
himself phrased and arranged his doctrine differently in different
places. In the De Mysteriis, after all, he is talking of prayer as a
complement to sacrifice. The whole tone of /n 1im. 1 209, 13-212, 28,
however, agrees very well with that of De Myst. V 26. The doctrine
of the three stages of prayer does seem to be an Tamblichean in-
vention.! I am inclined then, to take the whole In Tim. passage
as broadly Iamblichean, but I have not thought fit to include it
formally as a fragment.

[ will conclude with a further statement of lamblichus on Prayer,
from De Myst. I 15: 46, which also fits well with the present passage
(esp. Im Tim. 1211, 241f.). (Porphyry has just been wondering
whether it is worth while praying to ‘pure intellects’):

&y 8 008 #Ahoig Tisly Myobuan delv ebyeclol. 16 yap Oslov év Hulyv
xol voepdy wal €v, 3 el vonrov adts noahelv €0&how, Eyelpetar whre
dvapylde &v Talc edyalc, &yeipbuevov 3& Egletar Tol oGpoiov Sux-
PepbvTwg xal GLVATTETAL Tpdg adToTEAeldTNTA . . . obte JAv olv
e Suvdpewv obte 3 dpvdvev slodéyovrar slg Exutobg ol Beol Tae
edyde, &v Eautoig Ot mepiéyoust TeWV dyaldv Tac dvepyelag TAY Adyowy,
xal pahtota éuetvoyv oftiveg Stx The lepds ayioretag Evidpupévor
tolg Osoig %ol GUVNVLUEVOL TUYXAVOUGLY: ATEXVDE Ykp TNVIXATTR
adrd 16 Belov mpdc Eautd olvesTt, xal 008 G¢ Erepov xowwVEL
TGV &v Tolg edyals vonoEL.

This last sentence in particular expresses very well Iamblichus’
view that the highest form of prayer unites 6 Beiov in us with
©6 Belov itself, and that this highest form of prayer can only be
reached by performance of the proper ritual acts (&yioreia).

L If, indeed, it is not Chaldaean. But we have no secure evidence on this
point.
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Lamblichus and the Origin of the Doctrine of Henads '

E. R. Dodds, in his great edition of Proclus’ Elements of Theo-
logy,? devotes some pages of his commentary (pp. 257-260) to a
discussion of the origin of the doctrine of divine henads, and their
identification with the traditional gods. He traces this doctrine to
Syrianus. Later, in the Addenda and Corrigenda (p. 346), he correctly
retracts one point in his argument, observing that Syrianus cannot
be referred to by Proclus at In Parm. 1066, 21 Cousin, as tivég tédv
Tty wldolwy, since he places the gods in the Second Hypothesis
of the Parmenides, whercas the figure or figures referred to there
place them in the Iirst. At this point he gives up, merely noting
that the doctrine of henads must be earlier than Syrianus.

It seems to me that by a somewhat closer examination of the
cxisting evidence we can come to a more definite conclusion than
this, and in fact attribute the origin of the doctrine with virtual
certainty to Iamblichus.

Proclus, in Book VI of his Commentary on the Parmenides (1054,
34ff. Cousin), sets out what can be identified with certainty, on
the basis of a scholium and correspondences in Damascius, Dubi-
tationes et Solutiones, as the view of Iamblichus as to the subject
matters of the various Hypotheses.® His account of the first one is
as follows:

OE 8\ A 1 b b4 ! ! ) 4 W A

{ 88 perd Tobroug nat’ dAhov Tedmov elodyovtes Ta dvra, TV pév
TphTNV Aédyovreg stvan mepl 0ol xal Osdy' ob ydp pévov mepl tob €46,
S A 1 1 ~ ~ 7 [4 7 3 \ e 1 4

aMAa xat mepl maoldv Thv Belev évddwy adtiy motelaliar ToV Adyov.

It might be doubted here whether the amplification mentioning
the ‘divine henads’ is Tamblichean or due to Proclus. Regarded
by itself, all this testimony can be taken to affirm with certainty
is that Iamblichus took the First Hypothesis to concern not only

! This appendix has appeared separately, as an article in Phronesis XVII:
2, 1972.

2 Oxford znd Ed. 1963.

3 See the excellent survey in the Introduction to the Budé edition of
Proclus’ Platonic Theology. (edd. Saffrey and Westerink, Vol. 1 pp. LXXV-
LXXXIX).



APPENDIX B 413

God (that is, ¢ mparteroc Bebg, which Porphyry had made the
subject of it—1053, 40 Cousin), but the gods in general. Even if
we confine ourselves to this passage alone, however, the question
still arises as to what status [amblichus envisaged for this multi-
plicity of gods. Would they not inevitably be ‘henads’, in the
sense in which the term was later understood?

But we do not in fact have to confine ourselves to this passage.
Later, at In Parm. 1066, 16ff., we find the following passage,
which seems to me to refer inevitably to Iamblichus:

S Aug . v , g Coae ey s,

Avéywn tolvuy, elmep pévov xal drav 16 Delov Omip olotav éotly,
¥ mepl ol mpwTou Oeol pévov elvan Tov mapbvta Adyov, ¢ 8% pévoc
gotiv Umép olalav, %) mepl wdvtwv Osédv xal thv pet’ éxelvov, GHomep
akrolict Tiveg TévV Tiniv aldoiwy.

“The present argument’ is the First Hypothesis. A phrase such
as ‘certain of those whom we revere’ would have been suitable
to Syrianus, as Dodds points out ({oc. cit.), but for the fact, above
mentioned, that Syrianus puts the gods in the Second Hypothesis
(In Parm. 1061, 331f.). The phrase must therefore refer to someone
else, and only one other philosopher is recorded as explicitly
placing the Gods in the First Hypothesis, to wit, lamblichus.

Proclus continues, presumably now paraphrasing or elaborating
on lamblichus’ explanation: (1066, 22ff.):

gneldh yap mag Oedg %ol Ocdg Evdg Eott (tobro yap Eott 0 macTg
obotag Exlewtindy, o &v), Six 8% tolito ovvdntaw diiaor 1) wepl Beol
0% TpdTon Bewpig Ty mepl Hediv dmdvrey SpRynoy- wavtes yap slow
évadeg Umepolatar, xal Tob mARlovg Thv dvrav dmepavéyovcal, xal
BxpbTNTEG TGV 0VGLEV.

It was Porphyry, as we have seen, who declared Hyp. I to be
about ‘the first god’, and Tamblichus who chosc to add ‘(all) the
gods’. If we consider for a moment how he will have defended his
innovation, we must conclude, I think, that it was very much along
the lines laid down here by Proclus.

At this point one may suitably introduce a passage of Damascius,
Dub. et Sol. (ch. 100, I 257, 20ff. Ruelle), where he is contrasting
Tamblichus with his predecessors in his treatment of the gods:

Tt 3¢t mord: Aéysty Gre xad Tolg Beols oltwe bmotifevrat Tolg moAhole
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ot 7pd lapPiiyov oyeddv 11 ndvreg pAboopot, Eva pdv slvon TOHV bmep-

7 3 7 A} r b A (A ¥, ~ 2 A ~
olotov Bebv Aéyovreg, ToUg <d7> dAhoug olotdderg elvan, Talg dmd Tol
i \ 3 A 2 7 M ¥ Al o~ < ! o~
&voc ENhdpdecty éxbeoupévoug, xal elvar 6 Ty Omepovsiwy mARBog
3 I 3 3 ~ e / > \ ~ 3 4 3 A\ ~
&vddwv odx alToTEAGY UTooTacEWY, GAAE ThvV ENAaumouévmv dmo TOD
pévou Oeol, xal Tals odolutg Evdidopéviv Demoewy.

From which we may reasonably conclude that Iamblichus held
that the rest of the gods were also ‘superessential’, that they were
‘independent hypostascs’, and that they were #of simply centities
{of a lower order) divinised by the supreme and only God.!

It should be plain from this that Iamblichus had worked out at
least the substance of the later doctrine of henads. Whether or
not he termed these gods "henads’ is less important, but it seems
somewhat perverse, in face of these various picces of evidence,
to deny him the term. Iamblichus needed these henads as links
between the supreme and ineffable One and his creation. All of his
very complicated systematising of the Realm of the One, including
his postulating of two Ones (Dam. Dub. et Sol. ch. 43, 1 86 Ruelle),
is prompted by the desire to bridge the great gap between a com-
pletely transcendent First Principle and everything subsequent
to it. He could also defend the introduction of henads on the
analogy of the multiplicity of intellects co-existing with Intellect
itself, and the souls co-existing with Soul, each multiplicity being
inferior to its monad, but not being mere édudeg thereof. And
this indeed is the argument developed by Damascius throughout
ch. 1o0.

1 Of the predecessors of lamblichus in this context the most distinguished
was Plotinus himself. In Eunn. I g, 9, for instance, he makes it clear that
the Supreme God produces the multiplicity of gods, as emanations of himself.
They are in the noetic world; he is above it:

oo

évrebbev 3¢ o7 xal tobe vonTotc duvelv Oeode, ¢ dmact 8¢ #dn Tév péyav
iy Exel Baocuréa xal &v T4 TRl pdhiota TdY Bedov 16 péye adrol Evdetvbpevoy:

N - s e e e . C ooy A om M .
o0 yap TO cuotelhot elg &v, 3Aha 10 Seifot moAd td Oclov, doov €8eifev adrée,
To0Té a7t SOvauey 0sod eidoTwy, dtav wévev b¢ éott mokrobg o) mévtag elg
adrov dvnprnuévoue xal St éxelvoy xal map’ Exéivou Svrac.

cf. also Ewnn. V 1, 8ff. which points in the same direction. If the Demiurge
is in the noetic world, and is represeuted in Hyp. II of the Parmenides, then
a fortiori so are the gods in general. Plotinus recognises no gods above the
Demiurge—only The One.

Porphyry followed Plotinus in all this, as we see from his placing of ‘the
gods’ in the Second Hypothesis, and only the Supreme God in the First.
Iamblichus’ break with this doctrine is thus of considerable importance.
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The henads, which may be equated with the traditional gods
on their highest level, are not then simply ‘illuminations’ of the
One, as they were for Plotinus, but they are not to be regarded as
properly distinct from it either. Such distinction would be intoler-
able, after all, in the henadic realm. Sallustius, in ch. 2 of the
De Dits et Mundo, is probably being [Tamblichean when he says of
the Gods:

0088 tHe Mg aittag ) MMy ywptlovtar, Gomep 0ddE vol al
vofcelg 0082 Juyic al émtarhpor o0dE Loou at alsbnoeic.

I do not think that one should necessarily conclude from this,
as Dodds does (0p. cif. p. 259, n. 1), that Sallustius is here repre-
senting the Gods as simply Philonic “‘powers’ of the First Cause;
be is simply, I think, using a vivid comparison, perhaps a somewhat
unfortunate one, to express an inexpressible relation.

To return to Proclus, he continues to discuss the placing of the
other gods in the Ifirst Hypothesis until roy1, 8. The criticism he
levels against the doctrine is not of a type which he would have
used against Syrianus, whom he never disagrees with as directly
as this.! He firmly rejects the notion, and the rcason he gives first
is most useful for the understanding of larblichus’ reason for
postulating henads. (1066, 33ff.):

el 3¢ 16 pév mpwTioTov &v, ¢ doxel mou xal adTolE WAALGTY, TAVTGY
ubvewg Eotl xol dobvtatov meodg T dAAa mavra wal dpélextov, pasty,
adTd Gprdcoy Tpog TEvV B, xal dyvwotov Tolg Tisw Geal> EEnenuévoy,
ExdoTy 88 THv dhhwv evddwy welext) Ta¢ EoTt, wal ob Wwhvov Evag aAh
xol AnBoug olxelou petéyovoon, xal obolag ) vontiie 7 voepds %) buyinie
B nal copatiedc (uéyxpt yap Ttadtg mpoéow 7 wébelic), <l yed T uy
cuvaptBobuevoy tolg odatv &v, unds cuvtuttduevov Ghme Tole ToOARGLC,
el piov Omélecuv avapépelv Tals wetexomevatg @iV AmO TGOV Gvtowv,
GUVEXTIXOLG 38 TOV TTOANDY EVAGLY |

This may be a powerful argument against Iamblichus’ doctrine,
but it also tells us why he should have wanted to propound it, and
what role his henads were to play. It seems from this evidence

! Proclus had enormous respect for Tamblichus, but he nonetheless is
prepared to contradict him on occasion, a thing he does not do to Syrianus;
eg. In Tim. I 153, 28; 218, 13; 11 105, 28; ITT 247, 27 et al. In all these
cases the contradiction is really made by Syrianus; Proclus simply seconds
it. In one passage (I 147, 20ff.), Vroclus even backs ’orphyry against
Tamblichus.

2 A ref. to Or. Chald. ¥'r. 3 Des Places, presumably by lamblichus himself.
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very much as if Iamblichus saw each henad, or god, as the head
of a sequence of manifestations of itself at various levels, from the
intelligible down to the bodily, by each of which it is participated.
This is nothing less than a aeipd, and indeed the doctrine of henads
secms to involve the doctrine of seirar for the henads to govern.
Proclus does not, of course, object to the doctrine, simply to the
idea of associating these participated entities too closely (i.e. in
the same Hypothesis) with the imparticipable One.

To conclude, it seems plain that the ‘revered’ individual who is
the object of criticism from In Parm. 1066, 16 to 1071, 8 had a
doctrine of henads and of their participation by seivai of entities
right down the scale of being, and it seems equally plain that this
individual can only have been Iamblichus. The doubt that has hung
over of the question of the origins of the doctrine of divine henads
should therefore be dispelled, and Iamblichus should be given the
credit which his successors of the Athenian School certainly did
not grudge him, though they were frequently less than specific
in acknowledging the extent of their debt.
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The Theology of Iamblichus’ Essay llegi tHg &v Tipaiw 7ol
Arbg dnunyoplag

Plainly the metaphysical scheme revealed by Proclus at In
Tim. 1 308, 181f. is far more claborate than that being employed
by lamblichus in his T¥maens Cowmmmentary, and Proclus quotes
this scheme, from Iamblichus’ treatise ! ‘On the Speech of Zeus in
the Timaeus’ in order to convict Iamblichus of inconsistency. I
find it hard to believe that this could have formed part of Iam-
blichus’ main Commentary, but I fecl that it is worth setting out
here the scheme therein contained (For the text see Comm. ad
In Tim. Tr. 34):

(1) ‘Triads’ of noetic gods arc mentioned. I presume these to
be three triads, as we {ind next:

(2) Toc tév voepdiv beiv tpelg Toadac. Here, following the schol-
tast ad loc., ({n Tim. I 473) I read tov <vonrév xal> vospdv Oedvy,
as we find next:

(3) a noeric hebdomad, in which the Demiurge holds thv tpityy
TdEwv &v Tolg maTpdow.

We seem to liave here, especially if the emendation in (2) is
accepted, a Chaldaean-influenced schema the complexity of which
would have satisfied even Damascius: (three) triads of the noetic
rcalm, followed by three triads of the noctic-noeric realm, followed
by two noeric triads. These last should be followed by the dmeloxds,
the seventh member of the noeric hebdomad in Chaldaean-influ-
enced Neoplatonic theology. But who are thesc IFathers? 'This
seems to be the name for the first noeric triad, the second being

! Olympiodorus’ reference to this work (In Ale. 2, 4f.) is somewhat
disturbing: 8w xal 6 ’Lapfiuyos dmopvrnpatilov oy Sudrovov (sc. Timacus)
¢méypadev ‘elc thv Snunyoplav ol A, Emypdee should mean simply
‘entitle’, which would make the whole mean: ‘. .. Iamblichus, when writing
a commentary on the dialogue, gave it the litle .. .. In that case, T submit
that this ‘commentary’ of Iamblichus’ is not his main commentary, but
simply the essay to which Proclus refers. It is possible, 1 suppose, that
¢mypdeo could have the meaning ‘write in addition’, but I prefer the former
alternative.
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termed the &pethcror. The Fathers are the triad 8v—Cwi—vol¢ mani-
fested at the noeric level. This passage describes the characteristics
of each of them, attributing the doctrine to ‘The Pythagoreans’, a
thing which Tamblichus liked to do.

The Nous-which-is-One, first, or the eic volc, contains within
himself ‘all the monads’. The monads of what? We must assume,
surely, the monads of the Forms, and refer to In Phileb. Tr. 4,
where it is stated that the Father contains within himself not the
Forms, but the monads of the Forms. He is also given the epithets
arhols, ddwlpetog, ayoubocidng, pévewv &v cautd, and ocuvrnvwuéveg
toig vontolg, this last signifying his special connexion with the
realms superior to his own. The C scholiast on Proclus (I 473)
identifics this principle with Cronos.

The middle element is describecd as that which ‘gathers together
the fulness (oupmifpwowg) of the three’; it is yéviuos, suvaywyéc,
TV¢ évepyelag dmomAnpwrteds, The Uelag Lo yevwnrinde, mpolwv
navty, dyolbovpyde.

It has, in fact, all the marks of a female life-principle. The C
Scholiast identifies it with Rhea.

To the third clement, the Demiurge proper, identified by the
scholiast with Zeus, ‘the Pythagoreans’ attribute wévipor mpdodor,
Tov altlwv Ehwv molneoeg val cuvoyel, dpuwplopévar 8ot tols eldeaty
aitiar, and «b mwpolovoar masour Snutovpylow. These are certainly
demiurgic attributes. Presumably only in the Demiurge proper
are the Forms proper manifested.

The C Scholiast must be in error, in spite of his useful identifi-
cations, when he takes the ‘hebdomad’ as comprising three noetic,
three noctic-noeric and one noeric. The hebdomad is clearly stated
to be the noeric hebdomad. The triad of ‘Fathers’ (one of whom,
we may note, is actually a Mother) is followed by a triad of dypavrel
or dueihwror Osof, followed in turn by the Omelwudg. These are
not mentioned in the passage, but inevitably implied in the term
‘hebdomad’.

It is possible in fact that Proclus is not doing complete justice
to famblichus’ views here, in order to make the sharpest possible
contrast with his other view of the Demiurge. The more general
‘Chaldaean’ view scems to have been that the Demiurge presided
over the whole noeric realm, or rather that the whole noeric realm
was demiurgic.

Julian, in Or. 5 (172D) refers to the Chaldaean Oracles’ cele-
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bration of & émrdutig Bedg, who, as the intellectual paradigm of
the celestial Helios, will be in fact the Demiurge, the Helios of
Julian’s Oration Four. Damascius, Dub. et Sol. 1294 refers to
6 Emtayd) mpordw hog Svuevpyds mapa Tolg XaAdalow, and at I 295
to of &mra 8i¢ &méxewa Snpovpyel mapa Tois Beoupyols, making all
the noeric entities demiurgic.

We have, then, clear evidence that the Chaldaean Theology was
already fully elaborated by lamblichus, as if the fact of having
written a work of at least twenty-eight books on the subject were
not indication enough. What remains uncertain until all the
fragments of Iamblichus’ works are assembled and evaluated is
the extent to which each of his works exhibits this full elaboration.
It seems likely from the surviving fragments that at least the
Timaeus Commentary does not, though there are conflicting indi-
cations from the remains of the other commentaries.

One of the significant differences between the Chaldaean and the
simpler Platonic system is the situation of the Demiurge, and
together with that, the location of the Forms. If the Demiurge
is to be ranked only in the third of the three realms which now
spring up betwcen the One and the World Soul, then what is going
on in the two higher realms, the noetic and the noetic-noeric?
‘Anticipations’, ‘pre-figurations’ and the like, no doubt, but the
situation remains confusing for an outsider.
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Metaph. 1012Dh 31 336
CALCIDIUS
In Timaeum
CC. 10G-112 356
C. 203 381-2
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Damascius
Db, et. Sol.

I 19, 11-14 Ruclle

86, 51.
101, 11ff.
103, 6ff.
151, 18ff.
257, 20ff.
II 216

1l 219, 13ff.
II 286, 20lf.
11 292, 711.

e

Eupoxus
Fr. 288 Lasserre

Eunarius
Vitae Sophistarum

P- 457 Boissonade
P- 458
PP. 458-9
P. 460
HERMEIAS
In Phaedrum

. 41, 22ff. Couvreur

HERMES TRISMEGISTUS

ap. Stob. I 290, 13ff. Wachs.

IaMBLICHUS

De Anima
Pp. 364, 3ff. Wachs.!
7. 365, 7t
Pp. 365, 221f.
P- 372°3
P. 375, 24
P- 378, 25ff.
P- 379, 25ff.
P- 384
P 385, 10f1f.

De M ysteriis
T4:r12
151517
I1o: 33-4
I15: 46
11 1: 67-8

INDICES
1T 3: 8o-1 51, 276
Il 5:79 52
i 111 28: 168-9 313
262n. 1 V 26: 237-40 40811,
29 VI 7: 249 275
31 VII 4: 256 275
37 VIII 3: 265 312
34 VIII 6: 269 375
4[336_3 In Nicomachi Intr. Awvith.
397 p. 100, 15ff, 324
403 Vita Pythagovica 146 363
387 Theolog. Avith. 76, 14f. 335 n. I
Ep. ad Macedonium
278 n. 1 ap. Stob. II 174, 21{f. Wachs.
300 I I
Jurian
Oration 1V 146AB 307
34,7 150?)(2 358
14, 16, 60 1501 5
17 Oration V. 162C 10 n. 4
6 Oration VI 182CD 258-9
Contra Galilaeos 200A 286
23503 286
266 Epz'.st‘ 89?1, .
fin., Bidez-Cumont 282 n. 1
Ipist. 187,
fin., Bidez-Cumont 6
372 1.3 LrpaniUs
Oration 18, 187 Forster 12 . 2
52, 21 12
331 Letter 1380 Forster 12 n. 1
41, 260, 315 | ypys, Joh. Lauventius
41-2 .
43-4 De Mensibus
10 n.4 p- 65, 21 Wiinsch 6 n. 3
305 m. 1 p. 175, 10 312
372 MavLALAS, Joh
375 o ’
32I n. I Chyvon. XII 312, 11-12 12
MARIUS VICTORINUS
322 n. 1 Hymn 111 71-4, p. 638 Hadot 331
40 .
370 NEMEsIUs EMESENUS
411 De Natuva Hominis 51,
50 p. 117 Matth, 24, 45

I This refers to Vol. I of Wachsmuth’s’ Anthology, where the extracts

from the De Anima are to be found.
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INDICES

Intvoductio Avithmetica 11 235,

p- 126 Hoche

OLYMPIODORUS

In Alcibtadem 2, 4f. West.

In Phaedonem
p. 124, 13ff. Norvin

ORracuLa CHALDAICA
Fr. 1 Des Places

ORIGENES CHRISTIANUS
De Principiis 1 3
Contva Celsum 11 60

ORPHICA
¥Fr. 71

PuiLoronus, foh.

De Aeteynitate Mundi
VI 14, p. 154 Rabe
VT 25, p. 200, 4it.

Puortius

Bibliotheca
cod. 181
cod. 215

PrLato 1
Cratylus qo5 CD
Phaedrus 264 C
Dhilebus 16 D
Republic VITL 546 A
Sophist 248 &

PrLoTiNnus

Ennead

IT 9, 9

I1 9, 10

IV 3,4
PruTtArcu

De An. Proc. In Tim.
o012 E f.

De Genio Socratis 580

1 Other than Lemmala.

324

417101

376-7

34, 390

38 n. 2
372 0. 2

310

311
304

361

203 n. 1
310

287

36

414
3i2
326

329-30
17

PORPHYRIUS

Vita Plotini
2
9
17

Sententiae
10

Tepl dyorpdtov
p. 14 Bidez

De Animae Facultatibus

I0
6
5 N 2

260

286 n. 1

ap. Stob. I 350, 25 Wachs. 376

ProcLus

In Alcibiadem
17, 11 West
65, 16ff,

In Timaeum
19, 22ff. Dichl
121, Bff.
146, 11ff.
165, 16f1f.
171, 1ff.
21y, 71f.

II 229, 11ff.
Il 230, 31ff.
I 308, 18ff.
T 393, 31ff.
I 411, 2ff.

1T 20, off.

IT 153, 15ff.
II 213, 19ff.
1T 225, 31ff.
IT 306, 12ff.
IT 308, 25ff.
11T 235, 2

II1 31, 15ff.
II1 67, 221f.
11T 101, off.
IIT 173, 241f.
11T 236, 31ff.
111 321, 12ff.
111 357, 10ff.

— et e

I'n Cratylum
p. 56, 13ff. Pasquali

In Rempublicam
I 4, 2o0ff.

In Parmenidem
664, 30-2 Cousin

264
342

265-6
278
281
200

201-2

400ff.

2g8-¢
209
308
318
314

323-4

330-1
333
353
340
340

10 Nn. 4
346
358
366
365
374
381

384
362 n.1

335

262
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1054, 34 ff. 412
1061 343
1066, 16 ff. 413, 415

FElem. Theol.
prop. 21 335
prop. 57 38 n.1
prop. 67 335
prop. 101 335
prop. 140 279
Theol. Plat.
11 p. 140, 15ff. Portus 263
Il p. 143, 45ff. 203

PsrLrus, Michael
Hypotyposis 6, p. 198 Des Places

308
SALLUSTIUS
De Diis et Mundo
ch. II 415

INDICES

ch. V1 48, 279
ch. XVI1I1I 278
SIMPLICIUS
In Categorias p. 2, 25 14 . 4
STEPHANUS BYZANTINUS
Xaaxeg 5
SrraBO
Geogr. Book XVI 2, 10 5
SYRIANUS

In Hermogenem 1 o, 11ff. 17n. 1

THRO SMYRNAEUS

Expositio

p- 105, 15ff. Hiller 3240 1

II. MODERN AUTHORITIES QUOTED

Armstrong, A. H.

Beutler, IR.
Bidez, J.

Bochenski
Borghorst, G.

32 n. 2

295 n. I
6, 1off.

301 M. I
323 I. 1

Cameron, Alan 6, 7, 10

Chaignet, A. E. 398

Cornford, . M. 362, 402

Cousin, V. 67

Couvreur, I’. 67

Cremer, F. W. 13 n. 2

Cumont, I'ranz 3 n. 3, 283

Diels, H. 353f.

Dodds, E. R. 27, 35, 30 n. 1, 46,
47, 351, 412

Festugiére, A. J. 10 n. 1, 27 n. I,
62 nn. 1, 3, 64, 279, 281 n, I, 314,
321, 337, 375

Galperine, M. C. 67 n. 1
Geffken, J. 23 n. 2

Hadot, P. 331 n. 1
Heiberg 21

Kissling, R. C. 47 n. 1
Kroll, W. 279, 287, 321
Lewy, H. 27 n. 1, 283, 390

Lloyd, A. C. 53

Mau, G. 3, 25, 53
Merlan, Ph. 20
Mettauer, 22

Nock, A. D. 278

O'Neill, W. 47 n. 1
Oppermann, H. 19 n. 2

Praechter, K. 11, 53,

Reinhardt, K.
Rolhde, E. 19
Ruelle, C. F. 67, 396, 398

Saffrey, H. D. 67, 387
Sambursky, 5. 346

2904 n. I

372 n. 1

Sodano, A. R. 13 n. 1, 54, 60, 65,
204, 297
Solmsen, F. 372 n. 1

Staal, J. F. =29
Taylor, A. E. 362
Usener, H. 349

Wallis, R. T.

Waszink, J. H. 55 n. 4

Westerink, I.. G. 15, 64, 67, 257
n. 1, 260, 262, 387

Wolff, G. 8

Zeller, E. 8, 53
Zintzen, C. 67 n. 2

53 0.3
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III. PROPER NAMES

Adrastus 356, comments on Timaeus
30; source for Calcidius, 323;
quoted by Theo Smyrnaeus, 324
n. 1; on epicycles, 354; 356

Aedesius 11; successor to Iambl,,
14, 175 379

Aelius Aristides FEgyptian Ovation

277

Albinus 27 n. 1; 56; on Tim. 27C,
297-3; on syllogisms 302; on

parts of soul, 371

Alexander of Aphrodisias opposes
doctrine of 8ymua, 371-2

Alypius 16; 25

Amelius 5n.2; 12; 19; 26; numero-
logy, triads 28; postulates three
demiurges 37, 4I, 48f., 260, 307,
313, 357. 359-60; on Atlantis
Myth 269; 295; 310; on Tim. 35B,
333; relation to Numenius, 337,
359; arithmological analysis of
Yuyn, 338; wants to be called
‘Amerius’, 339 n. 1; on participa-
tion in noetic world, 348; soul
same as intellect, 382; forms of
evil things, 386; identifies sub-
jects of Hypotheses of Parm., 388

Ammonius (teacher of Olympio-
dorus) 14; 21; 22; 241

Amphicleia 6; 7

Anatolius 7; 15; 18; On the Decad
21; 25; 26. (Bishop of Laodicea), g9

Anonymous Theaetetus Commentary
56, 303

Anonymus lamblichi 20

Anonymus Taurinensis authorship
of, 331 n. 1

Antioch 3; 4

Antiochus of Ascalon 301

Apamea 3; 4; site of Iamblichus’
school ?, 11ff,, 17

Aphrodite planct 356; assisting the
Sun, 358

Apollo 49, intellect of Sun 286, 288

Apollonius of Tyana, Life of Pytha-

goras, 19
Apuleius De Deo Socr. Tef. to, 316
Aratus 17 n. 3

Archytas 21, 26

Ares 288; 310; planet 357

Aristotle 15, 20, 40, 42, 57, 235,
278; syllogisms, 301; Aristotelian

term, 320; De Caelo quoted by
Proclus, 325; 326; De Gen. An.
referred to, 371; De An. comm. on,
383; 385

Aristoxenus 272

Asclepius 49, 279, emanation of
Athena 286, intellect of Moon 286;
288

Athena 269, 280-1, 284; ppoviisewmg
souforoy, 286; presiding over
Moon 287; 288; at right hand of
Demiurge 290-1; 292, 385

Athenian School 28, 65; 239, 257,
389, 397, 416

Atlantis 265; interpretations of
War 268ff.
Atticus 56, Plutarch and, heresy

of, 268; creation of Universc in
Time 3r11f.; on Tim. 30C, 316;
puts Demiurge above adtoléov,
317f.; on Tim. 378, 340; on parts
of soul, 371-2; comm. on Phae-
drus, 377; on Tim. 41D, ibid.

Beroea (Aleppo) 4

Calcidius 535f.; 63: policy in Comm.
on Tim., 294; on Tim. 324, cc. 8-
25, 323f.; on Tim. 37BC, 352; on
Tim. 38D, 356; on Matter, 373;
on vyéugor, Tim. 43A, 381-2; on
vision, 383

Callippus  claborates—theory—of
Eudoxus, 355

Celsus 27 n. 1

Chalcis  3; 4; ad Belum g4; limes of,

4
Chaldaean Ovacles 13; 21; 26; 28;
46 n. I; 52; 247; 252; 290; 308-9;
313; influencing Porphyry, 356;
terminology, 361; division of uni-
verse, 366 n. 1; 370; (Fr. 1 Des
Places), 390; on irrational soul,
373; triad &pwc - &imic - wioTic,
410; on Demiurge, 418
Chrysanthius 115 17
Cicero 4; 275 n. 2
Clement of Alexandria
Cleomedes 276
Crantor 268, 292, on Atlantis Myth
204; 298; 301, on origin of Universe
303-5; on composition of Soul, 330

37t
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Critias As aspect of demiurge 273

Cronius 45, 348

Cronos 246: as planet, 357; alle-
gorised 366-7; 418

Damascius 15 1. 6; 23ff.; 26; 20ff.;
31; 33-4; 63ff.; on skopos ol
Philebus 257; 261; gives lambli-
chus’ views on decadarchs, 369;
partisan of Tamblichus, 379, 401;
access to authorities, 393; dis-
agrees with Tamblichus on Paym.
1468, 399; on Dcmiurge 419

Daphne  site of Tamblichus’ school ?,
11ff.

Delphic Oracle 299

Dexippus pupil of Tamblichus,
commentator on Categories, 14,
25, 31T

Earth Moon as earth, 2z80; as
dxpbrne of encosmic gods, 365

Igypt, Egyptians 274, habit of
threatening the gods 274; Nile
276; call Moon ‘aetherial carth’
280; wisdom of, 289; doctrines of,

312
Eleusis, mysteries of, 290
Emesa 3, 4

Epimetheus as epistrophe 258
Eratosthenes on Nile 278; on ir-
rational soul?, 372
Eudoxus of Cnidus
theories, 355
Eunapius 3ff., 338
Euphrasius pupil of lamblichus, 14
Lusebius church historian, of., 23
Eustathius successor to Aedesius,
14

astronomical

Gaius School of, 56, 298

Galen 371

Gnosticism  36; Basilidian Gnostics
on lower soul, 371

Hades (PInto) 49, 246; allegorised.
368

Harpocration of Argos

Hecate in  Chaldaean
triad, 308; 378

Hephaestus as teyvixdg volg, 280,
patron of practical wisdom 286;
381

250
demiurgic

INDICES

Hera allegorised 367; 378
Heraclides of DPontus 362
Teraclitus 269, 276

Hermeias 22, 63, 233 n. 1, 244,

on Abyog as Tdov, 293 n. 1, on
etym. of &vveas, 335

Hermes 247, 290; planet 356

Hermetic Corpus 27 n. 1, dwdpeg
in, 322 n. 2; on irrational soul,
372 n. 3

Hesiod 27, 28

Hestia. 237

Hierius pupil  of Iamblichus,
teacher of Maximus of Ephesus,
14

Hipparchus 17 n. 3, 275, devised
epicycles, 354

Homer 27, Iliad 1 104, 276; Iliad
V 750, 289; 291

lamblichus, philosopher DYivision
of Alcibrades 231; style 239; argu-
ments in Phaedo 239ff.; structure
of Phaedrus 248; on divine ‘happi-
ness’ z51-2; the ‘One’ of the Soul
253[.; exegesis of cicadas in Phae-
drus 255; types of Soul 256;
monads of the Torms 260; ovder
of dialogues 264-5; Timacus quoi-
»bg, 205; on genealogy of Critias
270-1; symbolical exeg. of char-
acters, 7wm. 21B-D, 273f.; prin-
ciple of ‘analogy’ 280; being ‘con-
servative’ 284; and Chaldacan
Ovacles  290; variant reading
noted, 293; interprets Enontiate-
pov, 295; comment on textual
details 296-8; using syllogism
3o1f.; unnatural interpr. of Tim.
28B; ol mepl Tlopp. xxl “IauPh.,
311; Comm. om Chald. Oracles
quoted 312; habit of repeating
passages 312; adapts Phaedrus
Mvth in exeg. of Timaeus, 347,
Comm. on Categories referred to,
347 n. 1; variant reading from
Proclus, Tim. 38BC, 352; treatise
repl Bedv, 364; on decadarchs,
36g9; De Awnima quoted, 372;
theory on 8ympax, 3731[.; crit. of
predecessors in De Awnima, 382;
on the Iypotheses of Paym. 388-9;
Chaldaean Theology quoted 389g;



INDICES

nepl Qe ref. to, 390; poss. behind
Dam. Dub. et Sol. 261, 395; On
Prayer 407-411; Doctrine of Hen-
ads, 412-16; On the Speech of
Zeus in the Timaeus, 417-19

Tamblichus, novelist 4

TIamblichus, {phylarch of Arethusa
and Emesa) 4; son of, 4

Julian, Emperor 23, 24; 364:; on
Prometheus as pronoia, 258-g;
Asclepius connected with Sun,
286; Hephaestus patron of practi-
cal wisdom, 286; quotes Iambli-
chus on eternity of world 3o07;
Aphrodite assisting Sun, 358; on
Demiurge 418-19

Kidenas, astronomer 275

Longinus 9, 55, 271, 287f., policy
in Timaeus comm. 295, n. &

I.ydus, Joannes Laurentius 6,
n. 3, 19, 24, 65

Macedonius  f{riend of lambliclhus
25

Malalas 4, 5, 12

Marinus 24

Marius Victorinus and triad wévy—
npbodoc—EmoTpoYH, 331

Maximus of Ephesus 14-5; Comm.
on Categories 311

Minucius Felix 283

Moderatus of Gades 26

Monimos 5; god, 5

Moon 48, 251; as Earth 280; third
emanation of Athena 290; 319;
327, 3535 357

Niconiachus of Gerasa 18, Life of
Pythagovas, 19; Introduction to
Avithmetic, 20; Theologumena

Avithmeticae, 1bid., 26; source for
Proclus, 323

Nile source of, 277

Numenius 4, 12, 19, 41, 260, 267
n. 1; on Atlantis Myth 269, 294;
on Soul, 330; on participation in
noetic world, 348; influence on
Anmelius, 337, 359; system of three
Gods, 359; on planetary gods,
368; on parts of soul, 376; 382

445

Oceanus allegorised 366

Ocellus  Tlepl Dloewe, 322

Olympiodorus 22, =24, 25, 063ff,
231, 237, 376-7; on lambl. Speech
of Zeus in Timaeus, 417 n. 1

Origen, the Christian ¢; 27 n. 1;
38 n. 2

Origen the Platonist 355, interprets
Atlantis Myth 269; 272; 294;
refut. by Tambl. 273; Tlepi 8at-
udvev as source for Porphyry 283;
on 24C, 287f.

Orontes, River 3, 4

Orpheus, Orphic Poems 27; 28;
31; Egg 262; 283; 291; 307;
Orphic initiation of Pythagoras
363

Panaetius
24C, 287
Parmenides quoted, 396

commenting on Timaeus

Paterius on immortality of soul,
377 1. 1
Peisitheus pupil of Theodorus of

Asine, on skopos of Philebus 257

Phanes 307; as Demiurge for Ame-
lius 310

Philo Judaeus 27 n. 1; Suvdpers in,
415

Philolaus 31, 395

Philoponus, Johannes 21, 23, 55,
62, 65; on Porphyry 295; on Tim.
27C, 297; quotes Proclus In Tom.,
384

Phorcys allegorised 366-7

Photius 20

Platonism, Platonists, Middle 27;
Commentaries 55; 232; 235; 251;
on skopos of Philebus 257; 286,
hypothetical syllogisms used by,
3or1; on Tim. 32A, 325; on Tim.
34B, 327; on Tum. 35B, 332; 351;
on Tim. 381), 356; on Tim. 43A,
381-2; on Space?, 385

Plato 15, 20, Parmenides 30; Phile-
bus 17C{f.; 32; 36; 42, reading
Aristotle into 235; Philebus 66A-
C. 258; 272; Phaedrus 248C{f. 281;
Parmenides and Sophist 299; for-
mal syllogisms seen in dizlogues
302; Ep. 11, 307 n. 1; Phaedrus
myth used at Tim. 37B, 340;
Sophist and Parmenides referred



446

to, 350-1; Parm., Phileb., Soph.
mentioned 360; poss. ref. to 381;
Phaedrus Myth, 382: Svmposium
ref. to by Damascius, 400
Plotinus 6, 7, 19, 26, 30, 33, 36, 41,
42, 43f., 261; on Longinus 271;
293; said by Proclus to postulate
two Demiurges, 307; on supra-
cosmic Soul 326; &ypogor cuvou-
ocior of, 333; on faculty of per-
ception in Nous, 341; on Demiur-
ge, Enn. 111 9, 1, 359; on irration-
al soul, in Eunn. 1V 3, 373; ref.
to Enn. IV 7, 14, 376; 377;
criticised by Tambl. 382; Enn. V 7
used by Proclus, 386; first to take
Parm. as metaphysical ? 387; gods
in noetic world, 414 n. 1
Plutarch of Athens on immortality
of soul, 377; on subject of sixth
Hypoth. of Pavmenides 387; 38¢
Plutarch of Chaeroneia 27 n. 1, 55,
246 n. 1; and Atticus, heresy of,
298; De An. Proc. 1013A, 303;
crcation of universe in Time
311f.; 329; ref. to ’s. Plut. Vit
et Poes. Homeri, 371
Porphyry Intro. ch. 1 passiin;
Howmerika Zetemata, ded. to Ana-
tolius 8; in Sicily 10; Ilegl 70b
I'vésOe cavtdy ded. to lambl., 10;
relations w. Iambl. 10ff.; D¢
Anima, 19; llept Belwv dvopdtwy
23; 26ff.; un-Platonic 28; Letley
to Anebo 1bid .; 30; 36; 37; 41; 42;
49ff.; Commentary on the Timaeus
54; 58; 260; comments ‘ethically’
267; on Atlantis Myth 269; corr.
by Iambl. 270, 276, 277, 280, 282,
285, 292; De Antro Nymph. 276;
on daemonic Time 279; takes
Hephaestus as teyvixdc voli; 280;
on Tim. 24AB, 282f.; on 24C, 288;
Tlepl 10b ¢’ fuiv, 289 n. 1; on
Tim. 24E, 292; division of Tunaeus
Comm. into books, 295; inter-
prets pepiedrepoy, 295; in agree-
ment w. lambl. on 27C, 298; un-
natural interpr. of Tém. 28B, 302;
on origin of universe, 304; De
Anima 305; ol mepi ITopgp., 3IT;
on Tun. 31A, 318f; answers
aporia on Tim. 31A, 319; on Tim.

INDICES

34B, 327; and Marius Victorinus,
331; on I'im. 35B, 334; on Tim.
378, 339, 340f.; on Tim. 38D,
Chaldaean-influenced, 356-7, on
&royog Yuyt, 372-3; on subjects of
Hypotheses of Parm. 388; on
Parm. 143A-14413, 393; views on
Prayer, 407, 409; gods in Hyp. 2
of Parm. 414 n. 1

Poseidon 269; allegorised 368

Posidonius 250, 301

Proclus 22, 24, 26, 28, 32, 38, 48,
54, 571f.; elaboration of [ambl.’s
exeg. of Alcibiades 229; unwilling -
ness to quote vevbatim 230; amplif.
of Tambl. 233f.; theory of exten-
sion of hypostases =236f.; on
brelenacs, 252; 262-3; on Atlantis
Myth 269f.; symbolic exeg. of
characters 274; doctrine of grace
278-9; disagreement with Iam-
blichus on Tim. 27D, 299; on
meanings of yevntds, 306; EL
Theol. 58, 509, 70, 314; El Theol.
176-7, 315; on Tim. 32A, 323f;
methods of quotation 326-7; ano-
nymous doxographies in, 327;
etymol. of &wedg, 335; use of
lambl., 346; on participation in
noetic world, 348; quoting Pyth.
‘Tepdg Adyog, 363; using Plotinus
Enn. V 7, 386; attr. Platonic
Theology to Tambl., 391; crit.
Tambl. on Hyp. 6 of Parm., 402;
adtdg ref. to in Damascius, 402
n. 1; contradicts Iambl. 415 n. 1

Prometheus as prowoia 258

Psellus, Michacl 24, 65; on Chal-
daean demiurgic triad 308; Chal-
daean division of cosmos, 366 n. 1

Ptolemy on irrational soul?, 372

Pythagoras 14; Hievos Logos, 363;
28; 42; 243

Pythagoreanism, (Neo-) 15, 19,
20, 26, 268, 283; mathematics
322; 335; 350; 361; 418

Rhea allegorised, 366-7; 418

Sallustius 23, 364; on participa-
tion in the divine, 278; on pronoia
of Gods, 278; divisions of gods,
279



INDICES

Sampsigeramos 5

Seleucid Empire 3, 5

Septimius Severus 4

Severus 55; policy in Timaeus
Cominentary, 294; significance
of vt in Tim. 27D, 298 n. 1; 323;
on composition of soul, 331

Simplicius 21, 22, 58, 351, 379
n. 1, 383, 385; problems as source
for Iambl. 6o-2

Sirius 17

Socrates 17; 232ff., 262, 287, 293

Solon as demiurge 273, 274

Sopater 6, and n. 3; 12ff.; death of,
14, 25

Sozomen 6 n. 1

Speusippus 26, 250, definition of
Soul, 329; definition of Time 347;
on immortality of Soul, 376

Stephanus 21

Stobaeus, Johannes 65 n. 4

Stoics SVE I 307 referred to, 368;

382
Suidas 6
Sun ("Hxweg) 251, 307, 319, 327:

Syrian sun-worship 17; 353; re-
lation to Mercury and Venus, 356-
8; as Demiurge 419

Syria 3, 4, Coele Syria 3, 4; Tam-
blichus returns to, 1iff.

Syrianus 19 n. 2, 22, 49, 54, 229,
231, 234, 239; typical amplifica-
tion of lambl.257; 262; on Atlantis
Myth 269; on Tun. 27C, 297; 320;
how referred to by I’roclus, 343;
views on Aeon, 343; on participa-
tion in noetic world, 348: his
method of commentary 348; cx-
pounding Tamblichus, 305; on
Gy, 374; on Parm. 143A-144B8,

447

393; acknowledges debt to Iambl.
396; and henads g12ff.

Taurus, Calvisius 55; on Tim. 27C,
297; enumeration of meanings of
vevntie, 304f., 311; school of, 305
n. 1

Tertullian 233

Tethys allegorised 365-6

Theodorus of Asine pupil of lam-
blichus? 14, 26, 28, 45; 204; on
Tim. 35A, 330: arithmological
analysis of 338; relation to Nume-
nius, 338; on Tun. 38D, following
Porphyry, 356; triadic elabora-
tions of, 357-8; 364; on éynua, 380

Theodorus of Cyrene n Sophist,

247
Theon of Smyrna 324 n. 1, 354, 356
Theophrastus and syllogisms 301;

mentioned by Taurus, 304; on
Time, 347
Theotecnus, bishop of Caesarea 9
Timaeus Locrus ¢8C, 322

Vettius Valens 276

Xenarchus 10 n. 4; quoted, dis-
tinguishes two types of airiat, 316
Xenocrates 250; on origin of uni-
verse 303, 300, on composition
of Soul, 329; definition of Time,
347; on immortality of Soul, 376

Year, Great 275

Zervan 35

Zeus 49, 246, 251; as Demiurge
307, 418; as planet 357; allegoris-
ed 367

IV. SUBJECTS
(@) Imglish Words

Angel 51
Archangel

51, 283
Archon 51
boddhisatva 243

Daemons 41; 49-52; 236; in At-
lantis Myth 269; 282ft.; chief dae-

mon 284; intermediate status of,
401

Dyad peras-apeirvon 31; Unlimited
33, 47, 270, 322, 329

Demiurge 24; 37-9; 245-7; 25I;
385; sublunary 245, 259; Father
of demiurges, ibid.; Solon and
Critias as, 273; Athena at right
hand of, 289-9o; identifications
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of, 307f.; Chaldaean demiurgic
triad, 308; 313; 417; for Iambli-
chus 309; and abtoleov 317;
Demiurgic Intellect 394-5; Tov-
wétne and érepdrne of, 400; as
Zeus, 418

Emanation 27, 291
Ennead 281
Exegesis, symbolic 27

Fate (cipappévn) 47, 245

Form (Ideas, el80¢, 182«) Monads
of, 37, 260, 418; 279-80; 300; 316;
participation in, 349; of what
things therc are, 386; of Matter,
386; of cvil things 386

God, gods (8eég) 41; 48-9; ‘birth-
days’ of, 279; véar feul, 285, 365;
have ‘second horse’ 342; yeve-
swvpyot, 364, 367, 401; Eyxbouot,
3641f.; sublunar, 368, go1; 7ye-
woéveg, 369; Sexadupyat, 360; dawd-
autor, 369 gpetiuetor, 418; and
Prayer, g407-411

Heaven (obpavig) xuxhopopte of,

287; 352; 301-2; as Logos of
Demiurge 365

Hebdomad  intellectual (noeric) 37,
417

Henad 32, 289; origins with Iam-
blichus, 412-10; equated with

traditional gods, 415

Hero, heroes 49

Hypostasis 27; ‘moments’ of 33;
52; extension of 236; three aspects
of, 329

Karma 29, 383

Ma'at 35

Mathematics on 1im. 32A, 322-5;
Gematria, 338-9

Matter (GAn) 38; 47-8; 236; resist-
ing Aéyot, 273; where discussed
in Timaeus 297, 373; TATROYEVAC
in Oracles 312; 321; gods unmixed
with, 368, 4o01; 388; pure Matter
subject of Hyp. 5 of Parm., q02

Mind (Intellect, volic)  27; é&vbog
To0 ved, 34, 387; weBupbc, 37

INDICES

matpixde, 37, 263; participated
(nePextée), 39, 336-342; Teyvends,
Hephaestus as, 280; unpartici-
pated (dpélexrtog), 336; dv—Lwh—
volc, 36, 260, 349, 418; 4 Bhog voic,
394

Monad 31; unparticipated noetic
33; 34; of forms 37; 260; 418

Motion (xivnoig) 398

47, 322

One, The (16 &) 27; 29-33; One-
Existent 31f.; 35; 270; Iambli-
chus’ two Ones 270, 414; 321; 383;
how ‘in itself” and ‘in another’,
395; relation to Others, 399; 402

Nature (g@iotg)

Paradigm 33; 36; for Amelius 310;
361

Prayer 407-411; Yorphyry's views
to, 407; relation between Proclus
and Tambl. on, 407ff.

Providence (mpbvowx) 245; Prome-
theus, 258; 383

Rest (otasg) 398

Soul (uyn) psychic realm 39-47;
xaxepyéTig, 312; Omepxoouos, 317,
326, 340, 378; unparticipated
(&uéBextoc) 39,336; monad of, 336;
Soul of the World, 39, 361, 378;
M) 6hn guyA, 337, 340-1, 355; indi-
vidual soul, 39, 41-7, 337; im-
mortality of 240ff., 250; (in
general) 233; in the Moon 28o;
exceeded in extension by Cew,
314f.; composition of, 329-31,
333; mpocextind SYvapre of, 340

Space 40-1, 385

Sublunar sphere 48; demiurge 245,
259

Tetrad role described 332

Theurgy 11, 28, 361, 383

Time (xpbvog) 35; 39-40; as Image
40, 229, 347, 38s5; transcendent
(eEmpmuévoc) 40, 344f., coexistent
with Universe, 354; lamblichus’
doctrine on, 3431f.; xat’ Evépyetay,
xat’ odolay 345, 353

Triad noetic 29, 36-7, 236f.; of
planets 357
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Universe (xéopog, world) material
48, 49, 320, 331f.; whether and
how created, 298; beginning in
Timer, 303ft., 311f. intelligible
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(vontée), 310, 315, 331if.; eight
resemblances to paradigm, 326;
ten gifts by God to, 326; Time
co-existent with, 354

(b)Y Greek Words

ayaldy, 16 41
det 397-8
Aldv 33, 35, 209, 343, 4pephs, 353

guetaxrtor Beal 418

duéBentoc (unparticipated) 52, 330
&vodog 401

dmople 235, 249, 281, 319, 320, 394;

cristic 399.
apuds olorwdnc 395
dppnrog 258
Goyh gdpyot of mépuc---dmetpov 31-2;

320; 389
avburdotatos  (sell-substantial) 52,
300 N. I, 303
yéveals  mpwTy 380
yevytdg  mieanings of, 304-5, 311
Yyévog vévn 7ol dvtog 39, 270, 300,

378, 300; wate yivn 310; T&
xpeltTove yévn 322 n. 1, 370, 382,
387, 401; ta péosa yevy 378

Sexaddpyns
Snuioupyle
SrandounoLg

369
véa 257
252

Sbvaurg  (power, potentiality) 2321
285; Hermetic Suvapeg 322 n. 2,
puronixat 30,47 néoun 367

etdoc 313, 315

eixav 2638

dvavtioolg 270, 291, 202
évépyeror  232[.

dwede ‘Ev véov' 334

Evoolg  dpp7Toeg 408

gnixunrog 354-5

¢motpogn  33; Epimetheus as, 258;
wovh, mpdodog, EmioTpoph, 331

étepdrng  (otherness) 47-8; of Mat-
ter 321; 375; of Demiargic In-
tellect 400

Cwn Oy, Lw), vode 30, 349, 350, 418;
313; extension of, 314; 307; Loot
Uetur 380

Loy adtoléov discussed 317; 76 4
gom LHov 359

nyepmy  type of god 309

bewpla and feoupyix T1; and Aéfwg
235, 394

xafifixov 234

xa¢0080¢ 401

®oopoxpdTwe  275-0, 369

2E and Ozowplx 235, 393, 394

Adyos, Abyol
Charioteer

273, 321, 339; logos as
340

uebelie 33 in noetic world 348

voepbe  (intellectual) mwpdtn 1@y voe-
pov taitc 394; wpéon TN.T., 397;
Teele toddec (VouTév xal voepdv)
4717; hebdomad 417

vontée  (intelligible) Realm 33-39;
triad 2q, 36-7, 260; monad 33, 34;
von oy mAgrtug 203; archetype of
Matter 313; vonta (o 315; 10
vonTdy 317, 389, 300; To mpdhiTov
vontov 37%5; noetic-noeric realms
417-19

of pév, ol 8¢ 2067, 268, 305, 379

&v, 76 ‘Triad 6v, Lwm, volg 36, 236,
260, 349, 350, 418; yévny Tob Svrog
39, 270, 300; v GvTwg Ovra 349;
7o del &v 209, 397; 76 & &y dist.
from t6 det Ov 299; 30¥; 30I; 16
frep Gv 309

odato 232t

Syque  (vehicle) 47-8; =250; and
yurdveg 371 ; survey of theories on,
371; mvenpatikdy, 370; 380

TpkyATR, T& 403
wedbig  (lecture), in Olympiodorus,
63

npbedug  (procession) 33, 34; ogdoad



450

symbol of, 281; uovy, mwpdodog,
entoTpogy 331; of Oeol yeveoioupyot,
367

oetpa  (chain) 289, 291, 416

oxonée (subject matter) 27, 229; of
Philebus 257-8; of Hypotheses of
Payrmenides 387

INDICES

wavtédtneg  (Sameness) 281, 349, 378;
of Demiurgic Intellect, 400

témoc non-physical 284, 2309; vontée
397

Unoapble  (essence) 232f.

brefoxde 252, 308, 357, 417

ppbvnorg 286, 288

X@px 397



